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‘PLAIN FACTS, &

- T

PRODUCTION, profefling to b& an Anfwer

to the Lord Chancellor’s Speech upon the
fuhje& of an Unionbetween the two countries, hav-
ing ‘been given to.the public, it may not be ufe-
lefs to expofe the want of candour, the falfe ftate-
ments, the mifreprefentations and mifinterpreta-
tions of a performance, as dilrefpeétful to the
dignified charadter to whom it is addrefied, as it is
imbecile, and as intemperate, as it is unworthy of
his notice.—There was a time (not long paft) when
the affertions and bold denials of this anlwerer,
were treated by the citizens of Dublin, with
negle& ; or if any parts of them made an im-
preflion, the momentary effe&t was foon erafed
by the faithful and impreflive comments of a
Duigenan ; but" in the* prefent fervour of Anti-
Union warmth, and oblivion of paft conduét and
paft cenfure, it now becomes unfortunately but too
neceffaryto guard the dulile public mind againit the
effects of a{fgrtion without foundation, and charges
without proof. I propofe (though without autho-
rity for E) doing) to comment upon this work, and
to thoivthat the leading arguments which it'contains,
" have been already completely refuted, and that
the extraéts which it has given from the Chan-
cellor’s former and prefent fpeeches in the Houle
of Lords, are not only milreprefented, but con-
vey
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vey in the originals, 2 meaning the very oppof'n:@,r
to that which -the uncandid anfwerer has given
them. .The firft part of the Chancellor’s Speech
delivered upon the fubje&t of Union, contains a
. moft faithful, brief but compendious epitome of
the early and turbulent periods of our hiftory,

from the days of Henry II. to the reign of King
James I. The author of the Anfwer, with the

moft marked difrefpeét, prefumes to flile this able

abridgement as ‘“ known before to many men, ma-
ny women, many children, the. compendium of
the ftudies of our youth, reported for the amufe-
ment of our age, without any novelty but mifre-
prefentation.” It is notorious that the people of
this country are generally {hamefully ignorant of
their own early hiftory; but to avoid thisunplea-
fant topic, I"alk what inftance of mifreprefentation
has the author of the anfwer produced? I can-’
not even in candour fuppofe for a moment that
he felt no inclination to invalidate the €hancellor’s
hiftorical ftatement, and therefore muft naturally
conclude,  that he t’bought it the fhorteft and
fafeft method to pafs over with one fweeping claufe
of condemnation, a very important part of this

fpeech, which he found it impoflible to refute.—
Such condu&@ in any other political writer would
aftonifli, and be looked upon as unpardonable,bur
excites no {urprize in the works of a man, whe
has fo often reforted to aflertion in: cafes where
neither the faét nor hiftory could bear him out.

One is therefore the lefs amazed, when in the

Jrc:howu_or {fentence, he tells hlS readers, that
the Chancellor’s intention -in making this recital
was, to ¢ make their hiftory a calumny upon their
asceltors.” | Bhat: dignified charaéler, whole inten-
tions are fo mifreprefented, throughout this part of
- hisfpecch, comments in ltrong expreflions of feel-
tug, upon t‘le fufferings of the native Irifhinthe carly

, | periods
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periods of our hiftory and laments the harfh
and impolitic conduét of their early rulers the
Englith. '

_ For when hefpeaks of the ftatute of Kilkenny,
enacted by the provincial affembly of the Pale,
{Edward 1II.) to prevent marriage and goffipred
with the Irith, (which ftatute Sir ]J. Davis has
highly extolled) the Chancellor obferves—(page
55  that it is difficult to reconcile it to found
policy, and that it was calculated to perpetuate
war between the inhabitants of the Pale, and thofe
of the adjoining diftriéts (the natives.)” And again,
page 7—he laments “ that our religious fends be-
gan in the time of Henry VIHI. have rendered this
countrya blauk amnong the nations of Europe, and
fears they willlong retard her progrefs in the civi-
lized world.” Is there a man living in Ireland at this
inftant that can deny (excepting for a party pur-
pofe) the truth of this rematk? The Chancellor
continues — it fecmsdifiicult to conceiveany more
unjuft or impolitic alt of Government, than to
attempt to force (as wasdone in the reign of Eliza-
beth) new modes of religious faith and worfhip
by fevere penalties, upon a fuperftitious and urilet,
. tered people.” Do thefe hiftorical facts, undoubt-
ed and undenied even by this anfwerer, falfify our
hiftory ?  The author of the Anfwer, though he
cannot feel fimilar fentiments of compaflion for
the unfortunate fituation of the mnative Irifh, or
though he may rejoice that the remembrance of
this conduct, has poflibly helped to keep alive in
their minds the hatred to the Englith name, fhould
at leaft blufh at making fo uncandid ‘and unfound-
ed an inference. =~ By what perverfion of language
or {ubtilty of mifreprefentation can the regret which
the Chancellor exprefies at the fufferings of the na-
tives, and the cenfure which he paflfes upon the
impolitic and narrow policy of the then deputy
B o i s 2k T
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and his fmall council, be confirued into a ge-
neral calumny * of the anceftors of the Irifh peo-
ple?.. . : ~ gt
After the glaring want of candour, and the
mifreprefentation which I have already detetted,
my readers will not be furprifed at the hafty manner
in which the Anfwer paffes over that part of the
Chancellor’s Speech in which he proves « that Ire- ° |
land never had a reprelentative aflembly which
could be called the Parliament of the country, until
the reign of James I. but that all former allemblies-
were mere provincicl meetings to regulate that fmall_ i
diftriét of this country, then called the Pale.’—
The anthor of the Anfwer, unable to contradict
this ftatcment by hiftory, findsit the fhortedt method
" to deny it altogether, and hurries over the {fubjeét
in two fhort paragraphs. We fcel that this was too
tender ground for ‘him to tread upon, and we
have no doubt that he recollefted, that he had
once before attempted to make a ftand upon it,
bis celebratzd Addréfs to the Citizens of Dublin,
until he was chafcd off the field by his invincible
antagonift, Doétor Duigenan. The citizens of
Tublin werewont to pay due deference to, and
“to feel the force of that accumulation of hifto-
rical faéts,which this gentleman ~produced to
overthrow the anfwerer’s former unfounded afler-
tions. It may now (unfortunately) be expedient
again to recall their attentionto his Anfwer to
Mr. Grattan’s Addrefs, &c.” and it may be worth
their-while again to put into one fcale the evidence
of hiftory, and of known adls of ancient provin-
cial  affemblics, , that they may weigh theni
. againfl unfounded allertion and bold denial. "
The author of the Anfwer in ‘ his Addrefs”
to the Citizens of Dublw in g8, told them—
e PR S ¢ that
* Page 1ft of Mr. Grattan’s Anfwer, T > e i
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¢ that-the boroughs were creations by the houfe
of Stuart for the purpofe of modelling and [ub-
verting the parliamentary conftitution of ireland.”
In anfwer to his * ravings” upon this fubje&, the
learned Do&or produced the authority -of Morri-
{fon, Paccata Hibernia, Sir J. Davis, Hume, &ec.
I fhall offer no apology to my readers for making
fome extracs from his work, entitled indeed with
fome propriety, “ An Anfwer” to Mr, Grattan’s
¢« Addrefs to the Citizens of Dublin.” = This fub-
je& is difcufled from page 157 to page 168 of that
unanfwerable performance, and deferves at this
time the perufal of ‘every man who will not take
affertion for fa&, or mifrcprefentation for hiftori-
cal truth. Do&or Duigenan begins—* Now, Sir,
I fhall proceed to expofé the infamy and malice
of your mifreprefentations of the whole of the
tranfadtion of the creation of boroughs by King
James I. and his motives for that creation.
Ireland was poflefled for feveral years by the Kings
of England, under the ftile of Lords, and from
the reign of Henry VIIT. of Kings of Ireland; but
whatever ftile they ufed, they enjoyed not fo much
the reality as the name of dominion in it: for the
heads of the. Irifh fepts never obeyéd them, but
as they liked, and the body of the people were
governed entirely by the Brehon law, and follow-
ed Irith cuftoms.. The Englith laws were obferved
no where but in the counties near Dublin. After
the rebellion of O’Doherty, and thofe meditated
by Tyrone and Tyrconncl were prevented, King .
James I. to fettle the kingdom in tranquillity, and

ive all men a full affurance of the quict enjoy-
ment of.their liberty and property, condemned
the cuftoms of taneftry and gavelking in the Court
of King’s Bench, abolithed the Brehon law, and
extended to the aboriginal Irifh all the benefits of
the Englifh law ; increafed the number of Judges.
i T i divided
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divided the whole kmfrdom into . counties,. inftity-
ted circuits in C oanaucr}‘t and Ullter, and fent out

Juftices of Affize. Parhame*:ts had been Caﬁeal_

irom the reign of Edward II. from time £o tinle
in Ircland upon particular occafions, but they
confilted of few members ; the numbgr of tem-
poral Peers was but fmall till the reign ef Henry
VIIL and of thefe fome were either generally in
rebclhon,or did not care to attend. Such Archbi.
fhops and Bilhops as were refident ‘in mere Irith
counties, and did not acknowledge the King for
their patron, were never fummoned; and as for
the Houfe of Commons it fometimes was compofed
only of the deputies of .the “four fhires of the
Pale, (Dublin, Khdarc Meath, Lowth) and writs
“ere never fent any where bu; into fhire ground
inhabited by the Englifb, who continued in obedi-

|..u_' r"j

aws ; for the aboriginal Arifli in thofe days werée
rever admitted, as w cll becaufe their countries lying
t of the Emits o} counties could fend no knights,
d 1 aving ncither cities.nor’boroughs’ in them,
ald fend no burgefles to the Parliament, as be-
vie they were decmed enemies and unfit o be trufted
in the great couneil of the realm ; for before the
;J,Jz Henry VII. when Meath was divided into

WO Lnrrau, there’were only eleven counties in Ire-
Ak (Sec 33d Henry VIII. 2. chap.) befides the
I vc*'*v of T pperary ; and as the .anfient cjties
:mt but IOUl‘, and tlu boroughs which fent bur-
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oeffes’ bot|thirty, the entire Lody of the Houf’e
of LZ mmons could not confilt of more than 100.”
Doéior Duigenan goes on to prove, that Queen
Mary added two fhires, the King and Queen’s
countics ; and that Elizabeth in Sldney s and Per-

rot’s time, erefted counties in Connaught, but
1iat g0 knights were ever jem‘ from them ; and proves
from the Rolls-office, that the laft Parliament in

her
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her time held in Ireland, confited but of 14%
members ; and after an interval of twentj-feven
}"'eafs; James created 40 boroughs in the feventéen
counties lalt appointed, and called a general re-
prefentation, in which a? the inbabitants, whether
" new fettlers, thofe of old Englifh. extraétion, and
the old krifh natives met together, to make lutos for
" the while kingdom : and Doétor Duigenan refers’ for
the proof of this ftatement to Carte’s’ Ormond ;
the ftatute of the 28th Henry VI. wkerein four
counties only in Ireland, Bublin, Ki¥dare, Meath,
and Uriel, or Louth, are mentioned ‘as poflcfiing
the benefit of the Englith laws; and zllo to 13
Henry VIII. chap. 3, which further ¢onfirms this
ftatement. The 12th Eliz. chap. 3, enumerates
nine thires enly as obeying the Englith laws ; and
- Sir John Davis obferves of Muniter, that the peo-
ple were fo degenerate as that no Juftice of aflize
- durft execute his commiflion among them. “ It was
not until the 13th James I. that any affembly which
deferved the name of Parliament was ever held
in this kingdom:” All former affemblies were
mere provincial meetings for the government of
that fmall diftri& c'allef the Pale, in which the
Englith laws were obéyed. 1If thefe undoubted
hiftortcal falts required any further proofs,
the fpeech which the Speaker, Sir Jehn Davis,
made to this Parliament, which met under the
Eord Deputy Chichefter in 1613, is a full con-

firmation of thefe fadts.
This fpeech is to be found at the end of bLis
Hiftory of “Ireland, and his Trads relating to
_ rith, Affairs. Davis in it told that Parliament,
“ thanbefore the declyning of Edward I1’s. reign,
the meetings and confultations of the grear Lordes,
with /omé of the Commons Jor appeafing of diffén-

