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A FAIR STATEMENT, &%.

HIS Lordfhip firft fuppofes all his difmiffals and mea-
fures, (but particularly his conduct on the Catholic quef-
tion) to be the grounds of his recall: He then afferts that
the Catholic queftion has nothing to do with it, and that
the difmiffal of Mr. Beresford alone is the real caufe of his
difgrace: laftly, he rejects thefe grounds altogether, and af-
cribes his removal to an original'determination in Mr. Pitt,
at the time of the coalition, to diferedit him and his friends.
It is a proof of weaknefs to fhift the ground of defence ;
but it is a ftill greater proof of weaknefs to fly from facts
to infinuation, from argument to perfonality.

Lord Fitzwilliam feems to have omitted no poffible mode
of defence, fince he has even revealed the fecrets of his fo-
vereign, and difclofed the confidential correfpondence of
the cabinet.  Had fuch a difclofure juftified his lordfhip, it
would even then be difficult to excufe it; but as it pal-
pably condemns him, he is in every light unpardonable.

" This bredch of official confidence is made for the pur-

pofe of fhewing that he acted from authority in his conduét
on
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on the Catholic queftion, and that it was not the caufe of
his recall. Let us examine his Lordfhip’s proofs.

He firft mentions that he had propofed in cabinety that
¢« additional indulgences to the Catholics flhould be offered
from the throne ; but that to this propofal objetions were
ftated that appeared of fufficient weight to induce the
adoption of another plan.”” He then ftates, that “he con-
fented not to bring forward the fubject on the part of go-
vernment, but rather to endeavour to keep it back until a
period of more general tranquillity, when fo many material
objects might not prefs upon government.””

Thus it appears that Lord Fitzwilliam was inftru&ed to
keep the Catholic queftion back till a peace, and that he
had confented to do fo if poflible. - Yet at the very period
of his making this engagement with the cabinet, his own
confidential - minifter, Mr. Grattan, was bringing the Ca-
tholics forward, and teaching them to petition for a repeal
of every reftrictive law from'every parifh in the kingdom.
On his lordfhip’s arrival on the 4th of January, he finds
that « the Catholic petitions to parliament were prepared,
but that he was happy the bufinefs was in the hands of Mr.
Grattan 3’ neverthelefs he writes on the 8th to the cabinet,
that he would obey their inftructions, and « ufe what efforts
he could to ftop the progrefs of it.”’

Every man in Ireland knew early in December, that
Mr. Grattan was to be Lord Fitzwilliam’s minifter;
every man knew that about the 15th of December, he had
meetings with Mr. Byrne, and others of the’ Catholic com-
mittee, wherein it was fettled that the Catholic body thould
come forward with petitions to parliament; and every
man had read the proceedings of the Catholics of Dublin
on the 23d of December, wherein it is refolved to demand
the repeal of all reftritive laws whatfoever.

Was
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Was Mr. Grattan, as minifter to Lord Fitzwilliam, au-
thorifed to bring the Catholics forward ? If he was, Lord
Fitzwilliam is convicted on his own ftatement: If he alted
without authority, did Lord Fitzwilliam difavow himn ¢
And if he did not, with what fincerity did his Lordfhip
write on the 8th of January, that ¢ he’ would ufe every
effort to keep the queftion back ?  And on what pretence
could he fay, that « he was happy to find the queftion in
the hands of Mr. Grattan,”” who had thus committed him
without his authority, and againft his inftructions ?

But Lord Fitzwillam muft have furely known what
paffed in Ireland previous to his leaving London; for Mr.
Grattan faw  Mr. Byrne, and fettled every proceeding
with him about the 15th of December, and he could hard-
ly have failed communicating the fteps he had taken to
Lord Fitzwilliam, to whom he was Minifter: {o that Lord
Fitzwilliam muft have known what had pafled in Ireland
before he left London, which was not till the laft day of
the year. _

As to the idea of Lord Fitzwilliam « giving a hand-
fome fupport to the meafure if it could not be kept back :”
this admiflion is no excufe whatfoever, if he ufed no ef-
forts to do fo; and can merely be conftrued, that he was
to fupport the meafure, if it could not be refifted after
every effort made.

