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IRISH UNIONISM

CHAPTER .
THE MESS OF POTTAGE.

Anglo-Irish history for seven centuries is a
record of the efforts of Dritish statesmen to assert,
extend, and consolidate their cuthority in Ireland.
From the sword of Cromwell to the bribes of
Castlereagh innumerable experiments have been
tried; but since the beginning of the nineteenth
century the instrument employed to enforce the
will of the ruling Power has been the machinery
set up by Pitt under the title of the Legislative
Union. To one school of Irish political thought
this measure represents the highest achievement
of British statesmanship, and constitutes the key-
stone of the wide arch of empire. To another, the
keystone figures rather as a fetter which binds
Ireland helplessly to the chariot-wheels of her
conquerors, destroys her individuality, and enables
her rulers to tighten with one hand the grip on her
throat while with the other they rifle her pockets.

In the opinion of both these schools the effect
on the structure and development of the Union of
the special cireumstances and prevailing influences
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2 IRISH UNIONISM

of the era in which it came into existence is at the
best a matter of secondary importance. This gon-
clusion is justified if one accepts as final the con-
tention of its supporters that the Union was the
crown of a good work {oo long delayed, or of its
opponents that Pitt did no more than give a new
form of expression to the spirit which has animated
England in all her dealings with her neighbour.
Undoubtedly, the Union was fashioned by, its
authors in accordance with what they held to be
the special needs of the Irish situation, and was
designed by them to cope with a difficulty which,
they argued, and in all probability sincerely
believed, was the peculiar perplexity of statesmen
who ruled the British dominions.

There are, however, wider implications in the
problem demanding, in my opinion, closer analysis
than they have received from the majority of
writers who have discussed the question. It is
not sufficient to regard the Act of Union as a land-
mark in the relations between England and Ire-
land. It represented also the response to an
impulse which affected politics all over Europe.
Everywhere the ruling minority was throwing up
defences against the new evangel of liberty and
equality which France had proclaimed to the
world through the lips of her politicians and
philosophers, and was carrying to triumph on the
bayonets of her armies. Privilege in Ireland was
even more concerned than privilege elsewhere
to safeguard its position by any means, fair
or foul. In other countries the advance of
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democracy might threatey the supremacy of the
rulipg class; in Ireland, or so it seemed to the
apostles of Ascendancy, it cut at the roots of their
existence. This is a factor to which due weight
has not been given by those who see in the Union
merely a sordid transaction in which Parlia-
mentary votes were bartered for stars, and ribbons
and hard cash.

To, take this view is not to defend the peers
and commoners who held out itching palms for
Pitt’s * gold. Gladstone’s phrase, ‘‘ unredeemed
blackguardism,” expresses the sober judgment of
history on their action; and the fiery scorn of the
verses which every Irish child knows by heart
embodies the literal truth :(—

‘“ How did they pass the Union? By perjury and
fraud,

By men who sold their land for gold, as Judas sold
his God.”

Even the present holders of Union peerages are
not flattered by a reference to the votes that
founded the fortunes of their houses; and still more
‘strangely, men, who profess to be ready to fight
dagger-out-of-sheath for the maintenance of the
Union, make it almost a patent of nobility that
.their ancestors resisted to the end the appeals of
Castlereagh and the wiles of Fitzgibbon.

The first Marquis of Dufferin, who raged against
what he called the ‘ madness” of Gladstonian
Home Rule, never wearied of recalling the retort
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of his great-grandfather, Sir Jobhn Dufferin, when
the Government of the &ay sought to purchase, his -
vote for Pitt’s scheme by the offer of a peerage.
“ Your crest,” said an emissary of the Castle, who
was examining the plate on his dinner-table, ‘‘is
a very pretty one, but would be improved by a
coronet.” ‘I fear,” replied Sir John, *‘the
motlo per vias rectas has escaped your notice.’’
Politicians as sensitive of their dignity as
Dufferin were by no means common, but it is a
fallacy to ascume that some special virus it Irish
life caused bribery and corruption to flourish with
a rankness unknown elsewhere. As a matter of
fact little was done in College Green that had not
long been common form at Wesiminster. The
difference is that whereas the Irish for over a
century have been busily dragging the Union
scandals into tne light of day, English historians
glide tenderly over episodes not a whit less shame-
ful in their own annals. If the members of the
Irish Parliament succeeded in selling their
country, ‘not a few English Parliamentarians were
quite prepared to sell theirs on the same terms.
When George ITI. was fashioning his scheme of
personal government, which threatened the liber-
ties of the Fnglish people as they had not been
threatened since the days of the Stuarts, he had no
difficulty in securing support so long as he was
prepared to pay for it with offices and bank-notes.
‘“ The King’s Friends,”” as his drilled and diseip-
lined legionaries delighted to call themselves, have
been admirably described by Sir George Trevelyan,
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“ When a division was called they went forth into
the .Lobby, or remained seated in the body of the
House, at a whispered word of command from the
Secretary of the Treasury. They cheered Lord
North’s speeches; they placed his Bills on the
Statute Book ; and they voted him all the national
money which he demanded in the well-grounded
expectation that a substantial portion of it would
sooner or later find its way into their own pockets.
However inexcusable might be the errors of his
Majesty’s Ministers, and however formidabhle
might be the calamities which their policy entailed
upon the country, they were sure of immunity
so long as the majority of their supporters were
the bribed and submissive members for bribed and
subservient constituencies.”

Ministers had a cynical disbelicf in promises
unless the bargain was clenched by a cash pay-
ment, and to judge by a curious note from Lord
Saye and Sele in the Grenville Correspondence,
members of either House blushed to refuse rather
than to accept a bribe. Writing to the Prime
Minister, in 1763 Lord Saye and Sele, after pro-
testing his readiness to support the Administra-
tion, continues: ‘“To show the sincerity of my
words’ (pardon, sir, the perhaps over-niceness of
my disposition) I return enclosed the bill for £300
you favoured me with, as my good manners would
not permit my refusal of it when tendered by you.”
If this sort of inducement was considered necessary
in the case of heads of historic houses, it is easy
to understand What arguments would be employed

D 421)



8 IRISH UNIONISM

with needy Irish landlards swamped in oceans of
claret with mortgages like millstones tied about
their necks. Sir Robert Walpole protested that
he was ‘‘ obliged to bribe mcmbers not to vote
against, but for, their conscience’’; and on the
other side of the Trish Sea the belief was equally
strong that the labourer in the parliamentary vine-
yard was worthy of his hire.  Bribery, in short,
was the orthodox method of making and keaping
a ministerial majority.

