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70 WILLIAM S4URIN; ES3.

SIR,

Your opinions on the momentous National
Queftion which is now under difcuflion, are
pretty generally kmown; and, as your merited
eminence in the profeffion to which you belong
renders it likely /that thofe opinions will have
much- weight with a-body of men, who, in their
turn, are not unlikely to influence the fentiment
of the Nation, I conceive that, before a meeting
of the Bargjtakes place, it may not be improper
to fubmit to.you a few obfervations on the im-

. portant {ubject which will be there taken 1into

confideration.

I addrefs you as a Barrifler, not as Captain of

-=~thc Lawyers’ Corps.  You cannot, I am certain,

B rcqu:rc
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require to be reminded, that political difeuflion is:
very unfuitable employment for a foldier ;" that
 armed bodies cannot deliberate on affairs of ftate,
compatibly with the tenor of their duties, or the
ends of their inftitution. When they feel their
obedience to the Executive to be treafon to the
Conftitution, let them lay down their arms (as
happened in the reign of James the Second) bu
let them not in the mean time convert a Military
Aflociation into a deliberative Aflembly. It was
not, during the moft flourifking or happy periods
of the Roman Power, that her Emperors owed
their promotion to the deliberations and fuffrages
of her Pratorian Bands ; and, as for our parts,
(I fpeak of us defcendants from Englith fettlers)
we are too far removed from our Saxon proge
nitors — too far entangled in the complicated and
lulling habits of peaceful refinement—to attempt
reviving their martial cuftoms, and exprefs our
fentiments of public meafures by the clathing of
our {words. |

Thefe are principles too obvious for you to
require information upon; and I am confident
that neither you, nor the refpeétable Corps which
you command (and to which I too have the ho-
‘nour of belonging) will ever lofe fight of them,
or fet the dangerous example of deviation from
_ them to the other Corps of Yeomanry through

out the Kingdom, !
I addr'-
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I addrefs you merely as a Lawyer ;-and honeft,

-~ as I believe  you are, and pofiefling, as you feem

to me to do, one of the foundeft and cleareft un-
adorned intelleés that has ever yet fallen within

" my obfervation, fupported by an enviable calm

of temper and difpofition, you will furely give
me a patient and attentive hearing.

" The prefent queftion is probably the moft mo-
mentous that has ever yet been fubmitted to the
difcuffion of Irifhmen ; and fo material is it that
the fubjet fhould be coolly and fully inveftigated
through all its topics, that I hold the man to be
warranted -who comes forward was I do (without
waiting to have completely made up his own
mind upon the wroLE of the fubjett) to expofe
to the public eye the progreflive and unfinithed

: operatlons of his underftanding, and avow the re-

fult of each partial Jinveftigation, whether that
refult has been doubt or conviction.

In doing thus, I may fupply my countrymen
with materials, on which fome abler mind will
operate with-more effect, and convert them to
better purpofe than I have had the {kill to do.
I may happen to hint that which my reader had
overlooked, ‘yet which, when feen, he can pur-

~ fue to an extent that I could not pretend to reach:

<
SEge

where, in ftating the pour and contre, I fhall efti~
mate oppofite arguments as of equal weight, a
B2 more
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more juft and accurate underftanding may-"dil’cem
preponderancy on one fide; and thus, while Tam

but commumcatlng my own 'doubts;» [ may be
helping others to a decifion. o Ny

But, though I were able t6 'do no “miore (and
felf-love will not permit 'me to wifh for greater
{fuccefs) than excite in others the fame fluCuation
and uncertainty which a balancing’of reafons had
produced in' me, it will not follow that I fhould:
do no {ervice to thofe that héar me, Uncertainty
1s in many cafes a’ more eligible ftaté of mind
than our pride and ignorance, the parents of out
precipitation, will allow us to admit. He who
choofes to weigh the arguments before he decides
the queltion, 1s not a weaker man than him who
decides without  examination ; yet the period of
examination will beé a period of doubt, and the
duration of this period will bear fome proportion
to the complication of the queftion, and to the
number of the arguments which it fupplies. But
this interval of uncertainty it has been my lot to
find fcorned by the promptitude and fublimity of
many of thofe geniufes with whom I have con-
verfed on the fubjeét of Union.

Men are not zealous (ftill lefs are they violent)
in fupporting an opinion the truth of which they
doubt. 'We do not venture to ftamp and rant,
where we are not fure that we are ftanding on

s
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firm ground: Now, as a violent fupport of either

fide of the prefent quettion does not feem calcu-
lated to promote the happinefs or tranquillity of
our country, that man is perhaps fomething more
than juftified, who would excite doubts, for the.
purpofe of appealing violence.

Whether Government has any defign of en-
trapping the country, of firft enticing. them into
an admiffion of the principle of the Union, and of
then perverting this acquiefcence into an obftacle
to their effediually oppofing every. difadvantageous
kind of Union, is a queftion which I fhall confider
hereafter, as weil as the beft means of defeating
fo mifchievous a defign: At prefent, I can hard-
ly conceive fuch an intention to.cxift. I reft my
doubts not on that implicit confidence in the can-
dour of Adminiftrations, which, however com-
pofed, I am not inclined to place in them— nor
on that opinion of their profound wifdom, which
I have not been ufed to entertain, but on the
manif¢fi imprudence and vanity of fuch a cefign :
on my intimate perfuafion that no Union, wifairly
conducted, cany in the prefent ftate of things, be
peaceally or fecurely atchieved. In fhort, I found
myfelf on'that, which, whether in the cafe of in-
dividuals or claffes, experience has taught me to
be the fureft bafis — the felfith regard which Ad-
‘minikration will have for thofe interefts which
_are too obvious for them to miftake.

Afluming
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Affuming then (upon thofe grounds which' 1
have juft been ftating) that no fuch illiberal in-
tention is harboured. T proceed to alledge "that
oppofition to an Union is, in the prefent ftage of
the queftion, premature on the part of ‘every man
but him who is prepdred to affert * zhat no fcheme
of Union cen be demfed which wzl! not be m]urzapu
to this Country.’

Such as make this maxim their foundation, have
prefent grounds for oppofing an Union ; but
oppofition is ultimately on the part of thofe, who
(with me) refufe to adopt a principle {fo compre-
henfive.

I have heard Gentlemen inveigh with becom-
ing patriotifm againft {chemes which went to
extinguifb Irelandj but after liftening to fuch in-
vectives, I have felt inclined to enquire what they
had ro do with the queftion before us ? —1I muft
be woefully deftitute of grounds for my conduct or

¢pinions, before I would confent to reft them on a

metaphor. Iigurative Janguage fometimes il’uf-
tratés; .and very frequently deludes ; and if we
muft analyfe the froth of paffion or declamation,
in fearch of that rational fpirit, which it is vapid
except fo far as it contains, I fhould fay, that the
terms extinflion and incorporation prefent molt dif-
~fimilar ideas to.my mind,

.To

L ——
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To abolith the Legiflature, and annul the Ju-
rifpradence of our country, to atchieve (for ex-
ample) the objes of the late Rebellion, this
would indeed be to extinguifh Ireland; and thofe
who, by an intemperate and turbulent oppofition
to the name of Union, are perhaps contributing
to throw the nation into new convulfions, woﬁld

‘do well to confider whether they may not be

producing that extin¢tion, which they are in fuch
a hurry to deplore.

But, preferving the fovereign power of Ire-

land, to transfer it (not politicatly, but Jocally )

to England, merely to change the feat of its
exercife, and, if I may fo exprefs myfelf, the
centre for its energy ; to transfer it, not impaired,
but only modified in that degree which the
transfer renders inevitable; this will not be to
extinguifh Ireland.  Stating matters i the abfirat?,
the Legiflative ineorporation of the Britannick
Iflands might as truly be called the extinction of
one, as of the other. It does not /gfen the in-
dependence of €ither country; but only renders
the term iudependent inapplicable; it being a term
expreflive of relation, and all political relations
having  ceafed, when the two countries have
coalefced,  and become one. Such a confolida-
tion would annul, without diminifhing, the inde-
pendence of Ireland : it would only annul; by iden-
tifying it with the independence of Great Britain.

- As
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As my ‘object is to argue, and not to debate, I
“wifh to be precifely underftood. = I would there-
fore explain my meaning in fome expreflions
“which I have ufed. '

I have {poken of the Legiflative change which
an Union might produce, as a transfer of the
Sovereign power of Ireland ¢ wnimpaired.”” © On
this expreflion I would, by way of comment,
make the following obfervations:

1it, That to alter is not, ex vi termini, to fubvert,
nor even to impair: a pofition whichy if acquiefced
in (as it muft be, unlefs we are prepared to infift
that to reftore a difeafed man to health would be
to impair or fubvert his Conftitution); would fur-
- nith an anfwer to-much that I lately heard you
urge, when placed in a fituation, in which my
refpe¢t for you makes me hope I thall never fee
you again.

2dly, That the fame a/tsration in the frame of the
Irifh' Legiflative, which under fome circumftances
would be a fubverfion of the Conftitution, might
under others, not be even an impairing of it.
For inftance; * every “reader of common fenfe
muft perceive, what I thould much tranfgrefs the
proper limits of a letter if I were to attempt to
“prove, viz: That though, if thcre were no
Union, it 'would be a manifelt /wbve fion of our
9 | Conftitution

_ _‘
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{ Conftitution, to reduce the number of our Le-
iﬂl giflative Chambers, (fay of our Houfe of Lords
© t0 49, and of our Commons to 100,) yet it will
not follow that this abridgement, making a part of

\ dhe feheme of Union, even tends to impair the Con=
.~ ititution ;—For,

3dly, I cannot fee that conferring upon oze
Imperial Legiflative Corporation, of King, Lords,
~and Commons, the right of legiflating for zke
. whole Empire, (of courfe including Ireland) will,
in the eye of a philofopher, be any impairing of
the Irith Conftitution, provided there be infufed
) into that body of Law-givers a portion of Irith
_ influence, adequate to the effe@ual protection of
Irith interefts. ‘Thercfore, the exchange which
;. a juft and equitable fchemé of Union propofes,
¢ would be a furrender father of the mieans than the
;&_end; of the Irifh Conttitution; and a furrender,
fj'compenfat_ed by the. acquifition of other means,

- tqually calculated for the attainment of thofe
~ ends.

4thly, The fubordinate (and ftill purchafed and
compenfated) - furrender of fiueh inferior branches
'Ffof political power as are incidental to the dif-
tinftnefs of our Legiflature is one, the propriety
“of which need not be difcufied feparately, being
- involved in that of the main furrender.

4
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That the Sifter Countries form but one Eum:
will not be denied; and that it is defirable that
one Empire fhould be governed by one Legiflature,
is a propofition, which at leaft 1s not on the face °
of it, abfurd. 4

The very appellation of fifter countries involv-
ed an allegory, which by recommending cordial
unanimity, was meant to jcofrect the mifchievous
tendencies of diftinétnefs.and feparation; and which '
fuggefts an argument for Union, not fo weak, as
it may be vague and undefined.

- Had the original Conftitution of the Britifh ¢

Empire given to.each of the kingdoms which '
compofe it that Conttitution, which an Union, |
formed on juft principles, would now confer, would
any one of thofe conftituent kingdoms have been
juftified in_complaining ? Would one of them:
have been, (even theoretically,) lefs free or happy,:

than difunited Ireland (alas! in many fenfes dif-3

united]) is at prefent? Could Ireland have |

originally, on the ground of political juftice,

demanded more, to purfue a hint, which I havc;

~ met with in an argumentative, but furely in fome *
parts objeCtionable pamphlet, which I have

lately read,) than that, like Yorkthire, fhe fhould

have an adequate fhare in the imperial go-

vernment, and réprefentation? If not, then

will (he now impair her Conftitution, by furren=

deri gt
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dering it, (or rather its prefent diftin&nefs,) in
confideration of obtaining all, that in political

juftice the could ever have demanded ? Surely not,

unlefs her.prefent Conftitution be fomething in-
confiftent with the principles of political juftice.

Let it be recollected that I am not inveftigating
the merits of this or that fcheme of Union. I am
only enquiring whether Union in the abftraét (that
is, every Union) muft be bad. And I do confefs,
that I can feel no more extacy or abhorrence, in

contemplating the abftract idea of an Union, than

I could do in contemplating the abftractidea of a
fquare or a triangle.

Having thus difclaimed all extacy from the con-
templation of this metaphyfical exiftence—Union,
¢t follows that I muft be as‘averfe from violent ap-
probation, as from' violent oppofition. I am not
fo far gone in political chivalry, as to call upon my
readers to acknowledge the tranfcendant beauty
of what neither of us have ever {feen. Union,
in the abfiracty 1look on to be neither good nor
bad, except{o far as one Legiflature may be defir-
able for oné Empire; and as removing the feat of -
power May be (I do not fay will be) a corrective
of party-animofities which rage here at prefent;
and even thefe theoretic and abftract advantages,
I'feel may be balanced, if not outweighed, by op-

. pofite inconveniences.

. 2 . But
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But having qualified the affertion as above, '8
would affert that Union in the abftrat is a rhmg
indi ﬁrﬁzt and becomes good, or bad, accordmg
to the kind of Union that it is, and to the c1r£;um-
ftances under which it is obtained. 3

I therefore confefs, that whenever the queflion
of Union fhall become a fubject for legiflative
difcuffion, I wifh it may be _fq-i:an_u:ivcd as that
we fhall not be called on ta worthip or renounce
a mere abftra@ exiflence, which cannot be a pro-
per object for either devotion or inveétive; but,
in the language of the Droll ‘who remonftrated
with the Knight of la Mancha, I fhould require to
behold this Dulcinea of Adminiftration, before I
acknowledged its fupreme beauty.

If you fhould be curious to know the writer of
this.letter, I fhall gratify this curiofity, fo far as
is confiftent with the incognito which I wifh to
preferve, by informing you that I am a man who
has no conne&ion with the Government, and
who, at the leaft, owes them no obligation; that
I'am a perfon whofe ambitious views, valeait
gwntam, an Union muft obftruét: that I am 3

Member of Parliament, .and

- A BARRISTER.

"LETTER
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LETTER II.

70 WILLIAM SAURIN, ES9,

SIR,

PerrAPSs 1 err in conceiving you not only to
have narrowed the grounds of your - oppofition
to an Union, but to have taken new grounds,
diftinct from, if not inconfiftent with your former.
When fome days ago I had the honour of hearing
you declare your fentiments on this important
Queftion to the Lawyers’ Corps, I found you
foaring beyond all fuch fubordinate confidera-
tions as the expediency of agitating the fubject
in the prefent ftate of the kingdom : you then
oppofed on Union on the more permanent and in-
flexible principle of its being a radically uncon-
ftitutional meafure ; - and therefore fuch as no
Yeomen could fupport, without violating that oath
which he had taken under the provifions of a late
A& of Parliaments In order to demonftrate that
an Union was a mealure direétly fubverfive of the
Conftitution, I (and others) recollect that you
Put this as a parrallel and illuftrative cafe and
queftion : < Suppofe,” faid you, « that it fhould
Pleafe the Government to make an arrangement,
by which Money-Bills, inftead of originating
from . the Commons, fhould originate from the

- Crown

.
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Crown, could any man deny that this was an in-
fringement of the Conftitution, or could Yeomen,

confiftently with their oaths, lend their fupport to
fuch innovation £”

From the tenor of your motion at the Bar
Meeting held this day, Iinfer that you have de-
ferted this ground of eternal oppofition; and are
content to {et up a-temporary bar to thc {cheme

of Union.

The import of the Refolution, which was this |
day carried, by a large majority, was, that the
Union wonld be an innevation upon the Conftitution of
Ireland 5 and that bringing forward fuch a queftion,
in the prefent ftate of the kingdom, would be bighly
imprudent and damgerais.

Refpeéting you as I do, I am mortified to find
myfelf obliged to differ from you fo widely as T
do on the prefent queftion ; nay more, at finding
that, by changing your ground as you have done,
you have increafed the interval which there was
between our opinions: I thought your former
judgement premature ;— but I think your latter §
wrong. ' '

.. Conceiving an undefined Union to be a thing
indifferent, I fhould have withheld my. approba-=
tion, and thought you ought to have withheld

your
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 your cenfure, until the fame rumour, which had

ftated that an Union was projected, fhould have
" defcribed to us what its outline and foundations -
~ were.—But when, fhifting your pofition, you ob-

ject to the meafure as untimely, I feel eqmpcllcd

" to differ more completely from you.

To me it feems that no better period for alter-
ation can be chofen, than one in which heavy
and recent calamities, traceable to the now {ub-
fitting ftate of things, have furnifhed grounds for
doubting whether the ftability of our prefent
fituation would at all conduce to the profperity
of our country,

To thofe who, if the alternative of Urion or
Separation were propofed, would prefer the for-
mer, it may feem that the late alpect of Irith af-
fairs, and the dete@ed plans and obje@s of our
principal confpirators, have gonc no f{mall way
towards thus limiting our choice, and ftinting us
to an election between Union and Separation.

Such an alternative can never be fo plain as
demonfirably to exift : the moft that can be feen is
that which T already fancy mylelf to difcern, viz.
fuch a/ftate of things as renders it probable that
the prefent degree of connection cannot long en-
dure; but, that if the bonds which unite the
Sifter. Countries be not ftrengthened, they will be

4. broken.