LY

?Fm; among themjeles, though they bLe calied Par-

>

ligménts, vet being witkout ordyrly fumnisas o
W # - . -
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formal proceedings, are rather to be called parlies
than Parliaments. Again: ° For the fpace of
140 years after the firft ere@ing of this high court
in Ireland, it is apparent that never anye Parlia~
ment was called to reduce the Irifhrye to obedi-
ence, or to perfeét the conqueft of the whole
ifland, but onely to reform the Englifb colonyes that
were become degenerate, and to retayne the fove-
raigntye of the erown of England ¢ver them only,
and to no other end or purpofe.” . Davis again ob-
ferves, that in the reigns of Henry VI. and Edward
IV. thefe affemblics were never called fo thick be-
fore 1ipon any occafion, and then afks, “ to what
end they dicr call manye, what matters did they
handle in thefe common councils? Did they con-
fult about the recoverye of the provinces loft, or
the fynall fubduynge of the Irith? We find no
fuch matters propounded ; but in the rolls of
thofe times we find an extraordenarye number of
private bills and petitions anfwered, conteyninge
{fuch meane and ordenarye matters, as but for
want of bufinefs, were not fit to be handled in
fuch a courte.”” And after going through the for-
mer reigns, he comes to the time of this Parlia-
ment of the 13th James I. in which he prefided,
and which he was then addreffing. He tells them,
<< zhis Parliament 1s not called in fuch a tyme as
when the four fhires of the Pale only did fend their
barons, knights and burgefles to the Parliament,
when hey alone tooke upon them to make lawes to
binde the whole kingdom, negletting to call #he
Sfubjecls, refiding in other parts of the realme to them,
but it is called in a tyme when this greate and
mightye kingdom being wholly reduced to fhire
ground, conteyneth thirty-three countyes at large,
when all Ulfter and Connaught as well as Leinfter and
Munfier have woyces in Parliament by their knights
and burgefles, when all the inhabitants of the

y -« kingdom,
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kingdom, Englith by byrth, Englith by bloude, the
new Britith colonye, and the old Irifh natives doe,
all meet fogengr to make laws for themlelves and thelt :
poﬂentyee
And in the fame fpeech he again tells them,—
« Certeynleye the number of thele ‘new boroughcs
compared with the countyes that never had any
burgefies before this time, doth carry a lefle pro-
porfion than the ancient boroughs, compared with
the number of the anciente countyes, for ‘in thefe
12 or 13 old fhires, there arethirtye cityes and bo-
roughes at lealt, which fend citizens and burgefle;
to. parliament ; whereas for feaventeene countyes
at large, bemg more than half the fhires of the
kmgdome, which had not. one borou’ghe in them
before this new erelion, his Majefty hath now
erctted but fortye new boroughes or thereabouts,
which in the judgement of all indifferent men,
mult needs feeme realonable, ju®, and honoyra-
ble.”” Such is the account from bhiftery of this firfk
general Aflembly or 'Parliament, and which the
Speaker, Sir ]ohn Davis, gave to that affembly upon
their meeting in theé year 1613. And this is allo
the affembly, which the anfwerer in his Addrefs to
the szens of Dublin calls ¢ a Borough Parlia- -
ment,” and, in his laft publication, ¢ one ereted
to counteraét county repreflentation, in order to
pack a Parliantent,” We truflt however that thefe
extradts fufficiently prove to every realoning man,
that before the time of James 1. reprefentation was
notgeneral, and legiflation of courfe could not be
fo, when from hlﬁory we learn, that the edifts
of all the provincial Affemblies that met before the
Parliament -of _hmcs I. were not obeyed out of
the dilt¥i@ called the Pale; a very inconfiderable
part of this kingdom at that day.
iﬁggpﬁt the Chancellor’s {tatement, fu;ported by
an accumulation of hiltorical falts, the anlwerer op-
C polcs,
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peles, .we- fhould fay attempts to oppofe “ 2
fpeech,” made in Parliament ¢ the records of Pars
liament” which we have proved to be contradittory
to his affertions ; the name of  Lord Coke” with-
out quoting himy "which he could not do upon the
prefcnt queftion ; < the Statutes of Ireland,” which
we have fhewn to be againft his pofitions ;—the
¢ a& of annexation,” which he does not prove ta ‘
bear upon the fubje& which he could not do— |
the < Modus Tenendi Parliamentuny,” of which
even a partml Irifh hitorian, Dr. Leland, obferves,

« the authent1c1ty of this Mobus is indecd liable to
many objections:” and finally, to finifh this anti-
climax of afleveration, his own affertion < that Ire-

land had a Parliament from the beginning, and that

the Legiflature was not of the Pale, but of the Na-
tion.’

"1 fhall now pals ever. fome affertions in this an-
fwer (which 1 propofe to refute immediately,)

and come to that part of the work imme-
diately connefted with the foregoing hiftory

of ‘the Parhament which' James eftablifhed. —
The Chancellor, in page 41, of his [peech, makes

ufe of thefe expreﬂions < before 1 difmifs this
adjuftment of 82, I hall take leave to advert to

the delcription given by the gentleman, who is
called the father of it (the anfwerer) of the {pon-

fors of is finality ; it is conrained in his valedic--
tory addrefs to his conftituents of the metropolis at

the expiration of the laft parliament.” * ¢ The
greater part of the boroughs were creations by the
Houfe of Stuart, for fubverting the conftitution.”-—
(Hiftory has told us that they were created to ge-
neralize the reprefentation of the country, which
.was before only local), ¢ they were grols and mon-
{trous violations, and fatal ufurpanons in the con-
Atitution, by Kings whofe family loft their kingdonis

for crimes lefs deadly to freedom, &c.” A"am—- 4

BT 1ou ]
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& You Imr_ziﬂ: that family (the Stuarts,) for other

2&s, and you retain that act, (the borough parlia-
%ent,) by which you have banithed the Commons.”
Again, « This fabrick of boroughs, like a regal
pandemonium, conflitutes a regal Houfe of Com-
mons.”’  (See the whole extrad from this addrefs in
page 52, Lord Chancellor’s Speech.) The anfwerer
indeed now denies, that this'was any moré than a
defeription” of the Parliament of James in 1613—
(ahfwer page 7.) ' We call upon the citizens of Dub-
1in, who remember that addrefs, to recolle€t whether
the fmpreflion upon their’ minds, ‘was not, that it
alluded to that parliament, from which the author
of the anfwer’ then found it prudent to retire, and
whethert in their minds, its objedt was not ( apparently
at leaft) ‘to degradé the prefent parliamentary confti-
tution, which has continued fince James’s time,
(though the term of its duration has been altered.)
“We call upoa them now to read that addrefls, andbeg
of them to confider for'what purpoles fuch a de-
feription was given ‘of 4 parliament which fat 187
years ago, (fee anfwer, page 7,) ‘unlefs it was meant
to allude tothe parliament” which the anfwcrer then
jeft, as well as to every one which had fat prior to
that time — for as we obferved before, the conltitution
of them ali, (that of the boafted one of 82 included,)
was the fame—namely, confifting of 64°county mem-
bers, and what the author of the Anfwer in his"Ad-
drefs of ¢8; ¢ calls the inundation of the borough
Afyftem.” ‘ i
1 trult however, that I fhail by quoting fome of
the paffages of this celebrated Philippic, fufficiently
prove, that the defcription given by the anfwerer of
the < Borough Parliament of James 1.”” was applied
not partially, but in the mo/ general extent—and that
 the favourite parliament of 82, comes in equally for
its fhare of this caricatura. In page 25, of the edi-
‘tion of the author’s Addrefs to the Citizens of Dub-
it i Ca lin,
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bn, printed by Millikin in g8, (Weare thus minute,
that our readers may refer to the whole work,. text
and context; he tells them, ¢ under the reign of
James, this borough fyltem was bad, but in' the
next it was worfe.””  For we are next told that the
great, good, but unfortunate Strafford, attempted to
“¢ fleech and chear” the people of Ireland, ¢ and
fucceeded. 'Why? Becaufe there was a third in-
{trument, worle than himfelf, a borough parliament !
This  borough parliamenr,” after joining in the pro-
fecution of that faithful fubje&, (for which by an
innuendo it feems to be praifed) “ gave way (we are
told in page 26)-to the meannels of another borough
pariiament”. under the meign of Charles IT.—and;
again, in the next page, hecontinues, ¢ [ pals over
‘130 years, a horrid vacuum in your hiftory of bo-
rough parliaments, faveonly it has been filled with
four horrid images in ihe four-fold profeription of
the religion, (the Roman Catholic he meant), the
trade, the judicative and legiflative authority of the
country, &c.”’—and “ I come to the bo mndary of the
gulph, when the conftitution begins tolive and {tir in
the o&ennial bill, accompanied. however with and
corretted by a court projeét of new parfiamentary in-
Jluence and degradation s this projet may be called
a court plan of reforming borough parliaments,
(oblerve the {neer) but reforming them not in the
principle of a popular reprefentation, but. of a more
perfect and compleat  exclufion and banithment of
the commons:” and, a little farther, +¢“«you had
‘but little’ to -give up, and that you furrendered ;»
and next follows a lilt of the ‘crimes of the ¢ po.
rough patliaments,” until he brings us to 82, when
¢ that borough parliament” obtainéd fo. Ireland a
free trade, which he thus = accounts for—
¢ Why did that Parliament exprefs itfelf in that
-manner, and demand its rights a thort time after ?
-becanfe parliament was at that time in conta®
ol SRR V. e . with
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with the people’ ; (page 28)—ryet it was- {till a be-
tough parliament, and equally came ia for its fhare
of the delcription of the affembly in 1613,  That
this is the cale, the next fentence puts- beyond a
matter of doubt—*° that parliament {of 82) de-
clared that nothing could {ave us but a free trade,
but it-declared more, it protefted againft the bo-
rough parliaments of a century,” of which it was
equally one ; and next, after giving the arguments
of his party for a reform,’ ke continues © In op-
pofition to this hiftory (of borough parliaments) it
was objected that thie borough {yftem had worked
well at lzaft fince1782”—his aniwer is;, that * as
far as the plouglimian or weaver were concerned”
it had worked well, but “““that as faras that boaft
goes to political mealures, we caniiot fo well ex-
prefs our deteftation of them as by recital.” = See
the cutious catalogue of enmoriities in page 30,
in which every law that has been ‘pafied. for the
purpofe of counteralling rebellion, is grraigned
and ftigmatized, and the philippic coneluded with
thele expreffions, ¢ they were: the introduction of
pra&tices not only unknown.to law, but unknown
to civilized and chriflian countries!!!” Do my
readers think any more quotations neceflary to
prove that the anfwerer’s defeription of borough
parliaments was general and not partial  —Take
this as the laft—"* it is now fixty years (page 33,
fince the’ adoption of the project to fupply in
¢orruption what the chief magiftrate loft in prere-
sative.”—Doesany candid man any longer doubt,
that in this fentence, as well as in the preceding
ones which we have extra@ied, the rarliament of

