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ADVERTISEMENT.

- 'THE following Letter ftands in need of indulgence 3
and is perhaps, in fome degree entitled to it. It was
begun on Tuefday laft, (the publication which it purports
to anfwer, having appeared only the day before) and
has been written fo expeditioufly, that the whele of
the work (or indeed one-fourth of it) has never been at
| once under the Writer’s eye,—nor had he even time for
| reading over his own manufcript; but was obliged to
| confine his corre@ions to thofe which he could make in
revifing proofs,

_‘The confequence, perhaps, may be many faults of

flyle, and fome repetitions ; owing to the Writer’s not

having been able to afcertain, with fufficient exactnefs,

what he had already treated,—from his fending the fhects
~ to Prefs nearly as faft as they were written.

L b e & S

He does not, ho;;eur, expe& that this hurry thould
excufe him for faults, of argument or flatement into
~which he may have fallen. He fhould not have ventured
to fubmit h:s thoughts fo haftily to the Publick, but
that he had alrcady refle@ed fufficiently upon his fubje&,
to make him hope that expedition could do little more
than affeQ the ftyle ; a confideration which he conceived
to befo fubordinate, as that it might be well to facri-
ﬁce‘i&_tﬁ tl;ie defire of an early publication.

| But it may be afked, Why the Writer has chofen this
- mode of replying to a Speech, which, as a Member of Par-
% Jiament, he had the privilege of anfwering in his place?
The
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The fa& is, that nothing could be more juft and reafor-
able, than the claim of the diftinguithed Perfonage; to
whom this Letter is addreffed, to be heard upon the.great
Queftion of a Legiflative Union, upon the firft opportu~
nity that prefented itfelf for delivering his fentiments ;—
but for the Writer of this Letter who hadalready, ona
former occafion, obtained a long and patient hearing, o
have again addreffed the Houfe on the Subje& of Union,
when that queftion was not before them, would have been
highly unreafonable, and préfumptuous.

It only remains to obferve, that the following Leetter is
not intended as an original argument ; or full inveftigation
of the Queftion of Union. It is an Anfwer tothe Speech
publifhed as the Speakef’s: in an ADDRESS TO THE
ProrLE oF IRELAND,the Writer has gone into 2 more
dire& difcufion of the queftion itfelf; and thought it
would be wrong here to repeat arguments, which he had
already offered to the Publick. '

A LET-
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SIR,
TH E Speech lately publifhed as yours,* I had the good
fortune of hearing you deliver ; and in common, I apprehend,
with the reft of your auditors, regarded it as a {plendid and
convincing proof that your reputation for Commercial Know-
ledge is as merited, as it is high. Indeed, if the ability of a
Speech were to be eftimated by the rich abundance of infor-
mation which it contained, the excellence of yours would not
admit of controver(y ; meithercan 1 altogether withhold from
it the praife to which a judicious fele@ion of topicks is en-
titled ; and ftill lefs am 1 difpofed to conteft its claim to appro-

“bation on the ground of acutenefs, perfpicuity and logical pre-

cifion ; qualities, in which if it be in any degree deficient, the
defeét is not attributable to you, but to the weaknefs of the
opinion which it was your tafk to fupport.

But if, towards eftimating the value of an argument, we
muft advert to the conclufion which it is intended to inculcate,

~and can prenounce it able, only in proportion as it is convinc-

ing, I fhall be obliged to withhold the praife of ability from
yours ; for though I liftened to it with unintermitted, and un-
prejudiced attention, and with a mind fufficiently full of the
fubje& which it treated, to render me the more capable of

B weighing

* By Moore, in College-Green.
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weighing the reafons which it contained, yet I proteft it totally

failed of carrying conviftion to my mind.

To this failure, Sir, you are to impute the trouble of my
prefent Letter ; in which, without deviating from that refpeét
whieh is due to you, I fhall endeavour to anfwer the argu-
ments which you have urged. I am apprized of the vaft m-
terval which there is between us, in point of talents and infor-
mation; but, great as it may be, I conceive it, on the prefent
queftion, to he filled up by the fuperior force, and number of
thofe arguments, which offer themfelves in fayour of the opinion
that I have embraced ; and'1 feel a confidence, not fo much in
myfelf, as in my pofition.