The
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The attempt to diffolve our prefent cbn‘né\&“i_on
with England might in different ways be deplo-

rably fuccefsful. - From being the Sifter Country

of Great Britain, the Separatifts might fucceed
in degrading us to the fate of her conquered
province, and thus indeed atchieve fuch an

Union as would annihilate our Conftitution ; or |

they might hand us over to the ftifling embrace

of France, which would receive us with open -

arms, and hug us moft fraternally to death; but
of this I am perfuaded, that to diffolve our pre-
fent connection with our glorious naval ally and
protector, would not be to promote our inde-
pendence, e

Therefore T fhould agree with thofe who pre-
fer Union to attempted Separation : I fbould con-
cur with thofe who conceived that where we
could (though dimly) difcern fuch an alternative
before us, we thould do well to reduce our choice
to practice, and moor ourfelvesin time; and if [
thought the prefent were fuch a moment, [ thould
infer that Union was not DOW an untimely quef-
tion,

Untimely in the prefent flate of the kingdom |
—In what ftate of things would the difcuffion be
Opportune ? when we have but Jult emerged from
a cruel. and defolating Rebellion, into - which
long-gathering  animofities and difcontents . at

-

9. o length
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- length burft forth, it is deemed moft untimely, and
imprudent, to propofe any change of that regime,
if not from which, at leaft during which, thofe

- bloody confequences flowed ! Shall we furrender

~a diftinétnefs, which is found fo valuably produc-
tive, and tranfplant to England what may there
ceafe to produce thofe fruits of blood, and bigotry,

and civil rage, on which we have been lately per-
mitted to revel here ?

Were the prefent ftate of the kingdom the re-
verfe of what it is, had Ireland, advancing along
the paths of induftry and peace, undifturbed by
civil or religious difcord, now attained that prof-
. perity, which I truft ftill awaits her, would this
- be the proper period for propofing an Union ?—
Could the Minifter gravely tell the Parliament,
or the People, that their fituation being manifeftly
. profperous and bappy in a bigh degree, be thought they
- could not do better than immediately alter and corref?
that Conftitution, under which their profperity and
bappinefs bad grown?

If indeed the feeling of the mafs of the nation

(I mean of the thinking part of the nation), be

~ found to be againft an Union, the meafure ought
~ then to be abandoned, as untimely : but how has
- this feeling been yet colleted or announced : or do
- the Bar claim to be endowed with a fpirit of di-
vination ? It is plain too, from the tenor of the
D Refolution,

<



‘nounced to be inopportune, not becatife repug-
-nant to the feelings of the nation, but-ea account

- charge appears to me to be either deftitute of ap-

this be meant that it is a novel and important -
~change in the mode and form (rather than fub-

 a Refolution of the Bar; and in no way that I fee, *

[ =8 } ;

Refolution, that this is not the ground, o which
the meafure is aflerted to be untimely #it is"an-

of the prefent fate of the kingdom ;. thatis to fay,
in my opinion, a State, furnifhing arguments ra-
ther for, than agamft, the expediency of the mea-
fure. |

Y
x s
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I cannot avoid entertaining fome diflike for
thole dexterous refolutions,ywhich are obfcure,
vague, or equivocal in their mode of expreflion,
and which branch outinto {uch (connected) pro-
politions as will allure. as many fupporters as may
be. They feem to me to be calculated to delude
the public, by an appearance ‘of more unammlty

than really exifts. '

- The Refolution carried to-day defcribes Union
to be an innovation upon the Conftitution. * This

plicable meaning, or not confiftent with truth.

"That Union is Conftitutional innovation, if by |
ftance) of our Conftitution, is very true, and very
obvious ; too obvious to' need being attefted by

material as a foundation for inference.
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- But if, under the affertion, it be infinuated that
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3"Uniqn in the abftra& (for of none other, ’ll the

‘terms are dilclofed, can we fpeak,) is a meafure
fubverfive of the Conftitution, the pofition, in

my mind, becomes at once infiduous and untrue.

Untrue, becaufe I deny that no Union can be
devifed which will leave the Irith Conftitution
unfubverted; (and in my laft letter I have en-
deavoured to juftify this denial,) infiduous, be-
caufe it indirectly hints that permarent objeion .
to Union in its principle, which the latter branch
of the Refolution evades, and affumes the thape
of mere objettion to the expediency of difcuffing
the meafure az the prefent time.

) I have heard moft patriotic denunciations
againft thofe who would fink their Country to a
Province; and zealous promifes againft concur-
ring with the Traitors who would {o degrade
‘her.  But thefe fallies have feemed to me to be
fo much very good ' paffion thrown away; for it
‘remains to be proved that a- Union with Great
Britain would fink Ireland to a Province.

Subordinate ebullitions have imprefled me in
the fame way; (for I find the declaimers againft
this abftraion, have a little phial of wrath, ready
~to pour forth upon every detail into which the
" difeuflion ean be divided.)

Da Thus

Q‘c
b
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Thus, when I am told that, if an Union - fhall
takc place, our Benches will be filled with Englifh
Judges, I afk myfelf whether the political Seer
to whom I am liftening has inherited the fecond
fight of Lord Belhaven, or the other Scotch op-
ponents of an Union? For my part, having no
prophetic vifion of the terms of Union, I am
faved the fhock of forefeeing this Judlcxal nnpor- ..
tation. -

But, Sir, you are of opinion that the Irith
Parliament is not competent to ordain an Union: |
that its authority is limited by the Conttitution;
and that, in enacting Union, the Houfe of Com-
mons would tranfgrefs the boundaries of its de- ,.
legated power, and all the branches of the Lc-
giflature exercife an exbarbszzt authority,

T'hat the authority of Parliament is an authority
within the Conftitution is very obvious; for itis
an authority derived from the Conftitution, Par-
liament therefore cannot fubvert the Conftitution;
for this would be to cancel their own title, and
deftroy the fource of their authority.

But when has it been conceded that Union iS'
fubverfive of the Conftitution? If it be not, then
the objection to the competence of Parliament
- fails,  On the other hand, if it Ze fubverfive of the 3
Conftitution, we need not difcufs the limits of

X Parliamcntary'
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Parliamentary authority, but at once reje@ the
meafure on this very fufficient ground, that it
would be deftructive of whas we are bound and
interefted to preferve.

A few words more on the competence of Par-
liament.—I freely admit that, in enaing an
Union, they would exercife very extraordinary
and unufual powers. In favour of their authority,
the Scotch Union, the A& by which the Par-
liament prolonged the period of its own duration,
and other examples might in the way of precedent
be alledged; and in fupport of their power o
principle it might be faid, that, in ordaining an
Union, they were meddling lefs with the ends,
than with the means, of the Conftitution; and
though they were fettling its forms, and even
firengthening its outworks, were leaving its fub-
ftance untouched, or at leatt its fpirit unimpaired,*

But permit me to confider this part of the
{ubject in another point of view; and afk, Might
not Union under fome poffible circumftances be
eligible? And how more contitutionally than
through the intervention of Parliament could it
be brought about ? Should not the meafure flow
from the will of the people? And is not Parlia-

* There can be no doubt of the competence of Parliament
o enatt Union: See this Subje& treated more at large in
Lem:s VIII. and IX.—
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ment the only Conftitutional Organ for legiflatively
uttering that will? Would not their unforced
- acquiefcence adopt and ratify the meafure of their
Parliament ? Would it be lefs Conftitutional thus
conftruttively to legalize fuch a proceeding, than
it would be to diffolve the Parliament, and call
upon the people to do that which the Conftitu-.
tion had never empowered them to do, viz. to
elet Deputies for the particular and exclufive
purpofe of enalting this meafure ? or, finally,
would -you appoint tribunes, and convoke the
people by tribes and centuries to vote an Union?
I have written this letter, baftily: It probably -
will be found to bear the marks of precipitation :
I wifh that fimilar traces: may not be found in
more important acts of the prefent day.

I have the honor to .be, &c.

A BARRISTER.

LEYTER
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LETTER IIL
T0 WILLIAM SAURIN, ESQ.

SIR,

It gives me pleafure to think that, as I proceed
in my rather defultory examination of that great
Queftion, of which every Irithman is full, 1 ap-
proach topics, where the difference of opinion
between you and me, which has hitherto been fo
wide, may at leaft decreafe. I affure you, without
compliment, that, in a cafe of doubt, I fhould
" confider your diffent to be a ftrong argument
againft the truth of any opinion,

At another time I fhall take the liberty of fub-
mitting to_}/ou fome farther and fuller difcuffion
than is to be met with in'mylaft, of the competence
of Parliament to bind this country to an Union *,
For the prefent I would only propofe this queftion,
viz. Whether you hold Parliament to be lefs com-
petent to enact Union, than Reform?

I cannot figure to myfelf any plan of what is
termed Radical Reform, which would not inevit-
‘ably go sto the abolition, or abridgement, of
prefent individual and corporate franchifes ; and
I fancy myfelf to difcern as many theoretical

® See Letters VIIIL. and IX.
ob;eétions
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objeétions to the competence of Reprefentatives to
reform away the privileges of thofe who have
returned them, and cancel thofe very cenftituent
franchifes from which their own authority has
flowed, as can be raifed againft their competence
to vote an Union. Yet 1 doubt whether thofe
who feem in the prefent cafe fuch flri€t definers
of Parliamentary Authority, would with equal
parfimony deal out to the National Reprefentative:
that power, which was to" be employed in pro-
ducing radical reform; T'fufpe& we fhould find
thofe political mifers, like Nafidienus, wveteris non
parcos aceti; no niggards: of the four produce of |
popular fermentation ; the eftablifhed pickle and
prefervative of tumult and difaffetion! I even
doubt whether #nmevation, affuming the afpeét of
Reform, though it were to tear up the ancient
fand-marks of the Conftitution, would in fome
minds excite an equal panic, with that which it
has ftruck into our learned Body, when appear-
ing in the lefs hoftile charater of Union.

But to proceed to the main (ubjet of this
Letter.

I profefs myfelf unable completely to underftand
their meaning, who (with the Author of the Argu-
ments for and againft an Union) call upon us
¢ to difcufs the principle of Union™ in the ab-
ftratt; and affert that, ¢ until we have done this,

1t
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(it is ufelefs to enter into the details :” (p. 56.)—
If to difcufs the principle be only to enquire
g’iwhat it is, the difcuffion is foon concluded, and
I, for my part, am quite prepared to accompany
}Lthe author into his details. The principle of an
Union I pronounce to be neither more nor lefs
gthan this, the uniting of perfons or things'which
‘had been diftin®.  But if to difcufs the princia .
‘ple, means to pronounce whether Unionwin the
abftra& be a benefit, or a mifchief, to. the thing
united, I confider the call for. fuch difcuflion, if
it be not infidious, to be abfurd.—Wnion in the
abltract ¢« carmot be ill; cannot ke good ;7. and 1
difapprove < this fupernatural Sfoliciting ” of us
to alcertain the degree in.which it pofiefies
\qualities, which it is incompatible with its nature
to poflefs at all. If I were afked, whether an
Union with England (would be advantageous to
this country, and were to ‘anfwer the queftion in
&rench, I thould fay, c’¢ff felsn. -If you were a
lingle ‘man, and that it*was propofed to you to
marry Titia, yow'would be apt to enquire her
age, her charaer, dher accomplitments, per--
| '_apg her portion;; Syou might afk what jointure
fe ‘would require; nay, you might not be fo
tndifferent as'to her appearance, as not to demand
a fight of .the lady, or at leaft of her piGture; and
1 beg leave.to conjecture that you would confider
' hat e‘ff'ﬁ@ to hold very ftrange language, who
d'you that thefe were merc details, which
E . ought




ought to be poftponed until you had difenfied

the prixciple of this matrimonial union. If you
were ill of a fever, and that a Quack were to
infift on your pledging yourfelf to the abftradt
principle and propriety of your taking a certain
powder which he held in his hand; before he
entered 1ato fuch details as fhewing whether it
was Arfenic or James’s Powders, I thould fufpeét
that fuch reafoning on his part might be a pre-
lude to his adminiftering poifon, and if you!
were to acquiefce, I fhould infer that you wcrei
aelirious. In a word, the inveftigation of thofe
details, which the writer above cited would
poftpone, is in my mind not only incident, but:
infeparably effential to a fair and rational difcuf=:
fion of that principle which we are thus called
upon to examine before we go into fuch details.
Nay, I feel myfelf warranted to go fome fteps:
farther. It is impoffible to confider the idea of
Union between thofe two iflands fo abftractedly,
fo to diveft it of all its appurtenants, as not to
perceive that on the part of Ireland it involvest
an extenfive and important transfer of conftitu='
tional rights and privileges, which we have JSworkt,
to defend, and national honours and diftinctions of
which, however they may have been abufed, as
an Irifhman, 1 thould blufh if I were not prouds
"To difcufs the principle of Union, and poftponé:
all enquiry as to terms would be to view but one
half of the Queftion: It would be to contem=

“plate
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“plate that portion of the meafure which confifts

of Irith furrender, whilft that other portion is
myfterioufly withheld from our view, which may

or may not confit of adequate compenfation. I

<

prefume not to controul the confciences of other
men: I pretend not o deny the poflibility that I
am myfelf under a delufian, to. which argument
or refle@tion may put an end ; but fo long as my
prefent opinions remain, I feel that in voting an
Union to be advantageous, before 1 had heard
what were to be the conditions, in voting for the
furrender of my Country’s privileges before I
had fecured that more than compenfation for which
alone thofe privileges fhould be bartered, I fhould
not only beliec my own underftanding, by pro-
nouncing that to be advantageous which could
only be indifferent, but I thould (confidering the
oath which as 2 Yeoman I have taken) be guilty
of wilful and corrupt perjury. Therefore if de-
tails muft be poftponed;, and Government infift
on a previous quellion on the fubject of Union,
the Members of the Legiflature who coincide
with me will vote againft what is called the prin-
ciple of Union ;-or (in more accurate language)

againft the uncompenfated furrender of Irifh
Rights.

If, indeed, the firt meafure propofed to
the.lrifh’ Parliament were to empower Com-
mifioners to treat as to the terms of Union,

E2 and

%
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and if the “terms when Settled &y thefe | Cﬂi%@‘ 3
Jioners, were fill 1o be coMPLETELY, FAIQ.LY"‘ﬁzd
EFFECTUALLY open 1o the revifion, approbation, or
rejection of the Parliament, thofe Members'of the
Legiflature who thought with me 'might feel
that, by concurring in the appointment of fuch |
Commiflioners (not entrufted with full and firal
powers), they would betray neither the honour,
nor interefts of their-Countryt Sueh vote ‘would
be but the provifieral approbation of an Union :
It would fubftantially ¢cémbine ‘the difcuffion of
the abftralt principle ‘with that of the details ;
and would amaunt to no broader a virtual pofition
than this, tbat fuch terms of Union MiGHT be Jettled
between the Sifter Ceuntries, as would render the
mecfure advantageous.to Ireland 5 a pofition which
I am not difpofed'to controvert,

I truft, "Sir, that both you and Government
will agree with* me, not only that an Union
ought not to 'be forced upon the country, and
that national repugnance, if fairly and fully
colleffedysis a fufficient objefion to @ meafure cf
this geculiar defeription, however great and de-
monflrable its utility in other refpefts may ap-
péar; but alfo that the meafure, if perﬁﬂcd i, ..
fiould be conducted with, alas! unexampled
candour, and honeft deliberation; and fo far
from being precipitated, fhould be protracted al-
moﬁ to tedioufnefs,.—Time fhould be given to

the
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the community to confider this weighty matter,
and gradually arrive at thofe conclufions, which

- perhaps the cabinet has long fince attained.
- Irifh prejudices fhould not be fpurned at, but
- humoured at the leaft, if not refpeéted. Heartily

do I with (for I am a friend to peace ; though I

- truft Tever fhall prefer the perils of tumultusus

3

|

i

freedom to the fluggith and degrading’ tran-
quillity of fervitude) I fay, fincerely do I with
that the Miniftry and the People may fet an ex-
ample of temper and moderation to each other:
(1 anticipate the fneer with which fucha wifh will
be received); that the former may leave dexte-
rity for more ordinary occafions, and neicher
hurry on a proceeding which fhould be conduéed
flowly, nor inveigle mén into"the admiflion of
‘any principle, with the view of perverting this to
purpofes not forefeen nor intended by thofe from
whom it was obtaineds and that the latter, if
they reject the meafure) may do {o on’difcuffion,
and not refer fo vital'aQueltion to the arbitrament

- of intereft, paffion, or precipitation.

