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ADVERTISEMENT.

SEVERAL perfons of whofe judgment I think
highly, (though they may not feem,in the prefent
inflance, to have exercifed it fuccefsfully,) having
exprefled a defire that thofe Arguments which I
lately ufed in Parliament, thould appear in priat,

I am induced, by their requeft, to obtrude myfeif
upon the Public.

On the fubject of Parliamentary Competence, I
expect that I fhall not be thought to have gone into
an exceflive length of difcuffion, when it is recol-
lected that there is fzarcely a Lawyer, whether in or
out of Parliament, who has oppofed an Union,
without alfo difputing the authority of Parliament
to enact one: that their authority has been fre-
quently and explicitly denied, in fevera! Publica-
tions. which have lately appeared ; and that the_'
queftion of Parliamentary Competence is highly

smportant, and even preliminary ; fince it would be

4 a wafte
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a wafte of time to difcufs the advantages of a

meafure, which the Legiflature was not competent
to conclude. !

Having, in the following pages, enlarged upon
fome topics, which, when fpeaking in the Houfe
of Commons, 1 felt it to be my duty to treat more
concifely; having fupplied, from my notes, or my
memory, fome arguments, which from fimilar mo-
tives, or from inadvertence, I there omitted ; and
having even given admiffion to fome new reafon-
ings which occurred to me. whilft I wrote, I have
thought it advifeable to throw the whole into the
thape of an AppRrESS T0 THE PEOPLE oF IRELAND;
of which, however, what I faid in Parliament will

be found to form the fubftance and foundation.

SPEECH,
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HAVING the honour of a Seat in the Legifla-
ture of this country, and holding an opinion on
the important queftion now under difcuflion, from
which many refpe@able and virtuous perfons, and
no fmall pottion of my countrymen, feem to diffent,
I feel myfelf to be warranted (I will not fay called
on) to difclofe the foundationms of that opinion
which I entertain.

In addrefling myfelf to the People, I appeal not
to their authority. The neceffity for their fanction
to any act of their Legiflature; I proteft againft, as
a principle {ubverfive of our mixed form of govern-
ment; and 1ntroductive of abfolute democracy in
its room. But that popular approbation of a pub-
lic meafure, which is not requifite towards giving
it validity, may yet be defirable towards giving it
effet; towards promoting general tranquillity ;
towards multiplying and maturing the benefits of
the law; towards conciliating that people, whofe
fentiments it is the fre¢ fpirit of the Britith {yfiem to
refpeét 4 and giving to the fubjets’ acquiefcence in

B the
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the decrees of their fupreme Legiflature, a more
cordial and zealous charater, than that of mere

allegiance to the Conftitution. 'y

X
My opinions on the momentous fubjet now
before us, are fhortly thefe; that an Union on fair
and proper terms would be beneficial to this coun-
try; and that fuch an Union we are likely to obtain.
To juftify thefe opinions, will be the object of the
following pages.

In confidering this queftion, let me be permitted
to premife what I conceive to be material, as pre-
Liminary ‘grounds.

The Britith Iflands confiitute one Empire. Their
imperial Union is not the mere refult of a tem-
porary and accidental Union of their Crowns on
the fame head : the Crowns (if I may fo exprefs it)
are confiitutionally blended: His Majefty’s being
King of Great Britain is the fine qud non, and effi-
cient caufe, of his being King of Ireland : he is our-
Monarch ipfo facto of his being the Sovereign of
our fifter "country; and to deha; (or at leaft to a&t
on {uch denial) the truth of the pofition, which I
have above laid down, that the Britifh Iflands form
but one Empire, would be treafon againfi the prin-
ciples of the Iri/h Conftitution.

Now let us, for argument, fuppofe that the entire
of our eftablifhment, except this one principle of
imperial
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imperial Union, were effaced, or rather that it had
not come into exiftence * ; and fuppofe that, addrefi-
ing ourfelves to fome modern Solon, we fhould
inquire how many independent Legiflatures this
one Empire ought to contain 2>—Do you think it
likely that he would recommend more than one P—
Would the Lawgiver diftrat one Empire with two
imperial wills? Might he not even fuppofe you
bantered, and that your terms were contradictory,
when you talked of two fupreme Legiflatures in
the fame Empire >—Might he not pronounce of
fuch a fiate, as Stephano did of Caliban, that it
was  a moft delicate monfler, with two voices "

If fuch muft, 4 priori, be the opinion of a wife
man, I feem warranted to infer, that fo farasa
Legiflative Union allots a fingle Legiflature to a
fingle Empire, it is a rational and wholefome
meafure :—that fo far as it provides that one Empire
{hall no longer be expofed to the rifk of waver-
ing, languidly, and inertly, between the diffen-
tient fyftems of 7wo Parliaments, Union is the car-
rective of a dangerous anomaly.

The difeuffion might be pufhed yet farther
between the lawgiver and the inquirer = the former

* Lord Minto has fince adopted the fame mode of reafoning.
In p. 132 of his Lordfhip’s printed {peech, he fays, ¢ Is it not
$¢ fair, while we are difcufﬁng the conditions under which two
¥ countries are to be united, to confider what would have been
“ the cafe, if they had been one from the beginning

B2 might
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might pronounce, that the Empire, thus conftis
tuted, would find in fuch duplicity of Legiflature,
a likely fource of prefent weaknefs, and the: feeds
of future feparation: that a difference of opinion,
or fyftem, between the two Legiflatives, t muft
paralyfe the general force of the Empire ; and that
as well the more vaguely malcontent, as the
direct enemies of the connexion, might (the former
inadvertently, the latter by defign) make this
legiflative  diftinélnets, the -means for bringing
about a feparation.

If fuch maxims, as I have been thus attributing
to our fuppofed legiflative oracle, be warranted,
the inference feems to be equally well founded ;—
that fo far as the tendency of Union is to limit the
Britith Empire to one Legiflature, its operation
will be to fortify that Empire, and eradicate thofe
feeds of feparation which it ‘contains :—and this
tendency will, on the one hand, raife an enemy to
the meafure, in every foe to Britith greatnefs, and
Britith connexion ; and will, on the contrary, re-
commend Union to the favour of all thofe, who
think our connexion with Britain falutary, and
wifh it ta be fecured ; and who, maintaining, as a
maxim, that Freland muft fiand and fall with Eng-
land,—feel themfelves interefted at all times to
aggrandize the force of the Empire, and think
themfelves efpecially called upon to do fo now,
when the ftate of opinions and of things throughout
the world, and when the power, and fuccefs, and

| hofiile
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hoftile difpofitions of France, render it neccffary
that the Britith Empire fhould concentrate all its
firength, or furrender all its honours.

If it were replied to our Sage, that Britith infla-
ence would be found an antidote to the mifchiefs
which he had fuggefted; and would prevent legif-
lative diffenfions from weakening and tearing afan-
der the energies of the Empire, or Irifh independ-
ence from marring the councils or interefis of
Britain,—he might in anfwer fi7/# decline admit-
ting an hypothefis, which infultingly derogated
from the pracical independence of the Irith Legif-
lature; or fecondly, even admitting it, he mght
fhow that this was no longer the cafe of two inde-
pendent Legiflatures within one Empire ;—but the
cafe of a fupreme Britith, and fubordinate Inifh
Legiflative. That therefore, whether the iflands
fhould have diftin& Parliaments, could be no
longer a queftion of Irith pride, inafmuch as it
would not be mare degrading to Ireland to have its
Legiflature one with, than fubject to that of Britain
that where there exifted a fubjeCtion iz fad, this
might be rendered only the more mifchicvous and
oppreflive, by being concealed behind a mafk of
nominal independence ; fince authority is foftened
by being afcertained, and expofed to public view ;
and the power is fure to be exorbitant, which
whifpers its mandates, and keeps itfelf out of fight.
~That thus to conftitute two Legiflatures, both

nominally fupreme, and then to prevent the mif-
| : chiefs
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chiefs of fuch an organization, by rendering one of"
them practically fubfervient, would be to crcﬂti!‘a
fault, in order to correét it, and to bring ‘matters
clumfily, corruptly, and incompletely round to that
point, in which an original eftablithment ‘of one
Parliament to one Empire might have direétly
placed them: that inftead of making imperial
energy and folidity flow naturally, and ftraightly
from a primitive theory and arrangement, it might
be circuitoufly and imperfeély to achieve the fame
objeéts, by a fyfiem defiru&ive of morality and
public fpirit, and which would lay the feeds of
popular difcontent and difaffeétion : for he might
conclude that the nominal independence of one of
the Legiflatures could not be converted to a pradi-
cal dependance, without the connivance and cor. ;
Tuption of the members of that Legiflature; and :
that if fuch profligacy were found to exift on their
parts, it would either fpread a contagion fatal to |
the virtue and liberties of the Country, or rob the
Parliament of public confidence, the Conftitution
of public reverence, and the Kingdom of profperity

and peace. Thus he might affirm that, as the
Lawyers term it, gudcumgue vid datd, a concentra-
tion of all the legiflative powers of the Empire
into one Parliament would be defirable: that it
‘would be preferable to diftin@ and really inde-
pendent Legiflatures; and (perhaps fiill more) to
‘be preferred to thofe, under whofe Jeeming inde-
pendence there lurked the practical fubferviency of

one, o
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~ Let us now fuppofe this Lawgiver to have entered
‘on the plan which he had been recommending ;—
‘to have proceeded to organize the one imperial
Legiflature, and to have affigned to Ireland what
he conceived to be its due proportion of arifto-

cratic, and popular reprefentation. In this frage

of the arrangement, I feem to hear an Irifhman
obje&, that this country had not, under the ‘pro-

pofed fyftem, an adequate fhare in the imperial

Legiflative Councils : our Lawgiver would aflur-

edly admit the juftice of fuch a complaint, provided

it were founded in fa¢t; but this he would require

to be thown ; and if my well-meaning Countryman

attempted to fubflantiate his objetion, by fuggefi-

ing that the Britifh Reprefentation outweighed the

Irith in point of numbers, it feems likely that he

would expofe himfelf to this anfwer: ¢ Your objec-

« tion is abfurd: you are fctting in oppofition to

¢ each other, parts, which are not politically, or

¢ in fact oppofed : the quantity of Trith Reprefent-

« ation is commenfurate to Irith power, refources,

¢t and contribution : ‘the Britifh Reprefentation ex-

< ceeds it in point of numbers, becaufe in the cafe of
¢ Britain, thereis more contribution to reprefent:

¢¢ the reprefentation of Britain exceeds that of Ire-

¢ Jand: fo, from the fame rcafon, the reprefenta-

¢ tion of England exceeds that of Yorkthire, of

¢ Scotland, or of Wales;—and the reprefenta-

¢¢ tion of three Irith provinces outweighs that of

¢ the fourth, You forget that if the Reprefenta-

¢ tives' do their duty, each will prefer the welfare
2 o of
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« of the whole Empire to the advantage of zny
“ part, and that thus your fears from the paucity
“ of Irith Members, reft on a merely imaginary
““ oppofition of partial interefis in the State : your
““ ebjeclion, if admitted, would prove infinitely
“ too much: the people of Yorkfhire might make

“ it as reafonably as you: it would go to crumble
““ the Empire into its primeval parts: o renew the

“ heptarchy, or the odious fyfiem of independent

“¢ baronial tyrannies ; it would affert that the lefler
“® part was entitled to equal weight and influence
“ with the greater; but as we could net affent to
“fo abfurd a pofition, it would, if it proved any
“ thing, demonfirate the utility of that feparation,
“ which every friend to Ireland muft deprecate
“as the heavieft calamity that could befal this
¢ country.” ‘

Thus I have endeavoured to thow, that thofe
iflands forming but one Empire, it would be defir-
able, if this were res integra, that they fhould have
but one Legiflature: that fuch an organization
would tend to fecure and firengthen the connexion
between them, and fortify that Empire which is
formidably affailed, and in whofe dangers Ireland
muft partdke; and that a fhare of imperial Re-
prefentation, proportioned to its imperial weight
and burdens, would be all that this country need,
or ought to require; inafmuch as it would fecure
her a Fure fhare in the common bleffings of the
imperial Conftitution. No quantity of Irith Re-

prefentation
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prefentation could do more ; and therefore if the
thare conceded were adequate to fecure this, to re-
quire a greater portion would be unwarranted and

abfurd.—Thefe were the preliminary grounds which
I had to lay.

But the prefent, it will be faid, is not res integra ;
the imperial eftablithments are already formed, and
Ireland is thereby poffefled of, and entitled to, a
diftinét and independent Legiflature.—True: and
therefore all that I have proved is this; that by
obtaining an Union on juft and equitable terms,
Ireland would exchange its diftinét Legiflature, for
fuch an efficient thare in the imperial Counails, as
would infure a full participation in the benefits
of the Britith Conftitution, and would thus beftow
all which we thould originally have been entitled to
demand *. :

The exchange, which confers on Ireland as much
imperial weight as fhe would originally have had a
right to claim, or could confiftently with the well-
beieg of the Empire poflefs, cannot be a very in-
cquitable barter.

The exchange, which by communicating to Ire-
land a full participation in the benefits of the
Britith Conftitution, muft, (fuch is the fpirit of that

* Lord Minto, as has already been obferved, appears fince
to have adopted much the fame mode of reafoning. See p. 132
of his Lordfhip’s printed Speech.

2 " Con-
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Conftitution,) at the fame time communicate héap'-'
pinefs and freedom to her people, cannot, it fhould
feem, be a very deftruftive change. What more
could her independence have procured her 2

But we facrifice a portion of our national fplen-
dour. I admit it; and make the facrifice with
regret. I allow for, I almoft rejoice and triumph
at, that repugnance with which this meafure is at
firft received: I agree with thofe who confider
national pride and honour as fome fecurity for
national valour, liberty, and virtue. But et us
look to oug.country, torn with conflits, and ftained
with blood: let us turn our eyes inwards to the
Traitors and Separatiffs who fwarm amongft us:
let us contemplate the frate of Europe, and of the
world, and then inquire, whether it may not be
expedient to facrifice fomewhat of our dignity, and
exchange our fituation for one which will fecure
and ftrengthen our connexion with Great Britain,
at a time when this connexion is at once peculiarly
neceffary and ‘precarious: which will fortify that
Empire, of which we make a part; whofe ruin is
atternpted, and whofe deftruction muft be ours: a
fituation which will fecure to us the Britith Confti-
tution, with all thofe benefits which that admirable
fyftem involves.

I have fuggefied that a ferious objettion feems
to lie to that theory which affigns two Legiflatures

‘to one-Iimpire ; and that fuch a {yftem even appears

calcu-
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calculated toefirange from each other, thofe branches

of the Empire which are thus legiflatively inde-
pendent.

But I admit that the pradical independence of
Ireland, (and I leave to others to pronounce
whether we have enjoyed practical independence,)
ought not to be facrificed to the fpeculations, per-
haps vifions, of a theorift.

Let us inquire, therefore, whether, in the cafe
before us, thofe mifchiefs, (arifing from a double

Legiflature,) which were probable in theory, have
not arifen in fact.

About eleven years ago His Majefly, (whom it
is more than a formula of loyalty to call mo/f gra-
cious,) was affliGed with a temporary illnefs, and
it became neceflary, during the interval of indif-

pofition, to commit the executive authority to other
hands.

The Britith and Irith Legiflatures were then, as
they are now, independent. The Britifh Lords
and Commons, (if my memory does not deceive
me,) were proceeding to form a Regency, invefted
with certain limited powers. What did the Irifh
Lords and Commons do >—Without waiting for
any. appointment on the part of Britain, they nomi-
nated a Regent for Ireland, to whom they intrufled
a degree of authority different from, and fuperior

2 to,
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to, that which the Britith Regency, if completed,
would have poffefied. . -

Let us confider the nature and tendency of this
practical confequence of the theory of two inde-
pendent Legiflatures for one Empire : this practical
affertion of Irifh legiflative independence.

It produced—two independent executives for one
Empire :—1It rifked intrufting the executive autho--
rity to different hands; and’ fet different limits, in
each [fland, to its power. '

Did this adl, the immediate effe of our legifla-
tive independence, tend to difmember the parts of
the Empire ?—I fhall not argue fuch a queftion ;
but leave the fober and impartial reader to anfwer
it himfelf, and to colleét the train of inferences
which his anfwer will fupply.

The King of England is ipfo faco King of Ire-
land : that is to fay, he is King of Ireland, lecaufe
he is King of England.—Trace this conftitutional
rule to its principle, and what deduion follows ?
—That, by the {pirit of the maxim, the Regent of
England fhould be Regent of Ireland; and the
prerogative of the Britith and Irith Executive fhould
have precifely the fame bounds.

Then, if this be fo, what was (in 1788) the effect
of Irifh legiflative independence >—If my reafon
did
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did not bend before the authority of even twe
branches of the Legiflature, I fthould fay it was a
violation of the {pirit of a fundamental maxim of

' the imperial Conftitution. Here we feem to have

got out of the vifions of theory, into the plain
realities of practice.

Tt is no anfwer to my argument to tell me that
the recurrence of the evil may be prevented; that
our Parliament has nothing to do"but enadt the
principle *:—I am not looking for remedies to this
particular mifchievous effect. 1 am tracing the con-
fequence to its caufe: I am deriving it from a gene-
ral_fource, copious enough to be the parent of many
miichiefs, and am difcufling the expediency of
drying up this fource. To remove a {ymptom is
not to cure the difeafe ; nor'do we purify a {crophu-

‘Tous habit by healing up a fingle uicer. Altera-

tives are fometimes meceflary in bodies politic, as
well as in bodies natural.

We have examined the fpirit of this imperial
maxim ; let us now inquire its tendency. Why
does the rule obtain that the King of England is
thereby, wirtute corone, King of Ireland? This is
not an arbitrary, unmeaning, inoperative rule; its
end is the fecurity of the connexion between the
fifter countries. It is, whilft our Legiflatures re-

* The Right Hon. Mr. Fitzgerald bhas given notice of his
intention to introduce a bill into Parliament for this purpofe.

main
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main diftin&, the fingle, and perhaps too techni¢al
bond, which con/fitutionally holds together thefe two
iflands. o

What then, if it were not the aé&t of our Lords

and Commons, would the Irifh appointment of

the Regent feem to have done ?>—To have fnapped
the only conflitutional link, which held Great Britain
and Ireland together. The diftinétnefs which an
-~ hiith Parliament would /o ‘exercife, the independ-
ence which they would /o affert, might, methinks,
to a fpeculatift, appear hazardous to the indi-
vifible folidity of the Empire, and lead him to
doubt the wifdom of that theory, which affigned
feparatc Legiflatures to connected countries.

It is not every day that fuch a fignal inftance
éould occur, of the feparating tendencies of our
legiflative diftinétne(s; but it feems a warranted
inference, that the fame independence which, on
fuch extraordinary and rare occafions, might be
afferted at the ritk of lreaking, wouyld, on meore
ordinary and frequent occafions, be exercifed at
the price of /log/ening that connexion, which, I con-
fefs it is my ardent with to preferve.

In 1785 occurred the bufinefs of the Commercial
Propofitions. I mean not to attempt difcuffing the
mercantile tendency of that arrangement, or con-
fequent propriety of its (fubftantial) rejection: I

merely

3
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merely notice the tranfaction as another example of
~ the effect of our legiflative diftinétnefs.

On what grounds was Mr. Orde’s Bill objected
to? principally on conftitutional, not commercial

grounds.

In the debate ¥, Mr. Grattan fiates < a quefiion,
« much more high and deep than any commercial
« one, to arife: the invaluable queflion of Conflitu-
“ tion; in which the idea of proteting duties, and
« al] thofe commercial details vanith.” He objects
to the provifions of the Bill as « putting an end to
« the free Confitution of Ireland;” by virtue of the
fourth of the twenty Britif Refolutions, which
provides, that the Parliament of Ireland fhall {ub-
feribe whatever laws the Britith Legiflature may
prefcribe, refpelting certain branches of trade, and
refpe@ing navigation. Mr. Flood, too, refified
the Bill, on the ground of its * interfering with
< the legiflative autherity of the Irith Parliament;

< of its invading both its internal and external
< legiflation.”