How then does the fa&t ftand? The actual bringing for-
ward of the queftion was the work of Lord Fitzwilliam’s
Minifter : this Minifter was not difavowed. When Lord
- Fitzwilliam received the addrefs of the Catholics, he gave
the moft encouraging anfwer to their hopes, and the moft
decided approbation of his Minifter. It will be allowed
that thefe were ¢fforts, but they were efforts not to delay,

but to urge on the Catholic claims; they were all contrary
to
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to the tenor of his inftru@ions ; nor does his Lordfhip at-
tempt to produce one fingle exertion which he made in
compliance with them. N4

The difpatch of the 8th of ]anuary has been menti-
oned, wherein his Lordthip ftates, « that he fhould im-
mediately ufe every effort to keep back the Catholie quef-

tion.” 'The Cabinet of courfe conceived that his Lord-
thip was fincere and determined, they felt, perhaps, con-
fident (and they had every reafon to feel o) that if his
Lordfhip exerted himfelf according to' his promife, he
would have been fuccefsful ; and of courfe due credit is
given to his Lordfhip, and no anfwer is returned to a let-

ter which did not require one.

On the 15th of January his Excellency writes another
difpatch, ftates his anfwer to the Catholics, in which he
conceived ¢ he had kept clear of all fpecific engagements,”
but ¢ urges the grant of all the Catholics wifhed ;> and
he gives notice, « that if he received no Very peremp-
tory orders to the contrary, he fhould acquiefce.” He
then, with apparent juftice complains, that no anfwer
was returned to him till the 8th of February. His Excel-
lency omits ftating firft, that his difpatch of the 15th of
January (being delayed in Ireland by contrary winds) did
not arrive in London until the 27th of January ; and 2dly,
that Lord Milton received a letter from a Cabinet Mi-
nifter (Mr. Windham) on the 2d of February “ giving
intimation of difcontent among his colleagues in England.”
Where is now his Lordfhip’s ground of complaint ? Five
days after his diipatch of the 15th arrived in England, no-
tice was fent that his condué? gave difeontent; and on the
7th of F ebruary a final Cabinet on that conduét is held,
and pofitive orders are fent him on the 8th to adhere to the
orrginal inftructions he had received, and which, from his

letter
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letter of the 8th of January, it appears he fully underftood ;

and his Lordfhip is acquainted, that his putting off the

Catholic queftion until the peace, « may be of more effen~

tial fervice than any a& of any Minifter fince the Revolu=

tion, at leaft fince the Union.” On receiving this difpatch,
merely confining to his firft inftru&tions and original en-

gagements, does he make any effort to comply or obey !

Does he call for advice of the King’s fervants ? Does he

apply to his friends for fupport? Does he endeavour
to check the Catholics ? So far from adopting fuch mea-

fures, he gives not himfelf a moment’s time to confider

and deliberate—he anfwers the difpatch with precipitancy
and paffion, byreturn of the poft, « exprefles his furprife
at being now prefled for the firft time,” (although it was
his original engagement to do fo) «to defer the queftion ;
pofitively refufes to run the rifk,” and inthe moft violent
language, declines “ to be the perfon,” (fo he is pleafed
to ftate) © to raife a flame in the country, which nothing
fhort of arms could be able to keep down.”” On the arri-
val of this letter, the Cabinet finding his Excellency re-
folved to refift their inftru&ions, and not knowing whag
might be the confequences of his continuing in Ireland,
(for Mr. Grattan had on ‘the 12th of February moved for
leave to bring in the Cathe™ - Bill, had refufed a Com-
mittee on the Catholic * 3, and declared he would
pafs the bill before the a.. the Cabinet, I fay, thus
circum{tanced, are reduced to a decifive meafure, and on
the 21ft they recall him.

Can any chainof evidence hang more completely toge-
ther than the above ftatement ? Yet his Lordfhip infifts that
the Catholic queftion did not enter into the caufes of his
difmiflal ; becaufe, after the difpatch of the 8th F ebruary

enforéing delay, the Duke of Portland enters upon the
fubject
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fubjeét at length, in his letters of the 16th and 18th of Fe-
bruary: that is, his Grace not having received Lord
Fitzwilliam’s determination to decline the commands of
the Cabinet, ats under the perfuafion that his Lordihip
would obey them, till he is informed by Lord Fitzwil-
liam’s difpatch of the 15th that he poﬁtively will not, and

then his Grace unavoidably concurs in his difmifial on
the 21ft.