T fhall, in the following pages, aim at no ftricter order than
that which will arife from my attending you regularly through
your topicks ; and, agreeably to this loofe arrangement, fhall
begin by noticing your firft.

You fet out by afferting that the adjuftment of 1782 was a
final one ; a pofition which I conceive to be as true, as it 1s
itrelevant ; and which therefore I am not difpofed to contro-
vert, but only to explain.

Tndeed, it is ftrangely ufual to omit adjufting the meaning of
propofitions, before we give them our affent. T believe it is
Locke who has 1aid it down, that an accurate definition may
preclude a world of argument ; and, conformably to his opinion,
I am inclined to expe@, that, after having examined the mean-
ing of the pofition which I have jult noticed, we fhall deem an
attempt to draw from it any thing illoflrative of the Queftion
of Union, about as hopeful as the Lagado fcheme of extra&-
ing funbcams from cucumbers.

The meafures of 1782 muft have had reference to that, out
of which they arofe; and the adjoltment been of fomething,
which had been in controverfy : for I cannot coneeive a fettle-

ment,



R T 1T oL

rhamd o o

‘
;
k

3

ment, without fome fubje matter for it to operate upon j nog,
extend its operation beyond the limits of thofe doubts, or con=
troverfics, to which it was meant to put an end. '

Now, what was the fubje& matter of the fettlemcat of 1782 ¢
The claim of the Britifh Parliament to enact laws, that fhould
bind Ireland ; and the denial, on the part of Ireland, of the
juftice of this claim,

The right of legiflating for Treland had not only been, for
centuries, practically aflerted by the Parliament of England,
but had been exprefsly recognifed, and infifted on by legal and
conflitutional writers ; and been by them referred to the prin-
ciple of Irifh dependence, and fubordination; a principle, ftill
more mortifying to the {pirit of this country, than even the
deduétion, of a right to legiflative control, which it fupported.

The pride of Irifhmen was naturally offended, at finding it
laid down by a commentator on‘t‘hc Laws of Epgland,* that
where this country was particularly named, or included within
.g'cneral words, there could be no doubt but fhe was bound
by all A&s of the Britifh Legiflature ; nor was the jealoufy,
which this doftrine was calculated to infpire, appeafed by the
;nformation, which the fame writer gave them, that ¢ it followed
from the very nature and conflitution of a dependent ftate
ARill lefs, awere they. likely to be foothed by a review of the
fervile, and invidious provifions, by which the ftatutes of Sir
Edward Poynings had degraded our Parliament, in order to
rivet our dependence ;—or of the want of that fecurity to the
liberties of the fubje&, which the inhabitants of England de-
rived fromthe frame, and limited duration of their Mutiny

Bill. -

The affertion of fuch claims on the part of Britain, and de-

%iv’al of their jultice by the Parliament of this country,—the de-
grading

* Blackftone.
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- grading fyftem by which, on the one hand, thefc claims were

fupported, and the impatience with which both claims and {yf-
tem were brooked upon the other,—inevitably produced a con-
trover(y the moft momentous in its afpeét, and to which. lﬁ\‘. fet-
tlement of 1782 very fortunately put anend. 1T accedct
enumeration of thofe grievances,* of which, at that pcffbd,
the removal was defired : you truly ftate them to have confifted
of Great Britain’s claim to bind this country : the appellant
jurifdi¢tion:  the provifions of Poynings’ law; and the frame
and perpetuity of the Mutiny Bill. The firft of thefe griev-
ances, (viz, the claim of Britain) was the gfand point in iffue,
and to which the others were either appurtenant or allied ; and
as for the third and fourth, they formed no'fubjeét of contro-
verly between the two nations ; but furnifbed mere matter for
internal regulation. In 1782 thefe gricvances were removed ;
and 1 cannot but exult at our having then Been freed from a
fyftem of control, too degrading-and oppreffive to this coun-
try, to be juftified by that confolidation of the empire, at which
it aimed ; and which, if not yetfo firmly fecured as every
true friend to Britifh connexion mult defire, is yet attainable,
by meafures which the Trifh TParliament is competent to adopt,
and which I too much relpéét the arrangement of 1782, to
charge it with having placed beyoud their reach.