Now the reader cannot but obferve that this
ground of oppofition would not be weakened by
.the commercial advantages of the propofed {yfiem :
be this fyfitem never {0 beneficial to the trade of
Ireland, the grounds for objecting to it as deroga-

% See Woodfall’s Sketch of the Debate.
tory
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tory from the independence of the Irith Legiﬂq}up |

would remain the fame ; and thus, if the objc&%
were founded in principle and fa&, (i. e if the

fourth refolution did really derogate from the autho-

$

K

rity of the Irith Parliament,) Ireland could. not,

without betraying her conftitutional rights, ‘accept
a fyftem the moft palpably and fplendidly beneficial
to her trade, which was clogged with the provi-
fions of this fourth refolution.

Yet what after all were thofe provifions ?  Only
that all laws made, or to be made in Great Britain,
refpecting certain matters of trade and navigation
which were conneéted with that commercial fettle-
ment; fhould be in force here, by the adoption of
the Irith Parliament,

Now, I will afk of any candid and impartial
man, whether he cannot conceive that, to an
ample, and liberal, and advantageous commercial

conceflion, it might be very reafonable for Eng-

land to annex thefe conditions? fo reafonable, as
that we could not, with juftice, claim the concef-
fion, without acquiefcing in the condition? fo
reafonable, as that to omit the condition, would
be to negleét not only the peculiar interefts of
Britain, but the general interefts of the Britifh
Empire ? , -

If this be fo, what follows? That our legifla-
tive diftinctnefs would prevent our accepting great
and
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- @nd manifeft commercial advantages, on #he only
"term on which England could be expecled to concede
- them :in fhort, that our legiflative diftin&nefs would
- impede our national profperity.

Whilft our Parliaments remained diftinét, the
fifter countries might be warranted in helding this
language to each other: England might fay to us,
““ Unlefs your Parliament will follow ours, {0 as to
*“ produce a conformity of imperial laws iz pari
*¢ materid, we cannot make you thefe conceffions,
*¢ compatibly with our own commercial fecurity :"
to this Ireland might reply, ¢ That thus to conform
¢ to what the Britifh Legiflature thould prefcribe,
“¢ would be to turn the Irith Parliament into a mere
“ regifiry of the legiflative edicts of Britain; and

“to violate the recognifed independence of the
¢ Irifh Legiflature.”

Neither objection feems deftitute of weight ; but
Union appears calculated to remove them both :
by an Union, adjufted on fair and liberal terms,
(and which confequently muft fecure to Ireland an
adequate weight and influence in the imperial
councils,) there would be fecured that uniformity
of law, which would difperfe all Britith fears of
liberal congeffion : whilft at the fame time, Ireland
would net regifier the decrees of an Englifh Par-
liament, but would obey laws enadted by that
common Legiflature, of which a due and propor-
_tionate number of her own Lords and Commons
D made
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made a part. Thus Union feems to reconcile the
apprehenfions of Britain with the aggrandizement
of Ireland; and commercial advantage with con-
ftitutional right.

The idea of Reform fuggefts another poffible mif-

chief, which, if it arofe, might be traccable to the
diftin¢tnefs of our Legiflature.

Suppofe one of thofe plans of what was termed
radical Reform, which have been fubmitted to the
confideration of our Houfe of Commons, had paffed
into a law. The whole fcheme and theory of
reprefentation being thus altered, new powers and
interefts would arife in the State: the influence of
the Crown would be altered, probably much
abridged : a firtking change of f{yftem would take
place: affairs would run in a new channel; whe-
ther better or worfe than the old one, it 1s befide
my purpofe toinquire.

Thus we thould have a Legiflature differently
conftituted from that of Britain: a Conftitution
adminiftered on different principles, and in a novel
fpirit : an Exccutivé Magifirate poflefling a dif-
ferent degree of influence, 7. e. of prerogative, (for
influence has in latter days fupplied the place of
prerogative,) from that which he pofiefifed in Eng-
land. Thefe changes, and diflimilitudes would
furely tend to feparate the two countries : but thefe
changes would be the confequence of our legifla- -’

tive




e

29 .9

tive diftin@nefs ; and could not happen if an Union
had taken place.

But is Parliament competent to enaét fuch Re-
form? I have never heard their competence quef-
tioned in this refpect. Yet it might be atked, {hall
a reprefentative body, whofe return was the exer-
cife of certain franchifes poffefled by their confii-
tuents, turn their delegated powers againft thofe
by whom they were intrufied, and impair, by force
of their authority, thofe very rights and privileges,
by virtue of which that authority has been confer-
red? In new-modelling the conftituency of the
kingdom, fuch fchemes of Reform as we bhave feen
propofed, (and they might have been adopted,)
would neceflarily involve an interference with the
fubfifting rights both of individuals and bodies
politic; an abrogation or abridgment, of prefent
individual and corporate franchifes. Shall burgefles
be held competent to open boroughs, and thus
dilute and impoverith the franchife of thofe folec? |
conftituents who returned them ?  Shall knights of
fhires, by a new chart of political divifion, turn
counties into diftriéts, and confer privilege on thofe
who had it not, at the cofi of thofe who had?
Might not an elector, difplaying the poor remnant
of ele&ive privilege which had been left him, be
warranted in thus remonftrating with his Repre-
fentative Reformift : « I appointed you to protect
“ my interefts; and, behold! you have injured
¢¢ and betrayed them.” Thefe, and fuch like objec-

D2 tions,
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tions, are manifeftly infufficient; yet pla_uﬁi)wg
perhaps, as any which could be urged againft the
competence of Parliament to ena& Unian *,

That the authority of the Irith Legiflature has
this extent, is a point on which I, (for my part,)
entertain noft the Slighteft  doubt. My opinidn 18
founded on precedent : on the mifchiefs which muft
refult from a contrary doétrine: on the exprefs
authority of conﬁitutional writers: and on the
genuine principles of our Confiitution.

By enalting Union, Parliament would da no
more than change,—it would not {urrender, or {ub-
vert the Conftitution. This country would, after
a legiflative incorporation, be fiill govern_,ed as at
prefent by three eftates, and her inhabitants be
poflefled of all the privileges of the Britith people.
We fhould find amongft the imperial legiflators,
Irith Lords and Commons, bearing to the whole
Parliament the fame proportion, that Irith refource
and contribution bore to thofe of the entire Empire.
What conftitution does Ireland enjoy now !—the
Britith. . After Union, fhe would poflefs the fame ;
1f it be true that Wales or Yorkthire now enjoy the
benefits of that eftablithment : for as thofe diftriéts
of the imperial territory do now, fo would Ireland
then participate in the imperial legiflation.

* Lord Minto has fince ufed the fame argument.—See a futurg
note on this {ubject. 2

It
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It is abfurd to fay that that has been furrendered,
which is flill enjoyed: a legiflative incorporation
would leave the principles of the Irifh Conftitution
unimpaired ; and would but a/fer the means, by

which thofe principles are brought into practice and
effelt.

Therefore to affirm the competence of the Irith
Parliament to conclude an Union, is ‘merely to
affert their right to change the Conftitution; and
not to infinuate that they have authority to fub-
vert 1t #*,

This view of the fubject turns the ad for fepten-
nial eletions into a dire& precedent in point -
Under the limitations of that a¢t, Parliaments fit at
this day; and upon its validity may depend the
force of all ftatutes which, fince its enaltion, have
pafled for the latter years of the duration of each
fucceffive Parliament.  What confufion muft arife
from impeaching the cﬁcacy of that Statute! Yet
here feems to me to be the alternative. If Parlia-
ments have authority to change the Conftitution,
the Irifh Parliament is competent to bind this coun-
try to an Union : if they do not, (in even eflential

* Lord Minto, too, in arguing the queftion of Parliamentary
competence, dwells on this, viz. that the change which Union
would effe@, would be one not fubverfive of, but confonant to

-the principles of the Conftitution.

t On the Statutes affecting the duration of Parliamnents Lord

Minto alfo, in the fame way, has relied.—See a future note.

matters)
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matters) poffefs this right of altering, then the
{tatute for fcptennial eletions is invalid.

There is no more afcertained, and fcarcely any
more important, principle of our Confiitution, than
that which makes the Crown of thefe Kingdoms an
hereditary right. His being heir is the fine gud non
of the Prince of Wales’s right of fucceeding to
the Crown which his father now wears; who, in
like manner, mounted the Throne on the demife of
George 1. pecaufe he was his heir.

Yet, even this principle bends before the fupre-
macy of Parliament : even this prmmple is fufcep-
tible of legiflative change.

If the Legiflature hath a right to change the
Confiitution, it feems to follow, that our Parlia-
ment is competent to enat Union;—but, if the
Legiflature pofleffed no fuch right,—if, for exam-
ple, they could not new-model the fucceffion to
the Crown, (a moft important conftitutional change
indeed!) then we thould be driven to admit that
they were Rebels, who conquered at the battle of
Culloden ; and that His Majefty is not rightful pof-
feflor of the throne : a doétrine fo ruinous, and full
of treafon, that I fhrink from inferting it, even as an
hypothefis.

The conflitutional dependance of our religious
Eftablithment on the competence of Parliament to
change
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change the Conftitution, is a topic which T am con-
tent to hint ; not thinking it neceffary to enlarge
upon it.—That to change the eftablifhed religion *
is to alter the Conftitution, cannot be denied by
thofe who recolle how blended political rights are
with religious opinions, and who acquiefce in the
conflitutional doétrine of connexion betwecn
Charch and State.

To controvert the right of the Irith Parliament to
conclude an Union, is, by inevitable implication, to
deny the validity of that Scottifh incorporation,

which was concluded by the not more competent
Parliament of Scotland.

‘When I recolle& that the uniting of England
and Scotland was the late, final, and decliberate ac-
complifhment, of a meafure which for more than
two hundred years had been looked to as of the ut-
moft importance to the wealth, firength, and tran-
quillity of the whole Ifland,—I hefitate to admit
that do&rine of Parliamentary incompetence, which
muft at once efface and nullify fo folemn a tranfac-
tion, and degrade it, from a coercive legiflative or-
dinance, to a merely precarious arrangement, which

* As was done in the reigns of Henry VIII. Edward VI
Mary, and Elizabeth. Lord Minto, too, in maintaining the com-
petence of Parliament to enaét Union, relies on their afcertained
richt to change the eftablifhed Religion, and regulate the fuccel-
fion to the Crown,~See a future note.

' derives
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derives its entire efficacy from the acquiefcence of

the Scottith Nation, and to which Scotland mg@t |
confiitutionally put an end.

My hefitation increafes, when I caft my eye
along the lift of CommifTioners, and find it a roll
of Statefmen and of Lawyers: a bright. collection
of the virtue, the wifdom, the legal, and conftitu-
tional knowledge of botk Countries.  That thefe, by
acting under the autherity of their refpective Par-
liaments, fhould have fan&ioned the manifefi ufurp-
ation, or overlooked the ufter incompetence; of the
Scottith Parliament, is a fuppofition, which it is
hard to entertain: that they fhould have clothed,
n conftitutional forms, a grofs infringement of the
Confiitution, and beflowed much pains, and time,
and folemn deliberation, on the achieving of a
mere act of tyranny, which could create no legiti-
mate obligation, and might fow the {eeds of difcord,
blood, and infurre@ion,—to fuppofe that they
thould have done all this with their eyes open, is
very difficult; andit is fearcely eafier to admit that
incompetence to be fo manifeft, to which they ap-
pear to have been {o blind.

When I read that  the Lord Somers had the
“ chiefhand in proje@ing this fcheme of the Union,”
and took a principal fhare in framing the articles,
Deruple to deny that competence, which he practi-
cally recognifed : 1 fcruple to impeach the au-

thenticity
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 thenticity of an a&, which flowed principally from
him who framed the Bill of Rights *.

But Lord Somers, (it is faid) was an Englithman :
‘what was the competence of the Scottifh Parliament
to him ? It was a matter of the greateft moment
to him, as an Englithman. It was that on'which,
as its foundation, refted the efficacy of that Union,
of which the obje&t was to promote the firength,
and tranquillity of the whole [flund : that Union,
which could not be valid, if the Scottith Parliament
was incompetent ; and which, if invalid, would tend

to aggravate the mifchiefs which it was meant to
cure.

But befides, I perceive the roll of Scotch commif-
fioners to contain much of the dignity, and, (as may
be prefumed, ) the conflitutional knowledge of Scot-
land. To thefe at leaft the obje@ion made to
Somers will not lie ; thefe at leaft were bound by
their integrity, their patriotifm, their interefls, not
only to fecure equitable terms of Union to tkeir native
land, but to fee that the Scotch Parliament was not
tran{greffing its conftitutional autherity, or trench-
ing on the liberties of the people : to take care that
they were not rearing a fabric, which had no con-
ftitutional foundation ; and which might one day
fall, and crufh the peace and happinefs of Scotland.

* Lord Minto agrees with Mr. Smith in relying much on the
precedent of the Scottith Union, and on the authonty of Loyd
- Somers.—See future note,

E But



( 26 )

But let us obferve the fatal, and fubverfive confe-
quences, which muft refult from a denial of the
competence of the Scotch Parliament to enact
Union. On the validity of that a&, depends the
title of His Majefty to the Crown of the United
Kingdom. If it be null, there is no fuch political
being as the King of Great Britain.  The f{econd
article of the Union is the only aét of fettlement,
which limits to the Houfe of Hanever, the fuccef- -
fion to that United Monarchy, which the firft ar-
ticle had created. If this Union be invalid, the he-
reditary principle of the Scotch Conflitution ftands
in the way of our Sovereign’s title to that Crown;
His Majefty poflefles no dominions north of the
Tweed ; and the heir to the Houfe of Stuart is the
rightful King of Scotland: an hypothefis which no
loyal fubjeét can admit. |

.The ftatement of this ruinous inference feems fuf-
ficient to warrant us in denying the premiffes which
Jead to it, viz. the incompetence of the Scottifh
Parliament, &c.  But this, though quite fufficient,
is not all. The train of mifchiefs which follow this
impeachment of the Scotch Union are very nume-
rous. - If that incorporation ‘was invalid, what at- |
tention, or obfervance, is due by Scotland to any
legiflative ordinances which have been made fince
1707 ? How is Britain, how is England, bound by
the acts of that unconftitutional affembly, mifcalled
the Britith Parliament, which has been fitting at
Weftminfter, for the Jaft ninety years ? Acts where-

in,
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in, in one houfe forty-five, in the other fixteen,
Jtrangers confpired ; and for aught we know, (by
conftituting the majority,) brought them about.
What becomes of the force of that aét of renuncia-
tion, which paffed in 1783, and which Ireland has

vainly miftaken for the corner-fione of her Liber- |
ties, and Confiitution ?

- But I have heard it fuggefted, that the Scotch

Parliament having been a body differently confti-
tuted from the Irith, their competence will not efta-

blith ours. I deny that any fubftantial difference
can be thown, though fome diftinétion might, be-
tween the organization of the Scotch and Irifh Par-
liaments. Both Legiflatures arecompofed of three
eflates ; and the admixture of the Scots Lords and
Commons, under the terms of Union, with the Eng-
lith, proves that each branch of the Scottifth Legif-
lature aflimilates with ours. :

But let the Conftitution of the Scottifh Parlia-
ment have been what it may, it cannot, if the fol-
lowing authorities have any weight, have differed
from the Irith by being more fupreme; nor confe-

quently can it have been more competent than this
latter, to conelude an Union.

« The power and jurifdition of the Parliament,”
fays Sir Edward Coke, “ is fo tranfcendent, and
“¢ abfolute, as it cannot be confined within any
‘¢ bounds. Of this Court it is truly faid, ¢ fi anti-

E 2 ¢ quitatem
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“ quitatem' fpe@tes, eft vetuftiffima: fi dignita-
“ tem, eft honoratiffima : fi jurifdictionem, eff ca-"
“ paciffima. |

¢ Huic ego nec metas rerum, nec tempora pons.”

4th Inftitute, 36.

When Sir Edward Coke wrote this, Parliament:
had already, (in the reigns of Henry VIII. and his
three children,) amply exercifed this tranfcendent
power : it had changed the Confiitution, by new- -
modelling the fucceffion to the Crown, and alter-
ing the eftablifhed religion of the land. This faét
may ferve as a comment on the text of Coke ; who,
1n the paflage above cited, not only recognifes their
authority to this extent, but, probably, had in his
mind the competence -of Parliament to change the
Conflitution, when he beftowed on its jurifdiGtion
the epithets of ¢ abfolute, and tranfcendent.”

Judge Blackftone, (who wrote fubfequently to the
acts of Settlement and Union, in the reigns of
William the 3d, and Anne,) in treating of the Par-
hament, pronounces, that ¢ it hath fovereign, and
“ uncontrotlable authority : this being the place where
“ that ABSOLUTE, DESPOTIC power, which muft in all
““ governments refide fomewhere, is intruffed by the
““ Conflitution of thefe Kingdoms.”

Commentaries, Book 1ft, c. 2d.

“YAs Grcurnferibed Defpotifin, and limited abfolate
power are things, of which T find it difficult to con-
.ceive
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ceive an idea, I fhould think, that the authority of
Parliament to bind this Country to an Union flowed,
by inevitable inference, from the principle above
cited ; and I thould fmile at their fcruples, who de=
clined inveftigating the utility of a meafure, until
they thould firft afcertain whether abfolute power
was competent to achieve it.

Blackfione, however, has faved us the trouble of
even fo obvious a deduclion ; for, following up his
theory, he informs us that Parliament ¢¢ can new-
<« model the fucceflion to the Crown : can alter the
¢ eftablifhed religion of the land 3 and can change,
< and create afrefh, even the Conftitution of the King-

<

-

dom, and of Parliament themfelves ; as was done by
the At of Union, and the feverad flatutes for tricn-
¢ nial and feptennial ele@ions. 1t can, in fhort, do
< every thing that is not naturally impoffible ; and
¢ therefore fome have not fcrupled to call its power,”

§

-~

(i. e. the power which.the Conflitution has in-
trufted to it,) ¢ by a figure rather too bold, the om-
“« nipotence of Parliament.” -1bid.

Thus, if the competence of Parliament be denied
on the ground that Union will change the Conflitu-
tion, I anfwer from Blackftone, that Parliament has
authority to change it. If the objeétion be, that
Union will change the conflitution of the Parliaments
themfelves, 1 reply from Blackftone, that Parliament
is competent to effe¢t fuch a change; and if 1t be

“afferted, that Union is however not that fpecies of
alteration
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alteration in the Confiitution of the Kingdom, o -
the Parliament, which our Legiflature is competent
tg bring about, I, on the contrary, obferve that the
A& of Union is exprefsly given by Blackfione, as
an infiance of the fort of changes, whichParlia-
ment may conftitutionally effect.

I have heard objections to the competence of our
Parliament to. enact Union, founded on pofitions
of Lord Coke, which are to be met with in 4th
Inflitute, c. 1. pages 42, 43% but the dicta do not
feem to me to fupport the objeétions.

Lord Coke only affirms that * alts againft the
“ power of the Parliament fubfequent, bind not,”
for that ¢ leges poferiores priores contrarias abro-
« gant.”

Now, as an a& of legiflative incorporation will
not tend to abridge the power of the united Parlia-
ment, or fo render it lefs fupreme than the diftiné Le-
giflatures are at prefent, the Parliament of Ireland
will not violate Lord Coke’s maxims, by ratifying a
treaty of legiflative Union : it will modify the or-
ganizafion of the legiflative corps, confolidating -
their diftinéinefs, and converting them from two to
one; but it will leave the tranfcendent powers of
the thus modified affembly unimpaired : it will not
“ reftrain the jurifdiction and power of the” (future)
¢¢ Parliament,” which is what alone, Sir Edward
Coke doubts its competence to perform. ¢ Though j

¢ divers
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«¢ divers Parliaments have attempted to barre, te-
¢¢ firain, fufpend, qualifie, or make void fubfe-
¢ quent parliaments, yet could they never effe®

¢ it ; for the latter parliament hath ever power to
£

L)

abrogate, fufpend, qualifie, explain, or make void
¢¢ the former, in the whole or in any part thereof,
¢« notwithftanding any words of reftraint, prohibi-
¢ tion, or penalty, in the former.”—4th Infti-
tute, 43.