It would be eafy to detect many other inconfiftencies in
Lord Fitzwilliam’s ftatement; if neceflary : for inftance,
in his firft letter, he fays, «If the only point referred for
confideration was the time and manner; and if it was not
implicitly left to his confideration to judge of that manner
and time:”” What is this, but faying that the time and
manner were referved, and at the fame time were not re-
ferved to the Britith Cabinet? If Lord Fitzwilliam was
judge of the time and manners, thofe points were not re-
ferved; and if they were referved, he was no longer the
judge of them.

But his Lordfhip’s inconfiftencies of ftatement are not
the objet of thefe obfervations : they are made to prove
that under bis own fhewing his recall was neceflary. He
was fent with inftructions to keep back the Catholic quef-
tion ; after promifing to do fo, he countenances the perfon
who brought it forward, continues him as his Minifter,
and having encouraged the Catholics in his anfwer, he or-
ders that Minifter to move their Bill in the Houfe of Com-
mons, to refufe a Committee on their petitions, to declare
that he will pafs this Bill before the Aflizes ; and then be-
ing defired to delay the meafure and -adhere to his firft in-
ftrultions, he pofitively refufes altogether, and rejects the
"command of the Cabinet,

After



Cogoa g oa MR b R 4 R Fe Y DR ST T
: . <~ tf‘ !
i

§oi )

After fuch a dire@ and formal difavowal of the authority
of his Majefty’s Minifters, his continuance in the admi-" .
niftration would have been a diffolution of the unity of the
Government. He was therefore unanimoufly recalled, as
his Lordfhip ftates from the Duke of Portland’s difpatch,
“ for the prefervation of the Empire.”

If Lord Fitzwilliam has not been fortunate in the jufti-
fication of his conduct as to the Catholic queftion, he has
been lefs happy in the fubject of his difmiffals. His Lord-
fhip quotes a Letter from Mr. Pitt, in which his Lordfhip
is charged ¢ with having alted inconfiftently with that
¢ principle by which alone the full advantage of the union
“ which had taken place in England could be extended to
« Ireland.” He thus tacitly admits his having adopted and
acquiefced in this principle, and proceeds to vindicate his
conduct as ftriétly conformable to it.

Adopting therefore, with his Lordfhip, this principle of
union as a leading maxim of his Government, let us apply
his condu& to the rule: The whole of his Government,
was mere Party, of the moft narrow and contracted kind;
as to meafures, confined to a very few, and as to patron-
age, to a fingle family, his Lordfhip’s coufins. There was
not one old Servant of the Crown in the real confidence of
Government; and if two or three were occafionally con-
fulted on fpecific points on which their affiftance was ab-
folutely neceflary, fearce any of them efcaped fome mark
of indifference or flight. In order to fecure his Lordfhip
fteadfaft to party views, he was encompafled with every
forbidding form and ceremony; was clofely watched and
guarded by partizans, and was fecluded fiom any general
intercourfe with the leading characters of the kingdom:
He fubmitted to draw all his informations and opinions

from one fet of men only—to them he became {ubfervient
in
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i the moft unexampled degree; hardly any gentle 1 was
received with common civility that was net a fr:endbf&xs
connections; all the friends of the former Adrmdtratﬁh
feemed upon that account to be fet afide, and the.old fup<
porters of Government were in continual expeétation of
being removed for having fupported the Crown. Party was
carried to fuch an extreme, that it was avowed in Parlia-
ment that the Adminiftration intended to go.back to the
Regency, and overturn the arrangements which at that
period were adopted.

Such is the unexaggerated picture of the line of condu&
purfued by Lord Fitzwilliam in compliance with the prin-
ciple of Union on which he accepted the Government.

But let us attend to Lord Fitzwilliam’s pathetic Ap-
peal: “ Am I then (fays his Lordfhip) fo little known to
“ my friends, that whilft I pretended the public good and
« the King’s fervice, I'am infidioudly con{ulting my pri-
« yate intereft, and inftead of my country have only my
« connections in view?”’