The marvel is not, as some appear to think, that
the Union was finally carried by corruption, but
that Grattan’s Parliament, with all the odds against
it, managed to survive for eighteen years. From
the first powerful influences on both sides in Eng-
lish politics set themselves to ensure the failure of
the experiment. Nor was hostility confined to the
professed apostles of reaction. Fox, whose outlook
was more in harmony with modern ideas than that
of any of his fellows, solemnly declared in public
that his Government had made ‘“ a complete, abso-
lute and perpetual surrender of the British legisla-
tive and judicial supremacy over Irelagd.” In
private he wrote, ‘“ If either the parliamentary
reform in any shape, however modified, or any
other point, claimed by the Volunteers, be con-
ceded, Ireland is irretrievably lost for ever.” As
it was obvious that without Parliamentary reform

e Irish House of Commons would be a pliant
instrument in the hands of an Executive which
looked to Westminster for its instructions, the
conclusion is irresistible that F8x, though he .
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might be willing to grant,the shadow of indepen-
denge, was as determined as Fiizgibbon to deny
the reality. .

Viewing the question, as in fairness one should,
from the standpoint of English statesmen, there
is something to be said for their attitude. They
saw JIreland always in the light of American
precedents which showed, or rather seemed to them
to show, that there was no half-way house between
self-government and absolute separation. But with
a fatulty as great as that which ensured the loss
of North America these politicians, almost before
the echo of the speeches in which they acclaimed
and endorsed Grattan’s demand had died away,
were laying plans, the inevitable result of which
was, as Laurence Parsons warned the Executive,
“ to teach the people that nothing short of separa-
tion would atiain for them good government.”
The official policy, pursued without a hint of dis-
guise, was to stereotype a system which both
friends and foes knew to be impossible by mar-
shalling against the forces of reform every weapon
that might sap the independence of opponents or
purchase the support of men who, in Dr. Johnson's
phrase, saw in patriotism ‘‘ the last refuge of a
scoundrel.”

‘“ The sale of peerages,”’ said Curran ten years
before the Union, ‘‘ is as notorious as that of the
cast horses in Castle Yard ; the publicity the same,
the terms not very different, the horses not war-
ranted .sound, and the other animals warranted
rotten. When®arguments fail we are threatened!

’
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A million will be expended in bribing the country
at the next election—to make us what? A cala-
comb of ministerial mummies—not a scene of
honest contest, not a temple of liberty, but a den
of thieves.””  Viceroys had no difficulty in pur-
chasing a majority that might be trusted o act
in the interesis of England provided always that
these interests did not directly menace the existence
of the Irish Parliament. (Gambetta’s warninge to
France about Alsace, ““ Always think of ii, never
speak of it,”” sums up the attitude of the rulers of
Ireland towards the project of a Union in the years
that elapsed between the Declaration of Indepen-
dence and the Rebellion of 1798.

On the other hand, the colonists believed that
they occupied an impregnable position which could
be shaken neither by English Ministers nor Irish
Catholics, since it was in their power to use Eng-
land to maintain {he Protestant oligarchy and at
the same time to rally Catholic supporl against any
attempt o deprive them of their privileges which
threateued to infringe Irish independence. To run
with the hare and hunt with the hounds in this
fashion required no less nerve than skill if danger-
ous obstacles were to be successfully surmounted.
The Ascendancy managed cleverly enough till the
shadow of the French Revolution fell across their
path, and reaction found itself confronted with the
challenging figure of revolutionary democracy.

The creed thai nerved the ragged levies of the
Republic to hurl back the invaders at Valmy fired
in Ireland the colder blood of the Presbyterians of
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the north.  This may *seem strange to those to
whom Ulster to-day is the home of lost causes, but
the development was strittly in accordance with
the orthodox Ulster tradition. Calvinism makes
naturally for Republicanismi when Calvinism is not
the dominant force in a State; and as the Presby-
terians had used the American revolt, planned and
cxecuted largely by Ulster emigrants, to secure
the independence of the Irish Parliament, so they
saw dn lhe principles preached in France a lever
which would enable them to make the Dublin Par-
liament not merely independent of Westminster
but representative of Ireland.

Previous demands for reform had failed because
they were sectional demands which the Executive
was able to disregard without endangering its
position. Under the influence of the new gospel
of democracy it became possible {0 unite forces
which had hitherto dissipated their strength in
fruitless broils, and to combine Catholics and
Protestants in a common movement as Irishmen.
To have sounded this call to unity is Wolfe Tone’s
great tontribution to politics. The impulse had
been felt in Belfast before Tone gave it expression,
but +his energy, organising genius, and, above
all, his crusading fervour overbore the most for-
midable obstacles.

Tone was aided in his task by the fact that as
a Protestant acting as secretary of the committee
appointed by Irish Catholics to secure their
elementary pelitical rights, he occupied a position
which enabled him to interpret the minds of men
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of both creeds to one another. His critics are fond
of arguing that as there was no permanent recon-
ciliation of the religiofis Tone’s work was from the
first o failure. Ii is true that Presbylerians were
no more cnamoured of Catholicism as Catholicism
after the taking of the Bastille than before it, and
equally true that Catholics, who accepted the
doctrines of liberty, equality, and fratel;nity,
did not on that account revise their opinion
of the theological tenets of the Shorter Cate-
chism. As a Deist, whose views had more
in common with the philosophy of Voltaire
than with Vatican decrees or the dogmas of John
Knox, Tone may have underrated the depth and
intensity of the prejudices he sirove to eliminate,
but it cannot be denied that in striving to eliminate
them he was acting in the spirit of irue Christianity.
Yet certain controversialists do not hesitate to de-
nounce this virtue as a crime, and make it not the
least of Tone’s offences that he as a lay politician
sought to do for his fellow-Protestants what those
to whom they looked for spiritual guidance had
left undone. Needless to say neither Tone nor his
colleagues had any intention of interfering in
matters of doctrine. The pith of their creed was
that differences of religious doctrine should not
exclude co-operation in political affairs between
various sections of the community, a view which
is nowadays, outside Ulster, regarded as axiomatic,
but was then denounced as a final proof of the
poisonous tendencies of Jacobinism.