I agree with you, Siry that the adjultment of 1782 and 1783,
was final ; and that.the Aéts of the 22d and 23d of the King,
by repealing the 6th of Geo 1., and declaring that the people
of Ircland fhould be bound only by laws enaéted by the Par-
liament of this kingdom,—formed a compaét between the coun-
tries, which, without a grofs breach of faith, Great Britain
cannot violate ; and of which Trifhmen ought not to yield the
benefity but with their lives.

Thercfore, if you fhew me any breach of this folemn and
final fettlement, Ay attempt on the part of England to legil-
late

* Page 9.
t Which fecond was a merely theoretich grievance,
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Tate for this country, or invade the fupremacy of our courts of

jultice, or our Parliament,—I fhall join with you in proteft=
ing igain[l: the injuftice of fuch condu&®; but until this be
fhewn, you muft allow me to doubt the pertinence of thofe
“reiterations, that the adjuftment of 178z was final, which
principally occupy more than forty pages of your Speech :—
“You are continually pointing to your premiffes, when I am
looking for your conclufion; and walling your time in laying
“foundations which will fupport no fabrick material to the pre-
fent queftion. '

Can you, Mr. Speaker, a man of undéubted and diftin-
guifthed talents, mean ferioufly to ‘contend, that the Britith
Paliament in 1782, by difclaiming the right of binding
this country by its flatuteés, precludéd the Irith Parliament
from deliberating on the expediency of a Legiflative Union,
a}gd adopting or reje&ting 1t, a'éco‘fding to the refult of fuch
deliberation ?—1 am averfe from iniputing to you an argu-
ment, which firikes my un‘.’dﬁrﬁziﬁding to be {o unfuitably fee-
ble ;—yet find it difficult (excnfe my freedom ) to acquit you of
haviﬁg been rather Pyofufé"bf irrelevant affertion, unlefs by
attributing to you the defign of perverting thofe affertions, and
founding arguments ‘qéb’ﬁthcm which a judgment, incompar-
ably beneath yonrs,‘%&ﬁld .per‘c."civc they never can fuftain. [

~am driven to fulpect; .thic:t in afferting the adjuftment of 1782

to have been final, you infinuate it to have been preclufive ;
and that in fﬁ ng the controverfies from whence it flowed,
(and which ale gx&’ could affe@) it incapacitated one of two
indepcndqgmqmrics from fubmitting a fyflem to the conii-
dgraiionrétipﬁhgr ; and difqualified this latter from invefti-
gatinijqu “merits of the plan thus offered, and adopting it, if

it feem \gulatcd for the benefit of both.

N ‘&,mt it appears too clear for argument, that the adjuft-
mwhich finally difclaimed the right of Great Britain to

e’ ]cgiﬂatc
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fegiflate for Ireland, and thus put an end to all controverfies
which had been generated by fuch a claim, did not affeétrthe
right of the Irifh Legiflature, in its wildom, thereafter, to
adopt fuch arrangements as circumftances might réquire, and
as thould feem coudugive to the welfare of this kinﬁdpiﬁ;g_ud

the empire,

To me it appears like fomething worfe than extraordinary
do&rine, that the adjuitment which recognifed. the legiflative
fupremacy of the ITrith Parliament, at the famé time preciaded
it from exercifing its fupreme authority, by the adoption of 3
meafure, which it deemed pregnant with advantages to that
eountry, over whofe intereits it prefided.

When the Britifh Parliament renounced its claim of di&ating
to this country, -did it part with the harmlefs right of recom-
mending a meafure to our confideration 2 Did his Majeity, in
alenting to any of the meafutes of 1782, deprive himfelf of
the innosious privilege of fuggeflting to a future Irith Parlia-
ment, which he fhould affemble to confult de arduis Regni, the
confideration of a meafare which, to his royal wifdom, feemed
calculated to meet the ardu(;us fituation of the empire ?—Did
the Irith Parliament, by the fhare which it tock in the tranfac-
tions of 1782, defpoil itfelf of its deliberative capacities, and
preclude itfclf from confidering, adopting, or rejecting, the
meafure thus {uggelted from the throne? I1f fo, the Britifh
Parliament, at.that periods did more than wave its pretenfions
to fuperiority over this country : it {urrendered a portion of its
inherent POWErs: it cramped and circumferibed its own in-
ternal authority ; and impofed reftraints upon itfelf, which
renderit, with re{pect to Ireland, lefs free than it 1s in its inter-
courfe with any other nation in Europe, or the world.