To judge of this Appeal a few leading falts muft be
ftated:

Mr. W. Ponfonby was to be Secretary of State for life,
at o Ny el am o s Ay 00
Mr. GG, Ponfonby, to be Attorney-General, - 2,400
Mr. Curran, a creature of Mr. Ponfonby’s, as ftated by
Liord Fitzwilliam, - - - 2,000
Mr. L. Morres, a near Friend of Mr. Ponfonby s, to be
Under-Secretary in the Civil Department, =~ 2,000

~Total, £. 8,100
Such was the firft Family arrangements for the good of
the country. It was indeed natural and fair that Lord

Fitzwilliam fhould attend to the claims of his Coufins.
with

SR =T
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with an honourable partiality; but to {tate that the removal
of Mr. Wolfe to ‘make way for Mr. George Ponfonby,
the removal of Mr. Toler to make way for Mr. Curran,
and of Mr. Hamilton, to accommodate Mr. Morres, were
meafures adopted merely for the public good, and the
King’s fervice, is rather extravagant.

Does his Lordfhip mean to affert that his threatening to
difmifs Mr. Wolfe, if he would not accede to his terms
of removal, one of the moft upright Servants a Monarch
ever poflefled, the firft Lawyer at the Bar, a Chara&er of
the greateft weight and dignity in Parliament, of tried
confiftency and confummate integrity, wasa meafure adopt-
ed merely for the public good and the King’s fervice?

Does his Lordfhip mean to affert that the bsibing of a
Judge to retire (againft his will) by a penfion of 300l. a
year to his family, and 1200 l. a year to himfelf, in order
to make Mr. Curran Solicitor-General, and to force from
his fituation one of the oldeft, ableft, moft attached and
moft refolute of his Majefty’s Servants, and the determi-
nation of palming fuch an odious meafure upon the Parlia-
ment, was merely for the public good and the King’s
fervice?

Does his Lordfhip mean to ftate that putting an addicion
to the Penfion Lift of 12001 a year, in order to get rid of
Mr. Hamilton, who had ferved his Majefty for fifty years
with ability, induftry and integrity feldom equalled, and
never excelled, in order to accommodate a Gentleman who
never was in any habits of bufinefs at all, was folely for
the public good and the King’s fervice?

No—no; the King’s fervice or public good never en-
tered into thefe arrangements they were alone ditated by

Family confiderations, unlefs another principle conjoined
C its




its influence—the {cheme of forming an exclufive party,
and difgracing all the old fervants of the Crown, / "

This principle accounts for the removal of Mk, Cokis,
who had been long employed under fucceffive Govern-
ments, and whom his Lordthip attacks for difrefpect ; be-
caufe he rejected a provifion by penfion of lefs than 2 sol.
ayear, though his Lordthip infinuates that he offered him
1200l

Why does his Lordfhip fupprefs his ‘adherence to the
principle of union in the difmiff of Lord Glemorth from

the Clerkthip of the Hanaper, and his' kind confolation to
his Lordthip, that he had bee

to him by Mr. Pitt ?

Why does his Lordthip fupprefs' his adherence to this
principle in the affront he put on the Crown, y when,
without previous confultation, he'fent him a lift of eight
King’s Counfel to fwear in, although the nomination to

that rank ‘is almoft invariably left to the Chancellor’s
judgment ?

n particularly recommended

But his adherence to the principle of union in the re-

moval of Mr. Beresford; is indeed confpicuous—difmiffal,
mifreprefentation, defamation.

Indeed his Lordthip’s refentment to al] the perfons he
removed is unaccountable, unlefs the proverb that we ne-
ver forgive thofe we have injured, be algowed as an excufe.

However, as'the removal of Mr. Beresford is made one
of the leading caufes of Lord Fitzwilliam’s recal, let us
confiderhis Lordthip’s ftatement of the fubjeét :

Firft, his Lordfhip ftates, that « he had mentioned to
Mr. Pitt, Mr. Beresford’s dangerous power, and his ap-
prehenfions that he thould be obliged to: remove him, and
that Mr. Pitc did not offer the flighteft objeGions or fay a
word in his favour,” 2dly, He ftates, « that he fubmitted