2, as well as "its predeceflors and fucceffors, al}
-come inrequally for their fhare of that eeles
brated defcription, and of the anfwerer’s: repro-
jhgt%nj’and condemnation. of * Borough Parlia-
ﬁéﬁu,”, Regal Pandemoniums,” and ¢ Deadly
o e bt R, : Court
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Court Inflruments,” and that their objeé&t was te
degrade in the minds of the people of this epun-
try, the conftitution of every Parliament thagever
Liag fat in Ireland.®* = - . : |
Againft the unanfwerable falts of hiftory, which
1 have already given to my readers, andagainft
the obvious interpretation of his own Addrefs in
68, the anfwerer gives now his own pofitive al-
fertions and denials, without condefcending to en-
ter into any proofs—IHe tells us ¢ # is nof true that
the paitiament of 82 was a packed parliament
Yike that of 1613,” which ““packed pariiament,”
hiftory proves to us, was the firlt free and gene-
ral aflembly" that ever fat in Ireland as a parlia-
ment. “And,’ again—he declares, < it is not true
that the reprefentatives of the boroughs were attor-
wey’s cerks or fervants of thecaftleasin 1613,”butne-
ver thinks it worth®while to inform his readers
where' in hiftery hé {dund this defeription of the
perfons who compoled that aflembly ' James the
Firft's reign. " And again—*"Itis not #rie that the
baronghs of 82 refembled thofe created by James
in 1613 2 “but as he, ‘we foppolé, found it im-
poffible to flate in what particulars’ they ‘differed, or
that any of the old ones had been disfranchifed or
uew ones created fince that time, he at ‘once “cugs
fhort the argument by a Hat dcni;;l—--a mo__de df "{é&-
‘ ; - &3 ! . i = f(;)'nl:‘{]?
* The aw o of the anfwer has a moft incurable propenfisy
to Cerade Pariiomedts j—uot cengent withthis own horr_ibie
¢aricaguras of thefe auguft affemblies, he auributes to the
2ord Chancellor (in ﬁ-age 31 of his Anfwer) a defcription
of Parliaments down to 82, made by the aniwerer’s own
diflorting imagination, asconfifling of plunderers, incendiaries,
siofitical adventurers, &e. not atrace of which is to be fougd
in the Earl of Clare’s Speech, who thraughout moft-cautiouily
_draws a diftia&lion between the great body of Parliament, and
that fmall but mifchicvous underworking fadtion, which
tormerly 100 ofterr - counteracted, - embarraflfed, and e
tarded thofe affemblics in their meafures for the welfare of et
kingdou. :
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foning that may fatisfy a mob, but ncver can produce

conviction in the mind of a refleCting man, who caty

compare facts and form a judgemeént irom them.

If any of my readers fhould be of opinion that {
have devoted too large a fharé of my paper to ex.
tracs from hiftory, &c. with a view of defending
the Parliament of 1613, as well as later aff. mblies,
from the obloquy which the anfwerer has thrown
upon them in Lis celebrated Addrefs; and alle, for
the purpofe of fhowing. that his denial of the truth
of the Chancellor’s ftatement is not borne up by

fadts, I beg leaveto recall to their recollettion, thas

-

the hiffory of Parliaments occupies feveralpages of

the Chancéllor’s Speech, and that the. An{werer in
bis Work, inftead of difproving ir, has flady and
fhortly contradicted it; and therefore, like the cuis
prit at the bar (if we may ufe the fimile, without in-
tending an improper allufion)as he deniesthe charge,
it becomes unavoidably neceffary for the counful 10
take up the time of the courtin producing evidence,
and examining witnefles.

Thofe who have read the Anfwer, muft have per-
ceived that it touches but flightly upon the queltion
of Union, and that where it does, it (hrows no new
lights upon the fubje. “The greater part of the
work contains denials of f{tatements and .charges, a
- diftortion of meaning; and accufations againil the
thancellor of falfehood, and invention—a weal:, and
perplexed defence—it is a vain attempt to arrogare
a momentary importance by a contelt wirh fo digni-
fied a perfonage—an abortive eflort io traduce a cha-
tater of the moft unimpeached integrity and truth.
But whilft envy and malice econtinue to vfurp a do-
minion over the minds of mankind, how is it pois
fible that greatnefs and talents can efcape cetraction,
when even oblfcurity is no protettion againit flander.
¢ Detradtion (fays Bithop Hoadley) is the perquifite
n{gie‘ﬁt offices.” ¢ Cenlure (fays Swilt)is the tax a
Ry o BR ' nian
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man pavs tothe public for being eminent,” The fame’
writer in another place obferves, that the greateft and
molt fhining charalers are molt expofed to flander
and mifreprelentation, as thole are always the fweetelt
fruits, which the Daws have been pecking at. |
I come now to that part of the Anlwer where the
author accufes the Chancellor of ¢ fetring up the
charalter, and putting down the conduc? of the old
Volunteers.” If the Anfwerer will for once allow me
to ule his own expreflions, this is both mifreprefen-
tation and mifinterpretation. In"the Speech, the
Chancellor ¢ defires to be underftood as not convey-
ing any thing like cenfure upon that body,” and adds,
thele {lrong and partial ‘expreffions : ¢ Their con-
duct will remain a problem in hiftory ; *for without
any fhadow of military controul, to their immortal
honour it is known, that from their firt levy, till they
difbanded themfelves, no aét of violence or outrage
was charged againftthem; they did, on every occafion,
where their fervices were required, exert themfelves
to cffet to maintain the internal peace of the
country.” Do not thefe expreflions, as far as words
can convey a penegyrick, both fet up their charatter,
and praife their cnd.¢7? The man who attempts to
deny it, except for the purpofes of milreprefentation,
1s ignorant of the force of the language in which we
daily converfe. Tt was, perhaps, the next fentence,
which (by drawing a marked line of diftin@ion be.
tween the conduc of the volunteers, and the agi-
tators of the country,) probed the old fore of fattion,
the fmart of which was felt at the extremity of the
whole agitating fyftem. < T {hall (fays the Chan-
cellory never ceafe to think, that the appeals made to
that army by the angry politicians of the day, were
danzerous and illjudged in the extreme.” Hinc
illa lachryme. :
It was the galling truth' of this obfervation, that
occafioned the feeble attempt to rouls the refentment

of




.y

of the old Volunteers, and to confound their tempe-
‘rate and praife-worthy condu& with the violent de-
meanour of faction. With equal accuracy, and with
as good a foundation, the Anfwerer aflerts, that the
Chancellor ¢ objets on the queltion of the claim of
right, to the declarations of the Volunteers”—and
what proof does he give? None—becaufe it was im-
poflible for him-to procure any, as not a veftige of
“fuch an objeétion is to be found in the Speech. The
Author of the Anfwer next atks, “ Does any man
“affirm that we could have eftablithed that claim with-
“out them, &c. if fo, he is a miltater of the truth, a
“flave,”” &c.—The Chancellor does not'enter into the
merits of this queftion in his Speech—he "does not
even glance at it; though from thefe paflages and
others, the Anfwerer wifhed to imprefs upon his
“Readers that he had. To what fhifts is mifreprefen-
“tation fometimes driven for the purpofes of irrita-
“tion ! ' \ ‘
The Anfwerer again obferves, that the Speech
- “¢ condemns the expedition with which the claim of
- Righit was eftablithed— it calls for delay—to do what ?
-—T0o debate whether the Englith Parliament had a
right to make Laws for Ireland.” Here is another
‘miftatement : The Speech gives a faithful hiftory
“(the truth of which the Anfwerer does not deny)
of the proceedings of the Irifh Parliament upon that
- fubje& : it ftates the precipitancy with which it was
" concjuded ; (a faét notorious to all who remember
the tranfaltions of thofe times). It mentions that
this hurry, fo unbecoming in fo momentous. an
affair, induced a Country Gentleman to move an
Addrefs; * ¢ to take into confideration the difcon-
tentsand jealoufies which had arifen in the Kingdom,
- and to inveitigate the caufes with all convenient dif-
- D - patch ;”

:The iﬁbtion for tl;is Aﬂdrcfs was made by Mr. W. Pon-
fonby.
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patch ;” but that this motion, fo temperate and pry-
dent upon fuch an occafion, was overruled by the
ardour of a popular Statefman, and the final adjuft-
ment, which was to bar for ever the revival of all
conflitutional queftions between the two Nations,
was fettled in balf an hour. The Chancellor gave
the text, and left it for his Readers to comment upon
it. There are fome men whofe ears are of fuch a
peculiar conftrulion, that the found of truth is of-
fenfive and grating to them. The Chancellor repro-
bates the precipitancy of the * tranfaétion, and ridi-
cules the idca that the happinefs of future ages
fhould reft upon the irrevocability of fo hafty a pro-
ceeding. |

With equal want of accuracy of expreflion, and
with the moft groundlefs affertion, the Author of
the Anfwer calls the Correfpondence which took
place upon that occafion between the Members of the
Cabinets of both Countries ¢ the intrigue of the
Viceroy againft your faveurite meafures.” The
whole Correfpondence * affords a moft convincing
proof, that the Cabinets wifhed moft heartily to ac-
complifh (what was not accomplifhed) a final adjuft-
ment. This Viceroy, who is ftated to have been
““ intriguing againft our favourite meafures,” in his
letter of the 6th May to Lord Shelbourne, in the
ftrongeft manner recommendsit to the Britifh Cabinet
to concede all the points demanded in the Irith Addref-
les 5 and exprefles the perfect confidence he then felt

(and

* Seethe whole Correfpondence, page 33 to 42, inclufive—Ld.
Chancellor’s Speech,

As to General Fitzpatrick’s . ignorance of the difpatches of the
Duke of Portland, which Mr, G. infifts upon—it muft be remem-
bered, that though that Gentleman was nominally the Secretary of
the Duke, the tranfanétions of thofe days were fettled by mmme—
and According to public report, General F, wasa man
of plealure rather than of bufinefs ac thar tighe,
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(and he mult then have had full and fufficient ground
for that confidence, in which by fubfequent intrigue
he was afterwards difappointed)” that the Irith Parlia.
ment was ready to co-operate with the Britifh Se-
nate and Cabinet ¢ in fettling the confideration to be
given for the protetion expe(ted, and the proportion
which it would be proper for it to contribute towards
the general fupport of the empire, in purfuance of the
declaration contained in the concludin paragraph of
theiraddrefs, and that the regulation of trade woulg
make a very neceflary article of the treaty,” Every
part of this correfpondence between the Lord Lieu-
tenant and the Englith Cabinet of that day proves,
that the proceedings in Ireland were confidered as
only introdutory of a treaty, for eftablifhing the
connexion and confolidating the ftrength of the two
countries upon a permanent bafis : and that the con-
ceflions then made to us, were given, that Ireland
might treat with England upon equal terms, But
the very proceedings at that time of anather of the
parties concerned, namely the Britith Parliament,
moft clearly prove, that they alfo confidered fome
further mealures neceffary to accomplifh a fettlement,
which could be called a final adjultment between two
nations : for as the Chancellor pointedly obferves,
the only aé to be done on the part of the Britiih Par-
liament, in compliance with our addrefs, was arepeal
of the 6 Geo. 1. (as all other grievances arofe from
Irith ftatutes) and the two houfes would thercfore
have naturally itopped there, if they confidered the
repeal of that ftatute a fufficient a&t to conftitute a
final adjultment—but they went a great deal further,
and prefented an addrefs to his Majeflty, praying
him to take fuch meafures as to his royal wifdom fhall
feem meet, and be moft conducive to eftablith by -
fual confént the connexion between the two coun-
tries, upon a folid and permanent bafis ;” thercby

D2 giving
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giving 2 convincing proof, that to -perfect, fuch a
work, fome further szafures were neceflary, namely
thofe fpecified in the concluding paragraph of, the
Trith addrefs, viz. the proportion of cgn,trib-utior_l;
the' precife limits of the independence required—
regulations as to imperial queftions, &c. Here are
the open procezdings of the two houfes in England.
Will the Anfwerer contend, that thofe augult af:
femblies were alfo ¢ intriguing againft our favourite
meafures,” and accomplices in that {yftem of kna-
very with which he fo boldly accufes the Duke. of
Portland ? he certainly may with equal foundation.
The proceedings of the two houles of parliament in
Fngland, and the * whole correlpondence of the
minifters of that day, prove that certainly not the
leaft confpicuous parties in that tranfaction, viz. the
Britith Legiflature, his Majefty and his Minilters,
confidered the tranfadtions of that day as only
introductory to a final fetcdement. Let us now fee
whar are the proofs which the Anfwerer offers againit -
thofe of the Chancellor, to convince his readers of
the finality of #ha? fettlement—read the catalogue !
¢« His Majelty’s recommendation to the parliament
“to take into confideration the difcontents and jea-
loufies prevailing in Ireland, in order to come to
fuch a final fettlement, as may give mutdal fatisfac-
tion to both kingdom ;” which recommendation un-
doubtedly proves his Majefty’s fincere wifh, that a
final fettlement might be concluded, but gives no
gvidence.of its Q;r:m?/g'%nzqn;:_ next a declaration