All the evidence goes to strengthen the conclu-
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sion that a moderate scheme of reform, honestly
destgned to abolish the most glaring of existing
inequalities, would have safisfied everyone except
a negligible minority of exiremists. The Catholic
demands, far from being excessive, were so scru-
pulously moderate that during the early years of
the United Irish movement the fear of the popular
leaders was that the Government would buy off
Catlfolic opposition by partial concessions, and
thus t@rpedo any genuine scheme of Parliamentary
reform. On the other hand, the United Irishmen
bore no resemblance to the iconoclasts whose ham-
mer-strokes had demolished the foundations of the
old order in France. Reform, not revolution, was
their watchword. Even after it was obvious that,
to quote the Memoir in which Addis Emmet,
0’Connor, and MacNevin embodied their views,
it would be as easy to obtain a revolution as a
reform, so obsiinately was the latter resisted,”
they advanced towards Republicanism, according
to themselves, only ‘“with a timid step.” When
the dissolution of the Open Society in 1794
wade it.clear that the Government were deter-
mined to repress the popular demands by force,
the sgcret organisation altered its test for
membership merely by omitting the words ‘‘in
parliament’” from its claim for ‘‘ an equal repre-
sentation of all the people of Ireland.” ‘ The
test,”’ the Memoir declares, ‘‘ embraced both the
republican and the reformer, and left to future
circumstances to decide to which the common
strength should be directed; but still the whole
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body, we are convinded, would stop short at
reform.” e

Statesmen with angy claim to the title would
have aimed at strengthening the moderates at the
expense of the extremists; and there can be little
doubt that had a lead been given to Grattan and
his fellows the movement would have developed
along peaceful lines. But, instead of weakening
opposition, it was the set purpose of the mexf who
controlled the Irish Executive to intensify if. This
has been denied on the ground that no set of politi-
cians, however wrong-headed their views might be,
would commit themselves to so insane a policy.
There was, as we shall see, method in the Castle
madness.

John Fitzgibbon, whose services were rewarded
by the Irish Chancellorship and the earldom of
Clare, was never accused by his bitterest enemies
of lacking either intelligence or insight. On the
contrary, long before real politik became a for-
mula on the lips of politicians, he had mastered
the difficult art in all its complexities; and his
manceuvres during the stormy decade ¢hat pre-
ceded the extinction of the Irish Parliament justify
his claim to be regarded, in a truer sense than Pitt,
as the ‘‘ Father of the Union.” Fitzgibbon, whose
policy was as logical and clean-cut as that of Wolfe
Tone himself, recognised from the hour that the
United Irish Society was founded that his real
opponent in Ireland was the briefless barrister who
wrote pamphlets for the Whig CQlub.  Political
opposition was sharpened by personal antagonism.
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According to Tone’s son, ¢he Chancellor was one
of the féw enemies his father ever made; but it
was characteristic of Tone phat he admired Fitz-
gibbon for his uncompromising devotion to his
creed. ‘“ He is,” he said, ¢ at least an open and
avowed enemy; he takes his party, such as il 1s,
like & man who expects no quarter, and is there-
fore determined {o give none.”

If* Tone stands in history as the type of the
Engligh settler who has become more Irish than
the Irish, Fiizgibbon is the outstanding example
of that much rarer class, the Irish Gael, who is
politically more KEnglish than the English. He
sprang, according to Mr. Litton Falkiner, ‘“ from
a sept long identified with the County Limerick,
and accounted among the most Irish of Irish
families in religious and national sentiment.”
Fitzgibbon’s father was a convert from Catholicism
who, as the reward of changing his faith, realised
a fortune of over £100,000 at the bar. Whether
his religious convictions were sincere or not it is
beyond doubt that his son was the most furious
Protestant of his time. The basic principle of
his creed was, as he informed the Irish House
of Lqrds, that ‘“ the whole Catholic population of
Ireland, by virtue of their religious belief, should
be absolutely and for ever excluded from all share
of political power.”

It is usual to depict Fitzgibbon as a stiff-necked
and embittered bigot who hated the race he had
deserted, and was vowed to accomplish its destrue-
tion. Though there is no lack of evidence to con-
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firm this view, in myesopinion, it does not reveal
the whole man. He preached a creed whicheeven
his admirers admitied was woefully narrow and
reactionary, but at every stage of his career he
displayed an unrivalled sense of political realities.
Wholly untroubled by qualms as to the legitimacy
of using Machiavellian methods to accomplish his
ends, these euds, hateful as they are io modern
minds, represented, I believe, Fitzgibbon’¢ pro-
found convictions. He may have been a cypic and
a despol, but he was free from the vice of hypo-
crisy, and amongst the petty politicians who
intrigued in College Green and jobbed in Dublin
Castle he stands out like a tower. Nor does he
lose in comparison with the greater statesmen of
his era. Wilberforce relates that after the Union
when the Earl of Clare from his place in the Upper
House was calling, as was his wont, for fire and
sword to tame the degraded Irish, and pouring
scorn on the Catholic claims, Pitt, who had entered
the Chamber, listened for a few moments to the
tirade and then stalked angrily out with a gesture
of contemptuous disgust. The object of. Wilber-
force is 1o laud Pitt’s sensitive delicacy as con-
trasted with Clare’s brutal higotry, but he con-
veniently forgets that Clare was only defending
the policy which as Pitt’s agent he executed in
Ireland. No protest was utbered by Pitt against
what Dublin Castle did, but he was shocked
beyond expression that Clare should boldly cham-
pion its methods in public. ~The episode might
fitly serve as a parable of English rule in Ireland
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since the Union. It hase become automatic for
Britfsh sfatesmen to sirike an attitude of outraged
virtue when confronted with the misdoings of
Dublin Castle, yet few of them from Pitt onwards
have hesitated to avail themselves of every weapon
in its armoury.