to
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to the odium of leaving 'Mr. Beresford his full income,
through fear of difpleafing his colleagues, by infringing
the emolument of a perfon profefling great attachment to
them, tho’ indeed at the fame time he had no flight ground .
of doubting the fincerity of thofe profeffions.”—3dly, He
fays, < that for the perfon whom Mr. Pitt contends fo ftre-
nuoufly, he has no regard, and that he doubts whether he
will permit him to refume his ftation at the Revenue
Board.”” Thus does his Lordfhip ftate, that neither was
Mr. Beresford attached to Mr. Pitt, nor Mr. Pitt to Mr.
Beresford ; and yet, that the fale caufe of his own downfal
was the difmiflzl of a man to whofe removal Mr, Pitt had
ftated no objection, for whom he had no regard, and whom
he did not intend to replace. The inconfiftency of this
ftatement refutes itfelf. Buton Mr. Beresford’s difmiffal
more will be faid hereafter. What has been obferved is
merely to fhew that the fole imputed caufe, was not the
only caufe, but that it was a general fyftem of conduct
repugnant to agreed principles, defined engagements, and
pofitive inftructions, which occafioned Lord Fitzwil-
liam’s removal. Lord Fitzwilliam quotes from one of
Mr. Pitt’s letters, « that Mr. Beresford’s difmiffal was
contrary to engagement ;”.and cites from another, that
« Mr. Pitt felt himfelf bound to adhere to thof¢ fentiments
he had exprefled before on the fubject of arrangements, not
only with refpect to Mr. Beresford, but to the line of con-
duét adopted in fo many inftances towards the former {up-
porters of government. By thefe fentiments, he muit at
all events be guided from a regard to the king’s fervice, and
to his own_honour, however he may fincerely lament the
confequences which muft arife from the prefent fitua-

tion.”
Here
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Here let us paufe: Lord Fitzwilliam admits, that on
coming to Ireland, he confented to ufe every effort to kup
the Catholic queftion back to peace; he admits, that he
came to adopt the fame principle of union among parties
which had taken place in England: his conduét was a con-
tinual violation of engagement on thefe two leading articles,
and he was of courfe recalled. By ftating the cabinet corref-
pondence, he has dilclofed and admitted every thing that
condemns, and nothing which juftifies his conduét ; and
as we are not mafters of the whole correfpondence, but of
fuch paflages only as have been fele@ed for the purpofe of
his vindication, we muft be aflured that he quoted thofe
alsne which were moft favourable to his caufe, and that if
the moft favourable paffages cannot fupport his condué, it
is more than probable that the whole of the correfpondence
would have left him ftill more indefenfible.

Lord Fitzwilliam ftates, that the Duke of Portland, in
his difpatch of the 21ft of February, fums up all the rea-
fons why his recall was deemed neceffary by the cabinet
without one diffenting voice, for the very prefervation of
the empire; but he does not ftate thofe reafons. It has
been, however, thewn from his own letters, that in the
great points of the Catholic queftion,and of his difmiffals,
he atted againit his inftrutions, and without authority ;
and that being defired to reftrain himfelf within his inftruc-
tions, he flatly and peremptorily difobeyed.

If after this marked defiance he had been continued, he
would have eftablifhed an adminiftration independent of
the king and the cabinet; the executive power would have
been divided ; there would have been-two diftin& admi-
niftrations; and the Irith government would have been in
the moft pernicious fituation poffible ; as Mr. Grattan {tated
it—it would haye been departmental. His lordfhip was

therefore
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therefore on the principle of his difobedience of orders,
(which he not only admits, but afferts) neceffarily recalled

for the prefervation of the empire.
His lordfhip mixes his own vindication with the fevereft

charges on the Britifh cabinet. ¢ One fhort word (fays
his lordfhip) more on this part of the fubje¢t. 'The dif-
miflals ;—when were thofe difmiffals made, and when an-
nounced to the Britith cabinet? Before the meeting of
parliament. When did their criminality, and the enormity
 of their offence firft commence ? It was when, under the

credit of my adminiftration, perhaps derived from thofe
very caufes, the parliament had fubmitted to unparrelleled
burdens, not folely for the purpofe of providing for the in-
ternal fecurity of the kingdom by the moft ample and for-
midable military eftablifhments, but likewife by lending its
affiftance to the empire at large in the hour of its greateft
diftrefs, by aids great and munificent beyond all example:
then commenced the breach of all faith and arguments on
my part, and not till then.”

Hereis an accufation of themoft tremendous kind againft
his Majefty’s Minifters for having broken faith with the
Irifh nation, and for having duped and betrayed the Irifh
Parliament : fuch an accufation is not, we muft fuppofe,
lightly made ; it is built upon folid proof, not upon vague
furmife ; the truth of it is certain ; at leaft itis probable ;
furely it cannot be impoffible.