I'do not pretend to be verfed in the forms of
Parliament or the Conftitution; but fure I am,

* that in acafe and queftion like the prefent, thefe
? fhould "not (in what cafe fhould they ?) be per-

mitted to "impede the moft ample, accurate, and
fatisfa&ory inveftigation of the whole plan and

Seonfegéences of Union : fure I am that when we

<
b 4 are
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are bartering fo much of the fubftance of 'm@- J
Conftitution, we fhould not be too fcrupuiauj |
about forms ; but, like ZEneas, fhould thruft afide
thofe flimfy fhapes, that would obftrut-our firm
and deliberate paffage to the fecurity, the honour,
and the freedom, of our country. I hope and ex-
ped, that if this fubjeét be brought forward in

Parliament it will there be difcuffed with the
candour, the freedom, and mature deliberation,
which fuit the dignity of that aflfembly, and the
unrivalled importance of  this meafure. |

Is it my ignorance which prevents me from
difcerning the difficulty; or impropriety, of fubmit-
ting to Parliament, in the fir/t inftance, the outline :
and foundations of the propofed Union? Aml
abfurd in conceiving that by means of a meflage
from the Executive to each Chamber of Parlia-
ment, recommending it to them to take into
their confideration the beft means of promoting
a treaty of Union between Great Britain and Ire-
land, on certain principles and bafes therein ftated
and defined, we fhould have the Royal faith and
Mintfters’ refponfibility (for, by the principles -
of the Conftitution, the Speech of the King may -
be confidered as the language of the Minifter)
pledged for the fundamental principles on which
Government withed the Union to proceed? Or
if (as is very likely) I have made an ill choice of ‘
means, yet might it not be poffible, confiftently

9 with
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 with the rules of Parliament, and conftitutional

privileges of both countries, to devife other lefs
objectionable means, equally calculated, with'
thofe which I have hinted, to attain the end
which 1 propofe ?—namely, furnifhing the Legif-
lature at once with fufficient materials for a tho-
rough inveftigation of the fubject, and expofing
fairly to the contemplation, both of Parliament
and the country, the nature and bafis, and
confequently the merits and tendencies, of the
projected  Coalition? We might thus be
faved the fruitlefs trouble of appointing Com- -
miffioners, or fhould appoint them with ftrong
expe@ation of a final adjuftment. We thould
then know what was to be the nature of the
compenfation for our furrenders : whether we
were changing the modes, rather than refign-
ing the fecurity or blefiings of our Conftitution;
or whether it was intended to propofe a dif-
oraceful traffick of ficedom againt trade : whe-
ther we fhould drive thefe money-changers
from the temple of our liberties, and, in the
eloquent language of a Britith Senator, ¢x-
claim, ¢ Perith our Commerce ! and live our
Conftitution ! '

I may hereafter refume this fubject. — I fhall
now. recur to others, connected with the general

obje& of our inquiry.

I concelve
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I conceive it to be the humble privilege @fg
writer for the newfpaper, to be exempted from
all rules of fyftematic arrangement, and/ allowed
to fet down his thoughts in- the order.in “which
they happen to occur. - N

»

7

I have (in my laft) obferved upon the tenor of
the Bar Refolution : permit me hére to repeat that
it ftrikes me as an uncandid one, “and betrays a
fly intention, not very dexteroufly. or impercep-
tibly executed. The introducers of ‘this ‘motion
evidently withed to appéar to the public to pro-
nounce direétly againft the principle of an Union,
while to thofe . who were not prepared to concur
with them to this extent, they fhould feem merely
to. deprecate an intreduction of the meafure as
snexpedient at the prefent time. - Thus, by a fore of
- quibble, they would.allure, fupport from many who
would not otherwife have given it; but who will
i due time findwit hinted to them, that they are
pledged to a degree beyond what they intended,
and that they have pronounced that Union is not
merely objectionable on the ground of temporary
expediency; but of eternal principle.

This'ambufcade is concealed behind the word
Innovation. 'This term is univerfally accepted in a

v

bad fenfe: to innovate, we all know is (by the

nerma liguendi ) to introduce not mere novelties, but

Pernicions novelties ; and when we fpeak of Con-"

ftitution,
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ititutions, to innovate is ufually underftood as
meaning to injure and impair, by the introduc-
tion of mifchievous and incongruous change.

But obferve how the trick recoils on its con-
trivers! fee what you have inadvertently pro-
nounced! that thus to innoevate is only improper
at the prefent moment, but that on fome other
and future occafion it may be very right and pro-
per to impair the Conttitution! '

I have the honour to be, &c.

A BARRISTER,

6

Vi F LETTER



TETTER IV,
70 RICHARD FEBB, ESS.

SIR;

No argument which comes from you can fail
to deferve an anfwer; permit me to attempt giv-

mg one to that which has lately appeared under.
your name, entitled, ¢ A Reply to a Pamphlet,”
by fome attributed to Mr. Cooke. For yourfelf, -
I (in common I believe, with all who have the ho-
nour of your acquaintance) feel a very fincere

refpect; but your reafonings do not imprefs me
with a fimilar fenfation; 1 think them as weak and
inconclulive as is at all compatible with the good
tenfe and information of their author; and I truft =
to your candour for forgivenef(s, if I treat them
with all the freedom of controverfy, and difclofe i
their infufficiency or contradittions with-as much’
feverity as I am capable of.

You muft expe& from me no'more regular ar-
rangement than that numerical one which will
PRR arife




.

£ 38 ]

~arife from my attending you page by page through
your ¢ Reply;” and even from this loofe order I
fhall fometimes take occafion to deviate.

The ufual fault of anfwers is, that they aim
rather at deteing the weaknefs of an adver-
fary’s reafoning than the erroneoulnefs of his
opinion. Your Reply is to a certain degree
faulty in this refpect ; but the fame obfervation ap-
p.ies with infinitely greater force to a Pamphlet
called, ¢ Ceafe your Funning,”” which at the moft

- proves only what is fufficiently immaterial to the
public, viz. that the fuhjet has been objetiona-
bly treated by the author of the “ Arguments for

'and againft an Union.” This fayle I fhall endea~
vour to avoid ; and to fight my way through your
Pamphlet to your fubjeét.. '

You begin (p. 1.) by affuming that Legiflative
Union and furrender of Irith Legiflature, are
{ynonimous expreffions; and callupon your coun-

- trymen to execute fignal vengeance on a phaptom
which the mere force of your own patriotic ima-
gination has conjured up. 2

I, for my part, conceivea Legiflative Union to

be no furrender, but a mere (and merely local)
 transfer of our Legiflature : a changing of the {phere
and centre of its operation, rather than an abat-
F2 .. ing

L 3
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ing of its fupremacy. To the nature of fuch &
transfer I admit that certain modifications are in-
evitably incident: but to modify is not to impair ;
to abridge the numbers may not be to diminifh
the weight of our Legiflature. We know that,
in’ mechanics,- the efficacy and ponderance of a
body depend as much on its pofition as on its di-
menfions. Thus, if in that new fituation which
an Union might produce, a fmaller corps of Irifh
Legiflators would iz theory be as adeqﬁate to the
guardianfhip of Irifh interefts, as a greater body
is found to be at prefent, then an abridgement
of their numbers would be no impairing of their
authority;A the change of fituation would, as it
were, {upply the deficit. Let me add, that if the
proportion of Irith to Imperial Reprefentatives
were found in theory to coincide with the ratio
of Irith to Imperial greatnefs, and with the ratio
of Irith to Imperial contribution, Ireland would
have no reafon to complain.

But I have been confining mylelf to theory;
I praffice, 1 admit that the legiflative proteétion
given to Irith interefts, has been fuch, and fuch the
national fatisfaQion under their domeffic Govern- |
‘ment, that the lofs of a refident Parliament would
bé irreparable.  But you cannot need to be in-
formed that there are flanderous and deluded
perfons who, blind to the merits of our domeftic
Legiflature, ‘pretend that the Parliament of Ire-

land
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fand has been found no tender guardian of the

interefts of ‘her people; that neither has the ad-
miffion of a great part of the Members of the
Houfe of Commons been perfectly gratuitous,
plire and conftitutional, nor the conduct of thofe
admitted, altogether patriotic and difinterefted ;
that Borough Proprietors have acquired Pecerages
for themfelves by felling their retinue of popular
Reprefentatives to the Minifter ; and that if the
Conflitution has been well adminiftered after all,
the people have not to thank their Reprefenta-
tives for this, but to rejoice that thofe meafures
have been wife and virtuous, to which Government

| have bribed their Parliament to adhere.

3

-
T

All this we know to be a vile and groundlefs
calumny; and as fuch T have heard your friend
Mr. Plunket inveigh againft it with his ufual fe-
rioufnefs, and with moft becoming warmth, ==
The newfpapers ftate him to have done fo fome
months ago in the Houfe of Commons.

But furely 1tis not wonderful if the fame flan

‘derers who f{o malign our reprefentative body

fhould hear with patience of its modification and
removal! Nay, thefe calumniators proceed to
affert that the meafures of Government have been
uniformly fupported by ¢ immenfe majorities”
(ps 54) of our refident Parliament; and there-
fore they and their dupes might not be fhocked

at
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at the idea of * relinquithing the foftering care”
of their domeftic Government;” (p.36;) nor
think that Minifterial adherence of the Irith Re-
prefentative which you forebode as incidental to
an Union, to be any thing ftrange or novel in the
political annals of this Country (p.63). . Indeed,
as effelts are ufually fubfequent to their caufes,
they might even doubt whether that which had pre-
eeded the Union, could with propriety be deferibed
as originating from it. I fully. admit with you the
grofs f{ophiftry of fuch objeétions; I admit that
thofe Parliamentary majorities which we have
been commemorating, as fatisfailorily prove the
wifdom of thofe various {yftems, which fuch
majorities have fucceflively fupported and ap-
proved, as the ‘‘immenfe majority” of the Bar
which negatived the poffibility of arranging any
Union beneficial to Ireland, proves that no advan-
tageous incorporation could be devifed. But,
conceding, as I do, that thofe libellers fhould be
held in utter difregard, who difpute the unfullied
purity of our refident Parliament, I muft, at the
fame time, grant, that in reconciling them{elves to
the remova! of this body, they act more confiftent-
ly than thofe, who having for years paft made the
alleged profligacy of Parliament the theme of
their inve&tive, now hug this calumniating Legifla-
ture to their hearts, and feel horror at the idea of
change or feparation; who having for years paft
fneered
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fneeréd at Irith Independence, as a name, beneatk
which (as they falfely afferted) our Parliament
cloaked a flavifh pratical dependence, now ve-
hemently refufe to furrender that Independencé
which they have been hitherto denying that we
ever poflefled !

In page 2, you adhere to your petilio principii,
by calling Union the annikilation of our Parlia-
ment; but it muft be confefled that your allufion
to the ¢ horrors and agonies of that bloody Rebellion’”
from which the Country has emerged; and to
<« thofe animofities civil and religivus which (even
before an Union, you fay) diftra& us,” involves
a ftrong argument for abftaining from all change;
or attempting to correct ‘the fyltem under which
thofe animofities have arifen, and with which, in
the opinion of fome theorifts, they are conneted.

It muft alfo be allowed, that your endeavours
to appeafe the indignation of the country, by
reprefenting that meafure which you recommend
to them to meet with calmnefs, as  an injurious
infult,” are wvery meritorious and well-judged ;
- and the conlfiftency of that praife which, in p. 16,
you beftow on the mild and sramguilizing fpiric

of Lord Cornwallis’s adminiftration, with thof¢
 triangular and gallows terrors which, in p. 2, you
reprefent as ftifling the public voice, and impeding
; alk
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all difcuflion; the confiftency of thofe two paf=
fages, I fay, is too obvious to need comment.=—
I am far from conceiving (p. 3) . that the magic
¢« of the Secretary’s pen could extend the omni-
< potence of Parliament to the works of ,mt.l;re;”
inafmuch as I am unable to fee how omnipotence
could be increafed ; but as to that annihilation
of the Irifh channel, which ftrikes you to be fo
impracticable, I doubt whether the navalr*power
of Britain has not already atchieved it. I doubt
whether the greatnefs and glory of the Englifh
fHleets have not, to all political intents, formed °
fuch a bridge of communication as to warrant us
in afferting that the -intervening channel does not
feparate the fifter countries. |

In page 17,. youundertake to difprove that, ins
cafe of an Union, the Britith Parliament would be
much fwayed by the weight of Irith Members.
A caviller might objelt that your argument is ‘
one determinable on the life of Mr. Pitt ; and that =
the benefits of Union are (if they exift at all) too
permaaent to depend on the life of one man, Bue
I waye fuch objections. You have fome pretence
for regarding Pitt as immortal.—Indeed, when
(p. 18) you inform us that ¢ the influence of all
¢ Irilh Members muft fubmit to the mechanics p -:
“ of a fingle Englith town,” I am not ready
with my aflent ; for, I doubt whether it would be

the
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the intereft of the Empire that Irith influence
fhould fo yield; and I hefitate to fuppofe that the
Britith Minifter would facrifice the futerefts of the
Empire to the mechanics of a fingle town. Through
‘the whole of your difcuffion you appear, indeed,
to me to affume, that-after an Union fhall have
taken place, though the Legiflatures of the fifter
countries are incorporated, their interefts will re-
main diftiniz. 'This, however, remains to.be pro-
ved; and to prove it, the Zeris of Union fhould be
examined. That Union alone do I pronouace to
bé uninjurious, which fhall identfy the'interefls,
as well as incorporate the Legiﬂatures, of the
Britith Iflands : which fhall transform 1reland into
a colle&tion of Englith Counties; and fhall render
Britain the foltering proteftor of Irith interefts,
on the principle of felf-prefervation. This idea
of the identification of .interefts, feems to anfwer
that argument, in p. 27, which you found on the
{uppofition that the Irith Members would be to the
Britifh in che proportion of one to five. As well
(to adopt the ‘words of your adverfary) ¢ may
<« Yorkthire complain that the Members for Great
¢¢ Britain are/to the members for Yorkthire in the
“¢¢ proportion of fifty to one.”” (p. 46.) Intruth
‘my opinion s that in page 63 you ftate the true
_danger, and that which the terms of Union might
be contrived to obviate ; viz. the adherence of
the body'of Irifh Reprefentatives to the Miniftry.
‘On this']l fhould remark, firfk, that without
S G an

P,
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an Union, large minifterial majorities have been
found. attainable, (no doubt on account of the
wifdom and purity of all the meafures of all our
adminiftrations: }——Secondly, that the provifions
of the Union might be pointed to the prevention
of this mifchief:—Thirdly, that the prefent day
feems one in which Royal influence is lefs likely,
than popular power, to become unconftitutionally
predominant : — Fourthly,~that if the Empire
were entrufted to one Imperial Legiflature, Mi-
nifters might conceive themfelves to be exempted
from the neceflity of .having recourfe to thofe
corrupt and indire&t means, which their ene-
mies impute to’ them.to have reforted to, in or-
der to prevent the diftinétnefs of our Legiflatures
from tending to any difmemberment of the Em-
pire ; or from producing, in praétice, thofe impedi-
ments to the {fyftem and uniformity of imperial
regimen, -which. might {eem to arife out of the
theory of our diftiné?, (as contrafted with incorpo-
rate,) independence.~Perbaps our diftintnefs has
- had tendencies, which corruption has been moft
mifchievoufly applied to correct; and render the
empire in practice  Simplex. et unum.’—Fifthly,
that ‘at 2ll events'a comparifon of pages 27 and.
63 feems to convi@t you of incenfiftency. In the
fermer, you meafure the Irith againft the Englifh
Members, and ftate the proportion as one to five:
in the latter, you reprefent the Irith Corps of Le-

g.iﬂa.tors as conftantly .forming a.part of the mi-
. nifterial
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nifterial phalanx. In the firft part of your argu-
ment you lament over the Irifh, as leftin a fad
minority: in the latter, your caufe of lamenta-
tion is, that they will conftantly form a part of the
Minifter’s majority. I have no objeétion to cry=.
ing over either of thefe events with you; but do
not infift onmy crying over both ! I cannot con-
cede you more than this alternative lamentation ;
fince if the Englith Members be to the Irifh in
the - proportion of five to one, thefe latter can do
no mifchief by adhering to the Minifter: for
your hypothefis oppofing the Britifh and Irith to
each other, it follows that the Minifter would be
in a minority : and, on the other hand, if the Irith
conftitute part (p. 63) of the large majorities of
the Minifter, this balancing of them with their
Englifh Brethren muft ceafe, both being, ex hypo-
thefi, thrown into the fame feale.

I fhall trouble you with another letter on the
fubjet of your ¢ Reply.” For the prefent I (hall
conclude by obferving, that I do not conceive
. the queftion to be, as you and others ftate it, ViZ.
whether there be any thing which by an Union
. we can obtain from England, which fhe might
not grant us without an Union. The inquiry is
not What England can (without an Union) grant;
" but what the will or ought to grant? Ican con-

ceive that a found policy might check the libera-
ﬁ,éhty Qf her conceflions to a nation conneéted with
| 1,76 . her
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her asIreland is. 1 can: conceive that a narrow
and jealous policy might dictate the fame referve
and economy of conceflion; (and in the latter
cafe I admit, that we fhould treat cautioufly with
the country that ufed us fo;) but, in either cafe, I
fhould feel that every obfacle to otir obtaining
conceflions from England, which arifes out of our
prefent relative fituation, is a reafon (I do not in-
quire its force) for our confenting to change that
fitvation, for one lefs incompatible with liberality
on the part of Britain; and with refpe& to any
increafe of our taxes, which an Union would pro-
duce, the ferms might provide againft our being
over-burdened ; and ‘it ftrikes me, that at prefent
Ireland contributes lefs than her equitable fhare to
the expences of the Britith Empire.

I have the honour to be, &c.

A BARRISTER.

LETTER
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LETTER V.

' ¥0 RICHARD YEBB, ESQ.