! ' ¢¢ that

# See 2lfo in the Jetter of the Marquis of Rockingham, (a nian
of the ‘moft honourable degling through life, and of the moft un-
{potted charatter—a: good and great ttatefman, and not a paltry
ineriguer) thefe expretfions. ¢ 'T'he effential points an thé part of
. Jreland now conceded, the only objeé left for both will be; how

finally 10 avrange, fettle and adjuft all matrers whereby the union
-of power, ftrength, and mutual and 1eciprocal advantage be belt
permanently fined.” ' '
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<« that no.body of men has any right to make laws for
Ireland; but the King, Lords, and Commons th ereof,”
which declaration afferts the right of the Frith Par-
liament not to be bound by the alts of the br-
tith Legiflature, in which the nation of Ireland was -
not reprefented ; a right that no man now, much
lefs the Chancellor, . has attempted to deny.—
Again,  The refolutions of the Irifth “Houfe
of Gommons,” made in the infancy of their in-
dependence, in the mement of fanguine hope,
but thort-fighted expe&ation.« That in confequence
of the Repeal of George 1. no ‘conftitutional
queflion willexift between the two ‘countries,” of
the difappointment of which hope ‘the Regency
queftion and Commercial Propofitions furnifh la-
mentable inftances-— Another declaration” made
by his Majcfty that the arrangement is eftablifth-
‘ed upon a ‘bafis which fecures the tranquillity of
Ireland, and unites the affe@ions as well as the
interefts of both kingdoms.” “Our rebellions, our
conventions, our p;gliﬁwi-:a_l_bmtherhood, our hof-
tility to the Eng'ifh name, the great body of our
Aeparatifts, our attempasto fever the two kingdoms,
by means of thefaffiftance of a foreign enemy, have
given his Majelty fatal proofs that his benevelent
-expeltations hivé?’g\e‘én miferably fraftrared; and
laltly, ¢ an Addrefs” from the Irith Houles of
Parliament ¢ recommending to its meniders to
_convince the"peaple of their countics, that the two
kingdoms are _mow oac, indiffolubly connedled in
unity of conftitution and unity ef intereft ; that
‘every cagle of jealounfy is removed, &c. &c¢.” On
this #vell-intended recommen fation, I fhall only
obferve, that the gentlemen to whom it was addref-
- fed, are now the beft judges how far their rhetorick
.has.convinced the wnderftandings of the people of
{ _ | YL > :
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I cannot difmifs this part of my fubje® with-
out quoting an entire paragraph from the Chans
cellor’s Speech—it is this.—c¢ But let me ad.
- mit in contradi@®ion to thefe damning proofs, thas

this was confidered by both countries as a figal -

adjuftment—if pra@ice and experience | have
proved, that it has fowed the feeds of eeafelefs
contention and periadical rebellion, is there a
principle of found policy or commen fenfe to pre-
clude the revifion of it

The Anfwerer has given Ais pegords— I have
given my comments upon them._He continues
“ here is the record, the Chancelloy propofes tg
do away the force of record by imtrigue.”—Again,
“ Who would believe that the alledged author
(of the Speech) thould be ignorant of the parties
to that treaty ©” I have proved, that if there was
1atrigue, we muft fuppofe contrary ta decency and
truth, that his Majefty, the two Englith Houfes, and
all his Minifters were concerned in that intrigue.
And that neither the Chancellor or any other in-
dividual is ignorant that they were (as well as the
Irith Houfes) the parties concerned in that treaty.

I proceed to that part of the ¢ Anfwer,” where

its author charges the Chancellor with mifreprefent- .
ing Mr. Fox’s fentiments,  Mr. Fox who was a -

member of the Englith Cabinet in 1782 fpeaks for
himfelf. The extra® from his fpeech in 1785 is
givenverbatimin page 430tthe Chancellor’s Speech.
He, [Mr. Fox] there exprefslydeclares, < that there
were fome regulations wanting between the two
countries, which were to extend te political gueftions
enly, andnot to commercial,” and he fairly next ftates
what theywere, namely, “fomething to replace that
power, which in their {truggles for independence,
the Irith had imprudently infifted upon being f?)b?:]:

| lithed
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lithed, and which he had given up, in compliance

“with the firong ¢urrent of prejudice of that nation,

though with a'relu@ance, which nothing but ine-
vitable neceffity could have overcome. The power
which he withed tohave feen replaced was that,
which had been of late under difcuffion in the
Parliament, and which had been varioully termed,
fometimes commercial, at other times external,
and frequently imperial legiflation.” Here again
we have the evidence of Mr. Fox, a membér
of the cabifiet in 1782, and given in 1785, againft
the finality of that adjuftment, as to conftituti-
onal queftions, and the introduétion of the * Pro-
pofitions” in that year ; are another proof hew lit-
tle final that adjuftment was to commercial quel-
tions. The whole proceedings of 82, and the de-
clarations of the principal parties concerned,
prove beyond a doubt to a candid man, that the
fettlement, as it has been called, of 82, was final
neither to conftitution or commerce ; and only
final as to difcontent and jealoufy.

I muft now carry my readers back to that part
of the anfwerer’s work, where he charges the
Chancellor, with putting into his mouth a defcrip-
tion of that adjuftment which he never uttered.
In replying to a work written (as the Anfwer is)
without arrangement and with great perplexity, in
which charges and defences are mingled and con-
fufed, I muft claim the indulgence of my rea-
ders, and hope they will pardon me for fometimes
taking them back to my former pages, as well as
to thofe of the anfwerer. In the beginning of my
work, I have given what appear to me to be fatii-
faftory proofs, that the defcription which the
Chancellor charges the author of the fettlement of
1782 (as he h‘as%)een called) with having given of
the < fponfors of its finality,” was not a partial

one
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one and confined to the Parliament of 1613, ‘but
that the pi@ure which the anfwerer then drewof
Parliament, may be confidered as a fort.of family
piece of thofe auguﬁ aﬁembhes, from the reign of
‘James [. to the time when it was drawn. - Thofe
who faw it then, and now chufe to View it again,
cannot.confider it in any other light, than as a
caricatura of all the Parliaments whieh have ever
fat in Ireland.

- Imuft now take my readersback to the third
page of Mr. Grattan’s Anfwer, wherein he again
“accufes that high charaéter of uttering a falfehood,
In ‘arttributing to the anfwerer an affertion,
“which, as far as it relates to him, is without a
j}:aa’ow of colour or pretenec, and he calls upon
“him publicly to fupport his aflertions.” " The af-
fertion made by the C‘hancellor, which has called
forth thele violent exprefﬁons, is to be found in
the 31ft page of the Earl of Clare’s Speech.. 1
fhall copy it. *° The hiftory of this adjuftment
(of 82) lately given in the name of the gentleman
who is ftiled the father of it, 1s:

‘“ That it 'emanated from the armed convention
affembled at Dungannon, was approved at county
“meetings of the people, armed and unarmed, and
was fan&mﬁed and regiftered by the Irith Parlia-
‘ment.”

In anfwer to this, Mr. G. declares; “ No fuch
“thing, nor any thing like it, did its author fay, nor
ﬁzéggﬁ nor-bhint ; and this ftatement 1s not mifre-
prefentation, nor mifinterpretation, but palpable
anvention : did not the pamphlet aflume the name
“of a judicial charaer, I would fay dov. nright fa-
brlc&tion

Here are both the charge, as it is ngcn in the

Chancellot’s Speech, and the refpectful denial of
it in the anfwerer’s pamp}‘let

Upon
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- Upon this head I beg leave to obferve, that in
every report of Mr Grattan’s Speech, delivered
on the firft day of the prefent feflion, he is ftated
to have ufed nearly thofe words; and therefore
the hifiory has been given in his name; and what
is not a little furprifing, confidering what refent-
ment he now feems firft to feel at having thele ex-
preffions attributed to him, they food uncontradicted
before the public, until he chofe to fayin his An-
{wer, that they weré a dire¢t fabrication of the
Chancellor’s.. This circumf{tance alone might have
given any man authority to attribute the exprel-
fions to him; but I will not attempt to build my
proofs even upon fuch a foundation. I will not
vaguely affert, but endeavour to prove fatisfatto-
rily to the public, that Mr. Grattan did utter and
_repeat this ¢ hiftory” verbatim in the Houfe of
Commons of Ireland, in the hearing of hundreds
of perfons; and that immediately upon his fitting
‘down, -the Chancellor. of the Exchequer, Mr.
Corry, in reply, beftowed upon him the foilowing
very pointed animadveifion :
< The next topic of the honourable gentleman’s
fpeech, is the defcription of the conftitution, which
he begins by emphatically alking, ¢ What is the
liberty of Ireland #” To this queftion he proceeds to
give an anfwer in the full vigour of thole principles,
which he has often profefled in this houfe, and dil-
feminated in. the nation; principles with which he
' has fuccefsfully operated to debauch the minds, and
deltroy the peace of this country; his anlwer was,
¢ the liberties of Ireland are thofe, which were fet-
tled at.the convention of Dungannon, afterwards ra- -
tified at the meetings of the people, armed and un-
| armed, in the different counties, and finally regiftered
! by the parliament.” Does  he not (faid Mr, Corry)
> O E . bluth
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bluth thus to affert the fovereignty of the people, and
the fubferviency of parliament ? Does he not blufh tor
ftate that the liberties of Ireland emanated from meet-"
1ngs at Dungannon, and in the counties jn 82; duly
authorized as it were in two ftages of popular legif-
lation, whilt the office which'he afligns to the parlia-
ment is that of regiftering the encroachments of the
people P Having thus fettled the liberties of: Ireland,
as emanasing from Dungannon, he. next proceeds, -
&c. &e.”  * See the Dublin Journal of the 18th Ja-
nuary, in which Mr., Corry’s reply is given to Mr.
Grattan’s. fpeech; upon a part of ‘which fpeech, at
the bottom of the papery the following note is fub.
joined. ¢ We beg not to be underftood as giving
this part of Mr. Henry. Grattan’s Speech upon
our own authotity, it is literally copied from
newfpapers which fupport that perfon and his po-
litics ; with what feeling it will be read by the loyal
part-of Ireland we can imagine, but it would ill be.
come us to anticipate,” . '
Here is the record—its authenticity was not before
impeached, and it ftood undenied until the author in
his pamphlet thought proper to call it a “fabrication:
of the Chancellor’s,” adding a pofitive declaration,.
*¢ that he never .did fay, fuggelt, or pint any. thing, i
like 2.7 '
Luoufquam noftra patientia abuterss o
' I fhall