~

And why is this {o?

Becaufe, it is a maxim in the law of Parlia-
“ ment, quod leges pofteriores priores contrarias
¢ abrogant.” Ibid.

If the rule, as laid down in the former of thefe
two extralls, was obfeure, the writer's meaning
might be collected with certainty from the latter;
in which be affigns the reafon for this rule. The
rule undoubtedly is no more than this, that a prior
Parliament fhall not abridge the tranfcendent {upre-
macy of a fubfequent one. But a legiflative Union
will not reftrain the authority of the future imperial
Parliament ; and therefore may be concluded, with-
out violating a maxim in the law of Parliament.
Neither will Union ¢ make void fubfequent Parlia-
¢ ments:” it will leave Ireland her three eftates *: it
¢ will make void” the diftinétnefs of “* fubfequent Par-.

# That is to fay, three Eftates, containing a due proportion of
Irifh Lords and Commons :—Ireland would as much have /er

- three Eftates, as Yorkfhire has its three Eftates,

« Jraments,”
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“¢ Jiaments,” not the Parliaments themfelves; and
will only modify the fyftem of the Irith Legiflatare,
as far as the ingorporating change renders neceflary,
and no farther than is compatible with prefcf'v'ing
the fubftance and fpirit of our Liberties and Ceon-
ftitution.

Bat if the future imperial Parliament be fupreme,
may it not “ abrogate” the treaty of Union, and
repeal all the benefits which its articles concede to
Ireland?

Undoubtedly that ab/folute power which the Con-
‘ftitution of  thefe kingdoms intrafts to Parliament,
will have this phyfical extent. A Parliament may
abufe its fovereign authority ; but it does fo at the
rifk of entitling the fabject to throw off that
government which has become an infirument of
oppreflion, and recur to firft principles, to refift-
ance, and infurre@ion. Parliamentary authority
has no limits known to the Conftitution: by the
principles of that Confiitution it is boundlefs - but it
is exercifed at the peril of thofe to whom it is
intrufted; and they will be cautions how they
commit that extreme abufe, which will confiruc-
tively fubvert the Confiitution, efface all artificial
regulations, and letting in the paramount rights of
human nature, overwhelm the powers of Parlia-
ment In revolution. A4t this rifk, I conceive that
the imperial Legiflature might at any time difre-
gard and repeal the Articles of Union: but in the

4 . danger
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danger of the attempt I fee fome fecurity againft
its being made; and mean time, in the identity of
imperial interefts, in the Irith fhare in imperial
councils, and in the due proportion of Lords and
Commons fent by Ireland to the common Legif-
lature, I difcern fome protection of Irith rights,
and fome guaranty againft their violation. The
imperial Legiflature may be competent to disfran-
chife Wales or Yorkthire, or to violate the terms
on which the fifter countries became united ; but I
fee no moral poflibility of their applying then' ab-
folute authority to fuch purpofes.

I think I have interpreted truly the meaning of
Lord Coke; and to thofe who adopt a different
conftruction, and turn the paffages, which I have
cited, into an objetion to the competence of the
Irith Parliament to conelude an Union, I thould re-
commend it—to compare the doétrines of Black-
{tone (already quoted) with their interpretation ;
and alfo to confider well whether they be not de-
nying—on the authority of Lord Coke,—the vali-
dity of the Scotch Union, and the title of His Ma-
jefty to the throne of Scotland.

Judge Blackftone, in the firft chapter of his firft
book, enumerates a// the rights and liberties of Eng-
lithmen, as beftowed by that Confiitution under
which we alfo live. Thefe, according to him, con-
fift primarily of perfonal fecurity, perfonal liberty,
and private property; and fubordinately (and as auxi-

F liary
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liary to thofe three great primary Rights) confift of
the powers and privileges of Parliament: the precife
limitation of the royal prerogative: the right of
applying to the Courts of Juftice for redrefs of inju-
ries : in cafe of any uncommon infringement of the
rights before mentioned, a right of petitioning the
King or either Houfe of Parliament for relief ; and
lafily the right of having arms for their defence.

In this enumeration, which profefles to embrace
all the rights which Englifh or Irifh men poflefs, J
find the powers and privileges of Parliament * claffed
amongft the liberties of the People; but I look in vain
for the right which I new hear claimed for the po-
pulace, of ratifying or reverfing, by their confent
or diffent, the a& of their Legiflature.

In the Dublin Evening Poft of Saturday, January
26th §, the following arguments againft the com-

# We have already feen, from the fame writer, how extenfive
and abfolute thefe powers are.

+ In which I find the following paragraph, which ftrikes me
to be a grofs libel on the Houfe of Commons, and breach of the
privileges of Parliament. In this paragraph it is ftated that
“ Thurfday night prefented an interefting {cene in the Houfe of
“ Commons.”® And what was this {cene in the Houfe of Commons #
and who were the actors ? the “ Jomeff gentlemen of Ireland” (in
that Houfe)  contending for the liberties of Ireland, againft a
% corrupt Minifter, and his corrupt Phalanx,” (in that Hoyfe ;)

" 4 patiently maintaining a fight, for 21 hours ene ‘time, for 18
¢ hours the other,” (the duration of each Debate,) * which exhi-
% bited the ftrongeft oppofites of political vice and vn'tu:,” (in
that H&qﬁ: _

pctence
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~ petence of Parliament to ena& Union, are a##ributed
to a very refpetable gentleman, Doctor Browne of
the College ; and are called a refutation of thefe
which I ufed in Parliament, and have here repeated:

¢ Mr. Browne entered into a refutation of Mr.
¢ Smith’s arguments : he had apprehended at firft
¢ it would be neceflary for him to exprefs his dif-
¢¢ fent from the arguments which that learned Gen-
“ tleman had advanced, in fupport of the compe-
¢ tency of Parliament to enat an Union; but he
¢¢ was furprifed to find in the clofe of the Ho-
¢ nourable Gentleman’s fpeech, that they both per-
¢ feétly agreed in opinion; for, at the long run, it
“ turned out that the learned Gentleman was on/y
¢¢ endeavouring to prove, that, /o Jong as the Confli-
¢ rution lafted, the Parllament was competent to
“ enalt any meafure ; becaufe, when they violated
“ any of the fandamental laws of nature, then #he
Conflitution was diffelved.”

LAl

(.}

LY

This argument, as I conceive, proves abfolutely
nothing, unlefs we concede what Doctor Browne is
made tacitly to gffume, and which I utterly deny,
that to conclude an Union is to violate the funda-
mental laws of nature, and to diffolve the Confii-
tution.

Blackftone appears not to have been aware that
fuch was the effet of legiflative incorporation : pro-
bably that frivolous writer conceived that Union

F.2 only
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only changed *, without diffolving the Conftitution 1
that it only altered the means, by which the ends of
the Conftitution fhould be attained : that it ope-
rated not on the fubflance, but only on the modes
and forms of our eftablithment. He cannot have
agreed with the mifreporter of Doéor Browne’s
argument, that legiflatively to incorporate our Par-
liament with that of Britain, would be to diffolve
the Irith Conftitution ; for, Comment, vol. i. p. 160,

he pronounces Parliament to be competent to enack

Union : and, in p. 161, he denies that Parliament-
ary fupremacy can furvive the Confiitution o
Thefe paffages would be contradiétory, .if the
learned Commentator conceived that to conclude
an Union would be to fubvert the Conftitution.

I cannot hefitate to conclude that the argument
of this refpectable and conftitutional Lawyer, Doc-
tor Browne, is mifreprefented ;—for (as given in
the Paper) it proves nothing, unlefs that learned
‘Gentleman affume that Union muft diffolve the
Conftitution of this Country ; and this he never ean
have intended to do ; fince it would be by a fide-
wind to pronpunce that the Conflitution of Scotland
has, for the lafi ninety years, been in a_fiate of anar-
chy and diffolution: that His Majefty is but King of

* And foto change, he pronounces to be within the competence
of Parliament, (p. 160.)

+ His words are—* /o long as the Englifh Conftitution lafts, we
“ may venture to affirm that the Power of Parliament is abfolute,
% and without control.”

England,
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England, and not of Great Britain; and that Irifh
Independence, founded on the aé& of renunciation—
is a bafelefs fabric.

Montefquieu, in the eleventh book ¢ de I'Efprit
« des Lois,"—treats ¢ des lois qui forment la
¢¢ liberté politique, dans fon rapport avec la confii-
¢ tution ;" and the book opens as follows.

Idée generale.

<« Je diftingue Jes lois qui forment la liberté politique
 dans fon rapport avec la Confitution, d’avec celles
¢ qui la forment dans fon rapport avec le Citoyen.
¢ Les premieres feront le fujet de ce livre ci.”

The Law of Parliament clearly comes within the
defcription of thofe, on which this book profefles
to treat: it is emphatically that fpecies of Laws

~—¢ qui forme la liberté politique, dans fon rapport
“ avec la Confiitution.”

Let us fee then what Montefquieu’s opinion
feems to be of the power of Parliament, as this
opinion may be colleted from the 6th chapter of
this book, in which he treats of the Britith Confti-
tution—“Quand les Deputés reprefentent un corps
¢ de peuple, comme en Hollande, ils doivent ren-
¢ dre compte A ceux qui les ont commis: c¢ff
 gutre chofe lorfqu'ils font deputés comme en
¢ Angleterre.”

N The
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The reafon why the deputies of the United Pro- |
vinces are accountable to thofe who commiffioned
them, is very obvious : it is becaufe in the federa- |
tive congrefs in which they affemble, they reprefent |
the towns or provinces which appointed them, much
as a Chargé des Affaires reprefents the State from
which he comes : but very diffimilar is the fituation ]
of a Member of our Houfe of Commons : he repre-
fents not exclufively the conftituents who returned
him, but becomes a part of the national reprefenta- !
tive body ; and when Montefquieu informs us that :
he is not accountable to thofe who have eleéted him, -
does it not follow that thefe electors have no confti-

tutional right to ratify or reverfe the ordinances of
their Legiflature ?

“ Le grand avantage des Reprefentans, ceft
“ qu’ils font capables de difcuter les affaires: le
 peuple n'y eft point du tout propre : il ne doit
* entrer dans le gouvernement que pour choifir
. les Reprefentans.”—Having done this, the peo-
ple, according to Montefquien, is Junitus officio ;
and it is obvioufly incompatible with the {pirit of
his opinions, to require their confent towards cona
firming the a& of their Legiflature : indeed it may
be faid in the lapguage of the fame writer, (c. 2.)
that thofe who claim fuch a privilege for the popu-
lace—*¢ ont confondu lg pouveir avec la liberté du
t¢ peuple.” |

Anothep
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~ Another paffage from Montefquieu, (c. 6.) and
E&t is the laft which I fhall cite,~—appears to me to

‘bear materially on the prefent queftion.

« I1y a toujours, dans un état, des gens diftin-
¢ gués par la naiffance, les richefles, ou les hon-
‘ neurs: mais s'ils etoient confondus parmi le peu-
s ple, et gils n’y avoient qu’une voix, comme les
autres, la liberté commune feroit leur elclavage,
et ils n’auroient aucun interét i la defendre, parce
que la plupart des refolutions feroient contre eux.
La part qu'’ils ont a la legiflation deit donc étre
proportioneé¢ aux autres avantages qu'ils ont
dans I’état: ce qui arrivera, s’ils forment unm
corps, gui att droit d’arréter les entreprifes du peuple,
comme le peuple a droit d' arréter les leurs.
Ainfl la puiffance legiflative fera confié et au
corps des nobles, et aw corps qui fera choifi pour

““ reprefenter le peuple.”

€c
€C

£C

On the above pafiage, I thould make the follow-
wg remarks: Firf, that Montefquieu appears to
confider the lower Houfe of Parliament as being,
to all legiflative purpofes, the people. Our Lords
and Commons are exclufively the fubje&t of his dif-
courfe; and baving twice defcribed the latter as
“ le peuple,” he at the clofe defignates them with
more precifion, as ““le corps choifi, pour reprefen-
¢ ter le peuple.” He too well underftood the fpirit
of our Confiitution, not to know that the Commons
xeally reprefens the people : that thefe latter pofiefs
n@ dire? right of legiflation : that there lies to them

no
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no legiflative appeal. The members whom ‘they
return are their reprefentatives, not their flaves:
they are their legiflative plenipotentiaries, and fiot
the mere heralds of their tranfient caprice.

Secondly, 1 would obferve that balance is the
‘grand charaeriftic of our Conftitution: that the
privileges of our nobles have the preférving of this
equilibrium for their objet ; and that whatever
fafety and protection their legiflative control and
diftinCtnefs affords to the mnational ariftocracy,
would fink and be deftroyed, (and overturn, in its
fall, the balance of our Conftitution,) if the prin-
ciple were once admitted, which fubjeéts the decrees
of our Parliament to the revifion of our populace :-
which pradtically declares our Lords to be a ufelefs
ftate excrefcence ; and refers the ultimate fanétion

of our laws non ad populum, fed ad plebem.

“ It may here perhaps be a digreflion neither in

“ itfelf abfolutely improper, nor entirely ufelefs for
“ illufiration of the fubje& before us, to obferve
¢ that the Britith Conftitution is » compofition of all
“ the legal, fimple forms acknowledged by - the
“ Greeks: monarchy, oligarchy, ariftocracy, and
“ democracy. Monarchy with us perfecly accords
¢ with the Grecian fenfe of the term. The Lords
¢ form the oligarchal part of the Conftitution
“ and the Houfe of Commons properly the arifto-
¢ cracy ; being compofed of perfons eleéted by the
«“ people 10 legiflative authority, for merit, real or
4 “¢ {uppofed.
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« fuppofed. The democratical principle, equal law,

¢ or, in the Greek term, Ifonomy, fingularly per-
¢¢ yades the whole;” rendering, with exceptions
| too rare and trivial to merit notice, the higheft
ranks of the ¢ people fubjeét to the fame laws, the
« fame burdens, and the fame judicature with the
¢ meaneft citizen.—Rights of eleion, trial by jury,
< and parifh and tithing offices, together with the
“ right of addreffing and petitioning either the execu-

¢ tive, or any branch of the Legiflature, form a large
<

(4]

-

democratical power, more wifely given, and more
< awifely bounded,. notwithflanding fome defecs, than
¢ in any other government that ever exiffed.”

 The above paflage, which I hayve extraled from
Mr. Mitford’s excellent and philofophical Hiftory
of Greece ¥, feems to fupply the following obferva-
tions : Firf}, thata conftitution which is compounded
of the fimple forms, cannot admit that principle of
a neceffity for plebeian fanction to legiflative decrees,
which would fimplify this mixed government to a
turbulent democracy : Secondly, that from perfons
" invefted with ¢ legiflative authority,”—there can-
not lie an appeal to thofe who clothed them with
fuch authority ; for if there did, this appellate jurif-
- di@lion would-in fa& be the Legiflature. Thirdly,
- that when the hiftorian was defining the democratic
power, which our Conftitution has conferred on the
bod_g of the people; he would not have omitted fo

# Vol.1i. p. 231, |
G confpicuous
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confpicuous a branch of it, as the right (now claimed
on behalf of our populace *) of ratifying or reverf-
ing the decrees of their Legiflature, by their appro-

bation or diffent :—He would not, T fay, have
omitted it, if he conceived it to cx1ﬂ'

Having thus confidered the queﬁion'of Parlia-
mentary competence on the grounds of precedent,
and authority, as well as of the mifchiefs to which
a denial of it would tend, it only remains for me to
difcufs it upon principle.

In fa&, this has already been done very ably, and
fatisfactorily, by the author of a pamphlet, entitled,
“ Reafons for adopting an Union + ;” nor have I
found it poffible altogether to avoid the difcuffion
of principles, whilft I was more peculiarly arguing

* See Bar Debate—County and City Refolutions—An Ad-
drefs to the People——Pamphlets—Anti-unions—and Anti-union--
ifts paflim,

1 This queftion of Parliamentary competence had alfo been
difcuffed, on principle, in Letters publifhed in the Dublin Journal,
previoufly to the able publication abovealluded to. Thefe letters
are figned “ A Barrifter ;”” and the difcuffion occurs in letters 24
3 8, and efpecially g.—~Between the arguments ufed in No. 9y—
and thofe afterwards ufed, on the firft day of the Seflion, in the
Houfe of Peers, by Lord Yelverton, a confiderable and ﬂnkmg
refemblance could be traced ; a circumftance by which the author
of thofe letters was highly ﬂattered and perhaps not the lefs fo—
from perceiving that the refemblance was merely accidental ; and.

from even happening to know that his Lordfhlp had never feen
that letter.

the
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lhe queftion on precedent and authority. Indeed,
had it even been poffible, I fhould not have tried to
avoid feafoning in this manner the infipidity of fuch
-inquiries.

- Are not thofe writers founded in principle, who
aflert with Blackfione, that ‘¢ abfolute, defpotic
“ power muft, iz all Governments, refide fome-
¢ where ?” Undoubtedly they are ; and thofe very
perfons, who deny the competence of the Legifla-
ture to enact Union, yet recognifc a power in the
populace of fandtioning this, or any meafure by
their exprefs confent ; 7. e. (not very conformably
to the mixed nature of our Conftitution,) they
lodge with the populace the abfolute power of the
State.

- If defpotic power muft refide fomewhere, it only
remains to inquire where our Confiitution has
placed it—With the King!—No.—With the
Lords ? No.—With the people ! No.—The Britith
fyfitem has lodged the Defpotifm of the State, con-
jointly, with the King, the Nobles, and the People ;
a&ting by their Reprefeniatives in Parliament.

_ Is not Parliament the Sovereign authority of the
State? Can any thing be imagined fuperior to the
Sovereign ? . And do not thofe who inveft the body
of the people with the power of achieving that by
thclr confent, whigh they deny the Parliament to
N G2 be
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be competent to perform, fet the populace above

the Sovereign power of the State? Who, but an

Irithman, could underftand this fubordinate JSupre-
macy of Parliament ? :

But fuch doctrine involves fomething far more
mifchievous than a blunder: it fubverts the princi-
ples of our Confiitution : makes the populace the -

Sovereign, and the Government a Democracy. Le

peuple le veut—fhould form the mobbifh affent to

public A&ts: Ze peuple s’avifera is a form, for which,
I fear, there would be little need !

If the many-headed monfter is thus to guard the

Conftitution, and become Viceroy over its Sove-

reign Parliament,—if it is to be invefied with a le-
giflative Veto, better would it be, to appoint Tri-

bunes at once. The interpofition of fuch a Magif- 5

tracy would foften the exercife of this tumultuary

power : we thould, befides, know the naturé of the ‘

Government beneath which we lived ; and not de-

lnde ourfelves by the refemblance of a mixed Con- |
ftitution, whilft in fac we were the flaves of a def- %

potic democracy.

In fhort, if we muft change our Government for

a Republic, I wifh it to be done openly: but I am

far from defirous of fuch a change. I learned from ¢ -'

“the text of Montefquieu, before I had yet perufed Q

the bloody commentary of France, that ¢ la De- 8

“ mocratie, et I'Ariftocratie ne font point des Etats
¢ libres:

¥
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e Jibres: il eft vrai que dans les Democraties le
<< peuple paroit faire ce quiil veut; mais la liber-
« t¢ politique ne confifte point  faire ce que T'on
<« yeut: la liberié politique ne fé trouve que dans les
< gouvernemens moderés.” 1 therefore cling to our
mixed and moderate Conftitution; and to the

fovereignty of our Parliament, as one of the prin-
ciples on which it ftands : I deprecate a republic;;
but if we muft have one, I at leaft with that we may

- not be entrapped by a Republic in dyguje. Baut,
forfooth, it is only upon exfraordinary occafions,
(fuch as this of Union) that thefe millions of Ephort
claim to review the decifions of their Sovereign Le-
giflature ; and deny the competence of Parliament
to make laws without their exprefs confent * !
That is to fay, the populace are, under certain cir-
cumftances, conftitutionally entitled to diftate to
their Parliament ; and the fame populace ave to decide
whether thofe circamftances have arifen!—The po-
pulace is to refolve itfelf into a committee of the
whole nation, to inquire whether the right of po-
pular defpotifin has accrued ; and by the report of
this mob—is their title to be afcertained !