SIR,

No terms of Union having yet been propofed,
we can only give our opinion on the abftra&t prin-
ciple of parliamentary incorporation; and whatr
your {entiments on this fubjet are, I profefs my-.
felf at a lofs to difcover. In p. ¢6; you ftate your
opinion to be, ¢ that any incorporated Union with
Britain is pregnant with difadvantages:’” inp. 65,
you defcribe Union (to which you chufe to give
the nick-name of Revolution) as indefenfible,
without' the aid of French Principles ; or on any
other than modern revolutionary ground; and I
might cite other paffages, alike expreflive of your
abhorrence to that which for the prefent is the
only fubjeét for difcuflion, (and one, in my mind,
difficult to difcufs) viz. the Principle of an Union.
But when, from fuch declarations, I feem to have
colle¢ted your opinion, I find you (in p. §5) af-

~ ferting that that majority of the Bar, with which

3

you conedrred, “ condemns not the principle of in-
corporating the Parliaments;” that it prefumes
not, without due difcuffion, to fanction or con-
4 demn,”
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demn.” Thefe paffages I find it difficult to recons
cile. But I would afk of any reafonable and can-
did man, whether the import of the Bar Refolu-
tion be nothing more than what you ftate? At
a meeting of the Barrifters of the Lawyer’s Corps,
convened by Military Orders, for the purpofe of
difcufling « bufinefs of the utmoft importance,”
(to ufe the language of the fummenfes,) Cap-
tain Saurin did fo explicitly ¢ condemn the
principle , of an incorporating Union,” as to
conceive that the mere propofal of fuch a mea~
fure was analogous, in enormity, to a project for
transferring the national purfe from the Commons
to the Crown, and one which offered to him the
painful, (but not embarrafling) alternative, of
violating his oath of conftitutional allegiance, or
refigning his ‘commiffion. When the fpirit of
Anti- Unionifm had tranfmigrated from the Law-
yers’ Corps to the Bar Meeting, and that an
equally real change had metamorphofed Captain
Saurin into one of his Majefty’s Council learned in
the Law, can we readily believe that a Refolution
propofed by him, and carried in the very terms
in which it was propofed, was intended to
import- no condemnation of the principle of in-
corporation? Has not the refpectable feconder
of this Refolution avowed bis ¢ condemnation of
the principle,” in an animated publication, to
which he has annexed his name? Does the Bar
 debate (if faithfully reported, and. if a. collection

| . of
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of fpeeches on one fide deferves the name of 2
debate,) afford no clue for deteéting the import of
the Refolution? or do the fpeeches of thofe who
fupported it, lead us to conclude that it involved
no condemnation of the principle, but merely
went to demand a tranquil moment ¢ for its dif- -
cuffion?”’ Does that burft of applaufe with-which
the annotator informs us that the Affembly re-
ceived a quibble, terminated by an oath,* furnifh
no fymptom of difapprobation of that principle,
which you would have us believe that the Bar Re-
folution has neither fanétioned nor condemned?
In fhort, is not the debate +a Dittionary, by the
help of which we can tranflate the meaning of
that Refolution in which it ended? It merely,
fay you, informs us that Union is an snnovation.—
I have already, in my fecond Letter, fuggefted
that this epithet is ‘€ither infignificant and irrele-
vant, or flyly mifapplied. For my part, I am fur
from imputing to Mr. Saurin, the introduétion of
unmeaning explétives into any compofition of his;
and when, in p. 64 of the Pamphlet, before me
you treat of that ¢ INNOVATION, which was to
wreft the Sceptre from the bands of the Sovereign;”

~ ® The words were, that « Ireland was never intended by
God or Nature for a Province, and that 4y God it {hould never .
be a Province;”’ or to that effet. See debate.
4+ ¥n which (doubtlefs by mere accident) the punQuation is
_ not fo frangely incorre, as inthe disfigured proteft which 1s
~annexed to the debate.

+ t b
n 4
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by applying it {o aptly, you fhew that you too
know the force, and nature of this term, and help
us to aflign a reafon for its making its appearance,
in ftaring and emphatical capitals in the Bar Re-
folution. N

e Cuntando reftituit Rem !=~Who that heard
this claflic praife appropriated ‘to’ the Bar, could
fuppofe that they had entitled themfelves to it by
negativing, by a great majority, Mr. Daly’s mo-
tion for delaying the difcuflion of the queftion ¢ a
little month?”’—Alas !'1 doubt whether our Irifh
conduét, in the prefent warfare, fo clofely refembles
that of Fabius, as it does the brifker plans of his
rival Hannibal; one of whofe expedients, as I
think Livy has informed us, was to let loofe a
parcel of flaming Bul/s againit the Roman, in the
vain hope of diflodging him from his ftrong hold ;
an anecdote, . (foit dit en paffant,) which {eems
ftrongly to favour the hypotheliz of our Pheenician
defcent, fo ably fupported by Colonel Vallanccy,
and Su Laurence Parfons.

In my laft Letter I protefted againft being con-
fined to any more methodical arrangement, than
fuch as the regular- purfuit of your pages would
fopply, and from even this loofe order, Irequefted

a liberty of deviation, which perhaps’ you Wlﬂ
thmk me to have abufed.

- -

Having
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Having in page 1§, according to your uniform
praftice of  affumption, pronounced that incor-
porating Union, which yet, as a member of the
Bar majority, you difclaim having condemned, to
be the defiruttion of our native Parhament, you
proceed (in the fame page) to affume that Britith
interference in Irith Government, ¢ the peceffity
of which,” in a du¢ degree, ¢ has never’ you fay,
<« been combatted but by thofe who wifthed to
diffolve all connexion,” will by means of an
Union be encreafed to a degree which will be ex-
ceffive. A pofition fo material ought asT conceive
to come forward in the fhape of a fairly deduced
conclufion; it fhould be introduced by premifies,
and not (with that bold and baréfaced affurance,
which fome flanderers have fuppoied to be cha-
ra&eriftic of our Nationy) to bolt in upon us in
the form of mere affertion. I, for my part, am
{o far from affenting to the truth of this pofition,
that 1 doubt whether Union would not put an
end to much indireé and anomalous Brittth 1n-
terference: I doubt whether Britith interference
be not in fome ‘meafure the creature of the pre-
fent ftate of our connexion: Whether it has not
been adopted (I do not enquire how rightly) as
a correétive, and to counteract in praflice thofe
tendenetes to variance, incongruity, and difcord-
ance, i the general management of the entire
Empire, which might in zbeory appear to be the
likely effc&s of, I'thould racher fuy the diftin&t-
gy , H nefs
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nefs than independence of our Legiflatures —
Some perhaps might go farther ftill; and doubt
whether, in the prefent ftate of our connexion,
Irifh and Britith interefts were neceflarily the
fame: If any perfons fhould go fo far, and fhould
add to their hypothefis, by giving credit to thofe
flanderers who defame the integrity of our Irith
Parliament, it might follow that ‘they would ex-
pect a Union to puta period to that corruption,
which by turning theoretical independence into
pralical fubferviency, < procured a facrifice of
Irith to Britith interefls, when the two happened
to clath, and thus confolidated the Empire by
filling up with money thofe imperial and growing
breaches, which were the confequences of the
theoretic diftin&tnefs of its parts. Who would
not wifh to render fo foul a cement unneceffary ?
But how would an Union have this effect? 1 con-
ceive that an Union, confifting of proper terms,
would identify the interefts, as well as Legiflatures
of the united iflands. If fo, Irith interefts, no
longer diftin&, could no longer be facrificed;
nor need Irithmen be bribed to officiate at the fa-
crifice: Irith welfare and profperity would have
Britifh felfithnefs for their guarantee: Zhey would
have it fo, not only in the main, as is the cafe at
prefent, but in every particular and detail.—W hat
then would become of your terror at leaving your
¢« Commerce for ever at the mercy of (what you

call) a foreign Parliament, where our relative
ftrength
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ftrength will be not more than one to five:”
(p. 40.) I can conceive a pofiible fcheme of Union,
which would render this ftriking of the proportion
between Britith and Irith reprefentatives as in-
conclufive, or nearly fo, (to recur to a reference
already made) as a comparifon between the Britith
and the Yorkfhire Reprefentation. And that fuch
will not be the proje&ed {cheme, is what, until the
terms be propofed, we have no ground for con-
cluding. Reprefentation ought, I take it, to be in
the ratio of contribution: the origin, and peculiar
funétion of the Houfe of Commons proves that it
fhould be fo; and therefore the Scotch Union was
conceded by England on equitable terms, in as
much as Scotland, affuming about a fortieth fhare
of the public burthens, obtained an eleventh fhare
of Reprefentation; terms fo advantageous that,
if Burnet and other Hiftorians' may be believed,
<« nothing but the confideration of the fafety that
was to be procured by it to England, could have
brought the Englifh to agree to a project, that in
every branch of it was much more favourable to the
‘Scotch Nation.”. If fimilar views to fafety now
actuate Great Britain, Ircland has fimilar grounds
for expecting greatly advantageous terms of
- Union ; and if the incorporation were intimate,
complete and juft, as reafonably might this Coun-
try repine at being at the mercy of an Imperial
(not foreign) Parliament, as the limb might repine
at being at the mercy of the man; as refonably

might
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might one member of the Empire entertain jealouly
of another, as my leg mlght be jealous of mg
partiality to my arm, }
LK g

In p. 40 you admit * that, equal laws affecting

¢ a]l parts of the empire will be the confequence
« of ‘Union;” but you profgft againft any infe-
rence in favour of the Union itfelf; -confidered
in a commercial point of view: You fay that
equal laws may themielves ¢ be an evil of the
< greateft magnitude ; and would, for example,
effect the ruin of certain manufaltures, which
you enumerate by way of fpecimen. My com-
mercial knowledge 1s {o fcanty as to be con-
temptible 3 but your rcafoning (in the above
cited paffage) appears to me refutable. You
firlt ftate, what I prefume you are warranted in
{uppofing, viz. that in our prefent circumflances,
cqual laws would be pernicious; and protecting
duties are neceflary: You then affume that an
Union would lcave us exaltly in the Jfeme circum-
Hances and commercial fiwsatien, in which we
{ftand at prefent; and you conclude, that fuch
Union, by introducing equal laws, would bz the
ruin-of many of our manufatures. The weak-
nefs of this argument can be very fhortly ftated:
It confifts in this, that your affumption, of that
which it was incumbent on you to prove, contri-
butes effentially to the fuppert of your conclufion.  INe-
gatur Minor would I belicve be the anfwer.of the
{chools
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fchools to your fyllogifm. You difclim being
an < advocate for protecting duties:” you think
them * in general founded on the moft errone-
<« ous principles, but neceffary in our particular
¢ fituation, contending with a fmall capita], and
<« an infant eftablifhment, againlt an old efta-
« blithment and Exormous capital.” But wha
can fay that Union may not put an end to this
particular fituation, which compels us to recur,to
a commercial arrangement, which is the lefs to
be regretted, becaufe: you admit it to be founded
on the moft erroneous principles ? Who can fay that
after Union this conteft may not ceafe ? That our
commercial exertions may not have no longer
to contend with a fmall capital and infant efta-
blithment at home, but be aided by an enlarged
capital and an- eftablilhment of rapid growth?
Who can prove that Union may not preclude all
conteft between our capital and eftablithment,
and thofe of Britain?. /That they may not ceale
to be diftiné, and become parts of oNE imperial
commercial eftablithment ? If an Ewpire, no
more than a family, when divided againft itfelf
can ftand, fhall the Imperial Minifter encourage
divifions between the parts of that Empire, which
it is his tafk to uphold? Shall the no longer
Britith, but after Union the Imperial Minifter, or
 Legiflature, refufe to promote the profperity of the
Empire through all its parts? or neglect the ad-
vancement of fo effential a department of it as
Ireland ?
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Ircland?  You feem in p. 27 to confider Union
as a financial proje@t: Now where isthe con-
fiftency in imputing to England the defign of
throwing a portion of the public burthen upon
Ireland, yet at the fame time of fo neglecting or
reftricting ‘her commercial progrefs, as.to render
her incapable of bearing the impofition ? How,
in a word, does it follow that becaufe uncqua'l
laws may be neceflary in our .prefent fituation,
they will continue to be requifite when that fitu-
ation fhall have been changed? As to that enor- 1
mily of the Britifh capital which you ftate, if you
mean that Britain affords a field too narrow for
its employment, it may follow that, when an

Union fhall have taken place, the furplus will |
contribute ta enlarge the capital of our country,

I' thall conclude this letter, (referving to my-
felf the right of addrefling you once again,). by
obferving that your account (p. 43) of the affair
of the Malt Duty feems inaccurate. ‘The Scots,
in oppofing thie impofition of that tax, ¢ infifted”’
(fays Burnet) on an article of the ¢ Union, by
which it was ftipulated,” (not that no malt duty
fhould e¢ver extend to Scotland; but merely)
“ that no duty thould be laid on the Malt in Scot-
land during the War.”” W hat then was the alledged _‘
violation of the treaty of Union? The Scotch
admitted that « peace with Spain was as good as
“made, and was every day expefed; but it was |

10 not
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not yet proclaimed, nor even figned.” Thus the
mighty breach of treaty, on the part of England,
confifted only in this, that the laid a certain duty
on Scotland a few days before the time when, ac-
cording to fome technical rules of conftru&ion,
the would, under the articles of Union, be entitled
to impofe it.

If you were to take the queftion up on other
grounds, and ftate this act as an impoft ruinous
to Scotland, (p. 40) I fhould oppofe to you, 1it.
the opinion of the Legiflature, on a matter affet-
ing that Empire; the whole of which it was their
intereft to protect: adly, our experience of near

a century, fhewing that this was not a meafure
ruinous to Scotland.

I have the honor to be, &c.

A BARRISTER.

LETTER
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LETTER VI.
40 RICHARD YEBB, ES9.

SIR, F s

HAVING in pages §, 6, and 7, alluded to the

condu¢ of the Irith Lords and Commons in the

matter of the Regency, and (p. 7) pretty plainly
infinuated the reliance which may be placed on

the fervility of that native Parliament, which
yet you are {o loth to_furrender *, you, in p. 24,

enquire whether, ¢ except the Regency,” an
inftance can be produced of collifion between

the Britith and Irifh Parliaments, on Imperial

queftions ?—Give me leave, inftead of anfwering,

to put a queftion to you,—Could Hypothefis
fuggeft a more vital imperial queftion, than this
which has, arifen in fat /—Could Theory fuppofe
an example more illuftrative of the inconvenient
and difcordant tendencies of an organization,
which allots two imperial independent Legifla-
tures to one empire, than this, which Experience
and Praltice have produced?—Was not this an
inftance, in which the diffinétne/s of the Legifla-
tures in the fifter countries induced a practical
violation of that principle, which you yourfelf
very amply admit, viz. that ¢ there is as much

* Affuming Union to be fuch furrender.

« neceflity
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¢ neceffity that the Regent of Britain fhould be
¢ Regent of Ireland, as that there fhould be .

- ¢ one King;” and as much neceflity that the
Regency in each country fhould be invefted
« with the fame powers,” and ¢ lie under the
fame reftri®ions, as that the Crown in both
kingdoms fhould be poffeffed of « the fame pre-

- ¢ rogatives ? »’ — Had the melancholy period of
interregnum been prolonged, fhould we not have
had different Executives for Great Britzin and
Ireland ?—different both in the per/fons exerciling
the power,—and in the degree of power exer-
cifed ?— And would not this imperial anomaly
have originated from the diftin¢t independence of
our Legiflatures ? |

I p. 29 commences your attempt to fhew that
the Scotch Union affords no argument in favour
of that which is now fuppofed to be in contem-
plation. The firft diftinétion which you infinuate

- between the cafcs of Scotland and this country,
is to be colleCted from thefe words: ¢ Nature
¢ had already .male England and Scotland one
¢ country.’=—If the projet now in hand were
to extend the South-wall to Holyhead,—or if our
Parliament€xpected that any act of their’s would

- repeal the laws of Nature, and divefting Ireland of
- its infular fituation, would folder it into part of the
continent of Britain, then I admit that your ob-

& fervation would be very pertinent; but, as I have

("*-’z | LW, not

<
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not heard that Government entertains any fuch
hopes, or intentions,—1I feel warranted to an-
fwer your obfervation by remarking, that if Na-
turé made Britain and Ireland two iflands, found
policy has made them one Empire ; nor was this
political confolidation any infringement of the
laws of Nature, or incompatible with that merely
local divifion which fhe had ordained. If the
Irith Channel has not furnifhed a fufficient impe-
diment to that organization" which has com-
pounded the fifter Countrics into one Empire,—
neither can it, as I conceive, fupply a conclufive
argument againft the expediency of allotting one
Legiflature to one Empire.—That the geogra-
phical conneétion between the Northern and
Southern quarters of  Great Britain may have
afforded fome additional arguments for their

political incorporation,~—is what I do not feel it

material to deny : the interpofition of the Menai
Straights may, for aught I know (or care) render
the annexation of Anglefea /¢fs theoretically pro-
per, than that of Caernarvonthire, to Grea_t
Britain! but we fhould defpife the Statefman who
fuffered fuck fhades of diftinétion to influence his
practice, or required more than enough of reafons
for his condu&t; and thofe who would dif
prove the utility of Irifh, by urging the fuperior
neceflity for Scotch Union, might as well argue
againft my eating becaufe I was hungry, on the

ground that if another had not eaten, he would
have
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have been ftarved.—* The ¢ political circumftan-
«« ces’’ of Scotland and England, you fay, ¢ ren-
¢« dered an Union neceflary to the repofe and fafe-
¢ ty, the laws and liberties of England,”

In like manner I conceive ¢ the political cir-
¢« cumftances,” of England, Ireland, France, and
indeed all Europe, at this day, to be fuch as at
lealt prevents every Union between the Britifh
iflands from being fo fnexpedient, as that we fhould
- reject the incorporation, without liftening to the
terms upon which it may be offered.