¥ See alfoin the' Anti-Hnion Evening Poft, of Saturday, the 18:h-
January, 3d page, in the middié of the fecond columan of Mr. G.s
$peech, as given in that print, thefe expreflions—s¢¢ That conftirps
tion, whichthe herfelf, Ireland, feels, comprehends, venerates, and
clams, fuch as fhe berfelf exprefied both in her conveution at’
Dungansion, and through all her counties, and cities, and through'
every wdeferiprion, and aflociation of people—and afteravards, in:
tull Parlivment, claimed, carried, regiflered, and recorded.” Now,_
cven fuppofing thactruth lies between the ftatements of €ach paper,,

will either bear out the affertion that, “ be did not fay, fugyett,.
think, or hint, &¢”
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1 fhall next animadvert upon that part of the An-
fwer, where the Author charges the Chancellor with
1mplying the neceflity of bribery and corruption, in
order to govern the Irith Parliament, which charge
he builds upon thefe expreffions. “'The enly fecurity
for national concurrence, is a permaneat and com-
manding influence of the Englifh Executive, or ra-
ther Englith Cabinet, in the Councils of Ireland,”
and the Author of the Anfwer thus comments upon
‘the expreflion : “ By Councils of Ireland; it means,
and profeﬂ'es to mean, nothing lefs than the Parlia-
ment ; here is it feems the neceflary fubftitute for the
.Brlnfh Parliament ; here is the half million, &¢.”
The whole of this commentary is a very great mifre-
prefentation of the Chancellor’s meanmg The Au-
thor of the Anfwer detaches a fentence of the Speech
without giving the text or context, and then diitorts
its meaning for his own purpofea. Had he given the
{everal paragraphs as they ftand in pages 44, and 45
of ‘the Chancellor’s Speech, his readers would have
feen, that fo far from hinting at bubery oI, CcOoTrup-
tion, the Chancellor merely proves, ¢ that from the
nature of our prefent connexion with England, as all

- 'leglﬂanve authority in either country is denied to the

other, it is neceffary-that in every branch of imperial
policy, whether of trade or navigation, of peace or
war, that there fhould be an nnphcu concurrence by

) ‘Ireland in every impe:ial a& of the Crown, which has

the fanction of the Britifh Parliament, and upon every
article of Brm[h legiflation upon imperia! fubjeéts, or
elfe there is an'end of the connexion of the two coun-
tries ;' and t,hen he concludgs, 1 repeat i, the only
fecurity. for naticnal concurrence, is a permanent and
com nding influence, &c.’” or in other words, the

T of England muft infure the concurrence of

- ~tbg Irith Parliament, in all wars, treaties, &c. made

by the Englifh Parliament (howcver the former ma y
E 2 difapprove
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difapprove of them,) for the moment that the two
legiflatures are at iffue upon fuch fubjeéts, a war, or
a feparatlon of the two Kingdoms is inevitable. Ina
country fplit like Ireland into parties of fuch oppofite
views and defigns, fuch a want of concurrence upon
imperial queftions, we know by experience, is not
beyond the reach of poffibility; and that the want of
that concurrence, might probably lead to feparacion,
I believe few men that have conﬁdered the fubjett
can deny. |

As to the infinuation of the half million (an ex-
preflion made ufe of in Lord Townfend’s adminiftra-
tion, fee appendix), I cannot conceive what fentence
in this part of the fpeech counld have even fuggelted
the idea to the anfwerer, unlefs indeed it was the fol-
lowing : ¢ every unprincipled and nmfy adventurer,
who can atchieve the means: of putting himfelf for-
ward, commences his pol:txcal career on an avowed
fpecul"tlon of prcfit and lofs, and if he fails to ne-
~ gotiate his political job, will endeavour to extort it by
faGtion and fedition, ‘and with unblufhing eﬁrontery
to faften his own corzuption on the King’s Minifter.”
If this fentence alludes to any lavith expenditure of
the pabhc money (which I do not pretend to deter-
mine it does), the fum was not half a million, but
£.50,000 ; how well it has been applied, I will not
take upon me to fay ; the minds of a great many of
the people of Ireland are perhaps now fully made up
as to the merits of the object of its application.

I come next to that part of the Anfwer, where
the ‘writer quotes the Chancellor’s fpeech in 17¢8,
againft his {peech of 1800, which he does with his
ufual candour and fairnefs, in thefe words: ¢ But.I
think I could quote another authority againft this
pamphlet 5 itis another pamphlet in the name of the
fame author in 1798, which charges the Oppofition
with “a breach of huth in agitdung certain political

- queltions,
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queltions, after the kingdom had come to a final
fertlement with England, a fettlement fo compleat
and fatisfalory, as to render a renewal of polmc&[
_gnd conititutional controverfies impofiible.” = Here
again is another inftance of the Anfwerer’s fair deal-
ing, in detaching a fentence . (which by the bye was
not the Chancellor’s, as we fhall prefently fthow), in
.order to mxfreprefent it. The fpeech to which Mr.
G. alludes, is the Chancellor’s anfwer to Ld. Meira’s
¢ motion for conciliation.” The noble author in it
gives that Nobleman a hiltory of the.different con-
ceffions that had been made from time to time to this
country, to gratify popular demands; and fhows
bim how ineffettual they had all been found by ex-
perience ; and in this fpeech, aGually anticipates
fome of his own arguments upon the fub]vct of
union, by proving how ineffetual the fe:tlement of
82, an)d the fubfequent tranfaltions bave been to
fansfy the .cravings of Irifh demands: mneed I
apologtfe to my readers for.giving fome extracts
from it? Ik ever (faid the Chaneellor then) there
was a proceeding which might afford a rational hops
of quleung the apprehenfions and relieving the exi-
gencies ‘of a diftratted country, it was this
appeal to their own teftimony for a knowledge
of their complaint_s ;0 to defire them to come
forward, and ‘to ftate the meafure of their
calanulles, and the beft expedient for the relief
of them ;” andafter mentioning that this adjuftment
was framed by the Irith oppofition cabinet, for the
truth of which the Chancellor refers to the Journals,
which will prove that the amendments.agreed to,
 were voted by the oppoﬁtlon fide of the hou fe: and
after ﬁa what the grievances complained of were,
and memguke of Portland’s anfwer that the Britith
Cabiret had paid immediate attention to them, and
ZEhQJhg»ng was ‘ready to allent to any. bills to give
P,

them

/
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them full effe®, and then giving the anfwer of ‘borh
houfes, (framed by the oppofition) who declared
“ that they were perfe@ly fenfible of the magnani-
mity of his Majefty, and the wifdom of “Parliament
in feconding thofe gracious intentions, &c.** Then
the Chancellor adds, ¢ the Commons Wwent a ftep
beyond thisvhoufe, and affured his Majefty * that
from henceforth no conftitutional queftion’could by
poffivility arife to interrupt the harmeony eftablithed
between Great Britain and 1reland.” The exprefii-
ons made ufe of by the Houfe of Commons, quoted
by the Chancellor in his fpeech of ¢8, and now
given b the Anfwerer as+the Chancellor’s. The
Chancellor goes on to inform Lord Moira,  that
the Commons voted 50,000l. to the gentleman who
had pledged himfelf and pledged parliament to a final
adjuitment of conftitutional gricvances between the
two countries ;” and after gmentioning the momen-
tary popularity which “he acquired by this condud,
he goes on to {tate that* unfortunately in a fhort in-
terval all harmeny was at an end ; a gentleman of
diftinguifhed ability difcovered that the fimple repeal
of a declaratory law, was not a renunciation of the
principle that had been declared, &c.” and continues
to give Lord Moira a full hiftory of the complaints.
which havefollowed complaints, and the grievances
which have fucceeded to grievances ever fince that
moft incompleat adjuftment of §2.

When Mr. G. accufed the Chancellor of want of
memory, he fhould have been certain that he could
fupport the charge : before T have done, I fhall give
that gentleman another proof that the Chancellor is
not deficient in that faculty of the human underftand-
ing, and that his memory is a much more ready one;

upon,

* Sec pages 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, of the Lord Chancellors rpf’f('".l in

98-—l am particularin giving my readers a reference to pages, tho’
the Anfwerer does nor always condelcend to be equally kiad to his.
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vpon - all occafions where he makes an aflertion; or
applies en epith.t, than that of the gentleman who
has come forward as his antagonift, ,

We follow the Anfwerer to the propofitions : He:
in this part of his Work oblerves, ¢ that the Chans
cellor proceeds to ftate, but not to fiate fairly the
propofitions.” When the Anfwerer talks in fuch mild
and civil terms of the Chancelor’s miftakes, it is g2
proof that. his ftatements cannot In any/ particular
be very different from his own. My readers may
compare the two ftatements, if they have.any doubt
upon the matter. I fhall difmifs che fubje@ by ob-
ferving, that the propofitions are a convincing proof,
that the fettlement of 82, was not final, as to coms-
mercial Queftions, (if ever there was doubt upon this

» point,) and that the condué of the Britith Parlia-

ment i altering them, fo as to iafure to England 2
fecurity, that we thould adopt. the regulations of
trade and navigation made by. Great Britain, with
her Colonies and Plantations, is a damning proof
that, this Aflembly did nog confider the adjuftment
of 1782, as final to all conftitutional queftions ; and
that although the Irith Nation was then duped by the

the Chancellor’s Speech, Page 49:) Yet I may ven-
ture to affert, that the accomplices in that dupery
have long fince feen the folly of their proceedings.

- I allo follow_the-Anfwerer to the Regency, and
here I am happy that I need not take up the time
of my readers by long ftatements, or tedious argu-
ment : Molt of us remember the tranfation, and
ome of us regret our conduét upon the occafion—
a fhort hiltory of that calamitous event may fuffice =
Our moft beloved lovereign was afflited with the

- moft tg‘iri of mertal evils———it became necelary

3

:

-
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to fupply the vacuum in the regal authority, by the
apposatment of 2 Reconr, The Britith Parliamen:
' " w hﬂ\'i!}g

‘s_!
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Faving pemfe'd the legal evidence, which was fubmit-
ted for their confideration, after the moft folemn in-
veftigation, and upon the moft cautious deliberation,
dppointed the Prince of Wales regent with limited
Powers.. The Parliament of Ireland, precipitated by
4 party, without any other evidence but what the
public new{papers afforded, within fix days appoint-
ed the Prince of Wales Regent with unlimited

Powers. 1t pleafed the Almighty Difpofer of events,

to reftore to our Monarch that reafon, of which his

malady had deprived him-afid thus by the merci-’

ful interpofition of his Providence, to prevent the ex-
ercife of this anomalous Power, and all the miferies
and diftrations which muft have followed the exer-
¢ife of it; and fo fenfiblerare the New friends
of the ¢ Anfwerer,” that by this condu&t the

Lrith Parliament laid a ‘broad precedent for the -

o

feparation of the two counitrizs, that one of them has
lately propofed-to parliament 2 bill (though a molt
inadequate one for the purpole) to prevent the re-
vival of future difference of opinion and proceeding
upon the oceurrence of fuch another fatal calamity,
the anfwerér may rave upoin this fubject as he pleales,
he may with his ufual juftice accule the Chancellor
< of making a charge againft the country, not for her
condué&, but for ner power.”’ My readers have only
to turn to his Speech to be convinced, that her power
was never queftioned by him, though her conduct
was fharply cenfured ; nor is the Chancellor the only
cenfurer of the pro_ceedings of that day. Many, very
many of thofe concerned in the tranfa&ion, now feel
the fharp corrodings of regret. There is but one cir-
cumftance which can confole the friends of Britifh
connexion in this country, for the evils of that hour,
it is, that to them they are indebted for the exalration
of a champion for that connexion, and for the ad-.
vifer of that meafure, which will give Ireland her
due weight and confequence among the nations of
the earth.

I follow
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1 follow the anfwerer to that part of thé work,
wherein he mentions the Whig Club, which he i
pleafed to {tile by infinuation, ¢ the broad fhield of

t a free people.® Their pokitical exiltence is now mofk
- happily extin&, and if the Chancellor has in any part
| of his Speech, paffed a cenfure upon their conduct,
[ there ate few loyal men in Ireland, who do not join
- init. I pafs over alfo the Lord Mayor of that day
? and Mr. Tandy ; * the firft { refpect as a valuable
citizen, and fhall therefore#mnbke no obfervations
Aipon the part-which he ated in the city-politics of
: that day ; the latter is now in prifon, and it would be
unjuftifiable to animadvert at this moment upon his
former condué. 1 fhall, therefore, pafs on to the
: comparifon which the anfwerer draws between * the
| inveftigation of the fituation of the poor of Ireland,”
‘which the Whig-Club ordered to be made during an
impending invafion, and that part-of Mr. Douglas’s.-
| Speech in the Englith Houle of Commons, wherein
he offers an ¢pinion, that an Union would ameliorate
‘the condition of the Irith people. . The iatention of
the parties (to fpeak generally) was fo different, and
‘the 1 effe@s likely to be produced fo oppofite as to
require no comment, and therefore, to avail our-
| felves of the anfwerer’s expreflions, ¢ we have allo
" done with fuch trifling.” T .
However fatigued T 'may find myfelf, I muft follow
the Anfwerer to Ais plan of Reform and that of the
| " United Irifhmen. My readers will find them both;
; the one in the body of the Lord Chancellor’s Speech;

& Sec pages 19 and 20 of the An{wer, by Mr. Grattan.