I have 'always underflood that our Nobility
formed an ndependent branch of the fovereign power
of the State : as independent of the popular branch,
as this latter was of it. Montefquieu informs me
that the Peers thould not be confounded with the

#* See Anti-union, No. 14.

body
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body of the people, but fhould form 4 part, éfﬁ;"
 corps, qui ait droit d’arréter les entreprifes 3
¢ peuple.”—Methinks in the fyﬂcmwhichrequires, |
towards ratifying an A¢t of Parliament, {he exprefs
confent of the body of the people, I difcern a plain
fubverfion of the independence of the ariftocracy.

I fee their privileges loft, and {wallowed, in the
claims of the remaining claffes of the people: 1
find that authority of our nobles, which ought to
balance the power of the people, kick the beam -
in the exorbitant liberty of the populace, I behold ,
the flavery of the Peerage* ; and 1 lament over .
the defiruction of that legiflative equilibrium, on

which depends the freedom and excellence of our
Confiitution.

I have always fancied that the King was an inde-
pendent branch of the fovereign Legiflature; but
the writers of the day inform me, that ¢ the Parlia-
“ ment,” (confifting of King, Lords, and Com-
mons,) “ will.ufurp, if they aflume a power to
“ enact a. certain law, called Union, without the
*“ exprefs confent of the people +.”

Here we behold the independent Crown, as well

as the independent Peerage, made fubfervient to the
withes of a domineering populace.

* @ ils etoient confondus parmi le peuple, la liberté commune
* feroit leur efclavage.” Montefquieu.

+ See, amongft other Publications, Anti-union, No, 14.
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The Lords make a part of the people ; and ne

lefs a man than Montefquicu conceives, that, to-

wards preferving their liberties, and maintaining the
Conftitution, it is neceflary that they thould not be

-mingled in the common mafs of population, but

‘that they thould opine diftinélly, and independentlys

and fthould check, as well as be checked by, the
other claffes of the community.  This mutual con-
trol is practicable, o long as the populace do not
pretend to legiflate, fave by their reprefentatives # ;
but what becomes of this reciprocal check, if we
admit the doétrines of the day, that the noble por-
tion of the people having concurred with King and
Commons in enaéting a certain meafure, an appeal
lies from thefe independent nobles, to the lefs diftin-
guifhed inhabitants of Ireland ?

. But Legiflators (it is faid) are only competent to

make laws under the Conftitution : they have no
right to meddle with the eftablithment itfelf,

What a vain and idle diftinétion ! how unfup-
ported either by reafon or by facts! The Habeas
Corpus A&—the A& of Settlement—the Bill of
Rights—(the Reader’s memory will readily enlarge

* Montefquieu thinks they fhould no otherwife interfere.—¢ I
\* yavoitun grand vice dans la plupart des anciennes Republiques;
& ceft que le peuple avoit droit d’y prendre des refolutions actives -
% 1l (le'peuple) ne doit entrer dans le gowvernement, que frour choifiy fes
* Repirefentans ; and we have already feen that he does not hold

- thefe Reprefentatives to be accountable to their Conftituents.

< this
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this lift,) have thefe legiflative A&s no connexion

with the Conflitution? or if they have, were the
Parliaments incompetent to ena& them ?

This filly limitation of the competence of Parlia-
ment (filly, becaufe the laws of a country are inti-
mately blended with the Confiitution *) is exactly
conformable to the doftrine preached by Paine, and
practifed by the French. It is that profoeund and
modeft ftatefman, Mr. Paine, who has informed us
of the different functions of the firft and fecond
(the conftituent and legiflative) aflemblies of
France.—The former, he fays, was appointed to
make a Conflitution : the latter—to legiflate, accarding
1o forms preferibed .

This may be the confiitutional theory of France ;
but it is not that. of Britain. Ours is not one of
thofe obftinate and incorrigible fyftems, which muft
hobble on through ages, accumulating abufes, or
only getting rid of them by periodical revolution.
Our Conftitution admits the principle of felf-correc-
tion : fteady to its objedts, which are freedom and

* Montefquieu was aware of this, when he treated of the Con-
ftitution of England under the head ¢des lois qui forment la
¢ liberté politique, dans fon rapport avec la Conftitution.”

+ In fufpending the Habeas Corpus A&, Parliament meddles.
moft importantly with the Conftitution ; by furrendering for a
time, into the hands of Government the liberties of the fubjects
the protection of which is the main end of the Conflitution: yet
no man doubts Parliament to be competent to this fufpenfion.

good
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good order, it purfues the path which the period
fupplies, for their attainment ; and poflefles, in
the boundlefs competence of its Legiflature, the
means, as it rolls its bleflings through ages, to pof-
terity, of peaceably and imperceptibly adapting itfelf
to circumftances as they arife: of attending, with
fuitable provifions, the fucceflive changes of powers
and interefts, manners and opinions, and of keeping
pace with time, by fafe and gradual innovatioil.

But it is faid that if the Legiflature be defpotic,
it 1s tyrannical. Yet thofe who raife this objection,
propofe a fyftem, which does not abridge the defpo-
tifm, but merely transfers it from Parliament to the
populace. -

They ordain a legiflative appeal from the three

Eftates to the people: from the Sovereign to the
{ubjedt.

By Solon’s Conftitution, (againft his own defire,
but agreeably to the rooted prejudices of his coun-
try,) ¢ to every free Athenian was preferved his
¢¢ equal vote in the affembly of the people, which (af=
‘¢ {fembly) remained fupreme, in all cafes legiflative,
« &c.—A foundation of evil (adds the hiftorian *)
“ fo broad, that all the wifdom of Solow’s other regu-
“ lations was weak againft it.  Yet his other regula~
¢ tions were replete with wifdom.”

* Mitford.
H Now
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Now thofe who infift, in certain cafes *, on the
neceflity for popular affent, to ratify legiflative Aéts,
feem to me to render the affembly of the people fu-
preme in legiflative cafes; and thereby not only to
lay an incurably broad foundation of evil, but di-
recily to violate the principles of our mixed Con-
ftitution. '

Abfolute power muft exift in ‘every State. In
Monarchies it refides with the King ; in Oligarchies
and Ariftocracies, with the Nobles and eminent
men ; and in Democracies, with the People.

In the Britith Conftitution the fame abfolate
power exifts ; butit is diftributed between the King,
the great men, and the body of the people. In this
diftribution, and not in the limited or controllable
authority of the fovereign Legiflature, is found the
fecurity for the public freedom ; and the anfwer to
thofe who afk, what difference there is between the
defpotifin of five hundred Legiflators, and that of a
fingle Nero ?

The fovereign Legiflature of a mixed Govern-
ment is compofed of bodies extracted from the va-
rious orders and interefts in the State; and the
branches of this Legiflature being independent of
each other, no concurrence can be obtained, nor
confequently any act of fovereignty be performed,

-~ * Which, whether they have arifen, the people is itfelf to

judge.
e except
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except on the terms of a compromife, in which the
interefis of all parties are duly confulted ; as well
the interefts of the diftinét Legiflative Bodies them-
felves, as of thofe more public and national inte-
refts, which they refpe&ively reprefent.

Thus the {ubje@s of the Britith Conftitution are
governed (as the fubjets of every State muft be)
by a fovereign and abfolute Power ; but in the dif-
- tribution of this defpotifm, the Britith fubject finds
his fecurity againit its being abufed. -

He is governed by a Legiflature, compofed of the
various interefts of the State, and confequently
where every intereft is prote€led from tyranny and
invafion : he is governed by Legiflators, who, by
.the principle of equal law, are fubject to the bur-
dens or punifhments which they impofe; he is go-
verned by rulers, whofe interefts identify with his

own ; and by a defpotifm which is fo lodged, as to
be harmlefs.

The difference between the defpotifm of the
Britith Legiflature, and a tyranny, confifts in that
‘principle of mutual check, and balance, which per-
vades the Legiflative Body. But this balance

(which is the fecurity of the fubjes’ liberty) is at
once fubverted, by that fathionable fyfiem which
difputes the competence of the three Eflates, and

Ha2 would
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would veft the right of legiflative fupremacy wrth
the body of the People.

But if, fpite of the fecurity afforded by its frame,
and compofition, the Legiflature thould at any time
tyrannize, muft the people patiently endure oppref-
fion ? I am far from maintaining any fuch do&trine.

There are extreme cafes, where an opprefled people

would be warranted in rifing againft its tyrants, and

thaking off their yoke: but they would, in doing
fo, be exercifing no rights conferred by the Confii-

tution ; but recurring to the paramount and una-
henable rights of human nature.

I only contend that a right of revolt is not a con-
ftitutional privilege; but on the contrary refults

from, and pre-fuppofes, the defirution of the Con-
fiitution : that, whilft the political fabric holds to-
gether, Parliament is abfolute, and without con-
trol *: that to doubt its competence, is to doubt
the exifience of the Conftitution ; and that from its

decrees there lies no appeal, but to the fword.

Parliament being the only organ of the fovereign |

will, which the political fyfiem of thefe countries

has recognifed, an Union, however beneficial or

neceflary, could be no otherwife, than by Parlia-
ment, conflitutionally brought about; inafmuch as
“that “ devolution of power” from the three Eftates

é¢ tp the people at large,” which a denial of Parlia-

* Blackftone’s Commentaries, p, 161.
& ¢ mentary
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| z mentary competence muft imply, would include

“ in it a diffolution of the whole form of Govern-
“-ment; reduce all the members to their original
¢ ftate of equality; and, by annihilating the fo-
¢ vereign power, repeal all pofitive laws, and com-
¢ pel us to build afreth upon a new foundation *.”

Surely we fhall hefitate to deny the competence
of Parliament, fince, in doing {fo, we overturn the
fair edifice of our Confiitution, and fubftitute mif-
rule, and anarchy, for order.

What then are the limits of legiflative dominion?

- Inthe Conftitution, none. Parliamentary authority
~ has no boundary, but revolt,

If an Union with Great Britain appear calculated
to promote the welfare of this country, it is to be

prefumed that we fhall not take arms again{t oer

own profperity, and diffolve that Conftitution, by
whofe diffolution alone, we can terminate, or
abridge, the omnipotence of our Legiflature. Thus,
I am warranted to difcufs the advantages of Union ;
fince I cannot thew this meafure to be ferviceable
- to Ireland, without at the fame time proving that-
Parliament is competent to achieve it.

No atthat is beneficial, can be illegitimate : no
Legiflature can be incompetent to procure the hap-

§

%, # Blackftone’s Commentaries, p. 161,
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pinefs of the nation. A contrary doftrine would
arreft Government inits progrefs to that end, for the
attainment of which it was originally framed.

The opponents of Union never fail to defcribe it
as a furrender of Irifh independence: permit me
here, once for all, to deny the juftice of this defcrip-
tion: Union is no furrender of our national independ-
ence : it is merely anincerporation of our national
diftiné@nefs.—To blend two fubftances together, is
not to leffen the quantity of cither ; and fo far am I
from conceiving that, by legiflative incorperation,
we fhall furrender our independence, that, on the
contrary, my opinion is that we thall increafe it ;
if a full and real participation in the privileges of
the Britith Conflitution be independence. Union
is merely a local transfer of our Legiflature: a
changing of the centre, from which its power fhall
emanate : it is no annihilation of the free fpirit of
our Conftitution :

¢« Morte carent anime,—femperque, priore relictd
¢ Sede, novis domibus babitant, vivuntque, recepte.”

But it is objected, that in this transfer we abridge
the numbers of our Legiflative Body. The,objec- -
tion is anfwered by obferving, that, if equitable
terms of Union be propofed, we fhall return to the
~common Legiflature, a fufficient number of Lords
and Commons, to give us an adequate, protecting
weight in the imperial Councils; and thus thall
have as good fecurity for partaking fully in the be-

nefits
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nefits of the common Conftitution, as is pofiefled
by the population of any territory in the empire,
Do the inhabitants of Ireland, in their prefent horde
of Legiflators, find a furer guaranty of freedom and
- protection, than (to recur to our hackneyed exam-
ple) is poffefifed by thofe of Yorkfhire ?—Yet thefe
latter ftand at prefent in the very fame fituation in
which, if an Union on fair terms were concluded,
we thould ftand : their reprefentatives form a part
of the Britith Legiflature : their interefts form a part
of the common intereft of Britain.

It has often firuck me, that if any perfon were to
come in, during the height of a debate upon the
fubject of Union, and, ignorant what the intended
meafure was, were to hear it reprobated as a bafe
furrender of our Liberties and Confiitution, he
would never guefs that the only quefiion was, whe-
ther or not we fhould incorporate with Britain ? he
would never guefs that the meafure, which was re-
prefented as being {o mortal to our Liberties and
Conflitution, would not only leave us under the
mixed government of three Eftates, and confequently
leavve the Irifk fubjeid poffefled of whatever liberty is fe-
cured to him at prefent, but would put us, at once,

into the affual and full pofleffion of the beft and
freeft Conftitution upon earth,

Much of what is urged, as argument, againft an
Union, feems founded on this erroneous notion—
- that the incorporation between the Sifter Countries
would
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would be merely legiflative ; and that their interefls. &
fiill would remain diftin&. On this weak founda-
tion reft the fears of thofe, who fuppofe that, after’“""'
Union, the interefis of all Ireland would. be facgrl-‘ |
ficed to the fordid and narrow views of an Englith '
manufacturing town !—Why fhould we apprehend
that the interefts of lreland, any more than thofe
of an equal portion of Englith territory, fhould, -
after Union, be facrificed to the felfifhnefs of a ;
fingle manufa&turing town* ?  No wifthefe coun-
tries {hall ever be confolidated into one, a wife im-
perial Minifter will thenceforth. officiate at no fa-
crifice, but that of local prejudices to general
profperity : of national fordidnefs, to imperial
welfare.

The Dean of Gloucefter has caft fome merited
ridicule on that narrownefs, which could alone give
room for fuch apprehenfions as I have been remov-
ing.—His words are thefe : * But Ireland is more
¢¢ advantageoufly fituated for the trade to the Wefk
¢¢ Indies :—therefore ?—therefore we muft deny
“ our own peoﬂe” (i. e. the Irifh) ¢ the benefit of
‘¢ trading, becaufe they are advantageoufly fituated
¢ for carrying it on ! Thisis a weighty argument !
¢ Briftol, for infiance, is better fituated for the
¢¢ Irith trade, than London ; therefore let us Lon-

L4

* 1 allude here to a paffage in Mr. Jebb’s Pamphlet agéinﬂ'an
Union, |
| ¢ doners
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¢ doners petition that the port of Bnﬁol may be
¢ locked up * !”

The above paflage, and others in the fame work,
are the more deferving of attention, becaufe, being
intended to reconcile the Englith mind to an Union,
they #mply (and will all be found to do o) that fuch
an incorporation muft inevitably promote the commercial
interefts of Ireland; and proceed to fhew, that this
can be no objection, in the eyes of found policy, but
only in thofe of felf-intereft.

‘But does Mr. Pitt coincide in opinion with the
Dean: I fhall leave that enlightened minifter to
anfwer for himfelf. ¢ I will fay that, for an hun-
¢¢ dred years, this country has followed a very nar-
¢ row policy with regard to Ireland. It manifefted
« a very abfurd jealoufy concerning the growth,
¢¢ produce, and manufatture of feveral articles. 1
¢ f{ay that thefe jealoufies will be buried by the
¢ plan” (of Union) ¢ which is now to be Brought
¢ before you §-.”—I can entertain no fears that the
Statefman who thinks thus liberally, and fpeaks
thus frankly, will, after an Union, make ¢ the
¢« influence of all Irith Members fubmit to the me-
¢ chanics of a fingle Englith town },”—It would

* Dean Tucker’s Propofal.

+ See Mr, Pitt’s fpeech on the queftion of Union, as given in
the Star of January 24th,

$ Mr. Jebb’s Reply.

I | be
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be againft the interefis of the Empire, that Irith in-
fluence thould fo yield; and there needs not any
partiality on the part of Mr. Pitt towards Ireland,
to prevent him from facrificing to the narrow views

of a fingle town, the general interefts of that Empire,
which is entrufied to his care.

Let the reader continually keep in mind, that
Union will give a common intereft to both countries ;
and he will find this principle capable of repelling
much of what is urged againft the meafure.—Let
him, at leaft, call upon thofe who are fo clamorous
againft Union, to provethat it will not produce this
identity of interets.

A confiderable clamour has been raifed againft
thofe, who avow an opinion, fuch as mine, upon
the prefent queftion ; and this I think the more in-
difcreet, becaufe an attentive infpection of the ranks
of Anti-union, though it brings many moft refpect-

able perfons to my view, does not, on the whole, im« g

prefs me with the idea of a wi/fe battalion, difinte-
reftedly enlifted in the caufe of patriotifm, and pub-
lic fpirit. I defcry fome Jacobins and Separatifts
amongft them ; and find it hard to reconcile fuch =
oppofition, with the affertion that the meafure is
deadly to Britifh connexion, and internal peace; and |
is directly calculated to further the views of France.
If fo, why do Democrats and Separatifts oppofe it?
I behold ambition wrapping itfelf in a thin difguife
of patriotifm, and profefling to refift the meafure

I out
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out of love to Ireland, when in {ruth it is refifiing it
out of love to (elf. Thefe patriots perceive that
- Union drops the curtain on their views : puts a ftop.
~ to contraband advancement : fhakes the dear pro-
fitable jobbing fyftem to itsfoundations ; and throws
thefe intended great men back, upon the unafpiring
ranks of mere vulgar integrity, diligence, and inform-
ation, which they were fo accuftomed to out-
firip, and to defpife! Some of thefe men know

that there is a certain branch of commerce, which
- I do not mean to fay ever-exifted in this country, but
which Union is not calculated to promote : it is
called the trade of Parliament. I behold citizens of
fober fame, converted into Statefmen; a fituation,
for which their habits fo peculiarly adapt them,that
Swift long fince pronounced “a {mall infufion of
“ the Alderman to be neceffary to thofe who are
 employed in public affairs.”  Scorning to prefer
¢ folid pudding to empty praife,”—friends to free-
dom, though they hug their chains,—loving Ire-
land, almoft as well as Dublin,—this formidable
body takes the field againft an Union :

\

¢ Monftrum borrendum, informe, ingens, cui lumen ademptum.”

I have not heard that Government means, by
uniting it with Great Britain, to furrender the free
* legiflation of this kingdom * 5 and fhould, for my part,
difapprove an Union on fuch terms: but it fuits

# See the Refolutions of the Corporation of Dublin againit
an Union.

I2 _ vetefanse
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veterans, decked with the laurels which they gained

at Umbrage, to march to the prevention of this
imaginary f{urrender.