« The Laws and Religions-of England and
¢ Scotland,” you obferve, ¢ were different ;—
¢« and their Crowns, accidentally placed on the
¢« head of the fame Monarch, were upon her
¢ demife, to be feparated again.”” The tendency
of all thefe affertions I do not plainly difcern ;—
but guefling very vaguely at their application, I
fhould anfwer them by obferving, — that the
Scotch Laws and Religion—different defore the
Union from thofe of England, differ fill :—that
if, in the cafe of Scotland, the neighbour
Crowns, accidentally placed on the fame head,
‘were, on the demife of Anne, to be feparated
again,—{o, in the cafe of Ireland, the combined

* The prefent fituation of Europe furnifhes reafons for Irith

Unipn, more than compenfating any geographical reafons

. which, in 1706, might have been affigned for the Scotch
&\‘U‘ -y ‘

o I2 Executive
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Executive Authorities, placed conflitutionally in
the fame hands, and confifting of the fame: pre-
rogatives, were, in the inftance of the Regency,
more than in danger of being feparated—and de-
compofed into different degrees of power, com-
mitted to different hards ;—and I might add that
an Union would have precluded the pofiibility of
fuch divifion.—But with reipeét to:this Union of
the Crowns, I fhould remind you ‘that the fame
Scottith party (with the"Duke of Hamilton, if
my memory ferves me, or‘Lord Annandale at its
head) which oppofed ‘an Union, was willing to
{ecure the Hanover fucceflion, and therefore that
the ground which you have taken fails,—viz. of
a neceflity for the Scotch Union, as the only means
for preventing a feparation of the Crowns, on the
death of Anne.

As to what you mention with refpe&t to Re-
ligion, I would remind you, that if that diffe-
rence which in England and Scotland, you fay,
prevailed berween the religions as well of the
people, as of the ftate, afforded an argument for
their incorporation,—the religious perfuafion of
a great majority of the Irith people, differing ]
“from that which the Britith empire has: efta-
blithed, and the Britith people profefs—furnithes
what, at leaft, is no reafon againjt the projefted -
Union; -and I fthould remind you farther, that
the Irtth Lords, having firlt in the reign of Anne,
petitioned for an Union, when they could not

obtain
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obtain it, concutred in enafing that penal code

‘which the benignity of the prefent King and Par-
liament has abrogated.

You afk, whether ¢ any theory, however wild,
« will juftify us in faying, there is a danger of our
< feparation from England ? ” — It fcems to me,
that certain theoretical works, entitled Reports of
‘the Secret Committees of our Lords and Com-
“mons, will juftify us in fuggefting the exiftence of
fuch a danger ;—nay, will juftify us fo amply, that
I am tempted (with fome variation) to retort your
 interrogatory, and inquire, whether ¢ any theory,
<« however wild, will warrant us in doubting that
« there is fome danger of feparation ? ’—I would
afk, if theory does not concur with experience to
filence every doubt that there is danger, of at lealt
a bloody attempt at feparation?—DBut you proceed
to afk—whether, even admitting {uch a danger, it
be one which Union would remove ? — It might,
perhaps, be a fufficient anfwer to your premature
oppofition, to aver, that the tendencies of Union
to remove this péril, muft depend on the yet un-
known terms and nature of fuch Union ; — but I
- prefer meeting you more diretly, and affering,
that thofe ‘regulations and arrangements which,
from its.effensial nature, Union muff involve, and
efpecially which, in the prefent cafe, Union islikely
to involve, will in my opinion leffen, if not re-
érm%:g‘, the danger of feparation.
Y& When
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When (p- 30 and 31) you notice thofe «-paﬁf
“ fions,” and that diflike to England ¢ which
fo ¢ affected the Scots,” as not to .permit them
“ to advert to thofe obvious principles’’ which you§
admit would have fhown them that' ¢ the Union
“ was no lefs advantageous to Scotland than nf:-n
“ ceffary to England,”—you appear to me to fl]g-
geft nothmg fo ftrongly as the likelihood that you
yourfelf, in common with many of our country- -
men, are delivering up your reafon to the mif{gui-
dance of your prejudices, and- indulging paffions
which make you blind to the moft obvious princi--
ples; and'in truth I confider the prefent queftion
~ to be one fo well calculated for exciting thofe pre-
judices, of which National Vanity is the fource, .
that [ am difpofed to wonder at the temper and
filent forbearance of the Irith Nation at large, and
at that confinement,-which I obferve, of the [pirit of
anti-unionsfm to Dublin, whofe (rather perbaps ap-
parent than real) interefts raife fome chjeltion to its
compelence, and a very ferious one to its credibility, as
a witngfs on this great national concern.

When you touch. on the connetion of the
Scots with France, I leave it to Hoche and Hum-
bert, Tone and M‘Nevin, to anfwer the argu-
ment which fuch an allufion involves; and when
you notice ¢ the fevere but perhaps neceffary po-
¢ licy” adopted with refpeét to commerce by
England towards Scotland, I thank you for hav-

ing
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ifug refuted thofe arguments which you infinuate,

1it, where you afk if there be any commercial be-
nefit which an Union could produce to Ireland,
that Britain witHouT an Union might not grant ?
and, 2dly, where you hope (p. §0) that the chance
of Cork to be chofen as a Naval ftation will not be
affeted by the fuccefs of the project for an Union.
You yourfelf admit that un#i/ the Realms of Eng-
land and Scotland became united, the fame policy
which was fevere, might yet be neceffary: ke
cafe, like rule, is a good legal maxim,

But when you refer the Rebellions of 1715 and
1745 to the Scotch Union, you differ from fome
‘hiftorians of good reputation, who have on the
contrary referred them tothat mere attachment
to the family of Stuart which preceded, and was
unconnected with the ‘Union, and which, though
o legiflative incorporation had - taken place,
would as certainly have, gencrated a Rebellion

2gainft a Scotch act of fertlement, fecuring the
‘Hanover {ucceffion.

. Toattribute'the infurretions of 1715 and 1745
to the Union, is as inconfiftent with the hiftory of
thofe tranfattions themfelves, as it is with all hif-
torical tradition upon the fubje@. ¢ All thofe,”
fays Tindall, * who adhered inflexibly to the Ja-
“ cobite. [ntereft, oppofed every ftep that was
& made towards an Unioh with gieat vehemence ;

e ﬂFOR_
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benefits had ceafed, which had arifen aliunde;

[ 64 ]

« FoR they faw that the Union firuck at thv ,.' oF i
<< gl their defigns for a new Revolution.” Now‘%a ,:'
thefe defiens preceded that Union which it was
feared would impede their execution, feems an m-.
ference fo plain, that I doubt whether«l fhould be

prevented from drawing it, by even'the opinion
of ‘a majority of 164 to 32. 1

I doubt whether in the face of your four Re-

prefentatives (p. 52) of all ‘profeflional merit at
the Irith Bar — I fhould not venture to affert that

the root muft have had exiftence, in order to its
being ftruck at; — and that the Union could not

at once have fown the feed of thofe revolutionary -
defigns, and been the meafure which ftruck at the

root from whence they {prung.

I maintain, therefore, firff—that the fecuring of
the Hanover fucceflion does not appear to have .
been no otherwife attainable than by an Union;
and, fecondly, that the feeds and caules of the
Scotch Rebellions were antecedent to, and dif=
tin@ from the Union. [ may therefore admit, -
with you, that ¢ it was not until after 1746, that b
««'Scotland began to feel the beneficial effects of
Enion:” 7.e. It was not until thofe obftacles to its j.

which had been produced by caufes pcrfc&ly ; 
diftinct. 4

10 , - Thcrc
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- There appear to have been two parties in
Scotland one -of inflexible: Jacaobites,  whofe
~ ground 'of oppofition to. Union, was its tendency
o counteract their revolutionary projects. This
~ faQion would have been as averfe to fecuring the
 Hanover fucceflion by a fettlement, as by an

Union; and to the family attachments of this
. party, and not to the Union, are the rebellions
 to be afcribed.

. Another party, averfe from the Union, was yet
_content to fecure the Hanover fucceffion ;—and it

_{eems probable, that without an Union, this could
have been atchieved,

Thus both your .pofitions appear to be ill-
founded : Firf#, that in the cafe of Scotland, the
, mere altérnative was: Union of the kingdoms,
- or feparation of the Crowns: Secondly, that the
Union was the fource of the rebellions. With
the two pofitions on which they were built, your
two inferences muft alfo fall to the ground: viz
Firft, that a primary motive for the Scotch Union .
was one which does not exift to juftify an Irifh
ne : Secoudly, that Union is likely to produce
rebellion.” That the Union was, in Scotland, a
caufe of much difcontent to many,—and confe-
quently, by making the public mind more com-
buftible, contributed to feed thofe flames of rebel-
.'“horr, which other caufes had lighted up, is a pofi-

\ J | K thfl
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tion neither controvertible, nor very material ;
at leaft, it beft deferves to be recollected by thofe
who, by now zealoully-irritating the public mind,
are at once difqualifying them from the difcuflion
of a very ferious fubje&, and (I hopeé inadver-
tently) laying the angry foundations of rebellion.
But let all this be as it may, we know by expe-
rience, that without an Union,—nay, that under
circumflances the oppofite to thofe which Union would
induce, Ireland can produce a fufficiently formida-
ble rebellion :—{o formidable, that I am led to
enquire -whether a radical-change of its fituation
might not abate fo bloody and lamentable a
fertility. St 5 :

I have the Honour to be, &c.

A BARRISTER.
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LETTER VIL

70 RICHARD FEBB, ES2.

SIR,

I ASK pardon, Sir, for troubling you with
another Letter: It fhall be the laft. In writing
it, I thall continue the fame courfe which I have
hitherto purfued ; and not confine my attempts
to detefting the infufficiecy of the arguments
which you have ufed; but go into the queftion
more largely, and directly, and endeavour te

prove the fallacy of the opinion which you have
embraced,

You muft, however, permit me to begin by
{miling at your reluétance in page 36, to ¢ re-
< linquifh that domeftic Government, under whofe
foftering care,”” (now fee page 9), you tell us that
¢ Catholic peritions have been ignominioully
kicked out of the Houfe of Commons, and next
Seffion paffed: Full participatiqﬁ of Rights been
. promifed; and in the fame Seflion the ftipulated
terms refufed : Violent Grand Jury Refolutions”
~ been entered into; and ¢ other grofs and un-

fortunate
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fortunate inconfiftencies” occurred, < which dif-
graced our Parliament and Country.” It is true you
attribute this to Britifh interference ; but, though'
you fhould be warranted in doing fo, ftill it
appears to me that, if we admit the truth
of your picture, we fhould not be inconfolable
for the lofs of that ¢ Parliamentary traffic”
(p. §1), which you deplore: Of that * rank
majority”” (not the 164) from which it is your
boaft that our judges are not felected ; of that |
““ domeftic Government”’ which you reprefent
as having fo « difgraced itfelf;” (p. g), or of
that « foltering care,” to which, in our ¢ Par-
liamentary market,”” Britifh interference has found
it fo eafy to put an end (p. 9). Surely you will °
not, on reflection, perfift in your opinion (p. 37),
that ““ no compenfation can be made for ” fuch
¢ an independent Conftitution” as you have been
defcribing ; 4. e. a Conftitution, whofe indepen- |
dence depends on the pleafure of the Britith Cabi-

et: For my part, I feel that 1 fhould part fuch &
an independence with dry eyes; fuppofing your
implication true (which [ utterly. deny), that
Union is equivalent to a furrender of Irifh inde-
pendence. I have already fuggefted, and here °
beg to repeat, that Union is no more an abolition
of Irith, than of Britith independence : ‘That it *
will efface the independence of this Country, not
by making it fubjeét to, but one with Britain :—
that the fecuring to Ireland, in this coalition, an
' adequate
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adequate fhare of the- Imperial Repréfentation; is

- a matter which regards the terms, not the prin-
ciple, of Union ; and which we are not authorifed
to prefume’ will be neglected: that at prefent we
are one Empire with two Legiflatures : which,
if we adopt the eftablithed analogy between
bodies politic, and bodies ‘natural, may "be affi-
milated to one man with two wills. Ido not
recolleét that the Scriptures encourage us to ex-
pect much energy from a being thus conftituted ;
‘on the contrary, I think they inform wus that
« the double-minded man is unftable in all his
ways.”’

In p. 65, you take a flight ‘into the regions of
declamation, far beyond my power, or with to
follow. I content myfelf with the humbler pro-
vince of examining the ground from which you

- foar; and which feems to me to be an utter mif-
conception of the meahing of that author, whom
you have undertaken to anfwer. ~— He merely
cited the example of France, to fhow that the

- mcorporation ©of . federated States conduces to.
Imperial energy. . But he has no where faid that
the projected incorporation was intended to be
upon the: French model; or that it was meant
“ to render Ireland abfolutely (or at all) depen-
“ dent on.the will of Britain.” He has only
fought terfhow by example that the more intimate

. union of thofe imperially allied States, which con-

-y R ftitute
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fitute the Britih Empire, would increafe the -
force of the thus confolidated State : of that Em=
pire, which (p.25) you admit to be engaged
« in miraculous ftruggles; for the fupport of a
<« pre-eminence which fecures to every part ( and
< Ireland is @ part) its conftitution, liberties, and
« laws.” He has not faid, becaufe -€very incor-
poration has  this tendency to~ give Imperial
firength, that - therefore Ireland fhould affent to
any Union derogatory to her interefts, or ana- 8§
Jogous to what has abforbed fmaller furrounding.
States in the fweeping defpotifm of France; no
fuch thing : he has left this country free to invefti-
gate the conditions; and has only fuggefted that
Union appears calculated  to fortify, and give
energy to that Empire, the ftrength of which can-
not be indifferent to Ireland, if what you fay be
true, viz. that itis engaged ¢ in miraculous ftrug-
« gle:s for the fecurity, amongft other things, of |
<« Jrifb liberties, laws, and Conlftitution.”

You admit (p. 2¢) that Ireland fhould contri~
bute ‘proportionably to Imperial expences fo be- |
neficially applied ; and, in doing fo, you do make
that admiffion, which in p. 27 you forefee will be
imputed to you; that jo far as Union will throw
this liability upon your country, it will not be
inexpedient, or unjuft. But you objett to making R
2 Britifh Parliament appraifers of this proportion;

which you think would argue a filly and exceflive
, " confidence
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confidence in Britifh'generofity : —Irith members
would be but as one to five, &c. &c.

To this, I anfwer, that imperial queftions will,
after Union, he referred, not to a Britifh, but an
Imperial Parliament: that if the incorporation
be framed on right principles, it will' confolidate
the interefts, as well ‘as Legiflatures of the two
countries, and render all complaints of the rela-
tive paucity of Irith Members as groundlefs as a
like complaint would be from ‘the inhabitants of
Kent; and, fecondly, that the prefent relative ex-
tent of Irith contribution may be fixed by the
articles of Union ; and ‘as Ireland will, I truft,
~become fo profperous, as‘that the proportion,
ftruck now, will hereafter be manifeftly inadequate
to her relative means, the fame treaty might per-
haps provide fome juft criterion ‘of future Re-
venue adjuftment, and guard againft the rifque
of referring it to the United Legiflature, arbitra-
rily to increafe the degree of Irith liability.—
“ Hitherto,”” you inform us, p. 25, that ¢ Ireland
“ has been unable to do more than maintain her
“ own eftablifhment, which has alone produced
“ alarge debt.” On reading this pofition, one
is led to lament that the « foftering care of our
domeftic Government ” has, not more effectually -
promoted our commercial profperity; and to
doubt the reditude of the opinion which you ad-
vance (p. 37) that Ireland can derive no com-

mercial
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meicial advantage: from -an Union: atiJeaft it
feems to follow, from your ftatement, that' fhe has
not much to loofe. Andif it be obvious that fhe .
muft fuffer, or at leaft not gain commercially by
an Union, it muft be admitted that you ought to
acquit Great Britain of the no-crime! which you
have imputed to her, of feeking an Union with
financial views ; fince, in order to take money out
of the Irith purfe, fhe muft fislt put money. iIRtO
1t: where there is no,crop, there cannot be any
- tithe.: In page 2§y you fuggeit a mode- by which
Ircland ‘might ¢ contribute to leflen the Joad of
_debt which England has contraéted.” The fe-
_curing this, contribution, you, [in the {fame page,
{uppofe to bc < the Minifter’s grand -object in
the Union ;”” and your expedient for accomplifh-
ing it 1s recommended on _the authonty of Mr.
Adam Smith, |

By way of anfwn;r, I thould firft _i:xprcié my
~ doubt whether Government have any fuch objett
as; you,attribute to them. Inan ¢ outline of the
" fcheme of Union,” as lately given in one of our
pubhc Prints, it is fuppofed to make a part of that !
{cheme,that ‘¢ Great Britain thall be refponfible
for her own debt, and its redu&ion.” | i

| Secand{y, 1 would obferve, that Mr. Smlth on
whofe authority you rely; is no foe to the-princi-

ple of Union: he approved of the Scotch, and
4 récommended
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' yecommended Trith Union ; (Book 5, Ch. III) and

fo far from regarding the Irifh Channel as any
‘impediment to political incorporation, his at-
tachment to the principle overleaped the Atlantic,
and led him to fuggeft Union between Britain
and her American Colonies (ibid.) 'Therefore,
‘when you were feeking any means rather than
Union, for the attainment of an end, it was in-

judicious to refer to the authority of Adam Smith. -

‘Give me leave now, Sir, as I approach to my
‘conclufion, rather driefly and curforily, (yet I hope
not ineffetually) to attempt refuting fuch of your
‘arguments as remain unnoticed. In page 14 you
cite, with mighty triumph, the Chancellor’s pofi-
tion, that ¢ the Parliament of Ireland was alone
competent - to the affairs’ of Ireland.” Permit
me to check your pride of quotation, by whif-
pering in your ear that, after an Union, the Im-
perial Legiflature will be the Parliament of Ire-
land, (aye, and of Wales, and of Scotland, and
Yorkthire, and the Ifle of Wight,) and therefore
may, confiftently with the dotrines of my Lord
Chancellor, (to. which I heartily fubfcribe,) be
< competent 1o the affairs of Ireland.”