4 See Lard Chancellor’s Speech, where—the report of the invel-
_ tigation of the Whig Club is given 1n page 73. :
¢ ; _ fids page
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pagero,and the otherin theAppendx to it, and if r.hcy, .
pleafe, may compare them together ; and here for the.
firflt time I will not deny, that | perfe&tly agree with

the an{werer in his opinion, ¢ that the effect of: the
former as well as of the latter) had been to prevent
an Union :”
was fufiicient to accomplith a [eparationy and fos the
truth of this affertion, I refer my readers to. the

very unexceptionable teﬁxmony of Meffts. Emmet,.
O’Connor, M‘Nevin, Sweetman, &c. given before.

the Bar of the Houfe of Lords. |
As to the charge which the Anfwerer immediately
makes again{t the Chancellor,$¢ ofinot giving eitherthe
biflory of that reform, or any other public meafures,
to the firlt T reply, that the Ghancellor has in_his

Speech (to which I refer) given &sth plans of reform ;.

and fortunately for the country, their rejection by
Parliament has prevented him from giving their Aif-

tory ; and as-to the hiftory of other tranfactions, I

cannot but think the Chancellor has been tolerably.
explicit in the detail of them in his Speech.

L now accompany the Anfwerer to @ the Catholic. .
Qlerhon » and the firlt circumftance that ftrikes 'me,

1 a very glaring mifinterpretation. ‘The author of

the Anfwer afferts * that the Chancellor is pleafed to

quote bin as follows ; ¢ Let me advife you (the Ca-
tholics) by no means to poftpone the confideration of

your fortunes till after the war: your phyficial con-
fequence confifis in a ftate of {eparation from Eng-

land, &c.” and then the anfwerer declares with his
ufual civility, ¢ that this is a palpable fabrication.”

Here we cannot but obferve that a charge is fabri-
cated, to furnith an occafion for a rude denial. det

any of our readers turn to page 68 of the Chancellor’s.

% Page 22

Speech,

moft undoubtedly ; for either of them
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Speech, and: they will find that the Chancellor dve;.
not quote this fentence as Mr. Grattan’s, but as the
obvious comment which others have made upon
bis text. Lord Clare’s words are, “ What is the
lefion of peace and good will ‘inculcated by the
Jucceffors of the gentleman who firft invented this
revolutionary weapon---Let me advifeyou n ot
te poltpone the confideration, &e.” Will Mr.
Grattan deny that he ever made ufe of thefe ex-
preflions ?- Surcly he will not. They are to be
found verbatim in a publication of g8, containing
the Catholic Addrefs to. him, figned by Meflrs.
Broughall and Sweetman, with hig anfwer annex-
ed. The reft of the fentence is not attributed to
him, byt is given as the obvious comments made .
by his fu-cce%'ors, who took up this queftion as a.
revolutionary weapon; and to prove that the
Chancellor was juftifiable in calling  Catholic
Emancipation “ a revolutionary weapon,” need I
remind my readers of the evidence of Dr. Me.
Nevin, a Roman Catholie, who declared, that
he and his party had no ¢rher objec? in making
that meafure a pretence for grievance,  for
that he would have as foon thought of efta-
blithing the Mahometan. as the Roman Catho-
lic religion in Ireland.”

_But tho’ the Chancellor in that fentence, (which
Mr. G. calls a palpable fabrication) gives the com-.
ment which others have made upon his text,
might he not have been warranted in going far-
ther ? for in the courle of the prefent feflion of
Parliament, Mr. Grattan did exprefsly ftate, < that
whilft Ireland continued a diftinét. kingdom, the
Catholies would remain as three to one, but after
Union they would be as one to four---that Union
would therefore deftroy their phyfical confequence,
: ’ that
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that if their political claims were yielded to by thé
Imperial Parliament, they would gain nothing,
and that they might as well be units in
the {treet, as units in Parliament.” He
now attemps to quibble on the word feparation.---
One is inclined fometimes to imagine that he had
not feen the Chancellor’s Speech, but undertook

to anfwer from recolleftion charges which he

thought it poffible might be brought againft
him.
As to the next charge againft the Chancellor,

which Mr. Grattan ftates from a news-papet, with-
out referring his readers to the print or its date----
< ‘that a certain party took up the. Catholic quef-

tion as a fubje& of difcontent after the Place and
Penfion Bill had been conceded:” as no fuchcharge
that we recolle& is to be found in the ¢ Speech”
we fhall pafs it over, and we are induced to do fo,
particularly as Mr. Grattan acknowledges in the
fame page, that he did take up the queftion in
g: the difpute turns wupon a few months, .and
itis therefore of little confequence to afcertain
the precife moment of the birth * of this mon-
fter; its ferocity and devaftations can never be erafed
from our recolle@ion. The principal faét which
the Anfwerer denies, and which I fhall attempt to
difprove is, that charge ¢ that he excited the
Catholics.” - Before 1 enter upon this fubject
it may not be altogether unneceflary, in confir-
mmation of the Chancellor’s ftatement, that the Ca-
tholics were not fupported by a certain party untif
after the time that their claims were takenup by
the King’s Minifters in 1793, to remind my readers,

# T would not be underflood s applying this expreffion to thé
Catholic queftion of Emancipation in the abftrad,. but to that
queftion as an engioe in the hands of fuch defigning men as Dr.
M:Nevin, Sweetman, &c. &c. '
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that in the report of the refolutions of the Catho-
lics in the laff month of the year 1792, figned by Mr.

- Shiel, and counterfigned by Mr. M*Cormiek, a coms

complaint is made, “ that the Romaa Catholics,
confiituting three-fourths of the people, had not
influence to induce any one member of Parliament
to patronize their petition * but Mr. Grattan chu-
fes in every inftance to put himfelf forward as the
prominent political chara&ter of Ireland. The
Chancellor ftates, < that when the King’s minifters
fupported the claims of the Catholics, their old
perfecutors became apoftles of emancipation.”
Can Mr. Grattan deny, that his modern political
affociates, Mr. Ponfonby and his conneétions, uni-
formly oppofed the firft relaxation of the Popery
laws, which merely extended to reftore to the Ca-
tholics the rights of property ?

To return to the anfwerer’s aflertion,  that we
did not excite the Catholics.”” Should I run any
rifque in pafling over this charge, with calling up-
on any Catholic in the country, to lay his hand
upon his heart, and to an{wer, whether, in his opi-
nion, Mr, Grattan and his friends, did or did not
excite their body ? ,

I thall however review Mr. Grattan’s condu&, re-
lative to that body of his Majefty’s fubjeéts. To trace
the whole of his conneétion with the Roman Ca-
tholics ab ovo, from 1793 to the year 1798, would
require more of our paper than we can devote to
the fubje¢t. My readers may fee this conne&ion
anatomized ‘in Docter Duigenan’s ¢ anfwer to
Mr+ Grattan’s addrefs ;” it is therefore only necef-
fary to frate a few fats: A convention was aflem-
bled in this city in the year 1792, by Mr. E. Byrne ;
whether the anfwerer had any conneion with
this meeting I cannot determine, -their complaint

rather proves the reverfe ; but when in confequence
G of
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of the precedent then fet, another Catholic con-
vention was convened at Athlone, and when go=
vernment, taking the alarm, found it neceflary to
fupprefs fuch dangerous aﬁ'g:mblies, Mr. Grattan
gave a moft violent oppofition to the .act of Par-
liament (the convention bill) devifed for that pur-
pofe.. I now pafs over an interval of Catholic
tranquillity, and come to the Lord Licutenancy of
Earl Fitzwilliam..  Juft before his arrival a Catho-
lic committee of nine perfons met ; a copyof a pe-
tition to parliament was drawn up, and fent round
the counties.  This petition was ready for the in-

fpection of the viceroy, upon his arrival at the-

Caftle. This nobleman has given it to the public
under his hand, that fo far from coming to this
country with * a defign to bring forward the Ca-
tholic claims, his inftrutions were of the very
oppofite nature.—Mr. Grattan became his minifter,
(as he himfelf aflured us) and inftantly the Roman
Catholics, orrather their committee, who had before,
by their refolution in print, declared, ¢ that the
whole of their late application neither did, nor
does contain any thing more, either in fubftance
or principle, than the following objeéts, viz. ad-
miflion to the bar, capacity to ferve as grand jurors,
as county magiftrates, and to vote for proteftant
reprefentatives in parliament,” inftantly came for-
ward to demand total emancipation is it natural
to fuppofe that they would have taken fuch a ftep
unadvifed and unincited, at a moment when their
avowed champion had ensered into office 2 Ts it not
more natural to fuppofe, that they were excited by
him? Lord Fitzwilliam, in confequence of his pre-
cipitate meafures, was recalled, and Mr. Grattan
“ rcligned his munifferial breath.””” The addrefs

, | which

* His letter to Lord Carlifle.

—
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whicﬁhe then fent forth to that body, is not for-
gotten,- though poflibly the work is in the pol~
eflion of few of my readers. Some éxtracts from

- it may not therefore be unacceptable.*

¢« Your emancipation will pals—rely upon it, it

‘muft pafs, it may be death to one viceroy, &e¢.”’—

« Let me advife you not to poftpone the confide-
ration of vour fortunes till after the war.”?—¢ Let
us at once inftantly embrace, and greatly emanci-
pate.”?—¢ I tremble at the return to power of
our old tafk-mafters ; that combination which
galled the country by its tyranny, infulted her by
its manners, exhaufted her by its rapacity, and
flandered her by its malice.” ‘

«« My country is committed in the firuggle, and
1 beg to be committed with her.”’

If this is not excitation, the words of the lan-
guage we fpeak have no meaning—It was under-
ftood as fuch by the lower orders, as well as others
of ‘that ‘'union.. And as far as this intemperate
and ill-timed addrefs (to give it the mildeft appel-

lation, contributed to drive that infatuated body

of men into outrage and rebellion; the author
muft be confidered in fome degree as refponfible for
the fufferings and calamities which their conduct
brought upon them.  They may be poflibly con-
fidered as the-authors of their own perfecution ;
(if the punifhment which the law inflits upon
crime, can becalled perfecution,) but if there had
been no inciters, there certainly would have been

no perfecutors.
b

‘% My veaders may alfo befides recollect how often Mr. Grattan
has expatiated upon the ¢ phyfical force of that body of men ”’—
An expreflion very full of meaning, and not perfeétly unintelligis

_ble:tbr the lower orders of that communion.
, : ‘

;7 -;Dic‘)es this gentleman’s practice always agree with his preach-

ing?

G2 In
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In turbulent politics, as well asin capital cafes in
law the inftigators, aiders and abettors are as guil-
ty as the actual infiruments, though there may not
be the fame equality of punithment in both cafes.