Let us examine his Lordthip’s arguments : on the 3d of
February, Mr. Grattan moved for a vote of 200,000l
for the purpofe of manning the King’s navy; a vote
merely equivalent to the fupply given at the time of the
affair of Nootka Sound, and equal only to a 98th part of
the Britith fupply for the prefent year. On the 2d of Fe-

bruary Lord Fitzwilliam ftates, that a letter was written
by
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by Mr. Windham, marking difcontent at his condudt :
and that on the 7th a final Cabinet was held, in which
his condu& was difapproved. Now, by the courfe of the
Mail it 1s certain, that the account of the vote of feamen
could not have reached London until the 8th of F ebruary,
and the letter marking difcontent was written on the 2d ;
the Cabinet vote of difapprobation of I.ord Fitzwilliam
pafled on the 7th. The general fupply was not ftated to
Parliament till the gth of February, when 40,000 men, and
a loan of 1,500,000l. were voted unanimoufl ¥; the date alfo
of Mr. Pitt’s letter, difapproving Lord Fitzwilliam’s dif-
miffals, is the identical gth of February ; fo that to prove
Lord Fitzwilliam’s affertion juft; Mr. Pitt muft have
known in London on the gth of February, by a mira-
culous intuition, what was at the fame moment pafing in

Ireland.
‘Thus does his Lordthip endeavour upon a fuggeftion

which his own letter proves to be phyfically impoffible, to
fix a ftigma upon the Britifh Cabinet, to raife a flame in
the Irith. Parliament, and to create refiftance in the Irith
Nation againft his Majefty’s.government. And his Lord-
thip makes this charge at a time when, if he could prove
it true againft the Britith Cabinet, he muft know it to be
falfe, as it refpeéts the Irith Parliament. For, to affert
that the great fupplies of the prefent year were voted in
gratitude for his difmiffal of the King’s old fervants to fa-
vour his Lordfhip’s relations ; or that a loan of 1,500,000l.
was unanimoufly voted by a Proteftant Houfe of Com-
mons, under the exprefs ftipulation that it thould be Pro-
teftant no longer, is fo prepofterous, that it is hardly cre-
dible that the utmoft blindnefs of paffion fhould have
adapted fuch an abfurdity.

His



. His Lordfhip' ftates, that “ he was charged with the

government of a diftracted, difcontented country:” Alas!
the diftraion, the difcontent were of his own making.
Did his Lordthip never hear or read of the unanimity of
the laft Seflion of Parliament ? Did he never hear of the
great and unanimous Supply which was then voted? Did
he not know, that by the efforts of his Predeceffor, Fac-
tion was nearly extinguifhed? That by the benign recom-
mendation of the Crown, and liberality of the Parliament,
the Catholics were in a ftate of fatisfaltion and content,
from which nothing but the efforts of himfelf and his Par-
tifans could have roufed them? Did he not find his own
eftate flourithing, and without the fmallefarrear of rent ?
Did not he find the Public Revenue rifing in almoft every
article, fo that its increafe this year has been a fifth over
the former produce ? Did not he find a general zeal among
the Gentlemen to exert themfelves' in' the Militia and
in the raifing of Levies, and to difplay ‘their loyalty on
every occafion? And if his Lordfhip*was fenfible of thefe
circumftances (of which he could not be ignorant) upon
what pretence can he juftify his libel on the kingdom, by
terming unanimity difcontent, and tranquillity diftraion;
and thus attempt to deftroy the reputation of his Prede-
ceflor, who had eftablifhed thofebleflings ?

Having for his own vindieation falfely accufed the Mi-
niftry, and libelled his predeceflor and the country, the next
attack made by his Lerdfhip is againft himfelf; and in this
he is as fuccefsfuly as in his others: he is unforunate. It
feems that -Lord Carlifle had recommended to him a dif-
creet and loyal conduct during his continuance in Ireland;
to this his Lordthip replies, « that whatever it may coft
“ his feelings, he fhall not forget the duty he owes to his
“ Majefty, or neglect the truft he has been gracioufly

¢ pleafed
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« pleafed to repofe in him. A fenfe of his own honor, and
« what he owes to himfelf, will unite with whatever his
« country has a right to expe@ from him.—In rwoﬁng
« on himfelf this taflk he fhall omit no perfonal facrifice
« that may tend to the eafe of his Majefty’s Government,
« or the advancement of his fervice, as far as depends on
« his influence during the fhort period of his retaining the
« authority with which he folately condefcended to inveft
« him.” ;

Such are his Lordfhip’s fentiments of his duty: what
was his condu&! The reverfe of thefe fentiments. From
the moment that his Lordfhip’s meafures were finally dif-
avowed, and his recall fignified, the confidential agents of |
his Government were indefatigably at work to ftir up
difcontent in every part of the kingdom; all his Lordfhip’s
newfpapers teemed with inflammatory {tatements and pa-
ragraphs; even his Prime Minifter came forward in Lan- ]
guage little fhort of treafon; and his Lordfhip himfelf
finithes the climax with the inflammatory appeal to the na-
tion in the fhape of a letter to a friend; and at the moment
of embarking from the kingdom, toffes from his Majefty’s
yacht a firebrand on thore to kindle the ifland. A few
paffages fhall be quoted.