I hear county meetings fhout againft an Union ;
and I colle¢t the degree of refpeét to which their
clamour is entitled, from the obliging promptitude
with which they have contradicted the filly affer-
tions of Lord Somers, Coke, Blackftone, and all
Scotland ; by informing us that the Trifh Parliament
1s incompetent to enact Union. -

I find /ome Attornies brawling againft an Union ;
and facrificing to their averfion from this meafure, .
their refpeé for the independence of Parliament,
(which is part of the liberties of the people,) and -
their plain and undoubted duty to their clients; by
attempting to deter profeflional members of the
Houfe of Commons from entertaining a free opinion
on the queftion: by offering a bribe of briefs to
thofe who vote againft an Union ; and by felefting
the Counfel to whom they will commit the interefis
of their employers, not according to the talent or
information, but according to the political fenti-*
ments of the Bar. I find fome chieftain patriots op-
pofe a meafure which abridges their influence, emo-
Tument, or importance ; and a clan of private pa-
triots following in their train. I fee certain true-
blue perfonages, look blue as need be ‘at the pro- ;
fpect of an Union, and I do not conclude, from this
appearance, that the meafure is calculated to pro-

* long

¥
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long religious difcord, or foment the divifions of the
' Irith people. I fee Dublin fwoln to fuch magni-
tude and fplendour, that it even feems to obfiruct
' the patriotic views of its inhabitants, and ftand be-
tween them and the general interefts of thewr coun-
try. I fee the Bar of Ireland, who have my. love,
- my gratitude, and my refped, to whofe public fpirit,
furely, Ireland is indebted, take a part in the pre-
fent queftion, which gives me pain. I feca pha-
lanx of confiffents, who difcufs not the merits of a
meafure, but merely inquire the . quarter from
whence it comes; thefe take the field, not agamit
Union, but againft Government, or Lord Cornwallis;
and their zeal proves nothing as to the intrinfic na-
ture of the meafure. Others indeed I behold, who,
in oppofing Government, are deviating from the
moft inveterate habits: men, of whofe independ-
) ence we can entertain no doubt, fince, if ‘they hold
places, it is not during pleafure, but for life. Ihave
now rode along the line; and fhall clofe my brief
review, with this homely remark,—that the owner
of a giafs-thop fhould not be the firft to throw
ftones. ' -

Of the oppofite ranks I fhall fay nothing. Pof-
terity and time will decide upon their conduét;
and pronounce, of the bluthing and black lifts that
have. been publithed, which contained .the moft
difinterefted patriotifim—which is beft entitled to

. the gratitude of Ireland.
ok .
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“¢ To incorporate both the Britith Ifles together, A
and make them one kingdom, in all refpects, as to
Parliament, trade, and taxes *, has long been the
with of every generous difintcrefted patriot of both king-
doms ; and indeed inexpreflibly great would be the
benefit on both fides : neither kingdom would be
looked on as foreign to the other; and all unnatu-

ral war between the commerce of the two nations
would be at anend. But they” (the Irifh) ¢ would
run away with our trade! Who would run away
with it ? or where would they runto ?  Why truly
our own people,” (he is [peaking of the Irifh,)
““ our own countrymen, who may as jufily be
called fo, as the inhabitants of any neighbouring county,
would perhaps carry fome part of a manufatture
from us to themfelves 4. But what detriment would
this be to the public ? The people of Yorkfhire -
have done the fame by Gloucefierthire and Wilt-
thire. Let us thercfore, of thefc two counties, peti-
tion Parliament that the Yorkfhire looms and mills
may be deftroyed, for they have run away with our
trade! This is fo abfurd a propofal, that there is
no perfon living, but muft feel it to be fo. And yet

B

* I am examining merely the jrinciple of Union. How the
iflands fhould, as #2 taxes, be incorporated ?—i. e. what fhould be i }
the proportion of Trifh liability ? how this proportion fhould be f'
fettled, and its obfervance be fecured ? are queftions not regarding
the principle of Union, but the ferms.

+ It is deferving of obfervation, that the writer whom I am
here citing implies, by this paffage, that Union would produce
commercial advantages to Ireland. o

15
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is not this the very cafe, with refpect to the objec-
tion againft incorporating with Ireland ? or, if there
be a difference, I fhould be glad to know wherein
it confifis. Is Treland to be looked upon as a dif-
tinct kingdom? So much the worfe ; for as the
two kingdoms have but one common head—one
common intereft—the fame friends—and the fame
enemies,—they ought to have been long fince confoli-
dated together. But allowing it to be called a dif-
tin&t kingdom at prefent, till it is united, fo is
Yorkthire a diftin¢t county, and was formerly, in
the times of the heptarchy, a kingdom diftin& from
the iwo counties above mentioned : they arc at a
greater diftance from each other ; and 74e communi-
cation between them is not fo eafy by land, as the other
is by fea *. 1t would be a tedious piece of work, to
wade through fuch grofs abfurdities,” (as the objec-
tions alledged by the enemies of Union:) ¢ One
‘thing is plain, and obvious :—zhat felf-intereft,
the bane of all public good, is driven to hard fhifts, in

order to cover fuck wiews, as fhe dare not openly
avow 4.”

Need I bluth to fupport the principles of an
Union, when in doing fo, if the refpectable Dean of

* The writer of this fentence, it fhould feem, would lay little
ftrefs on the intervening channel, as an argument againft an Union
of the Britifh iflands. He would not, by remarking with- Mr.
Jebb, that ¢ Nature made England and Scotland one country,” in-
finuate that fhe fo made Britain and Ireland two, as that an objec-
tion to fiolkitical Union could be founded on this geographical divifion,

4+ Bean Tucker’s Propdfal.

Gloucefter
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Gloucefter be right, I {peak the fentiments of every
difinterefted Irith Patriot ?

“ By a Union with great Britain, Ireland would
gain, befides the freedom of trade, other advantagcs,
much more important. The greater part of the
people of all ranks would gain a complete deliver-
ance from an ariffocracy, not founded in the natu-
ral and refpeCable diftintions of birth and fortune,
but in thofe of religious and political prejudices :
diftinctions, which, more than any other, animate
both the infolence of the oppreflors, and the hatred
and indignation of the opprefied ; and which com-
monly render the inhabitants of the fame country
more hoftile to one another, than thofe of different
countries ever are.—The {pirit of party prevails lefs
in Scotland than in England. In the cafe of an
Union it would probably prevail lefs-in Ireland than
in Scotland.  Without a Union with Great Britain,
the inhabitants of Ireland are not likely for many
ages to confider themfelves as one people *.”

In fupporting’ an Union then, if Adam Smith be
right,—1I not only vote for advancing the freedom
of Irifh trade, by putting an end to all commercial
contefts between the fifier countries, (and thus re-
moving a nuifance, which the grants of 1779 left
ftanding,) but for procuring advantages, of far more

* Inquiry into the Nature and Caufes of theWealth of Nations,
book v. chap. 3.
importance
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importance to my country : forrelieving the maf of
~her inhabitants from an oppreflive control: for
‘L promoting that tranquillity and concord, and induf-
trious content, without which, no country, how-
evet advantageoufly fituated for trade, can profit of
the opportunities which nature, or accident, has
_ 'given her : in fhort, for making Irithmen confider
themfelves as one people ; which, thirty years ago,
this inquiring man thought, without an Union,
they were not likely to do for ages; and which the
fcenes of laft year, and the events'now pafling, im-
& perioufly forbid us to pronounce that they have
= done, or to hope fanguinely, that, fituated as we are;
- they will do.

In point of commercial freedom, we are already
(it is faid *) in poffefiion of every thing that Eng-
~ land could grant. Even admitting this pofition to
- be better founded than it'is, it is expofed to an eafy

anfwer. If Union fubfiitutes, in the place of dif-
~ cord, and degradation,—internal freedom, harmony;
and peace ; it will give the power, which we want, .
- of profiting by the advantages which we have : it
will befiow a freedom of trade which will nourlﬂl,
~in place of one which tantalizes.

~ Sofar was the writer, whom I have cited, from,
- conceiving that the interpofition of the Irith chan-

nelwas an obftacle to our political incorporation
&
' * By Mr. Jebb.”

4 - o Al
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with Great Britain, that the fifty times fironger ar= |
gument which the Atlantic fupplies, has not pre=
vented him from recommending to leflen the greal
JSeramble of faction and ambition, by an Union-between
Great Britain and her American Colonies.

He recommends the meafure, as caleulated to
deliver the latter from rancorous andwvirulent fattions,
and to promote American franquillity and happine/s :
he recommends it, as #énding to prevent a total fepara-
tion from Great Britain, which, without an Union,
he predidls as likely to take place.

I think that Ireland, as well as America, has us
rancorous faétions to remove ; and tranquillity and
happinefs, yet to attain!—and if experience has
verified Smith’s prediction of American feparation,
it but difpofes me to attend the more to his opinion,
that without an Union, the inhabitants of Ireland
will be long a divided people.

But in the cafe of Ireland, are there no grounds
for recommending Union, asa means of preventing
menaced Separation >—Is there no danger of fuch
feparation, orof a dreadful effort towards it 2—7The
Reports of our Secret Committees—rebellion—in-
vafion—the principles of Tone,—the nature of the
Manifefloes of Humbert and his colleagues,—the
paragraphs of ¢ The Prefs,” the annals of difaffec-

. tion—the experience of every, even unthinking
man,—will furnith a ready anfwer to this queftion.
I know
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I know that we are in the habit of promifing
loudly from time to time, that we will ftand and
fall with England; but I would rather have the
connexion between the countries depend on a po-
litical principle, than on a loyal rant, or generous
‘effufion of tranfient fentiment, which a fature
- moment of refentment may f{upplant.

- We, who promife fuch cordial adherence, are the
- fame, who, in the bufinefs of the Regency, put the
. connexion to fuch hazard ; and who, in 1785, af-
- ferted that we could not, without i impairing our in-
dependency, accept commercial advantages, on the
- terms on which England could beftow them; and
thereby exprefled a jealoufy, which fuits but ill with
- our profeflions of attachment, and led to a doubt of
- the beneficial nature of that connexion, which fets
- our commerce and conftitution, in oppofition to
each other. We are the fame who have more than
- once, without waiting for Great Britain to lead the
~ way, broached f{yftems of Parliamentary Reform,
- which, by giving differently conftituted legiflative

~ Dbodies to the Sifter Countries, would have worn

away the imperial link, by which they are con-

B nclted.

But.if it be granted that we are thus prepared to
ftand or fall with Britain, why refufe to reduce this
cm‘dial fentiment to praéhce '—Why decline the
m&ft intimate connexion with a country, whofe
de: iny, good or 1ll, we thus offer to partake ?

K2 To
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To England I believe it is fufficiently appﬁfe?nt
that there is danger of, at the leaft, an attempt at fe-
paration : a combined, and bloody effort, of French
and Irith Jacobins, which may harafs the entire
Empire, and make this unhappy country a theatre
of war. So clearly do I fuppofe the Englith to dif-
cern this danger, that, as in the cafe of Scotland,
¢_the confideration of the fafety that was to be
¢ procured” (by Union,) ¢ brought them to agree
“ to a projelt, that n every branch of it was much
““ more favourable to the Scoteh Nation*;” {o, in the
prefent inflance, I expect that fimilar confider-
tions will produce a fimilar offer of greatly advanta-
geous terms to this country.

It feems to be admitted that the Scotch Union
was a meafure neceflary for averting the evil of fe-
paration. Now, if it be granted that in the cafe of
Ireland a fimilar evil is impending, will it alter the.
queftion to fhew that our-danger does not flow
from the fame caufes with thofe, which operated
upon Scotland ? - Surely not. Let it arife from
whence it may, if the peril exift, and if Union
would remove it, the meafure is as expedient in our
cafc as in that of Scotland. :

Great, 1 .admit, is the difference between the
cafes : but in the difference, 1 fee additional argu- -
ments for prefent Union.

# Burnet.

French



£ % )

ks - French connexion in 1707, was not what it is in
1799 - That country had then a fettled Govern-
ment ; and was not occupied, as the is at prefent,

in preaching infurretion, and fcattermg the feeds
of diforganization through the world. She was
not then the advocate for fedition in the abfract :
the enemy of all eftablithments : the indifcriminate
~ally of all rebellious fubjects. The fiate of England,

Europe, and the world, was not in 1707 what it is
in 1799. France was not then<«the formidable
power that theis now. If Scotch feparation would
have been mifchievous in thofe days, Irith fepara-
tion might be ruinous in the prefent : if imperial

firength was then defirable, it may now be indif-

penfable : if that Union with Scotland was necef-

fary to Britith welfare, this Union with Ireland may

be requifite to Britifhexiftence.

But what is Britith exi(tenceto us? itis every thing
it is our own. Look at the fituation of the ﬁﬁer
_ countries on a map ¥ : confider our manners, our

language,
# The above paffage furnithes one, and not the mo't {’rrik'ing,
of the many“inftances which are to be found of refemblance (in
the topics chofen, and arguments advanced) between the Specch
_deliveredon the 24th of January, in the Irifh Houfe of Com-
‘mons, by Mr. Smith, and that fpoken oun the rith of April fol-
lowing, by Lord Minto, in the Britith Houfe of Peers. (Seep.8
of ‘his Lordfhip’s printed Speech.)

“From p. 120, for thirty-five pages to the end (where the quef-
@n of Parliamentary competence is difcufled), thefe inftances are
u@s ftriking as they are numerous and accidental: and indeed little

. 3 5 difference,
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fanguage, our lineage, our interefis, our connexiomn,
our common and malignant foe. Wcigh thefe
- things

difference, in fome parts, can be difcovered, except-what arifes
from a greater dilatation of the arguments, and from the fuperior
€loquence with which Lord Minto has advanced them. With
Mr. Smith, his Lordfhip afks (p.-122), * If 4 meafure be expe-
“ dient, why it may not be executed by Parliament? or, if Par-
* liament be not competent, where a mofe adequate authority can
“ be found” With him, he relies on ‘the general rule of the
Conftitution eftablithing the univerfal and unlimited “authority
of the Legiflature ; which he conceives to be aptly ftyled ¢ omni-
“ potent;” and agrees -in holding that % whatever the whole na-
“tion could do, is within the regular and fundamental powers of
¢ Parliament.”
 As to the fubjects” “ counterclaim of right to refift an abufe
“and perverfion of authority,” he precifely coincides with Mr.
Smith in obferving, that fuch claims ¢ are without the pale of
“law;” that they are “ all extra-conftitutional ; in contradiction
“ with the particular conftitution, and with the general principles
“of government.” (Pages 125 and 128.) -
Admitting (p. 135) “that a legiflative Union with Ireland muft
“ operate on the condition, or even conftitution of Parliament,
“ 4 (:han‘ge as confiderable as the obje@or would choofe to ftate
“it,” he, however, maintains with Mr. Smith, that this admiffion
will not affet the queftion; agreeing with him, not only that Par-
liament is competent fo the ordaining fuch a change, but in citing
with him, as precedents which have afferted and eftablifhed this
competency, * the various laws for limiting the duration of Par-
“ liamentsyi*ithe laws propofed for what is called Reform, and
not ebjected to on the fcore of Parliamentary ¢ incompetence to
“ adopt fuch changes in its own conftitution” (p. 136); the “al-
“ terations in the eflablithed religion, which have been the work
¢ of ‘Parliament;” and ¢ the laws, fo frequently made there, for
¢ altering and regulating the fucceffion to the Crown.” (Pages
137 147, 148.)
His

e
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t'hiﬁgﬁ well, and you will not propofc the quefiion:
a qULﬁIOD which muft come but ill from thofe,
who profefs their readine’ to fland or fall with
Britain.

-

Yet diftinguithable as the cafes may be, fome re-
femblances bétween that of Scotland and Ireland
may be traced. There, as here, we are informed
by De Foe, that a firange and motley coalition of
difcordant factions formed the Anti-Union band.

His Lordfhip, as well as Mr. Smith, denies: (p."141), that there
¢ lies an appeal from Parliament to" county meetings;” or, as
this latter has exprefled it, that legiflative decrees require plebeian
fanétion ; or, that Parliament can be at once {ubordinate and f{u-
preme , aandiagrees with him in maintaining that the people, having
returned its reprefentatives, is func?us officio; that Parliament is
% the eftablifhed organ of the general will;” that its province is
“ to adminifter the fupreme power of the State;” and that its
« fovereignty is neither more nor lefs, but identically the fame with
“ that of the people itfelf; appearing in the only perceptible form
¢ In which it can be recognifed by the Conftitution.” (Pages 139,
148.)
' Finally, his Lordfhip, with Mr. Smith, oppofes the authority
of Lord Somers, and the example of the Scotch Union (p- 146),
to the rafh opinions which have been declared upon the queﬁlon
of Parliamentary competem.e
That Mr. Smith fhould rely more confidently on his own opi-
nions, now  that they have become fanétioned by the refpectable
authority of Lord Minto, is not to be wondered at; and he even
feels warranted in thinking more favourably of the force of many
of his own arguments, and of the feletion of his topics, from their
fimilarity to thofe which his Lordfhip has chanced to adopt. The
paiTageE quoted in this note will, he apprehends, be found to
omprife the whole fubftance of what Lord Minto has ad-
Lg_d on the fubjet of the competence of Parliament.

P, | There,
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There, as here, in aid of Parliamentary exertions,
“ they ftudied to raife a florm without doors, for
‘¢ the purpofe of intimidation. Addrefles againft
“ the Union were fent round all the counties, in
“ which thofe who oppofed it had any intereft.
¢ There came up many of thefe in the name of
“ counties, boroughs, &c.  This made fome noife
¢ abroad ; but was very little confidered there,
“ when 1t was known by what arts and pra&ices
‘¢ they were procured *.” But it may be faid that
this junction of diffentient factions- was. equivo-
cal : that it might be a patriotic facrifice of party
difference, to the object of effeétually refifting the
deftructive meafure of an Union ? Was this the
cafe? Hear from Tindal the common principle and
motive which confolidated thefe various parties
upon this occafion: ¢ All thofe who adhered in-
« flexibly to the Jacobite intereft oppofed every
¢ ftep that was made towards an Union, with
¢ great vehemence :” Why ? ¢ becaufe they faw that

““ it firuck at the root of all their (]fj/zgm for a nevs

< gpevolution.”’

Some future hiftorian might, perhaps, think pro-
per in the cafe of Ireland, to adopt this fentence
with but flight variation; and record that «all
‘¢ thefe who adhered to the Jacobin intereft, vehe-
“ mently oppofed every fiep towards that Union,

* Tindal
+ As mentioned above from De Foe.

% which
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- % which firuck at the root of their revolutionary
“ defigns *.” The party, however, was difcomfited
in Scotland, by the exertions of a fmall band of un-
popular, yet acknowledged patriots, who, fupport-

. ing, on principle, the meafure of a miniftry o whick

~ they were hoftile, turned the balance, and carried an
Unien, which is not now denied to have been ad-

- vantageous to Scotland. This honourable band, of
which I fhall égain have occafion to fpeak, was -
~ known by the title of the Squadrone +-.

But let me recut to Adam Smith’s pofition, that
Union may foften thc rigours of religious prejudice
- and diftinétion, and blend the inhabitants of Ireland
~ into one people.

It is impofiible to advert to this confideration,
without, at the fame time, raifing to our view the
- Roman Catholic body ; their fituation, their num-
bers, and their demands.

The claims of this great portion of the Irith peo-
ple are undoubtedly fupportable on fome confiitu-
- tional principles. For inftance, it is the {pirit of

- * I do not mean to infinuate, what I believe to be untrue, that

~ the oppofition to Union has been confined to this defcription ;

or that many moft refpectable characters do not oppofe it. To

deny that the meafure meets with much honefl oppofition,

would be to fail in that refpeét which is due to Parliament, and

fo contradi¢t my own conviction.
1 Tindal.

| L our
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our Conftitution, that the Houfe of Commons
fhould be the reprefentative of the combined pro-
perty and population of the kingdom : that a certain
ftake in the country fhould give to the holder the
elective franchife ; and that he thould be at liberty
to exercife this, by nominating what reprefentative
he pleafes. On the cafe of the Catholics this prin-
ciple operates only in its firft branch. Catholic
freeholders may elet ; but not whom they pleafe :
for they muft not nominate Catholic reprefentatives:
they are prohibited from entrufting their interefis
to thofe, who might feem moft likely zealouily to
prote¢t them. But Parliament is open to the Ca-
tholic, on the terms of his taking certain oaths ; that
is to fay, on condition that he abjures the tenets of
his religion *,

It ma}\r, however, be faid, that thefe incapacities
are indifpenfable, towards the protettion of the
eftablithed Church. Perhaps they are. Itis not
my bufinefs here to difcufs this queftion.