I pafs on to that part of the anfwer where the
author condemns fome expreflions which he attri-
butes to the Chancellor, relative to the great Ro-
man Catholic Body. As he has not referred us to

any work, and as we cannot find them in the
fpeech, we conclude that they are his own com-

ments in his ufual ftile of candour upon the Chan-
cellor’s words. We find indeed in the fpeech, la-
mentations at the delufion of the people of the
lower orders of that communion ; high and de-
ferved praifes of fome of the nobility and gentry
of that body; regret at the degradation and mi-
fery of the inferior clafles ; a warning to the good
and thinking Roman. Catholics that they have
been duped by plans, which though they would
not have relieved their condition, would have led
to Republicanifm and Jacobinifm. ¢ An abfira&
ftate maxim. without regard to the peculiar ftate
of this country,” ¢ that a confcientious Roman
Catholic ecclefiaftic, from the nature of his reli gion,
cannot be in every refpect a well attached fubject
to a proteftant ftate,” inafinuch as a Roman Ca-
tholic Prieft muft look up to the Pope, and not to
his temporal prince, as the head of his Church:
and laftly, a declaration made in the fpirit of un-
bounded toleration, ¢ that in private life he never
enquired into the religion of any man, if he be
honeft and a good chriftian, it matters not to me,

that he may .fubfcribe to articles of faith or rules -

of difcipline, that my reafon rejeéts.”

Upon the fubject of Union the anfwerer hardly
touches, (except upon the adjuftment of 1482)
and where he does, he miftates the Chancellor by

' making
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making him-dechire < that this country 75 unable
to pay her eftablithments.”” The Chancellor in
his fpeech, after giving a ftatement of the increafe
of our war eftablifhment, made neceflary by the
diftraCtions of the country, and the vaft debt which
we have incurred in confequence of our “ war of
Faction, Whig war, and United Irithman’s war,”
aflerts, that at the rate we are going on, the coun-
try will not be able to bear fuch an expence for
more than three years longer. He ftates, that our
debt is near 25 millions, at this moment ; that we
have borrowed this year 8 millions, which multi-
plied by three with the intereft and charges added to
our prefent debt, will in three years accumulate
to fifty millions ;—and my readers will fee, if
they refer to the Chancelior’s fpeech, that in flating
the national debt he exprefsly diftinguifhes be-
tween the fums paid into the exchequer and the
capital created, adding, ¢ If the nation is obliged
to borrow money upon ufarious terms, the debt
is not the fum paid into the exchequer, but the
fum which (he contradis to pay.”” Mr. Grattan’s
anfwer is, ¢ He f{tates that we borrow annually
eight millions ; he fhould have ftated, that we bor-
row four milliens.” Let the government fecuri-
ties iffued at the exchequer in the laft year decide
the queftion ; the capital created in the laft -yeay
was eight millions, ;

Mr. Grattan fays, ¢ Whatever capital we may
create on each loan, he (the Chancellor) fhould
ftate, how much I¢fs we fhould borrow on the adop-
tion of an Union.”

The Loan and Lottery of this vear, on the mere
profpect of Jan Union, ought to filence Mr. Grattan
upon this fubje¢t. The Loan of laft year was fold to
Mr. White at {feventy-two per cent. ; in this year,
i econfequence. of a competition in the money

' market
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market by Englith bidders, he has been obliged
_ to pay gol. gs. percent. The Lottery of laft year

was fold at the rate of sl. 2s. 6d. each Ticket; in
this year it has been fold at #7l. 2s. 6d. On Loan
and Lottery, therefore in this year, the Irifh nation
has gained nearly 4oo,000l. by the ‘mere profpect
of Union. Is Mr. Grattan anfwered when he
called for proof, that we fhall borrow lefs money,
or create lefs capital after Union, that we are
obliged to borrow as a diftin¢t kingdom ?

I may now even allow the anfwerer to aflume
for a fatt (although parliament has not yet fettled
the proportion to be paid for each borough) that
above a million will be neceflary for their purchafe;
and I leave it to the greater’ part of my readers
to confider, whetheran Union is not likely to ba-
nifh ffom our country dangerous Irith and Englith
factions, the fource of our calamities; and whe-
ther, when we become one people with the Englifh,
the government of either country will not be en-
abled to employ the army in whatever part of the
empire it is moft wanted, and thus to decreafe the
expence of our feparate eftablithment > And as to
the Chancellor’s next aflertion ; (againft which
the anfwerer objeéts) that the conftitution is in-
competent to provide for the fecurity of the
country, I reply, that the events of paft years have
proved, that it is incompetent to provide for her
happinefs and tranquillity—and that the regency
and the rebellion, the dottrines of refiftance and
feparation, which we have lately heard and read—
‘and theevents of the prefent hour, fufficiently prove,
that our prefent conftitution is not competent to
provide for the fecurity of the connexion between
England and Ifeland, upon the permanéncy of
which the happinefs of this kingdom depends.

«« Well, we have done,” (to quote the anfwer-
er’s
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er’s claffic expreflion) with that part of the work
which immediately relates to the Union, and come
to his political portraits, which feem to have been
introduced for the fame purpofe, that bookflellers
ornament with engravings, their new editions of old
authors, namely to promote their fale.—We ve-
nerate the characters of fome of them, as much as
? the author profteffes to do, and the Chancellor has

thrown no refletion on their memories. We can-
not conceive, that a ftatement of the defelts of our
‘conftitution, and of the ineffectual efforts. made
from time to time to conciliate Ireland,
which have been rendered abortive by the in-
trigues of faction, can caft any refleCtion upon
the_memories of men, who were not factious, and
who are not ftated to have been fo—It is the an-
~ f{werer and not the Chancellor who would feem
~ to involve thofe perfonages in any accufation
f which has been made: the virtues of many of
l them are engraven in the hearts of their country-
~ men; they did net requirc a panegyric from the
pen of the anfwerer. b,

Let us pafs over the -encomiums which the an-
fwerer mow lavifhes' upon parliaments, from the
year fifty-three to eighty-two, where he ftops fud-

[ denly.  After the defcription which he formerly
gave the citizens of Dublin, of thofe affemblics,
this partial recantation of former opinions, muit
be highly gratifying to them. And we follow him
to the page wherein he tells his readers, that he

l has three publications of the Chancellor lving

open before him, and ¢ that they all contain a fyl-
tem of political, moral, and intellectual levelling.”
That ¢ the pamphlets are running a crazy race
through all ages,”” and that they conzain ¢ a great
thrift of argument, a turn to be offenfive, fiery
in the temper, and * famine in the phrafe.” 1

have
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have here only to obferve, that this charge againft
the Chancellor for levelling principles, is perfely
new and quite original: and this accufation, is a
firong proof, that the author of the anfwer has a
large fhare of that talent, which all-writers look
upon as the firft ingredient of genius—viz.—
Invention.—And next, I cannot but exprefs my
turprife, that the anfwerer fhould have-laboured
with fo much art and fophiftry, to anfwer what
he confidered as fuch harmlefs and contemptible
productions ! _ |

And yet, to degrade thefe produltions, fuch as
they are, he either mifconceives or mifreprefents
their meaning, and fuppoles the.Chancellor to have
faid (what he never uttered) ¢¢ That to demand
a free conftitution, was to feparate from Great
‘Britain.”” ¢ That Ireland is a colony,” the Chan-
ccllor ftates Ireland to be a depending kingdom,
“ And that upon all imperial queftions fhe muit
follow Great Britain or feparate.” again, that
¢ Ireland may prudently fubmit to legiflation with-
out reprefentation.” ¢ The Chancellor’s expreflions
ftate merely his private opinion,”” that when he
looked back to the events of the laft twenty vears,
he thould feel himfelf happy to commit his country
to the fober difcretion of the Britith legiflature,
though we had not a fingle member.in it.  Let but
the people of England underftand the folid inter-
efts of Ireland, and he had no fear that they would
not attend to them.” The fame ftatement has
been exprefled by fome of the moft violent Anti-
Unionifis in the Houfe of Commons.

Another chargé againft the Chancellor is again

* Some of thefe phrafes neverthelefs feem to have whetted, in
a very mnaccountable manner, the anfwerer’s refentful appesite.

made
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made by the anfwerer, that he had afferted ¢ that
Ireland had no parliamentary conftitution till the’
time of James I.”” The Chancellor in his fpeech
contends, that Ireland had not a parliamentary con-
ftitution which included general legiflation till
that period—and hiftory: warrants the affertion.
Again, that he had declared, ¢ that the remedy for
our prefent free Conftitution was to putinto the
place of the Irith Parliament, the commanding
influence of the Englith Cabinet.””—No fuch thing.
But the Chancellor afferted, ¢¢ that in imperial
queftions, the Britith Cabinet muft infure a co-ope-
ration of the Irith Parliament.”—And no man who
underftands the nature of our connexion can deny
it. Again, ¢ couple this with the declaration of the
half million.” No fuch declaration was ¢ver made
by the Chancellor, [ fee appendix.]—Again, “ cou-
ple this with the declaration that for the laft feven
vears a Noble Minifter has recommended an Uni-
on.”” He avows it and may glory in it; it isa
proof of his wifdom and his confiftency—¢ Couple
all this together, and the refult of the pamphlet
(Lord Clare’s Speech) is ‘an. ample and complete
juftification of that oppofition.”” [See anfwer, page
41] Let our readers call to mind the whole conduct
of that oppofition, ‘which fince 82 hrought for-
ward grievance after grievance, and the relult will
be, that their conduct has made an Union abfolute-
ly neceflary for the fecurity of the connexion of
the two countries, and the falvation of the Em-
pire. - , - :

I have followed the anfwerer clofely through
the pages of his intricate performance, and have
now arrived at his recapitulation ; but before L allo
recapitulate, I muft animadvert vpon a note {fub-
joined'to page 21 of his pamphlet ; in which Mr.
Grattan exprefles very great refentment at Mr. Ar-
H thur

%
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thur O’Connor’s being ftiled by the Chancellor the

B o el

¢ unreferved friend of the Whig Confederacy.”—

This, Mr, Grattan calls € our unreferved frz’éﬂd g
although he denies any confederacy with the Eng-

lith Party. Mr. Grattan alfo denies that Mr. -

O’Connor had any communication of any kind:

with US, i. e. with Mr. Grattan and the other
Members of. the Whig Confederacy, fave on the
queftion of reform ;—and calls for legal evidence,
or any evidence that can fatisfy a reafonable man,
that Mr. O’Connor was the unreferved friend of

the United Whig Confederacy.—Mr. Grattan
thall have it.

———= 0000 W OO e —

Extract from the Trial for High. Treafon of Fames
O’ Coigly, Arthur O’ Conmor, Fohn Binns, Fohn Allen,
and Feremiah Leary, at Masdftone :

——.—"0*___

The Ri ght'Hon. H. Grattan, Sworn.
Examined by Mr. Gurney.

Queftion. You gre acquainted with Mr. Arthur
O’Connor ?  Anfwer. I am. Q. How long have
you been acquainted with him?  A. I have been
perfonally acquainted with Mr. O’Connor fince the
year 1782 ; I knew him by charater before, but
have been well acquained with him fince that time.
Q. Has, your acquaintance enabled you to form a
judgment of his political opinions ? ~ A. I think it
has. . Q. Did you ever hear any opinion th}.’i‘;]’

whic
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which led you to fuppofe he could favour an inva-
fion of his country by the French? A. No, rather
the contrary. Q.. What do you conceive to be Mr.
O’Connor’s private charafter? A. A very good
one. Q. I underftand he was formerly a Member
of the Irith Houfe of Commons? A. He was.
Q. Were you a Member at the fame time? A. At
the fame time. Q. Had you any opportunity of
knowing whether Mr. O’Connor’s charaéter was
referved or unreferved ? "A. I think his characier
was unreferved. Q. And you have had an opportu-
nity of forming a judgment of what his character
really was? A. I think I have.

Now are we to believe what Mr. Grattan has
written, or what he has {worn ?*

That this is legal evidence no perfon can doubt ;
whether it is fuch as to fatisfy any reafonable man,
I fhall not anticipate ; but this I will boldly affirm,
that it received full credit from the Jury upon Mr.
O’Connor’s trial ; and that to their belief of it,
that gentleman is now partly indebted that he has
his head upon his fhoulders.