Fitzgibbon’s political philosophy can be put
without difficully into a single sentence.  The
nativé Irish, according to him, were ‘ neither
civilised nor civilisable,”” and whatever the nominal
form of GGoverninent may be, the reality must be «
despotism which would maintain Ascendancy un-
broken. This view was also the view of the over-
whelming majority of the Irish Parliament. Where
Fitzgibbon differed {from his fellows, however, was
that he had the insight to discern that the sole hope
of maintaining Protestant Ascendancy was to sur-
render the shadow of independence for the reality
of domination. As a young lawyer of thirty he
began his political career by opposing Grattan’s
Declaration of Right. ¢ Shall it be said,” he
cried, ‘‘ that we are to be terrified by an armed
people crowding to the Bar?” Continuing, he
warned the House of Commons that to repudiate
the authority of British statutes, as Grattan and
his party sought to do, was to endanger the titles
of Protestant estates. Twenty years later, Clare
used the same argument as the final justification
of the Union scheme. ‘‘ The whole power and
property of the country,’”” he said, ‘“ has been con-
ferred by successive monarchs of England upon an
English colony, composed of three sets of English
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adventurers who poured into this country at the
termination of three succcssive rebellions. * Con-
fiscation 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 discontents in sullen indignation. What was
the security of the English settlers for their
physical existence at the Revolution? And what
is the security of their descendants at this day?
The powerful and commanding protection, of Great
Britain. 1f, by any fatality, it fails, you are at
the mercy of the old inhabitants of the island.”

It was Filzgibbon’s life-woik to make these
doctrines, which wheun first enunciated cost him his
seat for Dublin University, the fundamental prin-
ciple of Irish government. There has been scarcely
a Unionist pronouncement for a century the pith
of which is not to be found in his speeches, for he
was one of the few protessors of the creed who had
not only a coherent philosophy of politics but
possessed in a rare degree the gift of effective ex-
pression.  Fitzgibbon lacked the glow of passion
and the imaginative beauly that make Grattan's
fame as an orator imperishable, but his skill in
marshalling arguments, his instinet for the weak
joints in his oppounent’s armour, and the smash-
ing force of his blows rendered him the most for-
midable of parliamentary antagonists. If Grattan
went into action like a stately three-decker, with
all sail set and the sunlight gleaming on broad
ensigns and gay uniforms, Fitzgibbon had not a
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little of the starkness and strength of a modern
battle«cruider.

Latter-day ecritics, especially in Ireland, have
been content to label Fitzgibbon anti-national, as
if the epithet ndequately defined his attitude. But
the anti-nationalism on which they lay such stress,
as Mr. Erskine Childers shows in his Framework
of Home Rule, was inspired less by racial anti-
pathies than by a rooled hatred of democratic
principles and beliefs. ~ Clare’s detestation of the
noirthern Presbylerians was every whit as strong
as his loathing of southern Catholics, nor did it
spring from dislike of their theological views but
of their republican bias, which, he informed the
Irish Parlianent, was subversive alike of rcligion
and monarchy, of property and the English con-
nection.

Clare lives in listory as the most fanatical
champion of the divine right of Fngland to rule
Ireland according to her will. In the Union
debates, he declared, he would gladly entrust the
government of Ireland to the British Parliament
even though that parliament did not admit a singlo
Irish representative. Yet the United Irish leaders
themselyes had not so fierce a contempt for English
politicians as Clare when minisiers ventured to
differ from him. He denounced them in un-
measured terms in his private correspondence, and
while nominally acting in alliance with them, he
never hesitated to intrigue against their policy
with the most amazing unscrupulousness. By
secretly playing ‘on the prejudices of George III.
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he induced the King o reject the Emancipation
proposals in the Union scheme, an act of*treaghery
to his colleagues which no special pleading can
palliate. After the Union was passed Cornwallis,
who had urged in vain that concessions * which if
now liberally granted might make the Irish a loyal
people will be of little avail when they are ex-
torted on a future day,”” warned the Cabinet that
if Lord Clare and his friends had their way they
would ruin British government in Ireland. For-
tunately for the British Government, Clare died
within twelve months of the opening of the Union
Parliament to the undisguised relief of his English
masters. His death, Abbot, the Chief Secretary,
cheerfully records in his journal, ¢ delivered the
Irish and also the British Government from great
trouble.”’

Clare had no illusions about the ‘‘ garrison” in
whose cause he was nominally fighting. “ God
bless them all!”’ he wrote sarcastically in one of
his private letters, ¢ they hold character and con-
sistency in very laudable contempt, and if they are
but paid will in the next session unsay everything
which they have been saying and swearing in
this.” He did not hesitate to use language equally
strong in parliament. They were, he told them to
their faces, ‘““a puny and rapacious oligarchy,"
and he declared he was ‘‘sickened with this rant of
Irish dignity and independence.”” One can under-
stand Clare’s angry disgust. It was not the
rapaciousness of the oligarchs that roused his
wrath, but their failure to realizd the limitatiops

1
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which must be accepted if jt was to be practised
with impnnity