But if thefe difqualifications be, or feem, thus-
neceflary in our prefent ftate, it follows that Catho-
lics need not be very averfe from changing the fitua-
tion, which gives birth to the neceflity.

Have I fiartled the Proteftant by the above fen-
tence? If fo, it was his prejudice, and not his rea-

* Or, in other words, cea/es to be a Catholic,
' | fon,
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fon, which took the alarm. For, what have I faid ?

only this: that if the prefent flate of the Empire
render Catholic claims mcompahblc with Proteftant

fafety, the Catholic has no ground for protefting
againit a change.

- But will his chance be bettered by an Union ? I

_am only fuggefting that it will not be diminithed.

If it were not that the impoflibility of a partial
repeal of the teft laws may fland in the way, I
fthould fay that it wou/d be improved. Does the
Proteftant obje@? the bigot may ; but a mere

friend to the eftablithed Church will not. The

mere friend to the Proteftant religion will reft his
oppofition to Catholic claims, on the fole ground of
their being inconfifient with the fecurity of the
eftablithed Church*: and therefore, fo foon as

thefe claims become compatible with this fecurity,

the oppofition of fuch a man will ceafe. Thus

Union might ftand recommended to Catholics, as
tending to improve their profpeéts, and yet be
nothing the more objectionable to Proteftants on
this account. “ For how would it improve the Ca-

* In demonftrating Catholic claims to be inconfiftent with the
fafety of the eftablifhed Religion, it would, by neceflary implica-
tion, be at the fame time proved, that they were incompatible with
the fecurity of the State. Such at leaft is my doctrine ; who, not
being one of Paine’s fchool, admit, as a conftitutional principle, the
connexion between Church.and State. Indeed this connexion and
mutual dependance, is, in the prefent inftance, a neceffary and im-

~ portant effect of the appurtenance of temporal to {piritual power.

L2 tholic
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tholic views? if at all, by removing that danger to
Proteftantifm, which might at prefent feem to
attend a compliance with their defires.

Therefore, let it not be faid, that T addrefs each
religion as it were—a/fide. Neither Proteftants nor
Catholics may think.-my arguments worth liftening
to ; but whatever I addrefs to one, I have no objec-
tion to the other’s hearing. I do not fpeak to Ca-
tholics ; nor to Proteftants: but to Irithmen. I
fpeak to the inhabitants of this ill-fated country,
who are not, but who-ought to be one people ; even
though an eternal barrier fhould be placed againft
the further advancement of the Catholics. Perfons
of that religion enjoy at prefent more than complete
toleration, and the fubftantial benefits and protec-
tion of the Conftitution; and they are excluded
from political power, not from motives of hoftility
to them, but on the (at leaft plaufible) ground of
apprehenfion for the fecurity of the eftablifhed
Church. Thefe are my fentiments ; and I {fupported
the Catholic claims in 1795—whether rightly or
not, it would be foreign from my prefent purpofe to
inquire,

I have faid that (the objeQtion of the teft laws
out of the queftion,) Union might improve the Ca-
tholic hopes. Let me briefly ftate the grounds of
this opinion. The opponent of Catholic demands
alledges that, confidering their fuperiority in pomt
of number to the Proteftants, to give them a nomi-

nal
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nal equality, might be to beflow on them an actual
fuperiority, of political power. This objection, in
our prefent fituation, is plaufible at the leaft.

But obferve how the cafe would be, upon an
Union. The Catholics would, undoubtedly, in
Ireland exceed the Proteftants, exactly as they do
at prefent.  But in the one united kingdom, (of
~ incorporated Britain and Ireland,) the Protefiants
would, .as they do at prefent, greatly exceed the
Catholics. What would follow ? That to make
~ thefe latter nominally equal to the Proteftants,
would not give them an actually equal, much lefs
a predominant weight in the Empire.

Thus, on the one hand, every fatisfied Catholic
individual might be permitted to indulge the honeft
pride of feeling himfelf on a par with his Protefiant
brother; and poffefling capacity for an equal fhare,
not only in the benefits, but the sonours of the Con-
ftitution : whilft, on the other hand, the Proteftant
body, fuperior in mumber, and confequently pof-
feffed of the greater portion of thofe capacities which
were impartially diftributed amongft all, would
feel that they were able to obtain complete fecurity
for their religion, without wounding, degrading, ox
alienating the Catholic fubject. They ‘would feel,
what in Ireland cannot be felt at prefent, that the
_popular religion was the religion of the State.

‘1 cannot
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I cannot avoid (I do not wifh to avoid, for 1
would be candid) confefling that a moft able
pamphlet, written by Doftor Duigenan, has made -
great impreflion on my mind ; but, notwithfianding
the degrec of temporal power, neceflarily appurte--
nant to that fupremacy which Catholic tenets deny
the King, let us inquire how matters m‘i‘ght; after
the Union, fland. The great mafs of thée United
Legiflature would be Proteftant. - How impotent
would be the anti-fupremacy of a Catholic minority !
To the Catholics then I fay, Union might improve
their views ; whilft to the Proteftants I obferve, that
to this they could have no obje&ion ; fince Union
can no otherwife brighten Catholic profpe@s, than

by rendering their importance quite compatible with
the fafety of the eftablithed Church,

But to Proteftants T would fay more. I would
obferve, that though Catholic depreflion may be
neceflary, it is a neceflary evil ; and we fhould not
cherith with too much bigotry, the fituation which
renders this depreflion requifite. I doubt whether
there be not fomething radically faulty in that ftate
of things, which founds on the even moderate de-
preflion of three-fourths of our population, the fafety
of the remaining fourth *. It is the manly fpirit of

- that

* It not being material to my reafoning, to eftimate with any pre-
cifion, the proportion of Catholic to Proteftant population in this
counfry, (but merely to fuggeft, that the Catholics form a confider-
able majority of our people,) I have therefore acquiefced in a com-

4 . mon,
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that Britith Conftitution, beneath which after Union
we fhould live, that the great body of the people

“thould not only be fecure and free, but refpectable and
~proud. If the prefent diftinénefs of Ircland render

Catholics the neceflary viflims of an exception to
this rule, I do not like our diftinctnefs the better
on this account. I do not know whether 1 have
argued this matter foundly ; but it {hould feem that
our Legiflature reafoned in the fame way, in the

reign of Anne; when the Lords having failed in

the attempt to procure an Union, the Parliament
proceeded to enact the penal code.

When I confider the prefent fituation of the
world, I am lefs attached to an order of things

mon, but, I believe, erroneous notion, that this proportion is as three
to one. It appears, that in the years 1732, and in 1733, the pro-
portion of the number of Proteftant to that of Popifh families,
was as three to eight; and there is ground for irrefiftible prefump-
tion, that the number of Proteftants has, fince that period, confider-
ably increafed.

My opinion is, that the general population of Ireland is over-rated ;
and that the eftimate which reprefents Catholics to be to Proteftants
in the ratio of three to one, is alfo an exaggerated ftatement.

See, as to the latter point, “An Abftract of the Number of Proteft-
“ant and Popifh Families, in the feveral Provinces and Counties of
% reland, taken from the Returns made by the Hearth-money Col-
“ Je&tors, to the Hearth-money Office in Dublin, in the Years 1732,
“and 1733.”

This abftra&t was firft publifhed in 1736, and was reprinfed in
the year 1788 : and in this, the proportion of Proteftant to Popifh
families will be found to be eftimated as I have ftated,—viz. as three
o sight.

which
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which renders it neceffary to rifk alienating any
body in the State ; (though even by a fyfiem, which
is not fo harfh as to juftify fuch alienation ;) and
am the more willing to confider as recommendatbry
of Union, that it may juflify the removal of what-
ever, by offending the pride, damps the zeal, of any
portion of the people. '

The prefent emergency demands the ardent
loyalty offubjecls: a fluggifh and feanty allegiance
does not fuit the mighty crifis in which we ftand.
French agents are abroad, feducing a credulous
people, magnifying every mote of grievance to
enormity ; and exciting their dupes to fury and in-
furrection. Should we oppofe terror to thefe delu-
fions? It may be neceffary ; but alone it will not
fuffice.  We fhould counterad one temptation
by another : we fhould remove thofe grievances,
which are the moft dangerous weapons a Jacobin
could wield: we fhould make the Conflitution
Jovely, that the people may embrace it ; and render
our government fuch a fource of pride and happi-
nefs to the fubject, that no Jacobin will fucceed in
endeavouring to feduce him.

_ -In a letter, which the late Mr. Burke did me the

honour of writing me above four years ago, on the
fubject of what was termed Catholic Emancipation,
this neceflity for interefting as many clafles of the

“people as may be, in the confervation of the prefent

political eftablithment, and thus adminiftering an
antidote
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- antidote to Jg,ﬁolgiqiga} poifon, forms the hinge, on_
-~ which all his arguments in_fupport of the Catholic . |
“demands turn. - Would to.God that thefe principles - |
had been éﬁéﬁ on !—if not 'ifr; granti_ng the Cat_b'o-i-'.‘f
lic requefis, (for, the eipedichpy of this great me:é(t"-_’v'
fare | feel to be queﬁidniab‘le,' though I fupported™
it,) yet in doing gracioufly, what we-felt compelled
to do : in tempering theoretic, and political depref-
- fion, with practical cordiality, and encouragement. °
—Would to God that Catholics had not loft
- the memory of what was" granted—in the angry
“wifh for what was withheld ! nor polluted their pre-
tenfions, by the advocatifm of notorious Separatifts,
and Traitors |—that Proteflant afcendancy (which
I truft will ever be maintained) had never been
~ abufed, nor in any cafe degenerated into bigotry and
- fallion !—that oppofite parties had not vied with
- cach other in civil rage, and fupplied, by their dif-
~ tractions, fo many arguments for Union '—Would
to God that thelate gloomy afpeét of affairs did not
furnith a verifying comment on the predifion of
- Adam Smith, that, without an Union, the inhabit-
~ ants of Ireland would not confider themfelyes as
- one people ! '

But fuppofe the claims of the Catholics fhould
- fail of fuccefs, though fubmitted to the remote and
- unprejudiced tribunal of an imperial Parliament ;
~ though notwithftanding the new arguments which
] thi:s'_r change of circumftances, induced by incorpo-
t;-‘itf@?,?,,wm’ﬂd have fupplied in | their fupport, they

M- : thould
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{hould fo fatl docs it fohow ti'lat vmqn wa‘fﬁ
m_]ure the Catholics ? clearly not: it wou]d but leave.
them where they are ; unlefs they concewe that the
fame demands made at home, on lefs favourable
grounds, and wﬁh more jealoufies in array againft

them, would yet have a greater likelihood of
fuccefs. :

Nay farther -—Though their claims fhould be re-
jedted by the united chlﬂaturc, does it follow that
their ﬁtuatmn mlght not be bettered by an Union ?
—This point deferves to be examined.

Union might praically ffnprqve the fituation of
the Catholics; though it fhould leave them, in
point of theory, where they were.

Proteftant afcendancy ftanding, after Union, (as,
whether Catholic claims were admitted or rejected,
it muft do,) on an 1mpreo‘nable foundatlon, would
not need to be pmpped by favours and diftinctions,
which may now exalt the Proteftant at the expenfe
of Catholic feeling. The fame fecurity would
afTuage the Proteftant mind : would heal his jealou-
fies and apprehenfions, and make him more fufcep-
tible of cordlahty to his Catholic brother. Terror
and fafpicion are the ufual parents of oppreffion.

[ f Union promote the wealth and trade of Ireland,

it muft practically increafe the comfort and confe-
quence
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quence ¢ of the Catholics, who compofe the majority
?f Irith populahon. s 1

If Union pm”fimlly excludes many Protefiants
from that golltlcal 1mPortance, Whlch the pre,fent
Atate of thlngs permits them to enjoy, (and doubt-
lcfs Union will abridge the confequence of fome,
and greatly interfere with the ambitious views of
many ; as perhaps the opponents of the meafure
"need not to be informed ;) then Cathohcs may fit
_down the more contentedly ‘under that exclufion,
to which the theory of the cﬁabhfhmcnt has con-
demncd them..

If to fee their Proteftant brethren enjoying, under
thcu' cye, thofe honours of the Confiitution from
‘which thcy are excluded, be grating to the Catholic
,mind,— thls is a mort}ﬁcatlon, from which Union
would relxcvc them

1
§.

El

Thc pre-emmence of the prefent refident arifio-
cracy, being foundcd on_political diftinétions, 1s
one, in which the Catholic body cannot fhare.
_After Union, our refident ariftocracy would be
founded on thofe diftinétions of birth and fortune,
Whlch are as. attamable by thofe of one religion, as
of the othcr

T S e

If théfe exifted in this country any Jocal preju-
~ dices againft the Catholic body, which, to the theo-
4 itegg (and I thmk not very important) depreflion of
: M2 that

48
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that perfuafion, added a detall of more pra&’ cal,

and galling contumely,—after Unlon, thefe fodmis

-of complaint muft ceafe. § "y
> i ' l"a"r 4

~ By an Union, Adam Smith was of‘ﬂpléﬁén, that
the greater part of the Irifk people would be relieved
. from an oppreflive ariftocracy. It docs not become
me to inquire whether this grlevancc does exifl, or
“whether Union would' remove it. I Ihall therefore
“content myfelf with obfervmg, that the Catholics
form ke greater part of the Frifk peaple On thefe
“grounds it firikes me, ‘that Union (on thofe fair
terms, which #// Irithmen thould demand,) would
be a meafure beneficial to the Catholics. And how ‘
“bencficial to them ? At'the expenfe of Protefiants ?
“or at the rifk of the eftablifhed Church“? Quite
the contrary.” For, if Union fhould improve the
chance of Catholics, for acquiring a greater fhare of
political importance, how would it do this ? by giv-
ing to the eftablithed Church fuch firmnefs, as not
even Catholi¢ hoftility could fHake. ” And if Union
fhould, "without  theoretically aggrandizing, yet
practically improve the fituation of the Catholics,
how would it achieve this? Chiefly by promotmg
the wealth and profperity of Ireland ; by putting ‘a
period 6 the firuggles of internal faétion ; and by
rendering the eftablifhed religion fo ‘fecure, as fo
filence all the Jealouﬂcs of thc moft apprchenﬁvc
Proteﬁant ; ,
Thus, howéver paradoklcal it may appear, I think
myfelf warranted in tclhng Catholics, that Union
will
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 mamtenance, and folidity of the effablifhed Church. N

If this be fo, T have, for the laft twelve or thirteen
pages, been ufing arguments, which are fo far'from

‘applying exclufively to Catholics, that they fhould

~‘recommend the meafure to Pxotcﬁants, as ]eaf’c as

~ this ifland ; but that imperial profperity would cir- °

ﬁron gly.

I have already fuggefted, that the meafure which
gives Ircland tranquillity, muft give hercommerce ;

‘that to appeafe prefent diftraltions, and permanently

filence the animofities of our pedple, will be to pro-
mote induftry, and its attendant, wealth. How far
Union will more direétly confer commercial bene-
fits, is a queftion which my flight knowledse of

fuch fubjects does not enable me to folve. In

truth, I conceive it to be a queftion connefted with

the terms,—yet, (if ever) to be propofed; ard there-
fore, in the prefent ftage of the inquiry, premature.
~Some opinions, however, I have upon the fubje&,

‘and thefe I thall take the liberty of here throwing
together with much brevity, and with little regard
to arrangement. I conceive that Union would

‘give Britifh eapital to this country; and thusina
"\fery obyious way promote our commerce. I con-

“ceive that a wifely-arranged incorporation would fo
1dent1fy the interefts of the fifter countries, that Bri-
tain would no longer exercife a narrow policy by

| ?nlate impartially through- all the members of the

1 Empire,
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Empires A wr1t¢r againft Union has‘rcmmdqu\zﬁ,
that . < the perhaps” (before Union) < ncccﬁ'a&y,
« though fevere policy of England clofed the bar-
¢ _riers againft the only article of export,” (ive
¢ cattle) ¢¢ afforded by the cold, ungrateful foil of
¢ Scotland¥*.” From this ftatement we may colleé‘f
that {o,long as thefe two, countrles r¢mam diftindt,
the commcr(:lal policy adopted towards us by Eng-
land, which is fevere, may yet be neceffary ; but
after Union, could it be requifite for the, Britith Em-
pire to exercife a fevere policy agﬁin& itfelf 2 If not,
we behold another fource of commercial advantage,
~which an incorporating Union would produce  to
Ireland. The value of the channel trade I cannot
_pretend to eflimate ; nor do the opponents of Union
afford me fteady light ; for as the fame perfons who
have been long inveighing againft the Irith Parlia-
ment, are on a_fudden grown fo clear- ﬁghted to its
vaft merits, as to hear with indignation, the men-
tion of its removal, or even modification,—fo thofe
‘whom [ have heard rate the value of the channel
-trade yery highly, have lately difcovered that it is a
-worthlefs bauble. But our manufactures are to be
deﬁx;oyc;d by the mtrodualon of equal law ! Here
.again, we arc prematurely cntanghnd ourfelves in a
dnuﬂﬁon of terms. If 1 recolleét what Adam
Sinith, has faid on_the fubje@ of proteéhng dutles
‘ll_‘.‘,.lts, that they are not.calculated to ingreafe thc_,f am
wof indufiry ; but rather to turn, (perhaps injudi-

* Mr. ']S;bb’s Reply. .
: cioufly
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 cioufly to force,) the national indufiry into a parti-

cular channel. This feems an argument againft

 the principle of fuch duties; but when' they have’

been eftablithed, and an infant manufalture is
growing up bencath their fhelter, it is fo obyious
that they ought not to be removed, that I make no
doubt that Union would not be atténded with their
rafh dbolition, or the immediate introduction of
equal law. It is faid the metropolis would be in-

~ jured by an Union. The provifos contained in this

arrangement might eafily counteract the general.
tendency of the meafure to injare Dublin; (even
admitting it to have this tendency 3) and the metro-
polis would very principally gain by that acquifition
of the Britith market which would be generally be-
neficial to this kingdom, and which would be a ne-
ceflary confequence of Union. At all events, for

what this country loft in one quarter, the might be
. compenfated in another ; and the quefiion is not

what Dublin might lofe, but what on the average
Treland would gain.. - The fplendour of Dublin, I
take t6 be artificial : it is not fuch a {ymptom of
gencral national greatnefs, as that, given the wealth
of Dublin, you can meafure the profperity of Ireland.
The riches of this city (and fo muft be the cafe of
every metropolis) arife from an accumulation, and
determination of confumption to that quarter: a
mere concentration of national expenfe ; and Dub-
lin‘ might be lefs great, yet Ireland equally profper-
ous: inafmuch as the fame wealth would not the
lefs exift, becaufe it circulated more widely. That
Ay greatnefs
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greatnefs which Unien might beflow on Cork. 4,01 °

which, after Union, might remain to Dublin, bcl;?g

commercial, would be more fymptomatlc of na-

tional profpcrlty On thefe fub_]e&s, howevcr, E
avow my ignorance, and pronouucc an-opinion with
hefitation.  As to abfentces, I beheve Umon wou]d
not produce the crop that is expc&ed Iand ‘would
replace thofe refidents of whom it dcprlved us, by a
valuable elafs of men, of which we ﬁand in  need.

The metropolis would, for fome, not have thofe at-
trations which it boafts at ‘_prefcknt ; and what
might be the confequence 2 That our noblemen
and gentry, difperfed  throughout the country,
would live, and {pend their money, more ufefully,
amongft their tenants, and on their eftates. With
refpect to the increafe of taxes, which Union might
occafion, the prefent-and future liability of Ireland
could, by the terms, be fixed at a fair proportion, and
an adherence to the principle of that proportion be
fecured : thofe who paint Union as a mere financial
fcheme of the Britith Minifter, do not alarm me ;
becaufe, firft, the adjufiment of the terms is within
our power ; and fecondly, to make Ircland produc-
tive, he mufi make her rich.