"The King too, according to this interpretation of the fet-

tlement of 1782, mull be conftrued to have parted (rather in-
confiftently

e &
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confiftently with the duties of his high ftation }'with an effential
attribute and prevogative of that royal dignity, which is, as it
were, the centre round which revolve the liberties of our Cons
ftitution ; and the Irith Parliament mult be aflumed to have
abdicated its fituation, and renounced its right of confulting
and advancmg the interefls of the nation. —1 hefitate to admit
a conftruction, from which fuch confequences flow,

The fettlement of 1782 did what? It adjufted the contro-
verfies which had arifen from the claims of Britain to a right
of legiflating for this country : a right, which I have your au-
thority (p. 5) for faying, this country had not acknow-
ledged, but had denied.—The arrangement of 1782 then,
was merely the abolition of an abufe, and a reftitution of the
genuine principles of our eftablifhment. Suppofe this abufe had
never arifen : that Irith Independence had never been invaded
nor the exclufive Legiflative Competence of our Parliament
difputed, either in theory or praftice ; and let me afk of any
reafonable man, Whether it would be an infringement of this
Independence, for Britain to propofe (fubje&ing the offer to
our rejeCtion) a Legiflative Union of thefe two Independent
Kingdoms ?—If not, can fuch a propofal be faid to violate a
compa&, which Lias done no more (you tell us) than to fecure
and reinftate us in that independence, of which the fame pro-
pofal would have been no infringement ?

Has the compa& of 1782 rendered Ireland more indepen-
dent of Great Britain, than this latter country has at all times
been of Ireland? and would it be any invafion of Britith Inde-
pendence, if we fhould propofe an Union to the Parliament of
Great Britain 2 No reafonable man ean fay it would ; becaufe
to fubmit to the Legiflature of a country, an offer which that
Legiflature may, at its difcretion, acoept of or reje@, can never
be conftrued into the flightelt encroachment on the indepen-
dence of thofe to whom it is made. Nay, fuch an offer is not

gﬁ‘iﬁttnmpatibic with their independence, bur even with fub-

ordinatiom
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* ordination on the part of thefe from whom it‘.fé&me’s‘; and ac- _‘
cordingly, in the reign of Anne, before the ra of Irifh Inde-
pendence, we find the propofal of Umou commg’from tht h‘l'hl
Lords. b

Now, can it be faid that a propofal, coming from tth{h
to the Irifh Parliament, is a violation of the mdep:nde&c of
this country, or of the compaét by which that mde‘ptrrdcnce
has been recognifed,—when the fame propofa], mmg from
Ireland to Great Britain, could never, by any cafuﬁ?y, be tore
tured into the {lighteft cneroachment on thg, at leaft, equally
undifputed independence of that country 3

France or Spain are furely as mdcpcndcnt of (Great Britain,
as this ifland can pretend to be; yet I will be bold to fay; that
in propofing a Legiflative Union ‘with elthcr of thofe States,
though England might be guilty of grofs extravagance and ab-
furdity, fhe could not be taxed with impeaching their inde-
pendence : Why then fhould fhe be acculed of mf'rmgmg ours,
or of violating that compaét-by which it has been fecured, on
the ground of having offered that, which fthe might offer to
any State in Europe, iwithout incurring tiu: chargc of having
encroached upon its pnvnlcgcs g

But I am, for arg.ufnent, fuppoling a cafe which does not
exift: the Enghfh I‘aslnamcnt has made us ne propofal.—
The alledged violation of the compatt of 1782, has confifted
in nothing more than this,—that the King of Ir¢land has pre-
fumed to recommend it to his Irifh Parliament to confider,
and iadopt, the beft mode of confolidating into a lafting fabrick,
the component parts of the Britith Empire ! In like manner,
the King of England has ventuved to recommend to his Bri-
tifh Parliament, to enter pon a fimilar deliberation ; and T
have.not heard that that high-{pirited nation has interpreted
this condu& of its Monarch into an infringement of that inde-
pendence, which it poflefles as undoubtedly and fecurely, af
Ireland can hers, by virtue of the compaé of 1782.