I now recapitulate in reply to the anfwerers
twelve denials. '

From the whole tenor of Mr. Grattan’s and his
friends’ conduct toward the Roman Catholics ; his
oppolition to the convention bill; his addrels to
them, &c. &c. we are inclined to think, 'that he is
guilty of a great miflake, when he afferts that « #7%
didnot excite the Catholics.”

If Mr. Grattan and his friends did excite the great
body of the Catholics, they muft in a great meafure

* For the unreferved friendthip of Mr. O’Connor with fome
other Members of the Whig Confederacy, fee their evidence upon
oath at the fame time.

H 2 be
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"be confidered as the authors of their fufferings, or
if they pleafe to call them—perfecutions.

As to the denial that he and 'his friends took up
~ the Catholic queftion after the place and penfion bill
had pailed—we difpute not as to days or months ;
but the queftion was taken up by them foon enough

to give the country fufficient caufe for deep regret

that it was ever made a political engine in the hands
of any party.

As to the denial that Mr. Grattan ever declared
that the adjuftment of 82 emanated from Dungan-
non—we leave our readers to determine how far
the evidence which we have given is a proof or
not. '

That Mr. Grattan ever compared the parliament
that accomplifhed the adjuftment to the Parliament
of 1613—we leave alfo to our readers to determine
on the fame grounds. -

As to the denial that Mr. Grattan ever declared
that the Catholics would be the moft powerful if

~thefe nations were feparated—we obferve, that the
Chancellor makes no fuch charge ;- but gives a com-
ment which that body might naturally make upon
Mr. Grattan’s text—and if he had made fuch
a charge, Mr. Grattan’s expreflions in Parliament,
given in page 27, would fully warrant it :—
With refpect to the two next denials,

That ¢ he abandoned to popularity the draft of

¢ 2t billy: Sre?!

And that ¢ he never faw, ‘agreed to, or heard of

¢ fuch a draft.”

My readers will pleafe to recollect, that the Chan-
cellor, in his fpeech, ftates what pafled in the Irifh
Houfe of Commons, 16th April, 1782. The
Chancellor’s expreflions are, ¢ no man of -common
fenfe will believe that the King’s minifters in Great
Britain or Ireland could have been fuch dupes or
drivellers as to reft the future connection of the

two



'-_!"'.\" il e

n T

P T

I P W —
y .

49

two countries upon fuch a proceeding ;”* and he
refers to the oflicial correfpondence of the Duke of
Portland, carried over from the 6th May, to 22d
June, 1792, with Lord Shelbourne. The Marquis
of Buckingham and Mr. (probably Mr. Fox)
in proof of this fentiment. The Chancellor never
accufed the Duke of Portland of having employed
Mr. Grattan as one of the King’s minifters—he
has more than once afflumed that charadter of his
own authority—and the Irith nation are .pretty
well enabled to judge of his qualifications for that
oftice. The authenticity of the official correfpon-
dence he cannot queftion : and therefore he con-
demns it as an intrigue carried on to clog the fet-
tlement. The fact very poflibly may be, that the
Duke of Portland did not admit Mr. Grattan into
his confidence—and that gentleman’s political life,
from the period of his advancement to affluence
by public bounty, down to his memorable confe-
rences at Tennehinch, in 1498, will very fully
juftify the Duke of Portland’s caution in this par-
ticular ; and therefore, if Mr Grattan felt his fi-

tuation as everv honeft member of the community

feels it, inftead of accufing the Duke of Portland,
the Marquis of Buckingham, and Lord Shelbourne,
with intrigue and infincerity, and affuming to
himfelf the character of one of the King’s miniiters,
with which the Chancellor has not invefted him,
he fhould witha becoming humility have vindica-
ted himfelf, if he felt his vindication neceflary,
by aflerting, that he was not admitted into the ca-
binet of the Duke of Portland, nor privy to the
points agitated in it. But when Mr. Grattan’s de-
fe&ive recolletion of what he had fo recently de-
pofed upon oath, on the trial of his friend M.
'A. O?Gonnor is adverted to, there is a poflibility
that his memory may fail him when he fpeaks of
_tranfadtions which took place in 1782. The

Chancellor
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Chancellor in his fpeech ftates, ¢ T happen to know
from an unofficial quarter, that the fketch of fuch ‘an
act of purlament was then drawn,” &c. &c.—
See dpeech, “page 38. | -

Mr. Grattan feems to think that he s the only
public man to whom any allufion can be made in
ftating any public tranfadlion. What pretenfions
has ‘this gentleman to fuch an affumption ? The
Chankcellor ftates, ¢ that he knows from an unofficial
Guarter, that the fketch of fuch an a& was drawn,
and that he knows the gentleman who framed it,
and that blanks,” &ec. &e,

To this Mr. Grattan’ arrogdntly replies, ¢ Tt is
not: juft, that I, &ec. &cHf My. Grittin fpeaks
truth, it would have better become him to have
faid, that he was not confulted upon it. -

Mr. Grattan’s two laft denials are, « Tt is riot
fact' that T ever agreed to an alliance with an
Englifh party,” &e.

It 1s ot fact that I ever entered into alliance, &c.
See his anfwer, pages2. "

Thefe are denials of a ftatement made by the

Chancellor in page 4, of his fpeech. ¢ That it -

was a fact of public notoriety that the firft a& af-
ter the adjufimentof 1782, of fome gentlonen, who
confider the Trifh nation as their political inheri-
tance,”” &c. See page 47, of the Lord Chancellor’s
ipeech. - ' |
Here again my readers will obferve, that Mr.
Grattan chufes to put himfelf forward as the pro-
minent political charadter of Ireland. Will Mr.
Grattan yenture to deny the political conneétion of
him and his political affociates in parliament, with
Mr. Fox and his party? Will he venture to deny,
that he acted in concert with them in 1785, tode-
feat the Irith propofitions ? Wil he deny, that he
acted again in concert and dire&t communication
with them in 1789 ? Will he venture to denv, t?]a_ut
| s
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his friends publicly threatened every  man who
fhould oppofe Mr. Grattan’s projeéts on the regen-

- ¢y, with the difpleafure of the fame party, and

difmifial from their offices ? Will he deny, that the
Whig club was formed hére, as a branchof the Eng-
lifh one, and that the Irifh whigs were voted honor-
ary members of that club? Will he deny, that his
aflociates in politics, the P ys, publicly boaft-
ed after 1789, that thev had a carze blanche from
Englifh oppofition, whenever they fhould come in-
topower ! Will he deny, that his Englith friends
have, many of them, in the courfe of this war,
adopted the means and inculcated the principles :
(in concert with Mr. Grattan) which were origin=
ally devifed by the Rebel Confederacy of the Irith
Union, to abolith the Religion, and fubvert the
Monarchy of Ireland ? Does he forget the motions
repeatedly made in both Houl:s of the Britith Par-
liament, on the fubject of Catholic Emancipation
and Parliamentary Reform in Ireland ? Does he
forget the exhibition of him and his Englith fricnds
at Maidftone.

He may put himfelf forward and boldly maks -
affertions againft the conviction of thoufands and
tens of thoufands of honeft men in this kingdom ;
but the Chancellor is fully warranted in ftating
it to be ¢ a Fact of public notoriety, that on the
acknowledgment of Irith independence in 1782,
the firft ftep taken by fome gentlemen of this
country, who have been in the habit of confider-
ing the Irifh nation as their political inheritance,
was to form a_political confederacy in both coun-
tries.- It is public notoriety that they have
been playing the Independence of Ireland, againft
their political antagonifts ; it is alfo a fact of pub-
lic notoriety, that the conduét of fome of the par-
ties up to this hour has fomented turbulence and

\ e ; ' - faction
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fadtion in Ireland even to open rebellion.”—Wit-
nefs the cabinet conferenees at Tinnehinchwith
Meflrs. Bond, John Sweetman, Sarauel « Neil-
fon, &c. *
Ave the Chanceller’s affertions eftablithed or
not ? ‘ K
~ 1 will now alfo make one denial ; though after
the body of evidence which I have produced, T am
inclined to think, that I have no need of reforting
t6 fuch a mode of defence againft the accufations
which Mr. Grattan makes againft the Chancellor.
It is this—that the Chancellor did not fabricate
the hiftory of the adjufiment of 1782, viz.—*¢ that
it emanated from Dungannon,” &c. &c.~—But
that this hiftory is given verbatim as Mr. Grattaw’s
in fome of the public prints of January laft.

I am now arrived at the concluding paragraph of
the ¢ ANSWER,”—and I follow this puBLIC
ACCUSER to the two awful tribunals before which
he cites the Ghancellor to appear—his CONSCIENCE
and counery. The firft has already acquitted
him, and before he can be convicted by the fecond
a Republican-revolutionary Jury muft be impan-
nelled, and then no doubt his condemnation will
be inevitable. ,

I have finithed my remarks upon the ¢ anfwer
to the Earl of Clare’s fpeech.” 1 have not at-
tempted to force my readers affent by folemn afle-
verations, nor endeavoured to convince him by de-
nals. I have avoided intemperate language, as
I feel no perfonal pique or private enmity to the
author, although Tabhor his politics. And though
he calls for an anfwer from the Lord Chancellor,
furely he can have no objection, that any in-
dividual in the community (however retired or
unknown,) fhould animadvert upon a pamphlet,

* Sce their evidence on oath before the Houfe of Lords,
&ec, .

which
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which he has given to the public with fuch tri-
umph, and which challenges public inveftigation—
I have produced Facts and evIDENCE. v
My work has been written in hafte, and I am
conicious, has no other recommendation but truth
and fimplicity. Such as it is, I fubmit it to the pe-
rufal and deliberate confideration of men of plain
fenfe and common underftandings.

DmeN,
- 28th April, 1800,

L/ 7y APPENDIX.,
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LORD MOIRA * having in his reply fated, that
he did not wonder the people of Ireland fhould
wifh for Parliamentary Reform, Wwhen an official
declaration had been made in the Houfe of Com-
mons, that half a million muft be expended to
put down the oppofition; the Chancellor, in
anfwer to this obfervation, thanked his Lordfhip
for having afforded him an_opportunity of pub-
licly refuting a calamny which had been propa-
gated with uncommon induftry. The Chancellor
ftated, that in the feflion of 1789, during the
indifpofition of his Majefty, when a debate arofe
upon a vote of cenfure moved againft Lord Buck-
ingham, becaufe he declined to tran{mit an ad-
drefs to his Royal Highnefs the Prince of Wales,
in obfervation was made in the Houfe of Com-
mons, by fome other gentleman, that a cenfure
had fome years before been voted againft Lord
Townfhend, and that in the {fame Parliament, a
flattering addrefs had been alfo voted to him. The

* See laft page of Lord Clare’s fpeech, upon Lord Moira’s
motion, for ¢ Conciliation,” in 1798.—Printed by Milliken.

Chancellor
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Chancellor faid, that in adverting to this obferva-
tion in the courfe of the debate, he ftated fimply,
that he had heard that addrefs, in all its confequen-
ces, coft the Irith nation half a million; and the
* fiory which has been built on this naked obferva-
tion, on a ftatement made in debate by another
entleman, is, that he had, in defending new of-
fices created by Lord Buckingham, juitified the
expenditure of half a million in putting down the
oppofition in the Houfe of Commons: he faid, he
was not furprifed that Lord Moira had been im-
pofed upon by this impudent falfehood; but that
two plain faéts were fufficient for its detection : one
is, that the new offices complained of, were not
created till after he [the Chancellor] had ceafed to
be a member of the Houfe of Commons; and the
fubjet never was debated in the Houfe of Lords.
The other fact he ftated to be, that when he made
the obfervation, he voted in a fmall and virtuous
minority in. the Houfe of Commons, when, fo far
from his fpeaking officially, it was generaily un-
derftood, that he was to go out of office on_the
change of adminiftration, which was expected im-
mediately to take place, fo much fo, that his fuc-
ceflor was publicly named. As to the tranfactions
in Lord Townfhend’s time, he could have {poken
of them merely from report, as at the time they
took place, he was at the Univerfity of Oxford.
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