Befides, Adam Smith, a Scotchman, and approver
of the Scottith Union, hasaflured me that Ireland,
by a_ legilative incorporation with Great Britain,
¢« would gain advantages, which would much more
¢¢ ‘than compenfate any increafe oftaxes, that might

¢ .accompany that Union,” DBut Smith, it may be
RITY. o« s
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faid, would not affert this now: fince he wtote,
Ireland has acquired a free trade. I leave him to
anfwer this objetion himfelf: the following are
his words : ¢ By an Union, Ircland, befides free-
“ dom of trade, would gain olher advantages, much
“more important.”  Again, it may be urged that,
- fince Smith wrote, this country has obtained con-
fiitutional Independence. But if the reader will
obferve the tenour of the paflage cited * from this
writer, he will find, that the advantages to which
he alludes might fiill remain to be acquired.

- In difcufling the probable confequences of a le-
giflative Union between this Ifland and Great Bri-
tain, we naturally turn our eyes (and I have al-
ready pointed the attention of my reader) to that
which, in the beginning of the prefent century, in«
corporated England® and . Scotland. When we
would expatiate too far in theory, this example,
as it were, recalls us, and puts us in the beaten
road of practice and experience,

That Scotland has, fince the Union, advanced
in profperity, I have never heard denied. That
this advancement fhould be attributed to the
Union, I have feldom heard controverted, and
never difproved. Of thofe who allege this progrefs
as a reafon in favour of Union, it might, 1 admit,
be inquired by fuch as hefitate to impute the pro-

s

E. 0, W * In a former part of this Addrefs,

R/ N {perity




¢ 90 )

fperity of Seotland to its incorporation with Enge
land, (if any fuch cavillers there be,) whether that: .

country would have advanced lefs rapidly, if itthad \‘
vemained diftinét ! But give me leave to fay that,
according to all rules of rational difeuflion, the
burden of proof lies direétly on the other fide.
The advocates for Union fhow a certain advance-
ment in profperity : lct the opponents prove, (or
offer reafons for prefuming), that if no Union had
taken place, the progrefs would have been greater,
or the fame. Let it be fhown that the prefent re-
lative pofition of Scotch and Englith profperity is
not 11 the ratio of their refpeftive nataral advan-
tages ; and that in the race towards commercial or
other greatnefs, England has left Scotland more
behind fince 1706, than fhe did before; and it
may feem prefumable that the Union has been inju-
rious to North, Britain. But®until this be thown,
fnch a pofition remains unproved. If in effimating
the diftance of thefc contiguous realms from'the
mo't flourifhing fuppofable point of national pro-
{perity, the interval between the countries thould ap-
pear to have been no wider fince thieir incorporation
than before, it would feem that Union has at leaft
been unipjurious to Scotland. Buat if the relation of
natural advantages having remained the fame, Scot-
land has, notwith(ianding, gained on her neighbour
wn the march, thofe firides towards profperity feem
attributable to the Union.’ Now let us fece how the
fact has been. Mr. Jebb, on the authority of
Chalmers, and of Mr. Pitt, ftates Eng llfh ability

{o
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fo have been’ to Scottith, at the period of the
- Union, as twenty-eight to one; and the propor-
tion at the prefent day, to be as eight to one. An

- amazing pulling-up of commercial difiance on the
part of Scotland. “ ’

~ But Seotland was poor in 1706, and Ireland is
rich in 1799 ! ‘ v

What is this to the purpofe ? If Union enable
Scotland to pull up a greater interval, does it fol-

low that it will not permit Ireland to pull-up a
lefs ?

I therefore feel myfelf to be warranted in fiating,
firft, that the effects of Union,on North Britain are
relevant to the queition which [ have undertaken
to difcufs; and /fecondly, that there is ground for
what the law terms a violent prefumption, that the
profperity of Scotland has been promoted by the
Union. |

Nor does it feem to me, that in fketching briefly
the memoirs of that event, and what (connededly)
preceded it.z,__a*'d in -&Iendir}g with the extra&s which
I make from hiftorians *, my own obfervations and

: dedutions

# 1
* And“which I fhall difiinguifh by inverted commas.—An
- anonymous adverfary, who has’' done me the honour of writing
. mea letter, in anfwer to this Addrefs, accufes me, in p. 33, of
o bhaving “ filled many pages with extradls from De Foe’—Now it is
: Etous fg&, that, fo far from filling ag:. with extradts from
& N a De
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deductions with regard to Ireland, I fhall perform
a tafk, quite unacceptable to my readers, or im+
pertinent to my inquiry.

¢« The uniting of the two kingdoms of England
¢« and Scotland, was ever thought of fuch import-
¢ ance to the wealth, firength, and trénquillity,"
(not exclufively of England *, but) ¢ of the ifland
“ of Great Britain, that {everal attempts were made
¢ towards it, both &efore and after the Union of the
“ two crowns, in the perfon of King James.”—
Amongft thefe might be enumerated efforts fo re-
mote, as thofe of the wife and politic Edward the
Firft; but I fhall, for many reafons, take the matter
up at a much more recent period. In the year
1503 was celebrated the marriage of the Princefs
Margaret, eldeft daughter of Henry the Seventh
of England; with James King of Scotland; ¢ and
¢« Henry hoped, from the completion of it, to re-
¢¢ move all fource of difcord with the neighbouring
¢ kingdom.”  This alliance, however, failed: to
produce the defired effect. About ten years after,
England declared war again(t France, the ancient

De Foe, I have not, throughout my whole Addrefs, made a_fngle
extradt from that writer ; and have but once, that I can recolleét,
even alluded to any matters as mentioned by him.—I truft that
this is not a fpecimen of the accuracy with which my anonymous
correfpondent has perufed the whole of the work which he under-
took to anfwer.

% Any more than the Union under difcuffion would be im-~
portantly beneficial exclufively to England. 1t would benefit the
Empire, i. e. Great Britain and Ireland,

5 : : ally
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ally of Scotland, (and modern fupporter of Irifh
~ Separatifis and Traitors,) which latter kingdom
thus became entangled in the conteft.

For, Scotland was a country inferior to England
in power, and refources ; and fought to augment
her firength by a league with France;  and the
¢« Scots univerfally believed that, were it not for
« the countenance which they received from this
-« foreign alliance, they bhad never 'been able to
¢ maintain their independence, again{t a people {o
¢ much fuperior.”

It had not yet occurred to them, that in Union
they might find a bulwark againft the fuperior force
of England; and even make this force a part of
their proper firength ; that by incorporating with
England, they would, preclude for ever all af-
faults on their independence ; fince this independ-
ence could not be affailable, when it had ceafed to
be difiin& : that adiverfity of intercfis could alone
render Englifh power formidable to Scotland ; and
that to change terror into confidence, and convert
Englith power, from an object of jealoufy, to a
ground of fecurity, Scotland had but to identify
its exifience with that of England ; and from having
 been a rival, become a member of the Englith
empire..
.
~Tn like manner, Ireland is a country inferior to

mbﬁnd in power and refources ; and might, as 1
v A fufpedt,
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fufped, if fhe conceived the mifchievous defign of.
feparating herfelf from this latter country, berundet

the neceflity of having recourfe to the foftering pro-
tection, and countenance of France : noryunlefs my

memory mifleads me, is it many years fince, ina
publication figned with the name “of Arthur

OfConnor, I have feen it pronounéed {Hat Ireland

might league herfelf, indifferentlyy with France,

or England, accordingly as one ‘or 'the other al-
hance fecemed moft conducivé to her interefis, or

was moft fuitable to her fancy *,

Be this as it may, the French connexion above
noticed, aided by the chivalrous ideas of James,
(who, having in all fournaments profefled himfclf
the knight of the Quéen of France, now obeyed
her remantic futimons %o take the field in her de- _
fence,) frufirated. the' peaceful and harmonizing
views of Henry ; and Scotland reaped, at Flouden,
the bloody harvelt of Zer diftinétnefs. in the difcom-
fiture of her arwy, and lofs of her king, together
with the flower of the Scots nobility ;—offering an
mviting~opportunity, which England generonfly
declined” taking, of ¢ gamming advantages over
“ Scotland ; and, perhaps, reducing it to fub- 9

-

to. Lord Caftlereagh, afceriains that I have not mifrecolleéted the
import of his former Addrefs to the Ele@ors of the County of !
Antrim. In the Letter to Lord C. Mr. O‘Connor avows hi{)?fclf ol
to have maintained, in the former Addrefs, this right‘ of Irehnd»'ﬁf

1o ally with France. | .

% The perufal of aletter, juft publifhed, from Mr. O*Connor .]i

¢ jeClions" I
i

F )
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¥ jeclion.” Henry the Eighth (not yet a tyrant)
preferred purfuing his father’s defign, of an ami-
cable -Union ;—and defirous ¢ to bring the go-
“ vernment of the Ifland under one monarch, of-
“fered his daughter Mary to James the Fifth of
“Scotland;” and made other advantageous pro-
pofals, “ which the King of Secotland was inelinable
SSenough to  fall in withy but the French, -who
*¢ dreaded the effeds of fuch a conjuniiion, found means
¢ 4o prevent at. This rejection of the propefed
“ Union engaged the Scots natien, againf their
““awill, in a war with England, dnd occafioned the
“ defeat at Solan Mofle, which brought their
“ king to his grave.’—That the French fhonld
have oppofed zealoufly a  conjunction, . which
~would eradicate all hopes of feparation, and give
permanent imperial firength to Britain, is not more
| ﬁ,fpriﬁn than that Jaeobins fhould, at the pre-

dent day, raife theig voices fo loudly and funouﬂy
againft an Union.

e . T T

“ King Edward VL. purfuing his father’s defign
*“ of an amicable Union of the two kingdoms, pro-
“ pofed a match between himfelf and Queen Mary
““of Scotland, which had already been agreed on
““in the Scots«Parliament; lut the French falion
 broke that agreement ; and brought upon the Scots
~ “another war with England, which ended in their
“ defeat at the battle of Pinky, near Muffelburgh.
“ Notwithfianding this great vi€lory, by which the
&g{ﬂh became poflefled of moft of the fouth of
{ ¢ Scotland,

s
X
g 4
&
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“ Scotland, yet Edward and his council wete o
“ far from defigning a conqueft of Scotland, or the
“ overthrowing the conflitution of that kingdom,  that
““ the Protector of England publithed a declaration,
““ to invite the Scots to amity and eguality. We
¢ get in your land (faid that declaration), and offer
“ England ; intercourfe of merchandifes, &ec. the
‘¢ abolithing of all fuch of our laws asprohibit the
“ fame, or might be an impediment to the mutual
“amity. We. offer not only' to leave the title of
‘¢ conqueror, but the name of our nation ; and to
““ take the old, indifferent name of Britons. We
“ feck not to take from you your laws nor cuftoms :
“we feek not to difinherit your queen, but to
‘“ make her heirs inheritors of England; becaufe,
“ nothing fhould be left on our part to be offered ;
““ nothing on your: part unrefufed ; whereby ‘ye might
““ be mexcufable—~"This,” adds the hiftorian,  was
“a very generous propofal 5 but the French faition
“ Jhill made it ineffettual, and brought Scotland under
““a yoke of French tyranny;” which greatly, and
naturally, % incenfed the Scots.”

This hiftorian (by the way) does not feem aware,
that to unite two kingdoms is neceflarily to fubvert.
the conflitution of one; for though the tendency
of the Protettor’s propofal was an Union, he yet
acquits the Englifh of having harboured any defign
. # of overthrowing the conftitution of Scotland.”

“ King
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¢ King James the Firft, foon after his acceflion
- ¢ to the Englith throne, moved the Parliament of
¢« England for an Union betwixt the two king-
““ doms ; that as they were made one in the head, /o,

““ among themfelves they might be infe pamb{y conjoined,
““ and all memory of by-paft divifions extinguifbed.”

Now it feems probable that James’s, prejudices
were favourable to the interefts of his Seottith fub-
je&ts ; and that he would not have propofed this
meafure, if he had not conceived that Union (from

the very name of which we fhrink) would be very
ferviceable to his country.

¥ The motion feemed to be generally well relifhed
“ by both nations; whofe refpeQive Parliaments
¢ appointed commiffioners ;” but the bufinefs pro-
ceeded languidly iz England, and finally fell to the
ground. ¢ The King” (a Scotchman) ¢ was ex-
‘¢ tremely grieved at this ; and conceiving that the
““ work would be more eafily effected, of begun in
« Scotland, called a Parliament there.. The eftates
) rcadlly allowed all the articles, provided the fame
¢ fhould be ratified in the Parliament of England.
¢ But the Englii Church party defeated all en-
‘¢ deavour to accomplith that Union. They foon
¢ difcovered  James's foible ; and found out other

¢ prerogative in Scotland ; and concurred with
“ him as heartily in that,” (to the fubverfion of the
N Ry liberties

““ employment for him ; which was to advance his

- Nl g i i
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liberties of that kingdom,) ¢ as they oppofed him
¢ in the Union.”

In this inftance, we find, that to rejeét Union
may not always be to promote the liberties of a
country *.

¢In the reign of Charles the Firft we do not
¢ find an Union to have been once mentioned : an
¢¢ ill-timed zeal for the Church of England had fo
¢ great an afcendant over that prince, as to engage
¢ him to overturn the conftitution of Scotland.”

The above paffage implies a contraft, which mo-
dern Irith patriots will find it difficult to compre-
hend, between Unign, and the fubverfion of a con-
{titution,

¢« Soon after the beginning of the civil wars,
¢¢ there was a confederacy between the two king-
¢« doms, which continued, with interruption, till it
¢ was entirely broken in 1650. On the 12th of
¢« April 1654, Cromwell publifhed an ordinance,
¢ for uniting Scotland with England. Thus ftood
¢ the Union for fome years; duwring which, il is
< fuid, the Scots nation was mever more eafy, nor
¢ Juflice more z'mfar!i:z//y adminiftered.”

* Tt does not follow, becaufe James thus appears to have loved
his own power better than the liberties of his Scottifh fubjects,
that he would not have preferred the interefts of (his native)
Scotland to thafe of England.

111 At



( 99 )

t¢ At the Refioration, every thing relating to
¢¢ Scotland was put upon the fame footing as before
¢ the civil wars: the ill effeéts whereof were foon
¢ felt in many inftances; particularly by the pafling
“ of acts relative to trade, which not only fiirred
“up old, but raifed new animofities. The Scots
“ made heavy complaints; but without redrefs,”
until the year 1670; when ¢ the Parliament of
“ Scotland pafled an a&, empowering King Charles”
to appoint commiflioners of both countries, “ to
¢¢ treat about the Union;” the “¢ reducing both
¢ Parliaments into one;’ but ¢¢ the Scots commif-
‘ fioners infifting that none of the confiituent
¢« members of the Parliament of Scotland thould be
¢ excluded from the Parliament of Great Britain,
‘ thus the treaty came to nothing; thefe commif-
‘“ fioners not only infifting upon their old pre-
¢ tences, but likewife that they could not {o much
¢¢ as treat of an Union, tiil all their confitituents
¢ had confented.” (We go farther here in Ireland ;
and require the exprefs confent of the whole people,
electors or not.)

¢ Thus, though the firft motion of a treaty came

“ entirely from themfelves, it was the Scots who
«« broke it off. The fecret motives of their doing
¢ fo, proceeded, it is faid, from fome about the
¢ court, who at firft fancied they could increafe
¢ their power and influence by the Uuion,” (and
therefore were good patriots, fo long as thc public
intereft feemed to coincide with their own,) “ being
02 < after-
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¢ afterwards convinced it would have quite another
clENe ‘ o

“In the time of James 1I. there was not’mng
“done in"'the’ Union ; the court bcmg taken up
“with other defigns.” ‘But'though, in' {hc reign of -~
« William and Mary, both nations Weére too much
“ diftracted; to think in earneft of uniting the two
“ kingdoms, yet, the fame being propofed by the
“ Scots convention of the effates," who appointed
¢ commiffioners, to treat upon that matter with
“ England, King William, ‘in his fpeech to both
*¢ Houfes of Parliament; on the 21ft of March
““ 1689, recommended to their confideration, an
“ Union with Scotlands. The Englifs Parliament
““ took little notice of this recommendation ; /5
“ that no anfwer waswreturned to the Scots Parlia-
“ ment,” (who appear to have been the inftigators
of the meature,) ““and thée bufinefs refied till the °
“ year 1700 ‘when the King, in his anfwer to an
““ addrefs of“the Lords, took an opportunity of
¢ putting that Houfe in mind of what he had re-
““ commended to his Parliament, foon after his ac-
““ cefliony viz. that they would confider of an
¢« Union between the two kingdoms; that his Ma-
¢ jefly was of opinion, that nothing would contri-
““'bute more to the fecurity and happinefs of both -
“.and was inclined to hope, that after they had
¢ {ived an hundred years under the fame head, fome
“ happy expedient, in cafe a treaty were fet on foot
¢ for that-purpofc, might be found for making them

e
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¢ one people. Hereupon the Lords paffed a bill,
“¢ for authorizing Commiffioners of the realm of
« England to treat with Commiffioners of Scot-
¢ land, for the weal of both kingdoms. But the
“ Commons” (of England) ¢¢ refufing their con-
<¢ currence,” the withes of Scotland were for the

prefent unfulfilled, and ¢ the bufinefs of the Union
¢ went no farther.”

<¢ This great work, therefore, was referved for
¢ the reign of Anne; for, though the'negotiation,
¢ which was fet on foot foon after her acceflion to
¢ the throne, unkappily wifcarried ; yet, it being
¢ refolved to endeavour again the Union of the two
« kingdoms, powers were given to the Queen, by
¢ the Parliaments of England and Scotland,” ac-
cording to which the appeinted commiffioners for
both countries. Amongft the Englith commif-
fioners were the. Lord ‘Keeper, Lord Godolphin,
the Earl of Sunderland, Lord Somers, Sir John
Holt, Sir Simon” Harcourt, Mr. Harley, and M.
Boyle :—amongft the Scots were the Chancellor,
the Prefident, and two Lords of the Seflion, and
the Lord Juftice Clerk. ¢ The Scots had got
« among/them the notion of a federal Union, like
¢¢ that _of"thc'U nited Provinces, or Cantons of Swit-
<< gerland, ” (or permit me to add, of Great Bri-
tainhiqd Ireland ;) — but the fcheme was aban-
doned,  for this reafon,” befides many others, ¢ that
& gsilong as the two nations had different Parljaments,
“r o i « ;ﬁe},
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“ they could break the Union* whenever they pleafeds
“¢ for each nation would follow their own Parliament
and thus the grand imperial obje&t would have
been defeated, which ¢ was fo fertle o lafting and
“firm Union between the kingdoms : therefore they
““ refolved to treat only about an incorporating Union,
 that fhould put an end to all diffinionsy AND UN1TE
¢ ALL THEIR INTERESTS.”

They accordingly entered on the fcheme of an

entire Union. The Commiffioners of both king-
doms met ; and having {pent above three months in

difcuffion, unanimoufly concluded the articles of

the treaty of Union. When they attended the
Queen, in order to prefent to her Majefty one of
the fealed infiruments containing thefe articles, the
Scots Commiffioners {poke to the following effect :
“ An Union of the two kingdoms has been long
“ withed for; it being fo neceffary for effablifbing the
“ lafting peace, happine/s, and profperity of both na-
“ f1ons : and though it has been frequently endea-
““voured, by your Majefty’s royal predeceffors,
“ without the defired fuccefs, yet the glorious fuc-
“ cefles, with which God has bleflfed your Ma-
“ jefly’s .endeavours for the happinefs of your peo-
‘“ ple, make us hope that this great work is referved

* T this reafoning be right, it might feem that the prefent
Uniony which is a fort of federative one, between Great Britain
and Ireland, is expofed to the danger of being broken, as the

two nations have different Parliaments.
£¢ to
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““te be accomplifhed in your Majefty's reign.™
The Queen, in anfwer, faid — I fhall always
¢ Jook upon it as a particular happinefs, if this
“ Union, which will be fo great a fecurity and ad-

¢ wantage to both kingdoms, can be accomplifhed in
““ my reign.”