He ftates; the inftruction of the Cabinet for him to
délay the Catholic queftion as “a defperate refolution to
« change the whole of their fyftem, on 2 fubje&t which
« they knew would involve in its decifion the fafety and
« exiftence of the kingdom.”

In another his Lordhip ftates,  that the putting off
« the Catholic queftion will be attended with a certainty
«.of the moft alarming and fatal confequences.”




ey

Again, he trufts ¢ the evil Genius of England will not
« fo far infatuate its Minifters as to induce them to wait
« for more decifive corroboration of his fentiments.”’

Again, “ he refufed to be the perfon to raife 2 flame
« in the country, which nothing {hort of arms could keep
« down.” :

And again, “rather than indulge me muft the Minifters .

« of England boldly face, I had almoft faid, the certainty
« of driving this kingdom into a rebellion, and open ano=
« tlfer breach for ruin and deftruétion to break in upon

(19 uS.”

After the temperate addrefles formed by his relations
and friends, after the mild and difcreet anfwer of his Prime
Minifter to the Catholics, fuch is the judicious and con-
ciliating farewell of Lord Fitzwilliam to the loyal people
of Ireland.

When Sir Lawrence Parfons brought forward a mo-
tion for a three-months Money-Bill, and ufed unguarded
language, nothing could be feverer than the rebuke of
Lord Milton. He confidered . the motion and the lan-
guage as 2 dire&t invitation to the.common enemy; and
he ftated that fuch a meafure would give more hopes to
the French than any of théir victoriess thatit would coun-
terac all the effe&t of their fupplies; and he reprefented
in the moft paffionate terms the pernicious effect fuch lan-
guage would have at Paris and in the National Convention,
where it would be foon read. ‘

If fuch was Lord Milton’s cenfure of Sir Lawrence,
who fpoke as an idividual, and without authority, what
muft be his condemnation of Lord Fitzwilliam, who,
from the feat ‘of Government and on the throne of deputed
Royalty, proclaims to Europe, that his recall will produce
almoft a certainty of rebellion?

Yet

albadial
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Yet his Lordfhip may have formed an excufe for him-
felf, which poflibly he did not intend: « am I the;;.; fays
he, ¢ that hght, weak and eafy man, “that in mageﬂ' of
¢« the higheft import to the fervice with which Thave
« been entrufted, 1 fthould. have abandoned myiuifg'ment,
“ and committed my decifions to others without confult-
“ ing my own underftanding ?’

May not this defence be in fome degree accepted ? Doesit
not bear an appearance of truth? Dogs i it not coincide with

_ every circumftance of his Lordfhip’s Government —If,
‘inftead of delaymg the Catholic queftion, according to his

inftrutions, he manifeftly urged it forWards, 1f inftead of
making ‘a coalition of parties, he difmiffed many of the
King’s old fervants,in order to.eftablith the: power and
party of his coufins; if he brought accufations againft the
Britith Cabinet, which he proved to be phyfically impof-
fible; if'he concluded his Adminiftration with a ffatement
the moft falfe and inflammatory; at the very moment that
he was declaring he would omit no facrifice that might
tend to the eafe of his Majefty’s Government, and the
advancement of his ferwce, if this was his Lordfhip’s con-

- du&, and_ if thus Tus Lordfhlp proves, that his meafures

are contrary to his- inftruions; his accufations to his
proofs, and the _expreffions: of ‘lé"paﬁion to his fenfe of
duty, let the vindication he has offered he accepted; let us

allow him to “have abandoned his judgement,” to have -

“ committed his decifions to others;”” and never to  have
““ﬁfoﬁiﬂ'&‘d his"own underftanding:”’—It is a poor apo-,".

logy—--but it is the only ones v

FINTS.