In page 43, you affert that different parts of Ire-
land, ¢ Dublin, Cork, and Limerick, the South,
the North, and the Weft,”” are treated by the
author_ of that pamphlet which you anfwer, ¢ as
if they were infulated bodies.” You muft pardon

L me
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me if I differ from you altogether, and think that,
on the contrary, in that pamphlet, the different
parts of Ircland are treated as if they. were,
(which they are,) intimately connected. They are
treated conformably to your own principle ; (in.
the truth of which I fully acquiefce,) viz. that
«« it is impoffible to propofe any fcheme of policy,
affeCting the welfare of one” part of Ireland
« which will not,” in fome degree, ¢ affect”
the whole. Hence it follows, ‘that in fuggefting
benefits, which might refult to Cork, or Limerick,
from an Union, your adverfary did not addrefs
himfelf to' the felfihnefs of thofe cities, but only
implied, what you admit to be true, viz. that in
promoting ¢ the welfare of one part” of Ireland,
an Union will, pro tanto, promote the welfare of
the whole.

I admit, with you, p. 44, (in truth the admiffion
is involved in what I have juft written,) that
Dublin cannot ¢ fuffer an injury, which muft not
be felt in every corner of the kingdom.” But
I encounter this affertion with another, viz. that
Cork and Limerick cannot derive advantages,
which will not be felt in every quartcr of the
kmgdom. |

What the queftion may be to the inbabitants of
Dublin I do not know; (and I fhould rather hear
their arguments upon it, than their refolutions;

10 for
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for as I am not by nature timid, refolutions do not
éppal me :)—but I am certain that 0 Ireland, the
queftion is not what Dublin, taken apart, will
lofe or .gain; but what will be the average lofs
or advantage to the whole kingdom ?  And there-
fore it is a conclufive argument to fhew that for
what is likely to be loft in one quarter of the
Country, an equivalent is likely to be acquired in
another. Fvery gain to Cork or Limerick is, in-
direély, an acquifition to Dublin; for'itis an in-
creafe of that national profperity, which will nou-
rith Dublin, as it circulates through Ireland.

But though this principle be fufficiently obvious
to impartiality, and common fenfe, yet I doubt
whether we ought to liften, without fcruple, to
the proteftations of Dublin againft an Union. I
doubt whether we thould not argue more judi-
cioufly with the jealoufies of the metropolis, by
fuggefting that the lofsto Dublin will, if any thing,
be little. It undoubtedly will lofe fome of that
wealth, and importance, which flow to it as the
feat of a diftin¢t Legiflature. But it will fhare
(and principally) in that general increafe of na-
tional profperity, which the friends to Union hope
will be_the confequence of * the meafure. It 1s,
as you obferve, (p. 43) ¢ the key to the greater
« part of I[reland ; and, from the extenfion of
« the Canals, muft ever continue fo.” Allow
me to add, that-Union will leave it this advan-

j R tage,
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tage, this fourcc of national prc cmmcnce, un‘-
difturbed. -

But befides, let it be remembered that the terms
of Union (at leaft in detail) are yet undivulged:
that part of the arrangement might be a facili-
tating this extenfion of the canals, an improving
of the port, .or holding out temptations to the
merchant to make choice of it; or in thort, (not
* to indulge in mere conjecture as to the means,)
is it not poffible that, in adjufting the terms of
Union, particular and dire? compenfation may
be made to the Metropolis, for any detriment
which fhe might fuftain, independent of that
general and indirelt equivalent, which fhe will find
in the advancement of national profperity ?

It may, and will, (I think) be found policy in
Adminiftration thus to appeafe the jealoufies of
this City; but I'am fure it is liberal, and patriotic
policy, to forget the particular interefts of Dublin,
except fo far as they make a part of the general
interefts of Ireland. “Yet, in the cafe of Scotland,
you feem to me to view the metropolis, diftinétly
from the kingdom. I do not know how elfe to
_reconcile two pafiages, which I meet in pages 45
and 49 of your pamphlet. In the firft of thefe,
lamenting over Edinburgh, you flate it as a con-
fequence of the Union, that ¢ fcarcely a fingle
“ Lord has a houfe there.”  In the fecond you

eI fay
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ay that « five inftances cannot be adduced of
¢ Scotchmen of rank, however powerful and
¢ extended their Englith conneions, whofe chief,
¢ or at leaft temporary, refidence and moft ufeful
¢ expenditure is not in Scotland.” It fhould
cem from this ftatement that the Scotch have
nly changed their refidence from one part of Scot-
and to others; and whether or not Edinburgh has
seen rendered defolate by the Union, is a queftion
vhich the eretion of rhe new town will anfwer.
For my part, I doubt whether Noblemen, and
yreat men, refiding difperfedly at their feats and
amongft their tenants, are not more ufeful to the
kingdom which they inhabit, than when collefied
nto a metropolis: I doubt whether landed propri-
etors, refiding in a chief City, and, not on their
eltates, are not a fpecies “of Abfentees. Be this
however as it may, 1 at leaft collect from your
ftatement, wherewithal to calm my terror at the
profpect which you think an Union opens—of a
oreat augmentation of our Abfentees. I do not
think it likely to encreafe them in any very great
degree ; but though. it fhould (befide that the
terms of Union might, in the department of taxa-
tion, counteract this mifchief) you have thewn me
that an Irifh ¢¢ Abfentee may be only a political
{peculator, who will in the end enrich and adorn
his native country.”

Alow me to fay, that when you give to Union
the title of Revolution, you imply what I have
' never
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never heard infinuated, that the Scotch Union, was
a Revolution : that when you call ¢ the fubfti-
tution of another Parliament in the room of the
exifting one,” (which by the way is-a wery inac.
curate defcription of the effe&t of Union,) a Res
volution, you admit that a Reform of Parliament
would be a Revolution : that when you talk of
the plain fpeaking of thofe great men who flourifh-
ed in 1683, you appear widely to miftake their
political fentiments, They did ¢ recur to refine-
ment 2’ they re¢funed, when they founded them
felves on James’s Aspication; and their res
finement arofe from a reverence for that Confti.
tution, with whofe hereditary, and other prmcl
ples, they meddled no farther than an imperic

neceflicy compelled them to do. So far from
afferting with Price, a right ¢ 20 cafbier their Gos
vernors, and chufe a Government for themfelves,’ or
publifhing with you, that they had ¢ depofed King:
James, and {ubftituted William 1n his ftead,” they
on the contrary, veiled in myfterious, and landable
refinement, that degree of interference which t ,
found it impeflible to avoid.

- And now, Sir, T have only to copgratulate you
. on being a fraftion of that mmenfe fuperiority of
Bar talent, eminence, and information, (p. §4s)
as well as nimbers, which in the Exhibition-Room
condefcended to iffue a manifefto, that much ﬁm-:‘
pler heads might have compofed! It is amiabl
. 3 oL
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o fee great minds indulge in trifling relaxation:
0 fee Swift writing Rebules, or Scipio and Lelius
cathering pebbles on the fea-fhore! But indeed
you are too fevere on the Minority : had you con-
tented yourfelf with faying, Nos Nameri Sumss,
from the bottom of my heart I fhould have acqui-
efced in the truth of the affertion; but you ought
to confider that, though the 16.4th of your praife
of the Majority which comes to your {hare, be no
greater than your modefty is able to endure, yet I
cannot affert the talent of the Minority without
claiming a thirty-fecond part of the applaufe [ give ;
which is more even of ¢ empty praife’” than my
weak ambition could digelt. We may both how-
ever join to oppofe a common enemy, and proteft
égain(’c that vile calumniator, who has dared to
fay of Lawyers, ¢ that in all points out of their
< own trade, they are the moft ignorant, and ftupid
« generation amongft us.”* From this chara&ter
of the profeffion, it is very {uperfluous for me to
tell you that I diffent; but in truth, when I recol-
lect the William-ftreet Exhibition, I am tempted
with the fame author to fay, thatitis «a pity that
< creatures endued with fuch prodigious abilities,
¢ as by the defeription you give of them, (i. e. of
< the Majority) thefe Lawyers muft certainly be,
 were not rather inftructors of others in wildom
¢ and knowledge,”’t than in violence and rafhnels.

* Swift, + Ibid,
I afk
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concluding letter; and though I have
word, in treating your arguments with fre
can with truth fubfcribe myfelf you%o,
,rcfpe& and efteem, ‘
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LETTER VIII.

SIR,

'THAT queftioning of the authority of Parlia-
ment which 1 have noticed in former Letcers, has
latterly difcarded the language of mere doubt and
infinuation, and grown to a clamorous denial of
their competence to bind this country to an Union.
In a {peech from the Throne of T'reafon, addrefl-
ed by King Fitz-Patrick* to the LLords and Com-
mons of Ireland, they are plainly told that they
¢ have no right to confent to an Union, unlefs
¢ {pecially authorized to do fo by the populace.”
His Brehon Majefty folemnly enters his barbarous
_proteft againft “ a colour of authority” in the
Trith Parliament to arrange or ratify a Treaty- of
Imperial Legiflative Incorporation ; and declares,
he ¢ ever fhall deny” their competence in this
refpet : he even, by a very dcccnt'anticipation,
beftows the epithet of Afifereant upon every
Member who fhall vote for an Union, and con-
cludes (after a few exclamations, conceived in
the genuine idiom and patcis of Jacobinifm t),

¥ See. Anti-Union, No. 6, being an Addrefs to both
- Houfes of Parliament, figned Fitz-Patrick.
1/ May the God of eternal juftice dire@ us! &ec.

M with

4



< the Court (on the contrary they bad been difobliged,
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with the pacific and confolatory refletion a—qhag ’
‘in the worlt event, Spoliatis arma Sfuperfunt,_ Led
though a mifcreant Parliament fhould plunder the
Nation of their Rights, they will not have alle
deprived them of their arms. - &

We are informed by contemporary Hiftorians, |
that while the Scottith Union was in progrefs,
what ¢ advanced the defign moft effectually, and
¢ without which it could not: have fucceeded,
¢« was, that a confiderable number of Nobleméen
< and Gentlemen, who were in no engagements with

¢ and turned out of great pofts, and fome very lately)
¢ declared for it. Thefe kept themfelves very
« clofe and united; azd feemed to bave no other inte-"
“ ref} but that of their country.’ —(lhelecreants‘),
« The Chief of thefe were the Marquis of
« Tweedale, the Earls of Rothes, Roxburgh,
« Haddington, and Marchmont. They were in
< great credit, becaufe they had no vifible bias on their
¢ minds: il ufage bad provcked them rather to oppefe.
< the Minifiry, than to cencur. When they were:
«_fpoke to, they anfwered coldly, and with great;
¢« referves, for it was expeéted they would have
« concurred with the oppofition ; and if they bad
< fer themfelves againft the Union, the defign muft
¢« bave mifcarried. But when the firlt divifion qf'
‘¢ the Houfe obliged them to declare,” (“horrefeo re- =
JSerens!) ¢ they not only joined in it, but pro- =

4 « meCd ‘
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-« moted it effeCtually and with zeal #.”’——Thefe

&’

men were miftaken for perfons of f{iri¢t inte-
grity and patriotifm, who facrificed their refent-
ments againft the Minifter to their regard for the

public weal, and were known by the title of Zbe
Squadrone. '

Adam Smith, who has wfually paffed for a
thinking man, and of fufficiently free and popular
principles, was of opinion that ¢ by an Union
¢« with Great Britdin, Ireland would ‘gain, éefides
<« the freedom of Trade, otker advantages much
 more important, and which would much more
¢ than compenfate any increafe of taxes that
 might accompany that Union t.” — A perufal
even of the paflage which I have cited, would
fhew that the writer’s judgment would not be
altered by the fact of Ireland’s having acquired a
free trade, even though fhe had obtained every
merely commercial advantage which it was in the
power of England to beftow.—But to place his
opinion beyond the reach of mifconception, I
fhall quote two other paffages, in one of ‘which
he fuppofes that; ¢ in the cafe of a Union,”
Ireland would exchange the ¢« fcramble of faétion”’
and < the fpirit of party,” for ¢ unanimity and
“ concord ;’ and in the other he offers it as his

'_Burnct;
+ Wealth of Nations.

M 1 epinion,
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“Opiniony .that_“ without an Union with ;*aﬁ 7
““ Britain, the inhabitants of Ireland are notdikely,
f¢ for many ages, to conlider themfclves ‘as one
€< people.”’ .

.

If Adam Smith were now a member of the
Irith Parliament, it feems probable that the mi/~
creant would {fupport an Union! I

The prefent learned and venerable Dean of
Gloucefter (whofe polities I apprehend to lean
rather to the popular fide), is of opinion that
‘“ an ncorporation of the two Britith iflands in
 all refpects, as to Parliament, trade, and taxes,
¢ has long been the wifth of every generous, i/~
“ intcrgfied Patriots” (there are fuch things, we
know, as interefted Patriots), ¢ of BoTH king-
“ doms.”

If Dean Tucker were a Member of the pre-
fent Irifh Parliament, it feems likely that he would
be one of thofe whom his Seditious Majefty, King
Fitz- Patrick, has decorated with the title of Mi/~
¢reant, 1nhis molt ungracions {peech to both Houfes
of Parliament.

The giddy and fuperficial Adam Smith, the ;I
ignorant Dean of Gloucefter, and the unprin- 1
cipled Squadrone, feem ail to have overlooked

that Parliamentary incompetence, which is fo ap~.
parent =
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parent to the Joyal Author of the fixth number of
“the Anti-Union.

But I am afhamed of having been fo diverted
from my main enquiry. I fhall clofe my animad-
verfions on this moft inflammatory paper, by ob-
ferving in (as I recollet) the words of the late
Mr. Burke, ¢ that there are certain writers who
<« fhould be anfwered, not by the Speculatift, but
¢« by the Magiftrate : to whofe reafon we might
« addrefs ourfelves lefs fuccefsfully than to their
¢ fears; and whom it will be more eafy to coerce
*¢ than to convince.”