Clare was in perfect agreement with Castle-
reagh’s statement to Lord Camden in a letter
written as late as January, 1793, that once inde-
pendence had been granted the alternatives were
‘“ to govern Ireland by reason or unite her to Great
Britain by force.”” Castlereagh at the time this
letter avas written, still believed in government by
reason, and extracls from the document might have
been comments by a moderate like Sir Horace
Plunkett on the Cabinet drift towards Carsonism
after the declaration of war with Germany.
‘“ Under the <pirit of the Constitution, the refor-
mers,”’ Castlereagh declares, ‘‘are justified in
demanding change. When they have power they
may abuse it—so may you; but when they are
wild enough to do so, then your correction may be
more reasonably applied. It is for you to deter-
mine whether you will embark in the reconquest
of Ireland at the same time as you proceed against
France and her principles. Yet even at this
moment there is but one voice, that when England
draws the sword that of Treland is unsheathed with
it. The wildest revolutionists hold no other
lang'uag'e. Instead of concession, every point has
been a matter of conquest, and discontent has been
the consequence, when gratitude might have been
the national feeling. You have tied the hands by
closing the mouths of all your real friends in this
country, and relied upon a parcel of sharks.”” This
view, Castlereagh insists, was supported not only
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by professed reformers, but by ¢ those imme-
diately inlerested in resisting it—I mean ¢he great
borough proprietors.” ‘“ These old sages,”” he
continues, ‘‘ have discovered that reform is a wise
and necessary measure, and they, very prudently,
would rather effect it themselves than let others
plunge the country into confusion or let the work
fall into other hands.”

Clare’s mission, as he saw it, was less to demon-
strate that government by reason was impossible
than to insist that a union with Great ‘Britain
offered the sole hope of maintaining the privileges
which were for his fellows the Ark of the Covenant.
Anti-Catholic prejudice was the weapon first
selected by him, but republican developments in
France and their reaction on Ireland furnished him
with an instrument which he used no less effec-
tively than Wolfe Tone, though with a very dif-
ferent object. To Clare the democratic upheaval
was a potent argument to deter Ascendancy from
attempting to reform grievances on its own
account, while at the same time it could be manipu-
lated to induce Pitt to destroy Irish independence
by pleas about the danger to the unity of the
Empire.

There can be little doubt that Fitzgibbon’s
policy was deliberately to stir up trouble by
repressive measures, and force his opponents to
an open trial of strength. As Newenham, the most
careful and least biassed of contemporary publicists,
put it, if the Executive did not actually concoct
rebellion it pursued a policy that* made rebellion
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inevitable, knowing that the Union * never would
have beem carried into effect without the occurrence
of a rebellion, similar in respect of its altendant
and previous circumstances fo that of 1798.”> The
same charge is brought by Maria Edgeworth, who
argues that the Government, having the Union
scheme in view, ‘‘ were desirous that the Irish
aristocracy and country gentlemen should be con-
vinced of the kingdom’s insufficiency to her own
defence against invasion or inlernal insurrection.”
Castlertagh, in a letter written after it was decided
to despatch large coutingents of Tnglish troops to
suppress the rebellion, confirms Maria Edgeworth’s
view. ‘I consider it peculiarly advantageous,”
he says, *‘ that we shall owe our security entirely
to the interposition of Great DBritain. I have
always been apprehensive of that false confidence
which might arise from an impression that security
had been obtained by our own exertions. Nothing
would tend so much to make the public mind im-
practicable with a view to a future settlement
without which we can never hope for any per-
manent tranquillity.”

As a matter of fact the Rebellion was broken
before these reinforcements crossed the Channel,
but throughout the Union debates Dublin Castle’s
loudest war-cry was that Prolestaniism and
Property in Ireland could be safeguarded only
by the English sword. This argument backed
by bribes carried the day, and the passing
of the Act of Union justified Clare’s contempt for
*“ the puny anderapacious oligarchy’’ whose mem-

(d £21 c
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bers came 1o heel so mceldy al the crack of his
whip. Few aristocracies in history cut o pmable
a figure. Even the decadent French nobles of the
old régime were capable of a gesture when they
renounced their titles, and their bishops dedicated
church property to the State. The Irish Ascend-
ancy, which had prated so loudly of liberty as long
as liberty meant class rule, ran shrieking behind
British bayonets when other classes ventuged to
demand not equality but a measure of fair treat-
ment. .

Unionists urge that the suirender of Irish
national rights was made out of devotion to Eng-
lish interests, and that opposition to the concession
of these rights to-day has its roots in the same
motive. Nationalists as a rule play into their
opponents’ hands by tacitly accepling this explana-
tion, and proceeding to arraign Unionists on this
account as traitors to Ireland. In point of fact the
Irish garrison was as little concerned about Eng-
lish as about Irish interests; for nearly a cen-
tury and a quarter it has sacrificed one as readily
as the other in the endeavour to maintain its
cherished privileges. Its members accepted the
Union on the assurance of Fitzgibbon and his
fellows that only by this means could Ascéndancy
be preserved ; and every measure which threatened
to endanger this Ascendancy, however vital it
might be to the welfare of the British Empire, has
been met by the dominant minority with a resist-
ance which did not stop short of menaces of open
rebellion.
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The Union, as I have saigl, came into existence
as pagt ofdhe defensive system organised by aristo-
cralic Furope to withstand the assaults of democ-
racy. Originally it was no ‘nore than an insig-
nificant powmt d’appui, bul though the Furopean
fortifications have long been destroyed, the 1edoubts
and gun positions captured, and the underground
passages blown up, Unionism managed to survive
like o, machine-gun nest in a shell-bole.  From
Lord Clare in the eighteenth centwmy to Sir Nd-
ward Carson in the twentieth the champions of the
system have been well aware that the triumph of
democracy would sound the death-knell of their
hopes. Not so long ago it was cousidered sufficient
to show that Irish Nationalists aimed at establish-
ing the principle of popular rule in order to secure
the rejection of their claims. Lecky and Froude,
widely as they differed in their interpretations of
the facts of Irish history, unite in driving home the
conclusion thatthe unpardonable sin of Nationalism
is less that it claims self-governing powers than
that it insists on majority rights. Fioude de-
manded the abolition of constitutional forms and
the setting up of an Asiatic despolism ; Lecky ends
his histery with a wail against the atrocious unfair-
ness of a system under which one Protestant could
no longer outvole four Catholics. It is true that
nowadays these arguments are not so openly used,
except perhaps by minor satellites of Sir Kdward
Carson. But the idea that the Orange tail should
wag the Nationalist dog is as firmly held in theory,
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and almost as universglly applied in practice, ags it
was when Castlereagh dominated Dublin Castle.