<¢ The advantages that were offered to Seotland
“in the whole frame of this Union were fo great
¢ and vifible, that nothing, but the confideration
¢ of the fafety that was to be procured by it, could
¢ have brought the Englifh to agree to a project,
¢ that in every branch of it was much more fa-
¢ yourable to the Scots nation.”—If fimilar caufes
produce fimilar effects, the Irifh might look for

very advantageous propofals of Union, at the hands
of England.

<¢ The Scots were to bear lefs than the fortieth
¢ part of the public taxes. It is held a maxim,
¢ that in the framing of a government, a proportion
<t ought to be obferved between the thare in the le-
¢ giflature, and the burden to be borne. Yet, in
¢ return of the fortieth part of the burden, the
¢« Scots were offered near the eleventh part of the
¢¢ Jegiflature.”

On the 3d of O&ober 1706, the Scotch Parlia-
ment met ; and the Queen’s letter to them con-
tained, amongft others, the following paragraphs:
s “ The
5
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* The Union has been long defired by both

‘“ glory of our reign to have it mow perfeCed;
*“ being fully perfuaded that it muft ‘prove “the
*¢ greateft happinefs of our people. An entire and
¢¢ perfect Union willfecure your religion, liberty, and
“ property, remove the animofities ameng your-
¢ felves, and the jealoufies and differences betwixt
“our two kingdoms. It muft sincreafe your
““ firength, riches, and trade ; and by this Union
« the whole ifland being joined in affeétion, and
«« free from all apprehenfion’ of different interefls, will
¢ be enabled to refift all its enemies, and main-
« tain the liberties of Europe *.” ¢ Her Ma-
« jefty’s minifters were not infenfible of, the diffi-
< culties which they had to encounter in the affair
¢¢ of the Union; againft which a powerful party
¢« had been formed with the Duke of Hamilton,
<« and fome other noblemen, at its head.  The
¢« topies from which the arguments againft the
¢« Union were drawn, were the antiquity and dig-
““ nity of this kingdom, which, they faid, was
¢« offered .to be given up : they werc departing
¢ from an independent fiate, and going to fink
¢ into a dependency on England : what conditions
«« foever-might be now {pecioufly offered, they
*¢ could not expect that they fhould be adhercd

# To make thefe paragraphs apply to the prefent time and

meafure, we have but to fubflitute the word Emypire in place of the

word flaxd. S
y 113 tO,

¢

‘“ tions; and” we ﬂia]l reﬁeem i;t as the g@a‘té@



( %05 )

““to*, in a P_a’rliément where fixteen Peers, and
¢ forty-five Commoners, could not hold the ba-
““lance - againft an hundred Peers, and five hun-
““dred and thirteen Commoners. Scotland would
~“be no more confidered as formerly, by foreign

“ftates § : their Peers would be precarious; and
“ eledtive, &c.”

Thus, it muft be admitted that the cafe of Scot-
land furnithed, as planfibly at leafi, the fame topics,

.

* As, however, they have been adhered to.~But the Malt-
tax ! It is too ridiculous to hear this alledged as a violation of
the treaty of Union. That treaty only flipulated, that no duty
fhould be laid on malt in Scotland during the war.— A plain
negative pregnant, implying a confent that fuch duty fhould, if
expedient, be impofed after the war (hounld have an end.

What then was this alledged violation? See Burnet. The Scotch
admitted that “ peace was as good as made, and was every day
“ expected ;”” but, forfooth, the duty was impofed before it had
been “ proclaimed, or figned.”—Signal infringement ! the Opyio-
Sition in England agreed with the Scots members in {o confider-
ing it. Y :

+ Hold what balance ? of Scotch againft Englifh intereft? The
effect of Union was to efface fuch diftin&tions of intereft, and to
annihilate, with them, thofe argumenis which turn on a mea-
furing of Scotch againft Englith reprefentation. The true ad-
meafurement would be of Scotch reprefentation, with Scotch
contribution ; and we have already feen that Scotland, by the
treaty of Union, fhared an eleventh of the imperial legiflature,
and but a fortieth of the imperial burden.

: Neiﬁher perhaps would Ireland, after Union, * &c confidercd
¢ as formerly by foreign flates.”” Perhaps, for example, France might
no longer confider this country as a fit theatre for her intrigues,
. and a field in which to fight her battles with the Britith empire.

% P | with
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with thofe which are reforted to by the Anti-
unionifis of the prefent day. The kingdom of
Scotland could boaft at leaft equal dignity, and
antiquity, with our own. Its theoretic, and Iap-
prehend its praclical independence, was as great as
that of Ireland; yet patriotic and generous as thofe
objections were, hiftory will not allowus to affirm,
that they were urged by public fpirit; and that
Scotch Union was difintereftedly and impartially
oppofed. ¢¢ All thofe who adhered to the Jacobite
¢ intereft, vehemently oppofed every fiep that was
““ made, becaufe they faw that Union firuck at the root
““ of all their defigns for a new revolution.” Yet 1
thall venture to conjeéture, that thofe Jacobites no
more avowed fuch their real motives, and revolu-
tionary defigns, than the Jacobins of the prefent
time declare theirs : I dare to fay, that thofe Jaco-
bites preferred reforting to the topics which we have
been enumerating, and talked loudly, and popu-
larly, of the independence of Scotland, and the
incompetence of her Parliament to furrender the
tonftitution, and liberties of their country !

Some of the Anti-unionifts ¢ infifted vehemently

«“ on the danger that the Confiitution of their”
(Preéfbyterian) ‘¢ church muft be in, when all
“tfhould be under the power of a Britith Parlia-
‘ ment.,” Pious fouls !=——Alas ! there was no piety
in the cafe. ¢ This objetion was prefled by fome,
¢ who were known to be the moft violent enemies
¢ to Prefbytery, of any in the nation ; but it was
| ¢ done
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““done with defign to inflame that body of men,
‘¢ and fo to engage them to perfift in oppofition.”

“ Thefe jealoufies of the Prefbyterians, left their
¢ church fhould be {fwallowed up by the Church of
« England, were infufed into them chiefly by the
¢ old Dutchefs of Hamilton, who had great eredit
¢ with them; and it was fuggefted, that fhe and
¢ her fon had particular views, as hoping that if
‘¢ Scotland fhould continue a feparated kingdom,
““the Crown might come into their family; they

“ being the next in blood after King James s pol-
““terity.”

Yet I prefume,. that neither the, nor the Duke,
any more than fome perfons of the prefent day,
had the imprudence to fay publicly, ¢ We oppofe
¢ an Union from felfith and ambitious motives:”
on the contrary, I think it likely, that they wcre
as loud as any in their denunciations of thofe un-
worthy flaves, who would furrender the conftitu-
tion and independence of their country *

““ The party.-who oppofed Union, finding the
“ majority againft them, ftudied to raife a fiorm
- ¢ without doors, to terrify them. A fet of addrefies

* « A multitude, at the fame time that they infulted - well-
« wifhers to the Union, attended the”” (patriotic and difinterefied)
¢« Duke of Hamilton, with loud acclamations, as he pafled the
“ ftreets, to and from the Parliament.”

¢ The Duke of Athol” (another Anti-union leader) ¢ was be-
« lieved to be in a foreign correfpondence;’” (with France.)

Pa €« againft




{ 108 )

¢ againft the Union were fent round all the coun-"
¢ ties, in which thofe who oppofed it had any
¢ intereft. There came up many of thefe, in the
““ name of counties, and boroughs, and at Tift
“ from parithes. This made fome noife abroad,’
‘¢ but was very little confidered there, when it was
““ known by whofe arts and practices they were'’
“ procured. . When this appeared to have little
¢ effect, pains were taken to animate the rabble *

‘¢ to violent attempts, both at Edinburgh” (the me-
tropolis) *¢ and Glafgow.

I leave the¢ reader to conjefture, whether it be
with pain and confufion, thatI turn from the con-
templation of thefe diftinguithed patriots to thefe
bafe betrayers of their country, who (like me) were
friends to Union.

¢* A great. partof the gentry of Seotland, who
¢“ had been often in England, and had obferved
¢ the proteétion which all men had from a Houfe
¢ of Commons, and the fecurity which'it procured
“ againft partial Judges, and a violent Miniftry,
¢ entered into the Union with great zeal. ' The
‘¢ opening a.free trade with England, &c. and the
¢ proteétion of the fleet. of England ¥, attracted

% An obfolete name, formerly given to that clafs of the com-
nnity, which modern pattiotifm dxomﬁes with the title of freaple
and whofe exprcfb affent, we are told is neceffary towards leglu-
mating an aét of the Parliament of Treland. '

4 Some generous Antitunionift may. fuggeft that Ireland has this

alveady. | \
itigos * e 9 ¢ thofe
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¢ thofe who underfiood thefe matters, and faw
¢ there was no other way in view to make the
¢ nation rich and confiderable.”

¢ .But that which advanced the Union mfoftt‘
“effectually, and without which it could not have
- ¥ fuceeeded, was, that a confiderable number of
% noblemen and gentlemen, who were in no engage-
S ments with the Court (on the contrary, had been
“ difobliged, and turned out of greaﬁ; poﬂs{, and
“ fome very lately,) declared for it.  Their num-
“ ber was between twenty and thirty. - Thefc kept
¢¢ themfelves very clofe and united, and feemed lo
“ have no other intereft, but that of their country.
¢ The chief of thefe were the Marquis of Tweedale,
¢ the Earls of Rothes, Roxburgh, Haddington;
- ““ and Marchmont. Theywere in great credit, be-
- “Ccaufe they had no vifible bias on their minds ; and
¢ were called THE sQUABRONE. IM-ufage had pro-
¢ voked them rather to oppofe the Miniftry 'than
““to concur *. 'When fpoke to, they anfwered
“ coldly, and with referve; fo that it was ex-
#¢ pected they would have concurred in the '6pp0-'
¢ fition ; and, they being between twenty and
¢ thirty in number, 7f they had fet themfelves againft
$ the Union, the’ defign muft have mifecarried.” But
¢ they continued filent, till the firft divifion of the
~ ¢ Houfe. .obliged them to declare ; and then /ey

i 10 ¢

* } can very well conceive that they fhould, notwithftanding,
zealoufly "i'upport a meafure, which they held to be beneficial to
their country, 4

oo ¢ 0t
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““ not only joined in it, but promoted it effectually, and
““ with seal,” g2

“¢ There were great and long dcbates, managed
“ on the fide of the Union, for ske Miniftry, by
‘“ the Larls of Seaficld 'and Stair ; for the Squu-
*“ drone” (whom the hiftorian does not count
amongft the minifierial ranks,) ¢ by the Earls of
““ Roxburgh and Marchmont” (filly fellows, who
bad po aflignable motive, but regard to their
country ;) * and againft the meafure, by the”

(difinterefted and loyal) ¢ Dukes of Hamilton and
¢« Athal.”

But, fpite of thefe patriotic exertions of the two
laft noblemen, aided by all the talent and wifdom of
the Edinburgh mob—ipite of the metley array of
party coalition againft the meafure—{pite of all
that was prated then, and is re-prated now, about
dignity, and independence, and liberties, and con-
fiitution, parliamentary competence, and prepon-

derance of Englith members in the common legit-
latare,
“ Quis talia fando,
“ Temperet a lachrymis !»

‘an Unjon was carried (or, as Blackftone mfidiouily
terms 1it; was “ happily effeted”) by the mifchie-
Yous efforts of the Squadrone ; a gratuitons band
of traitors, who had no views of felf-intereft, to
excufe their conduét; nor any better ground for
fupporting the meafure, than their feeing that it

2 : ‘conduced
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conduced to the well-being of their country; and
was a facrifice of the diftinétnefs to the profperity
of Scotland '—What worfe could Irith Uniovifs
have done, if the manifeftly difintercfled oppofition of
the Anti-union corps had not fruftrated their abo-
minable plans!

Scotland has thriven extremely fince that period,
I admit—has gained in the commercial race fur-
prifingly on England: time (undoubtedly from
perfonal pique to the patriotifm of Scotland) has
malignantly falfified the prophecies of Lord Bel-
haven (uttered in an accefs of political {econd-
fight,) and jufiified the tame proceedings of the
Roxburghs and Marchmonts: but we muft not
hearken to ¢ the great teacher,” Time, upon the
quefiion ; we muft not doubt the patriotifm of the
Duke of Hamilton, the ignorance of Lord So-
mers *, or the weaknefs. and profligacy ef the
Squadrone ; fince this might betray us into an
oblique difparagement of the profound wiidem,
and conftitutional knowledge, or difinterefiedly
public fpirit, of fome Anti-unionifis of the prefent
day. -

But let me not deviate, even into irony, from
the ferioufnefs that fuits the important fubject
which I am treating. Let me conclude this ap-

® Who. evidently thought the Scottith Parliament competent to
ena@ Union, contrary to the opinion of many bar debaters, many
Jawvers in our Houfe of Commons, &c.&c.

peal,
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peal, which I make, not to the authority, but to
the good fenfe of my countrymen : an appeal to
the people, not from the opinion of their Parlia-
ment, which is conclufive, but from the dogmatic
clamour of an interefted multitude, which; whilft
it bellows againft Union, mifcalls itfclf the public:
an application to the virtuous and orderly inha-
bitants of Ireland, to difcountenance the infidious
practices of thofe, who are themfelves creating the
national ferment, which they affeét to attribute to
the difcuflion of a meafure, that they therefore
deprecate ; and are whetting popular refentment,
as a weapon, which they may ufe, in defending
their private intereft againft the public weal. We
are not deftitute, at the prefent day, of {pirits fuch
as thofe which, in 1707, animated the rabble of
Edinburgh againft their Legiflature :—non defunt
warum indulgentes minifiri, qui avidos, atque in-
temperantes _ plebeiorum animos, ad fanguinem et
caedes irritent *,

Let all good men combine to defeat fuch mif-
chievous defigns: and let particular ambition fink
before the general profperity of Ireland.

Let the honeft and independent country gentle-
men come forward. They form a party, which
has not held the place it ought to do in this king-
dom. They are difinterefted, or have no interefis
which are diftin@ from thofe of Ireland. On

* Livy.
them,
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thcm, on their virtue, good fenfe, and difpaflionate
inquiry, T look upon the happinefs of my country.
to depend. Do I call upon them to vote for:
Union ? No:—1I call on them to hear the quefiion.
before they fhall decide. I call on them to flop fhort
before they reach the brink of a precipice, to which
they may at once be hurried by their own proud
and generous feelings, and be pufhed, by the infi-
dious projects of the factious and the felfith,

Tet them not give ear to thofe mifreprefentations
which fiate the queftion to be, whether or not we:
thould furrender our liberties and conftitution ?
Good God! would I vilely deliberate on fuch-a
quei’rlon > [ will venture to appeal to my paft con~
dué in Parliament for an anfwer. T 'am myfelf
too obfcure for this conduct to have been conipi-
cuous ; but allowing for human (or my own pe-
culiar) errors, I venture to pronouhce it fuch, as
will not fhrink from inveftigation ; or be found to
bear the traces, cither of fervility or factron.

o § queﬁxon is nof, whether we fhall furrénder
ihe liberties of this country : what Minifter would
dare propofe fuch a quefiion to Parliament, or to
the nation ? The queftion is, whether Union m;nht
not fo modlf'y our Conflitution, as to promote pro-
{perity and peace, whilft it left our libertres, aot
onI) ummpalrcd but even fecured. '

Q 3 The
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The queftion is, whether Union will not fortify,
not merely’ England, but that empire of which:
Ireland alfo makes a part ; whofe fafety is menaged,
and whofe deftruétion the cannot furvive?’ =

Whether it will not filénce internal jealoufy and
difTenfion : eftablith’ our religion firmiy ;. concis:
liate our Catholia brethren ; and confolidate our
people ? '

Whether it will not at’ omce beliow, ypon us
commercial adyantages, and enable us to ufe
them 2, Whether it will not eftablifh amongft us
that refpetable rand indufirious order of, men,,
which is the beaft of the fifier country, and the.
want of this?

Whether, at the fame time that it gives us am
efficient weight in the, Imperial councils, it wilk
not fiill more fecurc our welfare, by entangling our
interefts, for obyioufly and inextricably, with thofc
of Britain, that all grudging policy, all narrow
jealoufy of Irith advancement, if it ever exilied,
muft have an end 2

- Whether, by difarming Separatifts of thofe in-
firuments, which they now poflefs, towards fever-
il;;g the kii;gdonls, it will not render it felf-injury,
for Britain to retard Irifh aggrandizement ; and,
make it folly foxj her to‘vicw the advancement of

this country with apprehenfion ?
| i Whether
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" Whether the alternative of Union, or Separation,
1s niot offered tous, as explicitly as we need with
it to be? and whether we ought to hefitate in
making choice of the former ?

Whether feparation from England be not fub-
jeétion to France ? 1If {o, I call upon all good men
to turn a relutant eye on the horrors, which have
disfigured that at once formidable and wretched
country, and to thudder at the profpeéi which my
fuggeftion has difclofed.

- Whether many objections to Union, which we
hear fo loudly urged; are not {uch as the terms
‘might eafily obviate, and which are now therefore
premature ?

Whether, if legiflative incorporation tend to for-
tify the empire, Britain is not likely to purchafe
this imperial firength, by the moft ample and li-
beral conceflion, in point of terms ¥

Whether two legiflatures in one empire do not
tend to difunite ; and whether our experience has
not alarmingly reduced this theory to prattice ?

- Whether: the tefiimony of 4//, who oppofe an

Union, is fo difinterefted as to deferve implicit
credit ?

Q 2 ‘Whether

N &
en
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Whether the .cxample of Scotland has ot
proved, that fafién, not patriotifim, may v‘ch"'.*
mently oppofe an Union ? that integrity and pub-
lic fpirit may vote for whatever facrifice the meafure
involves ! And finally, that time may fanction
fuch a fiep, by fhewing legiflative incorporation to
be the bafe of national profperity ?

Whether-our fituation is, or has been fuch, as
that fome radical and tranquil change does not feem
defirable ?

Whether that diffinc? independence which may
mar imperial energy, is likely to be very real? or

confequently to be fo prectous, as that it thould not . .l |

be refigned ?

This, T take to be fome imperfect analyfis of
that queftion, which I earnefily recommend to the
cool and honeft confideration of every Frifhman
who loves his country better than himfelf: nor do’
I even fear to refer the inquiry to thofe, who recol-
lect that ‘fational tranquillity is cﬁ'entlally con-
ducive to private 1ntercﬂ

Let no man timidly fupprefs his opinion, left,
by dcclarmg it, he may expofe himfelf to a mere.
temporary and artificial obloquy.

Let him, as I do, encounter willingly an ho-
nourable
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nourable unpopularity ; and refufe to decide the
quefiioh, which he has not yet difcufied.

}
¢ Falfus honos juvat, et mendax infamia terreg

“ Quem—nifi mendofum, et mendacem *’

For my part, I am deaf to clamour, and I hepe
obftinate to intimidation'; but I am open to reafomn ;
and fhall ever prefer retracting, to perfiffing in an
eITor.

At prefent my deliberate opinion 1s, that a legif-
lative Union with Great Britain would ferve this
country, if obtained on thofe fair terms which I
think likely to be conceded.—I look upon it te be
a meafure, which, in incorporating our difiin¢tnefs,
and thus far altering our Conftitution, will how-
 ever,

¢ on change—Duration found :”

‘on a change of the modes and forms of the imperial
‘eftablithment, will found the permanence of our
tranquillity, our connexion with Great Britain, our
wealth, our libcr§ies, and our Conftitution.

- Union merely forms my means; which I am
ready to vary, if any man will prove that they are
ill chofen., My end, I folemnly declare, is the
Profperity of my Country.

 Dusriy, WILLIAM SMITH.
%tbljgﬁry Iy 1759 W

{ THE END,
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