The
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The propofal of an Union has beén introduced in the moft
legitimate, and unobjetionable thape poffible : it has been of-
ferred to the confideration of the Britifh and Irith Legiflature,
by the common Monarch of both kingdoms.

Te the year 1780 we acqu'?réd a Free Trade; and in 1 733
we acquired a Free Conftitution. Our acquifition in 1780
was not held to preclude a Commercial Regulation in 1785 ;*
and why (hould our acquifitions of 1782 be held to prevent a
Conflitutional Regulation in 1799 ? It was indeed indifpenfable
that the arrangements of 1785 {hould be compatible with the
freedom of trade which had been conceded five years before ;
and in like manner it is indifpenfably requifite, (towards their
validity,) that any Conftitutional Arrangements, hereafter
made, fhould be confiftent with the Rights which this Country
acquired in 1782 ; and fhould not violate the Independence
which we then afferted.

I the Britifh Parliament had attempted, by a Statute pafs-
ed in E‘.nglénd, to bind this Country to an Union, this indeed
would have been to violate the compact of 1782 : but what,
on the contrary, has béen done ?—the Recommendation from
the Throune involved a manifelt admiffion of Exclufive Compe-
tence in the Parliament of this Country to decide upon the
queftion ; and the Briti(h Minifter, in that Speech to which
you fo frequently advert, has exprelsly acknowledged the
Right of the Irifh Parliament to reje&t the meafure of a Le-
giflative Union. Thus the propofal, fo far from violating the
agreement of 1782, has afforded a fignal inftance of adherence
to that compa&, and folemn recognition of the Independence
which it fecured. ;

Let me mow anticipate, in fome degree, upon a topick
which belongs to another part of my argument, by {uppofing,
that inftead of having been merely propofed, the meafure of

ii_ c m

* For no oppofition to the arrangement was o this ground ever made
or thought of.
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an, Union had been adopted ; and by enquiring, Whether fuch
adoption would be a violation of the compaé of 1782 ?

o
¢ 4

" A moment’s reflexion will convince my }eader—thatn:ﬁ“cii ;
of the reafoning, which, for another purpofe, I havg had re-
courfe to, will prove that this meafure would mvolvc no fuch
violation, . .. A NG “ e

For inftance: Is England lefs dependent upon Ircland
than this latter country is on her ? clearly npt. Yet a Legil-
Jative Union would not encroach on the Independence of Great
Britain ; then neither can it, include a b;.cach of that compaét
of 1782, which its moft zealous advocate cannot pretend to

have done more, than render Irelandaamdcpendcnt of Britain,
as Britain is of her.

~ But Union will diminifh the number of Irifh reprefentatives.
Suppofe I fhould confent to defert the abfira& queftion, and
enter upon that which, regarding the terms, is not before me,
ftill I may with truth reply to this objedion,—that a reprelen-
fation proportioned. to Irifh territory, population, refources,
and contribution, in an Union thoroughly identifying the in-
terefts of the two cquntr:cs, will be fufficient to focure to Ire-
land, as complete a participation in the privileges of the Britifh
couftitution, (and what more could her warmeft friend defire?)
as is enjoyed by the inhabitants of any Englifh county; whofe
numbers would yet (if any one were filly enough to compare

them) be found to bear no proportion to the fum of Britith
reprefentation. :

Again : Treland is not, by virtue of the compa& of 1582, lefs
dependant on Great Britain, than Scotland was on England be-
fore 1706. 1f an Union then would iufringe that independ-
ence which our compa@ has procured, it follows, that the
.Scottlfh Union involved a violation of the 1ndependence of Scot-
land But no loyal fubje&; or friend to erder—will flippantiy
1mpaach the juﬁlcc or valld:ty of a treaty, on thch perhaps