The favourile argument employed to recommend
the Union to Irish Catholics was that it would
guaraniee them a tribunal no less powerful than
impartial before which to plead their claims. An
Ascendancy faction exercising uncontrolled power
in Dublin could not, or would not, so the
contention ran, endanger this power bye mak-
ing terms with its opponents, and under fear
of imperilling its rights must continue “to deny
justice.  Westmiuster, however, was sirong
enough, il was said, 1o hold the balance even,
and being detached from local prejudices and
free from the anlagonisms that had dug so deep
a gulf hetween Irish parties, was admirably fitted
to act as a comrt of arbitration to decide their dif-
ferences. To compare small things with great the
Imperial Parliament was 10 play the part which
under the new system of European statecraft has
been reserved for the Council of the League of
Nations. But as Ireland is to have no place in the
League so were the overwhelming majority of the
Irish people excluded from the Parliament.

I do not agree with those who argue that if the
concessions which Pitt offered as a bait to obtain
Catholic support for his proposals had been granted
the difficulties and disasters that flowed from the
Union would have been avoided. Pitt’s scheme was
wholly vicious in principle, and its machinery
was 80 devised that even the cosoperation of all
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pariies cquld not have enstired smooth working.
The %®vents thai followed O’Connell’s victory in
1829 also made clear thai am Emancipation Act
on the Statute Book by no means implied emanci-
pation in the practical affairs of every-day life
which it was the end and aim of Catholic effort 1o
gecure. The removal of legul barriers was of small
avail so long as administrative power remained in
the hands of an oligarchy which on social and
sectarian grounds was determined to keep Inish
atholics in the position of serfs and helots. Fitz-
gibbon provided the arguments which encouraged
George II1. 10 declare that Emancipation was ‘‘the
most Jacobinical thing he had ever heard of,”” and
that any minister who urged him to conseut to it
was lempting him to break his Coronation Qath
and would be reckoned as ‘‘ his personal enemy.”
But had Fitzgibbon failed to sway the King,
nothing is more certain than that he and his fellows
had the power as well as the will to organise an
anti-Catholic boycott in Treland which would have
effectively nullified paper decrees emanating from
Westminster.

There could be no hope of improvement in Ire-
land without a radical change in the attitude of the
Irish aristocracy towards the mass of their fellow-
counirymen. If Pitt’s promise of Catholic Eman-
cipation did not foreshadow such a change in the
near future, it is beyond doubt that the repudiation
of the promise was a declaration to all concerned
that the Union Scheme would merely perpetuate
in a more agg’ravated form the evils of the existing
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system. This was plain not only to its ppponents
but to its most vehement defenders.

Castlereagh, in a<paper written to prove that
Emancipation was ‘‘ essentially necessary to miti-
gate if it cannot extinguish faction,” declared, ‘‘ if
the same internal stiuggle continues Great Britain
will derive litile beyond an increase of expense
from the Union.” ““ If she is,” he proceeded, ‘* to
govern Ineland upon a garrison principle, perhaps,
in abolishing the separate parliament, <he has
parted as well with her most effectual means as
with her most perfect justificalion. The Union
will do little in itselt, unless it be followed up.”
Yet this conviclion, far from giving pause to
Castlereagh and his colleagues, inspired them 1o
strain every nerve to run up in hot haste their
structure on foundations whose rotlenness they did
not attempt to deny.

The excuse has been put forward that the framers
of the Union in proceeding with their scheme after
the concessions to the Catholics had been cut out
were impelled by what they felt 10 be the urgent
military necessities of the struggle with Napoleon.
Pitt retired from the Government indeed, but on
the plea of *‘ getling on with the war’’ he gave
his full parliamentary support to the Addington
Administration, whose Irish Lord Chancellor iook
the first opportunity of proclaiming his faith in
these words: I said that this country must be
kept as a garrisoned country. I meant a Protestant
garrison.”” The wife of the Vigeroy, who thor-
oughly agreed with the Chancellor’s opinion that
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‘“{he Catholics of Ireland must have no more
.

polittcal power,”’ boasted on her own account that
“ Lord Hardwicke’s is the only Administration
that has never given the heads of the Catholic
clergy an invitation to the Castle; he in no way
recognises them further than the law admits them
1o be priests.”

Pitt’s acquiescence, in spite of his promises,
pledgts, and conviclions, in this oullawry of
a people on account of ils religion, may have
seemed 1o him a sacrifice which he was compelled
to make in order to win the war. In the eyes of
the shrewdest of his contemporaries it appeared
much more likely to lose it.

Sydney Smith stated the argument on the
other side with no less wit than sense in Lis famous
apologue of the British Prime Minister as captain of
a frigate attacked by a corsair of immense strength
and size. ‘“The first thing he does,” according
to the Plymley Lctters, ‘‘is to secure twenty
or thirty of his prime sailors who happen 1o be
Catholies, to clap them in irons, and set over them
a guard of as many Protestants; having taken this
admirable method of defending himself against
his infidel opponents, he goes up on deck, reminds
his sailors in a very bitter harangue that they are
of different religions, exhorts the Episcopal gunner
not to trust to the Preshyterian quartermaster;
issues posilive orders that the Catholics should be
fired at upon the first appearance of discontent;
rushes through blood and brains examining his
auen in the Catéchism and thirty-nine Articles, and
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positively forbids everyone to sponge or ram who
has not taken the Sacrament according toe the
Church of England.”,

Modern England scoffed with Sydney Smith at
the bigotry of “Sepulchral’”” Spencer Perceval, and
marvelled that ‘‘ Lord Sidmouth and all the anti-
Catholic folk” could not forsee, as the author of
Peter Plymley warned them, ¢ that they will
hereafter be the sport of the antiquary, thatetheir
prophecies of ruin and destruction from Gatholic
Ewancipation will be clapped into the notes of
some quaint history, and be matier of pleasantry
even to the sedulous housewife and the rural dean.”
Yet present-day <tatesmen when their opportunity
came proved no less subservient than the Pitts and
no less bigoted than the Percevals, and justified up
to the hilt Sydney Smith’s contention that ‘ the
moment the very name of Ireland is mentioned the
English seem to bid adieu to common feeling,
common prudence, and common sense, and to act
with the barbarity of tyrants aud the fatuity of
idiots.”