Thofe who'deny the competence of Parliament
to bind the Country to an Union, by implication
controvert the validity of the Scotch incorpora-
tion : They make it a mere treaty at the fuffe-
) rance of Scotland ;s an®Union durante bene placito;
which derives ‘its whele legitimacy from the ac-
quiefcence of that nation’; and which they might
to-morrow conftitutionallv diffolve. When I re-
collect that this Union was the final and late ac-
complithment-of a wife imperial meafure, which
from the time of' Henry the Seventh had in every
fucceflive reign been purfued :——When I find two
unconnelted Parliaments practically afferting their
competence to make this great arrangement :—
When I obferve the ftayed folemnity with which
_the proceeding was condutted :—When I caflt my

eye
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eye along the lift of Commiffioners, ‘and find it
compofed of great Statefmen and cmmentnjud‘th
and Lawvers, who, &y treating under this Commif-
Jfion, recognized the competence of Parliament o’ di- .‘
refl and ratify the Treaty:—When I find that the
celebrated Lord Somers, the friend.of Addifon,
the framer of the Bill of Rights, the Lawyer and
the Statefman, fo far from doubting the autharity
of Parliament, drew up the Articles, and ¢ 'had
¢« the chief hand in proje&ing this fcheme of the
¢« Union * :—When I remember that this objec-
tion on the ground of competence was not then |
forgotten, but was #rged and over-ruled : When
I enquire of myfelf whether the Bill of Rights,
or Magna Charta, ftand themfelves on firmer
conttitutional grounds than: the Scotch Union;
when I confider that, in difputing the walidity of
this, I may be impeaching the efficacy of all
Britith A&s of Parliament which have pafied
fince (and amongft the reft the repeal of Poyn-
ing’s Law, and of the 6th of George the Firft,
and the A& of Renunciation 1) ; when all thele
confiderations prefs upon my mind, [ fhrink from -
controverting the legitimacy of the Scotch in-
corporation, and in allowing it—1I admic the
competence of the Irith Parliament to enact |
Union. ;

* Burnct, Tindal, and others.
s ofe At leaft of the firft and third,

It
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It is perhaps defcending from.a {tronger to a
weaker pofition, to notice the Septennial Bill;
but even thefe weaker grounds (if fuch they be)
will be found fufficient for my purpofe. The
fame arguments which will prove our Parliament
incompetent to" ordain an Union, would prove ‘
the Septennial A¢t an ufurpation: nay, perhaps,
would prove, that the duration of every Britifh
Parliament, from 1716 to the prefent day, has
been illegally protrated: and that a leaft all
acts, pafled in the four laft years of the exiftence
of each fucceflive Parliament, are null and void;
only tolerated by, not binding on, the pcople of
Great Britain; or at moft deriving efficacy not
from their force as ftatutes, buton the ground of
prefcription, eftablithed by popular acquiefcence.
God forbid that our Lawsand Conftitution had
no more fubftantial foundation on which to reft !
elfe, thus flenderly fupported, the breath of an
agitator might in a moment bring the whole bafe-
lefs fabric to the ‘ground. I admire not thofe
eftablithments which fall to pieces at the firlt loud
word ; which, ‘like. maffes of fnow that impend
over an Alpine ‘precipice, may overwhelm us
while we ftop to examine them—

e Non"ragisnam di lor : ma guarda ¢ pafa.”
Is it not-a proof of the weaknefs of thofe opi-

nions which I am combating—that I am able to
_ defcend ftep by ftep from thofe heights of argu-

ment
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‘ &
ment which the Scotch Union affords, and eyen”
to meet my opponents on the ground of our own

aY

Odtennial Bill, or on that of Reform? = ., =

-

) Edny  ~ L
May it not, in the former cafe, be doubted
whether, in point of theory, a Reprefentative
can abridge, any‘more than he can prolong, the
term of his own delegation, without wandering
beyond the precinéts of his deputed authority ?
But the conftitutional tendency (criés an adver-
fary) and utility of the'meafure! I anfwer, that
to urge the ufefulnefs of the A&, as the teft (aend
I admit i to be the proper teff) of its'legitimacy, is
to wave all theoretical objeltions, to the compe-
tence of Parliament. = <€ Utilitas jufti prope mater .
et #qui.” The truth of this maxim I admit, and
reft on; and, if utility be the meafure of Legifla-
tive power, we-fhall, in proving the advantages

of Union, demonftrate the competence of our

Parliament.

To the cafe of Reform, too (as I have men-
tioned in. one of ghe preceding letters) the fame -
objections which are urged in the inftance of
Union would apply; for there could Be no radi-
cal reform, without an abrogation or diminution
of many prefent franchifes, corporate and indivi-
dual, which it is not to be prefumed that the |

+ Electors intended deputing their Reprefentatives '

to abolifh or abridge. ; v 3
9 , I have, |
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1 have, in this letter, briefly confidered the
queftion of Parliamentary Competence, on the
grounds of precedent and praiice ; of the ab-
{urdmes which a denial of their competence would
lead to, and even of the mifchievous impeach-
ment of folemn conftitutional afts which it might
involve. In my next, I fhall take the liberty of

confidering more upon principle the limits of Le-
ciflative Authority.

Meantime, I muft not deny my adverfaries (if
fo obfcure a perfonage can have any) the triumph
of deteéting a feeming inconfiftency, which, with-
out my help, I fufpect they would overlook. In
my fecond letter, I have fuppofed that popular
acquiefcence might legalize the act of Parliament
which ordained an Union.

I might here obferve, firft, that the reader will
recollet -that, in my firft letter, I profeffed ¢ to
«« expofe. to the public eye the progreflive and
< unfinithed operations of my underftanding, and
« to avow. the refult of my inveftigations as they
¢ proceeded, whether that refult was doubt or
“«_conviction 3’ and alfo,that (precipitation hav-
ing feemed at that time a Bar fathion) I confefs
- to ¢ have written ” the fecond ¢ letter haftily,”’
and added, that it would, ¢ probably, be found to
bear the marks of precipitation.”

N But
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But I am able to vindicate myfelf much more
completely. A fair examination of what'I there
~ have urged, will fhow my reafoning to be this,

viz. that even thofe who regarded Union as a
‘meafure which it was beyond the ordinary com-
petence of Parliament to ordain, yet could not
deny that ¢ under fome pofiible circumftances
« Union would be eligible;”” and when thofe
circumftances occurred, I fuggefted the prudence
of having it brought about by the intervention |
of Parliament (the ordinary conftitutional organ
of the public will) whofe -a& might be con-
ftruftively ratified by public acquiefcence and
adoption. |

I'did not then allow the defe&t of Parliamen-
tary authority, or confequent neceflity for popular
ratification, but endeavoured to thow that (even
admitting, for the Jake of argument, the incompe-
tence of Parliament) yet it might, under certain
circumftances, be conftitutional policy to wink at
their affumption of powers beyond thofe which
in ftrié theory they pofleffed, and towards for-
tifying their decifion —to recur to the dangerous
doctrine of popular acquiefcence, not as a good,
but as the leffer evil: to recur to it (as at the
Reévolution) not as a general rule, but as a rare
gxception, ' ' -

All
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‘Al1 this was, I think, perfectly confiftent with
my prefent reafoning ; though, certainly, my opi-
nion is much more made -up (both on principle
and the fage maxim of fare decifis ) than 1t was
when I wrote that letter as to the competence of
Parliament to enact an Union. '

1 have the honour to 'be, &c.

A BARRISTER. -

Na LETTER
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SIR,

33

ST ST ITRINIR
Ir the compctcnce of Parliament make a1y part
it makes a preliminary part of the Queftion con-
cerning Union ; inafmuch as it would be very
idle to difeuls the advantages of a meafure which
the ‘Legiflature was not authorifed to atchieve, -
In my laft letter, 1 contended for the competence
of Parliament on the grounds of precedent and
prallice, and of the mifchiefs and inconvenience
which muft follow from a denial of it ; in my
prefent I fhall examine the queftion more on
principle.

« The power and jurifdiction of Parliament,
fays Sir Edward Coke, (4 Inft. 36) is fo tranf-
cendant and abfulute, that it cannot be confined within -
any bounds. It hath, (adds Blackftone) fovereign
and wncontrolable authority, &c. ; this being the
place whbere that ABSOLUTE, DESPOTIC POWER, -
which muft, -in all Governmeuts, refide SOMEWHERE,
15 intrufted by the Confiitution of thefe kingdoms. All
operations -that tranfcend the ordinary courfe of |
the laws, are within-the reach of this extraordi-
nary Tribunal. It can regulate or new-model

the fucceflion to the Crown: it can alter the
8 , Efta-




[93]

. ftablithed Rehgxon of the land': 72 can cbaﬂge,’

and create afr!ﬂ) even the C'anﬁzmtzm af the Kingdom,
as was dome by 'the aft of Union't it cany 'in fbort, do

every tbmg that is not naturally zmpaﬁﬁle and there-

fore fome have not ferupled to call its power, by

a figure rather too bol& the Ommpotcnce of Par~
hament* P A aw g (¥
s ' : f41

) Y13 \ , Y. gava.Ruodl) g9ty

oy c’oi'ffcﬁ 1 am” ﬂerrlzeH How 20y Lateyér'can,
with | e preCeaé'm ‘of"*the A& "of “‘Uttion" before
his eyes, and in the face of thefe d"ﬂa of Judge
Blackftone, and our” chief Tuminary * of’ the ‘law,
Sir Ed\#vard'Coke, deny ‘the competence ‘of Par-
hament to bind this'Country to.an Union.  Yet
the Report of 'the Ba¥ Debatet dées, a5 recol-
lect, 'attrlbuté {hCh dennl to fome of the Lawyers
who took part in it; and a moff refpe&abie Mem-
ber! of the profeﬁion, (Mr "JebbY i in page 60 of
his’ gamphTet . vely‘folcmnly ¢alls'on Parliambent
“ o wpau:lf'e, and” ﬁﬂé" themfclms whether they
«werd,’ ﬂvght’rj appdm_ted Legiflatots, efidowed

[ 8 .

* Blackftone’s Commentaries, Book 1. Chap. 2.

t, o dB truth,whqugh it be i in a great degree a colleftion of
Speeches 0p,01% fide, yet the contradx&ory ground; taken by
‘different opponéms of Union, has | given it a fair claim to the
title of aDebarél It'was a {orvof inteftine debate (or tumult)
amongft the Members of the Majonty, (1f we are to believe
‘the Report.) - "1 9 v ©

1 Enntlcd‘aReply to Arguments for and again{t an'Union.

N , ¢« with

. L W R ——
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¢ with a pawer of doing that which he pro-
. nounces Union to atchieve ;” and he proceeds
to affert that « good and learned men may well :
“ be juftified in affirming that, without the pre-
« viousaffent of the people, they (the parliament)
“ have no fuch right,” as to enact Union, I might
perhaps hearken to the arguments of thofe Gen-
tlemen; (though even this would be a very dan-
gerous queftioning of conftitutional points which
have already been eftablifhed and atted on) but
fo long as they confine themfelves to mere a/fertion,
I muft beg leave to oppofe to them the authority
of Coke and Blackftone, as a very fufficient re-
futation : ‘nay, I muft confider that great lcgal.
Statefman, Lord Somers, as having fully adopted
the dorines of Lord Coke, with. refpet to the
abfolute and boundlefs * competence of Parliament; ‘
1 muft_confider the, thare which he took m pro-
moting the Scotch Umon, as a practical commen-
tary on the text of Coke; and muft add hlS (Lord
Somers’ s) very conftitutional authority in fupport
of my opinion, that the Parliament of Ireland is
competent to enact Union,

For ‘my part, though 1 have no where denied
the jurifdiction of Parliament to be thus extenfive,
- (but, on the contrary have afferted it,) yet, asa

) -

* i.e. To which the Principles of the Conflitution have fet
no limits, : : -

Lawfcr,
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Lawyer, I blufh to recolleét that, with the au-
thority of three great conftitutional Lawyers, as
to the principle before my eyes, and with that
principle reduced to pra&ice in the cafe of the
Scottith Union, I afferted it fo doubtfuly as I have
done in my fecond Letter: where my hefitation
to pronounce more confidently and directly, that
 Parliament, in enafting Union, would not exercife
“ an exorbitant power,” muft, I confefs, be fet
down either to the account of that ¢ precipita-
tion,” of which I predicted that the letter ¢ would
be found to bear the marks”—or of that culpable
diffidence in my own opinion, which fuffered me
to be dazzled by great profeflional names, and
deluded by thofe clamours againft the competence

of Parliament, which at that time were ignorantly
or infiduoufly raifed.

‘ Abfolute power muft, in all Governments,
refide fomewhere;”” * and therefore the Britith
Government is diftinguithed from others, not by
being lefs abfolute than they are, but by having
its defpotifm more fafely and beneficially lodged.

“In a colle@ion of political Effays, publifhed
(under the title of the Patriot) in this City in the

year 1792, occur the following obfervations ; in
the truth of which I am difpofed to acquiefce.

* Blackftone’s Commentaries.

« Abfolute
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is leaft likely to be -abufed; which is accom-

tion.*

\;I‘hat defpotifm then, which is effential to
Governments, the political fyftem of the Britith
Iflands has lodged with their Parliament., This
affembly is, by the principles of -our Conftitution, :,;:
arbitrary.  Its power, fays Sir Edward Coke, is

[ g6 1 ~

States and in the placing of this power, COn-
fitts the faultinefs, or excellence, of particular
Conftitutions ; the art is to lodge it where it

plithed, when Sovereignty 1S not the privilege
of any one clafs, but the refult of powers ap-
portioned amongft them, all. . Wherever ‘the
fupreme force is not thus diftributed, but is
confined to fome one portion of the commu-
nity, fo that whilft this clafs rules, the reft have
1o controul, the chatadter of the Government
appears to me to_be tyrannical. By fhifting
the place of defpotifm, you do not change its
nature: Lodgeit with the Prince, or lodge it
with the people, it ftill retains its charatter
unimpaired. - Tyranny is arbitary power placed
in men: Placed (as it were) beyond them, and
confifting in the energy refulting Sfrom ballanced.
powers, the fame: defpotifm will become good
Government, - and form the Britifh Contftitus

£}
:
J
f
s
2
('S

« tranf-

# Patriot, Eflay 7th..

*
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« ranfeendeht, abfoluté, and cannot be confined
<« within any bounds:”” ¢ Tt can do every thing,
9% fays Blackftone, that is not naturally impoflible,”’
But th@uo‘h Parliament, by the principles of
our Conftitution, be defpotlc, yet beinz a mixed
Tribunal, whofe powers fow to it from the va-
rious interefts and orders of the State, this dcfpo-
tifm is never likely to be abufed, or _perverted
from being a means of prmeéhon, to ‘being an
inftrument of oppreflion to the people; and herein
confifts the *beorenc value of the Brmfh Confti-

Ta WRPNETYW O ND T WL TN WYY

turion.

T s S e LT

«« It is (to adopt the language of that Pamph-
let which I have alréadyscited) the peculiar
and fundamental excellence of the Britith Con-
flicution, that 4t is the moft effectual mode
¢« which has evetisbeen devifed, for collecting
the fenfe of @ whole, civiiized people, and
« difcovering that_path, along which authority
 may move without trampling on the interefts
¢« of any order in the State.””*
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~ Parliament is, (in theory,) but tl the refervoir of

thofe prlﬂleces, of which the wvarious fources are

in the Seate; and to difpute its authority is to

deny the exiftence of thof: powers in the nation,
W ) :

PR,
ey . *® Patriot, Effay 1j3th.
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which, by the ﬁame and nature of its polid '
{yftem, muft, while the Conﬂltutlon'-laﬁs,}%
exclufively with its Parliament: That Parliament,
of which Black{tone pronounces, that, ¢ What it
¢ doth, no aul:honty upon earth can unde g |

V 5 |
It appears then that the fecurxty,fmm opprel-

fion which the Britith {yftem of Gweﬁrﬁment af-
fords to the governed, confifts, not in" the [zmztfd
anthority of that Parliameant, whofe powers, on
the contrary, are ¢ abfolute, and boundleﬁs,” but
arifes from the organization “of this Sovereign
affembly; which is fo conftitited as to mvolvc
within itfelf an aniidote to the oppreflive ten-
dencies of that vaft pewerwhich it poffefies.

There 15, by the fpirit of the Britith fcheme 3

of Government, fuch community, (or rather
1dentity) of interefty’between the Legiflature and
the fubject, as renders every important and
widely-operative Legiflative arrangement a kind
of treatment and eompromife, terminating the
peaceful conflicts of thofe various powers and
interefbs in'the ftate, from which Parliament i 15, as
it werey extracted, and all which it reprefents.

This community of intereft, traceable to va-
rious caufes, may, amongft others; be referred
to £ the democratical principle, equal law,”
“ which fingularly pervades the whole of the
¢ Britith Conf’cltutlun, rendering the higheft

¢ ranks
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l “ ranks (fhort of Royalty) in the Legiﬂatﬁre,
- ¢ and even the defcendants of the Blood Royal,
€ Jubjelt to the fame laws, and the fame burdens:

«“ with the meaneft citizen *.”’

In this principle of Ifonomy, we fee no flight
- protection againft the tyranny which might grow
out of the arbitrary powers of Parliament, Le-
giflators will not be prompt to ena& fevere
laws, or impofe heavy burdens, when they them-
felves are, in common with others, to fecl the
harfhnefs of thofe laws, and the weight of thofe
impofitions ; and as we have already feen that, by
the Conftitution, our Legiflature is defpotic, what
I have been urging in the latter paragraphs tends
to fhew that it ought 10 be Jo; that it may be fo,
confiftently with the liberties of the fubject.

y  If I have fucceeded in proving the Irith Par-
liament to be poffefied of defpotic power, it is
- fuperfiuous to enquireswhether it be competent to
- bind this country.to an Union. Indeed it is fome-
thing worfe than fuperfluous to attemp: defining
the political limits of arbitrary power ; and fet-
- ting out the metes and bounds of defpotifm.—If
Coke and Blackftone be right, our Legiflature is
ablolute ; and if abfolute, of courfe it is compe-
- tent to.enaét Union. Lord Somers and his col-

' 4 * Mitford’s Hiftory of Greece, c. 8 468, 1,

02 leagues



land and Scotland is invalid. The ';é. 1 cor t-
quences of fuch a doétrine I have detaﬂe in my
laft letter. \

I 4 grr =1

L

Indeed Parliament muft excrcnfe“mﬁf found dif-
cretion, thofe tranfcendant powt'rs'of‘ which it is’
poffeffed; for it esercifés them at its peril—
Their authority will ceafey.if they abufe the truft |
repofed in them, and tirn againft the people that
fupremacy which Ihould‘ be exerted for their be-"
nefit, ;

Thus (to fuppofe a'cafc) Parliament is mcom-
petent capricioufly to enalt that all private pro-
perty under a certain amount fhould, without the’
guilt of the Proprietors, be confifcated; or that
every male child chroughout .the kingdom, which
was born’ after a certain day, fhould be put to
death by its-own parents. But why is the auho-
rity of Parliament inadequate to the accomphfh-
ment <of fuch odious alls of tyranny ? Not be-
caufe the principles of the Britith Conftitution "‘
have fet limits to the tranfcendant powers of -
Parliament; but Jecaufe fuch deteftable decrees |
would be a violation of the eternal duties, and '
unalienable rights of human nature; thofe rights
of which no artificial inftitutions could diveft men:
becanfe fuch decrees would include in them  a

dlﬁ‘olutlon :
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f:"idiffolution of the whole form of Government g
and ¢ repeal all pofitive laws, by annihilating the
Sovereign power:”* Jecaufe, let the Parlianent
be, in theory, what it might, fuch decrees would
prove it in practice to be a yoke, which the peo-
ple were entitled to fhake off; and to appeal
fiom its oppreflion to firft principles, and to the
fword.