CuapteErR 1.
THE GARRISON.

Dirges are «till sung, though by a rteadily
dwindling band of mourners, over the hard fate
of the JIrish aristocracy. Some of the champions
of this particular lost cause would have us believe
that the men who bartered away political indepen-
dence in a panic fear of democracy, were more
sinned against than sinning, and needed only an
opportunity, which England by her baleful in-
flucnce denied, 1o reveal themselves as born ad-
ministrators and slalesmen.  In a sense it is
true that the Union system sapped the strength
of its beneficiaries. ITad the Irish gentry been
left to fight their own battiles they might have been
forced to make compromises and surrenders, but
they must have acquired some of the virtues of a
ruling race. Relying, as they were content to do,
upon outside aid to maintain their position, they
could npt hope to escape the process of deterioration
that inevitably sets in when an Ascendancy can
point to no better reason for its existence than the
backing of foreign bayonets.

This fact has been obscured in Ireland by
Unionists anxious to saddle the blame for their
failures on other shoulders, and also by Nationalists
who thought any weapon good enough that might

29
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be used to score a poifit against English policy,
or who believed, as a good many of them did, that
some miracle would kappen {o {ransform evictors
and landgrabbers into self-sucrificing patriots.
Radically vicious as the Union scheme was, it con-
tained nothing that would have prevented the
ruling classes fiom doing their duty {o the com-
munity. Politically, Pitt established a despotism,
and all despotisms are inherently bad. Bul the
landlords had it in their own hands to make it a
benevolent despotism, had they so willed.  Their
opinions alone carried weight; the administration
existed merely 1o give effect to their views. In
the 1ural districts they exercised an aulocracy as
unquestioned as that of the Russian boyar of pre-
Emancipation days; in the lowns their authority
was akin to that of Venelian oligarchs.

If paternalism were possible in a modern State,
Ireland at the beginning of the nineteenth century
offercd the best possible field for the experiment.
And it is important to 1emember that a successful
paternalism could alone justify the denial io the
mass of the Irish people of elemeuntary popular
rights. DBut the ruling faction, so far from dis-
playing magnanimity, was blind even to its own
interests. Its domination was not only brutal, it
was almost incredibly inefficient, and was destined,
as every impartial observer saw, to react as dis-
astrously in the long run on the fortunes of those
who imposed it as on the victims who were coerced
into submission,

Even the inconsiderable handful of landlords
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who sought to practise paternalism made a woeful
hash of the business. The syslem at its best has
been admirably deseribed irf the vivacious pages of
Mrs. Callwell’s Old Irish Life. Her heroes arc the
Martins of Ballinahinch of whom she is a de-
scendant, and her narrative, based on the remin-
iscences of relatives who<e memories went back to
1he passing of the Act of Uuion, is the best account
that has been written, or is likely to be writien, of
the indimate life of Anglo-Irish landlordism in the
heyday of its power.

That life at first sight is not without its attrac-
tions. The Marlin eslates covered over one hun-
dred square miles of the wildest part of Connemara,
and one of their favourite boasts was that their
avenue was thirty-six miles long. The house-
keeping was on a scale that would have delighted
Gargantua. A sheep every week and a bullock
once a month were the normal allowance, together
with supplies of ‘‘ venison from the red deer on
the mountains, salmon, oysters, and lobsters from
the fisheries in the landlocked harbour.”” Tea was
sparingly used since ils price was as high as twelve
shillings a pound, and ready-money was short in
Galway where eveu card slakes were made in live
stock—a sheep a point and a bullock on the rubber
being a recognised rule in whist. But wine was
regarded as a necessily of life which must be pro-
cured at all hazards. The Martins brought their
own port from Lisbon and their sherry from Spain ;
not a few of thgir neighbours who had less cash or
poorer credit preferred to smuggle their supplies.
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A household servant ‘received £4 a year, and
labourers were paid fivepence a day, so that the
Martins had at their disposal a retinue almost as
large as a regiment. These dependents lived on
the produce of the estate, and the head of the
Martin family insisted that their keep and that of
the brood of daughters, cousins, and aunts who
found shelter under his roof cost nothing at all.
“ Tt was no part of his economy,”” as Mrs. Callwell
says, ‘‘to consider that the large quantities of
home-grown products which we consumed repre-
sented money in another form.”” Hospilality was
as sacred a duly as it 15 to an Arab sheik. Even
strangers were not permitied 1o pass the house at
Ballinahinelh withoul entering 1o break bread ; and
there is a delightful story of a Martin pressing an
invitation {o dinner on a neighbour whom he had
challenged to a duel on the following morning.
To the remonstrances of his second he retorted:
““ Do you think, sir, that I’d allow Mr. French or
any other gentleman to drive past my gate without
asking bim in to dine? DBut I’ll fight him to-
morrow morning all the same, as sure as my name
is Martin, whether he’d dined with me or nqt.”

There was another side to this lavish hospitality.
Mrs. Callwell relates the comical complaint of the
turf-boy, whose duty it was to see that the roaring
fires of Ballinahinch never lacked supplies of fuel.
“ Och ay,” he would say, *‘ ivery wan is for ever
cryin’ up the ould master and his hospitalitee, an’
his axin’ this wan. and that wan to ;htop wid him,
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but sorra wan thinks of Bartley that has to carry
the turf for the whole of thim.” DBartley’s griev-
ances were probably not vgry great, but his pro-
test might well have been utltered by the tenants
on whose shoulders the real burden fell.