This is the only ¢ fupreme or inberent power
which remains in the people;”f and cin be the
only one which Mr. Locke intends, for if he in-
finuated that they pofieffed any other, his pofition
would be unfounded.  This power in the people
is paramount to all political eftablifhment; and,
fo far from being a conflitutional power, refults
from, and pre-fuppofes whe deferution of the Con-
fitution. For the errors of Parliament the Con-
| flitution (content to guard againft them) gives
no redrefs. From thé'decifions of the Legiflature
there is no appeal, but to the fword; nor will this
appeal lie, except in defperate cafes, which hu-
man laws will inot fuppofe, and events for which
the Conftitution has made no provifion.

~ As to requiring that popular affent, whether
previous or fubfequent, which Mr., Jebb and

* Blackftone’s Commentaries.
4+ Locke on Government,

others




E 102 1§ | g

others deem neceflary towards the ratlﬁ,ﬁ&

a Legiflative adt, I, on xeﬂe&mn, prc)te{t %gpﬂ: 4
the doctrine as highly unconftmtut:u)n:al,f .t deny the
privilege of the people to legiflate, {ave by thcw

Reprefentatives, and the neceflity for, their affent,
towards validating an Aét of Parh%mmt, I main-
tain, that to invelt the populace with that weso, -
which is xmphed in requiring their affent to any -
Parliamentary ordinance,* would’ degrade Par-

liament from its fupremacy.to a-mere State Coun-

cil, dependent arbitrio popularis aure, and would
change our mixed Conftitution into an abfolute

democracy. No: Rights:of Eleftion, Trial by
Jury, and the Right.of Petitioning either the Ex-
ecutive or any branch of the Legiflature, form

the whole of the dcmocratuc power which our

Conftitution has c&nceded diretly to the p-ople;
and -¢¢ fo long as.that Conftitution lafls, we may
““ venture to affirm that the power of Parliament

“ is abfolute, and without controul.”+

But Union (cries a declaimer) annihilates our
Conftitution; and, therefore, even admitting the

principle of the learned commentator, Parliamen-

tary {upremacy is at an end !

I would have fuch a declaimer, before he pro-
cceds to wafte his breath, recolle& that Blackftone

* Mr. Jebb’s Reply, p. 6o.
+ Blackftone’s Commentaries. -
5 | ~ entertains

S
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entertains a widely different opinion; and con-
' ives Parliamentary fupremacy to be not only
: adequate to regulating the fucceffion to the Crown‘,-
‘and altering the cftablithed religion, but to news
~modelling the Contftitution, as was done by the
‘aft of Union. He will find that, according to
Judge Blackftone, an a& of Union will néet fer-
winate, though it change, the Conftitutiony for,
in page 160, he pronounces Parliament to be com-
‘petent to enaé Union; and, in page-161, he im-
plies that the authority of the Legiflature cannot
‘outlaft the Conflitution.

ut Revolution; from its as there lies no ap-
peal but to the God of Batdes. "The fupremacy
of our Legiflature is the Vital fpirit of our Ffta-
blithment, and when it is departed, the Conftit-
a@'on has expired. :

- Then let us not dotbt the competence of our
Parliament, fince in doing fo, we doubt the ex-
iftence of our Cenflitution: let us confine our
to what is alone their proper obje&t—:he
probable cffe&s-of Union on the public weal.
Let us inquire whether it would be prudent, in
:;%e'prefcn-t ftate of the world, to fortify that Em-
Fe which is the glorious and interefting cham-
itondfmwl liberty, good government, morality,
t&p:hgmn? this Empire which ftands almoft

/!'1!‘
o

fingly




R T . - b cafliaa B . 4

[ 104 ]

fingly in the breach that French atms mﬂpxu
ples have made in the fafety and happinefs of
Furope ? that Empire, with which Ttruft that we
fhall ftand, and with which I am _cgpl‘aiqg‘"&that
fhould fall? Wbether the late rebellious ftorm,
which has burft upon our hcads, and.the prefent
louring difcontents, that difcourage us from hopin
ftrongly for tranquillity to come, render it inexpe
dient ‘to change the fitnation from which thof
mifchiefs and thofe terfors fprung? . Whethet
Union, though it were but to promote our tran:
quillity, would not thercby improve. our com
merce? Whether Irith difcontents be not a fource
of danger, alarmy and expenditure to England,
and whether, as fhe granted advantageous termi
of Union ta.Scotland, it be not now her interel
(by which fhe istlikely to be guided) to conced
fuch liberal terms to Ir¢land as will give this king
dom prefent content, and lay no feeds of futur
difaffe@ion? Whether, by confolidating the t
Realms into one, and infeperably entangling the
intereft together, we may not transform Britif
{elfifhnefs * from a caule of apprehenfion to am
* tive.of confidence? In fhort, whether by ide
tifying our interefts, we do not remove all groul
of jealoufy, and render the welfare of Ireland

* T do not mean to infinuate that felfithnefs is a characl
riftic of the Britifa Nation: I mean only that national
which muft belong to every country. '
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mere profperity of Britain?  Whether fome abufes
in our '‘Government have not been a confequencc

of our diftinétnefs, and would-not terminate with
their caufe? Whether, if the Legiflatures were

- incorporated, a greater fhare of political power

&

might not; without endangering the Proteftant-inte-
reft, be extended to the Catholics, than in the
opinion of many, can under our prefent circum-
ftances be conceded, confiftently with the fafety
and afcendance of the Eftablithed Church?
Whether we be one people now ; and whether 1t is
not defirable that we fhould be {o?

Thefe, and fuch as thefe, are the inquiries'which
fhould be made. If the refult of the difcuffion
be an opinion that Union is ineligible, let the peo-
Pple exercife their legitimate rights, by petitioning
againft the meafure; but if the refultbe a convic-
tion of its advantages, let no audacious flanderer
of our Conftitution difpute the competence of the

~ Parliament'to fecure the welfare of the people,

e I have the honour to be, &c.

A BARRISTER.

o LETTER
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LETTER X,
70 THE CATHOLICS OF IRELAND.

MY COUNTRYMEN,

I do not addrefs you for the purpofe of prema-
turely recommending that Union, of which, until
the conditions be divulged, the advantages can-
not be known, but merely of inquiring how far it
may be expedient for you to raife a preliminary
oppofition to.the Meafure; to refift the abftract
principle of Incorporation, and reject every Union,
be its terms and nature what they may.

Your religious tenets are different from mine 5 -

but, as Irithmen, we have a common intereft; and
I refpe@t you and myfelf too much to introduce
the principle of this impo:tant Meafure to your
favour, on the ground of its being likely to pro-
mote  the peculiar aggrandizement of your Body.
I fhould difapprove of any plan, the fpirit of

which was to exalt the Proteftants at your ex-
pence, or you at theirs. 1 difliked the Penal

Code on this account; becaufe it wounds my

Irifp feelings, -and rather violates my political

principles,
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principles, to make Proteftant Security depend
on Catholic Depreffion: and if our prefent circum-
ftances render it neceffary to throw up an entrench-
ment of Catholic difqualification round the Re-
ligion of “the State, I am only the more difpofed
to change the fituation from which fo invidious a
neceffity has flowed. 1 fhould not unwillingly ex-
change thofe circumftances which make it hazar-
dous to exercife a found and liberal policy ; which
force us to a& on the exception, and not upon the
#ule — for a fituation, where liberality and juftice
would be difcretion, and where imperial wifdom
would rifque nothing in ordaining that the Ipha-
habitants of Ireland fhould form one People.

You would liften with {corn to a recommenda-
tion of the principle of Union, on the mere
ground of its producing exc/ufive benefits to you ;
fuch a recommendation would be an infult to
your patriotifm ; it would imply, that you pre-
ferred the fplendour of your Sect to the interefts
of your Country, and remembered fo well that

you were Catholics as to forget that you were
Irifhmen,

I think you might, confiftently with the duties
‘which you owe your country, fo far attend to the
interefts of your Religion, as to refufe your affent
to @« political Meafure which tended farther to
. ahridge thofe political powers-or profpeéts, which
§ = | '3 are
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are already too limited to warrant us in expecting
that you fhould readdly acqmefce in their farthcr
diminution. . .l |

It is beyond doubt that Union will not curtail
your prefent fhare in the powers of the State ; and
I think it cqually obvious, that it will not abrxdgc
your reafonable hopes or profpe@s of farther
political advancement.— Indeed I go farther : —
I doubt whether it may not fecure your prefent
acquifitions, and brighten and enlarge your views;
but to you I am confident it would fuffice, that
Union fhould not abridge them. . And, as your
Country would be too equitable to require of
you any facrifice of thofe limited powers which
you enjoy at prefent, fo if thefe and their at-
tendant hopes be lcft inviolate and unimpaired,
you would generoufly abftain from inquiring far-
ther with refpe& to your peculiar interefts, and
would . confider the meafure on the more exten-
five and patriotic grounds of its probable effeét
on the profperity of Ireland.

You would not hamper the queftion of Union
with your claims, or feem to barter Conftitutional
change for Catholic privilege ; for this would re-

femble a prefeience of your particular aggran-

d;zement, to the general interefts of your Coun- =
try; a merging of.the with for Irifh welfare in

the more fordid defire for Catholic .importance.
. . No,
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No, my Countrymen ; you will take a more libe-
1al view of the queftion; and will approve or
condemn, as it fhall appear conducive to the ad-
~vantage or injury of your Country. If the mea-
{ure feems injurious, you will conftitutionally (by
petition) oppofe it, notwithftanding it thould feem
calculated to raife the confequence of your Body:
if beneficial, you will not give it a felfith and pro-
vifional fupport; you will not rifque. its dofs. by
entangling it with your claims, or clog with thefe
the progrefs of a plan which you ‘think likely to
promote the happinefs of Ireland.!. You will, in
fhort, exercife a difintereftednefs, that thall juftify
the fupport which I in common with many others
have uniformly given to your pretenfions. Nor
jare. your mterci’rs very likely toduffer from fuch
patriotifin ;. for, recolle@ your numbers, and the
pature of that property which you principally
‘poflefs, and then let me -inquire of you, firf,
‘Whether any -meafure, advantageous' to Ireland,
muft mot be beneficial tosthofé Catholics who form
fuch a mejority of Iiith population ? — fecondly,
Whether any influx of commercial emolument,
which Union'may produce, muft not flow moft

beneficiaily toithe Catholic Body ?

- Having premifed thus much, you will not fup-
pofe that 1 mean to addrefs myfelf infultingly to
your-felfifhnefs, or to impute to you a difpofition

o0 facrifice the public weal to your own particu-

{“ : lar
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lar advantage, if I fuggeft my opinion, and ftate
the grounds on which 1 have adopted it; that

Union is calculated to render the conceding to
your body an increafed participation in political
power, more (feemingly if not really) compatible
with Proteftant interelt, than fuch conceflion |
might be at prefent. |

Turn your thoughts to fome of the prefent op-
ponents to Union ; recollet their fentiments, as
to your emancipation, and judge whether it be
unlikely that they obje to this Imperial meafure,
becaufe they think, with me, that it may open to
Catholics the hope of being admitted to addi-
tional privileges; becaufe they conceive it to be
calculated to abate, not Proteftant Afcendancy,
(for that I would preferve) but that abufe of
Proteftant Alfcendancy which may have galled
you.

Refle&, that the {pirit of Jacobinifm is abroad ;
and that the chief objeéts of its feduétion are thofe
lower- clafies of the State, which, in Ireland, your
Religion very principally embraces. Is it not the
intereft of the Government to adminifter an anti-
dote to {uch feductions ?

How does Jacobinifm feduce its victims? By
grafiing temptation on difaffection: by enume-
rating, dwelling on, exaggerating, their prefent -

il gricvances,
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- grievances, if fuch they have, or impofing on
 their ignorant credulity, by the invention of ima-
ginary oppreflions; by then tempring their tur-
bulence and ambition, with the hope of f{poil,
power, and dignity, as the fruit of infurre&ion.

Is it not found policy in Government to coun-
teract thefe feductions? to cherith attachment
to the eftablithment, by the conceffion of bene-
fits under it ?  to oppofe to thofe Jacobin tempta-
tions which lie beyond the Conftitution and cannot
come into poffefiion till it be fubverted, more le-
gitimate attractions, lying within the Conftitution,

and which give the people an obvious motive for
revering and preferving ic?

If fuch be the interet of Government, then
Catholics have in the maxims of found policy, and in

the fituation of the world, a ground for hoping for
farther kindnefs from the State.

But why have not thofe maxims, and this fitu-
ation operated ? To a certain and indeed very
liberal degree, they have. If our prefent diftinét-
nefs raife an obftacle to their farsber operation, the
doing away of this diftin&tnefs will remove the im-
- pediment, and leave to the Catholic claims the
unqualified efficacy of this beneficial maxim,

But
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But Catholics ought in difcretion,™ as Ml
as juftice, to leave it to the Imperial. changc
to bring about this confequence itfelf, They
fhould not mix their claims in the difcuffion,
and thus: perhaps obftruct the fuccefsiof 2ath ;
but thould leave it to this political arrangement
at once to advance their interefts, and ‘gradually
to difpeife their fears and jealoufies of the Pros
teftant, by fhewing him that {fuch advancement is
compatible with his fafety.

In becoming advocates for the principle of
Union, it feems to me that the Catholic. Body
might praitically refute the charge of huving aim-
ed at feparation; and“if (which I do not pro=

nounce to be the cafe) there has, in the courfe of |

their canvals for political privilege, = arifen any
prejudice, or animolity, which is bere an obfta-
cle to their claims — it appears that at leaft

W
’3

Union would refer thofe ¢laims to a diftant and

impartial tribunal ; while that imperial change
which confolidated the nhabitants of both iflands

into-one peopl:, conflituents of one Legiflature,

would fo alter the proportion of Protettant to
Cathelic Elestor or “Reprefentative, as to filence
thofe objetions which now are urged, on the

ground that by admitting Catholics to a #minal -

equality, we fhould (coniidering their numbnrs)
admit them to an afual [uperiority.
An
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. An unfuccefsful, though pleafant attempt has
 been made (by one of the Wiriters on Union)
~ to turn into ridicule that paflage in the Pamphlet.
. aitributed to Mr. Cooke, in which this.change of
. proportion is noticed. Mr. Cooke has not faid,
~ that if Catholics be now three to one in Ireland,
an Union would make them ceafe to hold the
. fame proportion s but he has implied, that after
- am Union, the ratio of Catholic to Proteftant Im-
perial .franchife (whether of electing or being
elected) would be altered. Thus fuppofe Catho-
lics and Proteftants throughout. the Empire, to
5 ..be invefted after the Union, indifferentlv, . and
- cqually, with_thefe },I‘lVllCmtS, the mafs of ‘Pro-
¢ teftant property and’ population (taking both
" iflands together) exceeds that of the Catholic
. Religion ; it followsy( therefore, that, after an
, - Union, the difabiities which attach upon religion
might ceafe, yet the balance of power remain
with the P ot:ftants, for the protection of the
 Eftablithed Church. 'Thefe . confiderations . feem
to lead to the conclufion, that a Legiflative Union
might improye the profpeéts of Catholics with
- refpelt toprivilege.

It is frue, the competence of Parliament to
«ena& Union 1s, by fome profcflional Genilemen,

difputed ; but I confole myfelf on this head, by
the following collations:

i
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'« The Parliament has no right to chahge thc '

Conftitution.’ —Goald "

¢« The Parliament can change thc Conftitu.
tion,”—Blackfione.

« It has been afferted that the Parliament has
by the Conftitution a power to form an Union, #2-
controuled by the fenfe of the People. 1 fhall

deny that doltrine to- the laft moment of my |
life.”—Drifcoll 1.

« The power of Parliament is fo abfolute, that
it cannot be confined within any bounds.”—

Lord Coke.

(14
(49
(14
(41
s
(¥4
€«

(41

Jone,

« It hath wuncentroulable authority ; being the
place where defpotic power is entrufted 2y zhe
Conftitution. It can change the Conftitution ;
as was done by the 48 of Union. The devolu-
tion of power fo the people at large, includes in
it~ a diffolution of the whole form of Government,
and reduces all the Members to their origi-
nal ftate of equality; amnibilates the Scvereign
Power ; and repeals all pofitive laws.”—Black-

* Mr. Goold’s Addrefs, p, 63.
+ Bar Debate.

Reunis



‘*meel my Countrymcn. I afk pardon Ebr
mg written this letter wrth a degree of hafte
unfuitable to the importance of its fuqu& I
1 ve written it honeftly : it is, befides, only pre-
liminary to thofe enquiries with Wthh{gI thall
1 oublt you in my next, as to what are your pre-
fent profpe&s, and in .what way tht:f?f«?a,'r"é/ likely
10 be affetted by an Union.

¥ _*.‘".‘

| Your falthful Friend and @ﬁ’untfylnan,
= | 5 ABARRISTER.
1 : S
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