It is true that the Martins, so far from being
bad landlords, were amongst the best of their class.
If their estates were mostly bog and heather, rents
were low. They disliked to press for money and
disdained to seize, or ¢ drive,”” as it way called, the
cattle of holders who had fallen into arrear. Nor
were they averse from spending money to benefit
their tenants when their extravagant hospitality,
their contested elections, their endless law-suils—
amongst the Galway tribes they were known as the
¢ litigious’ Martins— left them: with cash in hand.
¢ Humanity Dick,” the greatest of his clan, who
owed his nickname to the campaigns he waged, not
only with speech and purse, but with pistol,
against the ill-treatment of animals, was robbed
right and left by plausible adventurers who
promised to make the deserts of Connemara
blossom like the rose, or who lined their pockets
at his expense by experiments designed to prove to
a sceptical world that buried under the Twelve
Pins was mineral wealth as rich as that of
Golconda.

The Martins suffered as the burden of mortgages
was piled higher and higher, but the tenants who
had to pay for all suffered still more heavily. 1f
their rents seemed ridiculously low to outsiders,
they were not Yustified by the economic value of
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the holdings, and a single bad scason meant not
hardship but actual starvation. While the avar
with Napoleon continued the high piices obtain-
able for agriculimial produce helped to conceal the
incurable rottenness of the system. With the
drop in prices that followed Waterloo there was
no possibility of further disguise, and the wide-
spread distress of 1817 and 1822 pointed clearly to
the inevitable end. When at last the catastrophe
came in the great Famine of the ’forties, the
Martins, like the best of their fellows, went down
with the ship, but their saciifices, honourable as
they were to individuals, could not atone for the
offence of their long line of predecessors who had
steered open-eyed a course that every sane man was
aware must end in disaster.

The small Irish farmer was described as a tenant,
but his real status was that of the medieval serf.
There is a classic deseription by Wakeficld of the
system as it prevailed in Ircland up till a time
well within living memory: ‘“ The Irish coltier
tenant hires a cabin, the worst in the country, with
a small patch of potato land at a rent of thirty shill-
ings per annum. He also agrees for the keep of
a collop, or half a collop, which is still lower. At
the same time he works for his landlord “at the
small wages of fivepence per day; but when he
comes 1o settle, he receives nothing, as the food of
his few sheep is set off agninst what he charges for
labour. In this manner the poor cottier must toil
without end ; while his family eats up the produce
of the small spot of land be has hired. This is
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called by the lower classes,of the Irish ¢ working
for'g dead horse,” that is to say, getting into debt.”
As Sir George Cornwall Lewis points out, the
cottier is to all intenis and purposeh in a state of
villeinage ‘“if his annual wages never exceed his
annual rent, and if in fact he never receives, nor
can hope 1o receive, anything.”

But it was not resentment at his degraded status
that gdrove the Irish peasant to desperation. IIis
grievance was that though he resigned everything,
he did hot get in exchange the means to keep body
and soul together. Not only was he rack-rented,
he was mercilessly squeezed to pay tithes to an
alien church in addition to maintaining his own
clergymen ; and hLe bore the heaviest share of the
county rates which were spent in making roads and
bridges to improve the property of large owners
and in providing fat sinecures for their sons and
nephews. While “ lashings and leavings,” in u
familiar Irish phrase, were the rule at every land-
lord’s table, no maiter how barren the acres over
which he ruled, his ienants were condemned to
sustain life on a diet of polatoes mixed with sea-
weed, and for bedding had to content themselves
with sedge pulled from the bogs.

For all its pride of birth the Ascendancy was an
aristocracy only in name. Tts spirit was that of
the huckster or rather of the flini-hearted usurer
who, secure in the possession of a monopoly of one
of the necessaries of life, as land was in Ireland,
compels by the threat of starvation the surrender of
everything whick his victims can call their own.
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This policy was adopted as a matter of course, and
it was wilh genuine horror and dismay, assit a
hideous blasphemy, that the ruling class in the
’thirties read Thomas Drummond’s reminder to the
Tipperary magistrates that ‘““property has its duties
as well ag its rights.”” The Earl of Donoughmore,
to whom the warning was addressed, thought the
doctrine enunciated by the Under Secrelary so sub-
versive of the root principles of landlordism, and
so flaming an incentive to crime and outrage on
the part of the peasantry, that, as he admitfed later
before a Committee of the House of Lords, he felt
he was performing a public service by suppressing
the letter. The convietion that it is ireasonable
to proclaim that property has its duties, and
especially to add, as Drummond did, that the dis-
cased state of Irish society is due to the neglect
of these duties, has always been a fixed article of
faith with Irich landlords.

In modern times a school of apologists has ap-
peared which, while no longer denying the abuses,
seeks to fix the responsibility for them on other
shoulders than those of the landlords. They are
represented as careless easy-going folk who, to
spare themselves unneccssary irouble, gave long
leases to middlemen and jobbers and’ cannot
fairly be blamed if these deputies used their power
to impose exorbitant rents on the helpless peas-
antry. This plea will not serve. If it be admitted,
then the landlords were obviously rois fainéants
who discharged no useful purpose in the social
economy of the State, and by* resigning their
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authority to others, whose sole object was to exact
theNbiggest possible return for their money, they
betrayed not only the clasg over which they
claimed to rule by right divine, but the class to
which they themselves belonged.

Judge Fletcher, one of the few men in high
places who faced the realilics of the Irish situation
in the years that followed the Union, deseribed in
a famous charge in 1814 the absentees as “ worse
than Egyptian taskmasters, who call for bricks
withoul furnishing a supply of straw.” In the
course of his charge Fletcher made the bold demand
that ‘‘ the 1rish peasant might have at least the
comforts of an Iinglish hog,” adding in a sentence
thal recaptures the vitriolic force of Swift, ““an
English farmer would refuse to eat the flesh of a
hog so lodged and fed as the Irish peasant is.”

The reckless subdivision of land and the enor-
mous increase of a pauper population doomed to
¢ poverty and potatoes,”’” which was the outstand-
ing economic feature of the years that followed the
Union, is nowadays often held to be a proof less
of the viciousness of the land system than of the
tender heartedness of the men who controlled it.
Through mistaken kiudness, so we are asked to
believe, landlords acquiesced in a development the
inevitable consequences of which must have been
obvious to any man capable of drawing simple
deductions from plain facts. Unfortunately, those
who employ this argument fail to see, or do not