3 - depend
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dcge}'l& tbe lcglt:macy of *thc Umted Parlramcnt,—-the authcu

uty of its ﬂ!atutes, nd even thc tlt]e of his Majcity to hi
Scottith Crown. * ¥ Y

By the Union, the number of Scotch reprefentatives was
dbrldged and .I Iha.ﬂ no otherwife anfwer the epithets which
you hwfh ofx an analggops {yftem, when you deferibe Irith
Union as, “a dcﬁruéth and accurfed meafure,” ¢ a furrender
o and anmh:latlon of our Conftitution,” —than by fuggefting to
you the fubvcriurc con{::quenccs, which lurk behind a doctrine,
—that niay tamt the A&s of the Britith Legiflatare for near a
cemtury 3 ablolve Scotland from its allegiance; and impeach the
title of the reigning famiiy to the throne of that realm; or
which at ,beﬂ wlll lf:ave this great Imperial Arrangement, to de-
pend for its ﬁabilgr;(’on the frail bafis of acquiefcence, and of
an mfuﬁic:cnt and fhort-lived prefcription, which we can trace
to. bavc commeppcd in an unjult. encroachment on the rights
and pmxleges of a0 Independcnx. Nation. '

<

The mcafure of Umon can no “otherwife violate that com~
pa&,_ on  which you o much rely‘, than by trenching on the
Indcpendcnce whlc’h it guarantced ; and if fuch would be its
opcratnon in the cafe of .I;cland, fuch muﬁ it have been in the
cafe of cqually mcfepen&:znt Scotland. Asinve&ives are not ar-
gumcnts, (dfe a {peech would be logical, in proportion as it was
abulfive, ) Iam furc]you Rave. too much fenfe and candour, to
expect that I ﬂ‘lq}l give a farther anfwer to thofe epithets,
which you havc#vz[hcé on the meafure ofa Legiflative Union,

" You do not neeg t% bemforrned, that if Union were indeced

the anmh:la,non of our (.onfhtut:on, the many virtuous and en-
lightened | mgﬂ '}ho are friendly to it, would become zealous
converts to your oplmon but thofe perfons hold Union to in-
clude no fuch furrender ; and if their judgment be erroneous,
hey are to be rcfuted by argument, and not frightened
ou&of dmr fentiments by mere vehement affertion.  Let me

clofe

o
¥ %

* Secured to the Iloufe of Hanover by an article of the Union,
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clofe this part of my argument, by fclc&mg a few paﬂ'agcs
from the numerous extracts, which you have incorporated into

your Speech ; and by fubjoining a remark on the conglufivenefs
of fuch documents. =

The firft paffage which I fhall tranfcribe, f! extralted by
you (p. 7.) from an addrefs to his Majefty, voted by the Houfe
of Commons, on the 16th of April 1782, and 15 as followp.
¢ The Crown of Ireland is mfeparably anucxcd to the Crown
“ of Great Britain; on which connexion, the intereft and
“ happinefs of both nations depend ; by the hngdom o lreland
“ is a difting kingdom, with a Parlimmf of her own, the fole
“ legiflature thereof.”?

Upon ' this latter fentence, you feem to me to place fome
reliance ; but as it frikes me, without the leaft foundation.
It is manifeft, to any perfon who reads the paffage, and has
even 2 general notion of ‘the tranfa&ions of that period, that
thofe who penned the Addrefs had no intention of infifting on
the diftiné&tnefs of this kmgdom, or con;raﬁmg it with the
fituation which Union would produce ; but merely meant to
urge this dlﬂm&ne_fg, as an argument againft the abufe, of
which they complained ; and to infinuate the injuftice of
their being bound by the ats of a Parliament, in which they
awere not rqbre_[mtcd and that this is the true interpretation of
the paflage is {o clear, from even what I have already quoted,
that it 18 almolt {fuperfluous to fupport it by tranferibing the
next fentence, which, however, is asfollows : ¢ there is no
“ body of men competent to make laws, to bind this nation,
“ except the King, Lords, and Commons of Ireland; nor
““ any other Parliament, which hath any authority in tbls coun-
# try, fave only the Parhamcnt of Ireland.”

The next paffages which I fhall tranfcribe, are extradted
from an Addrefs of the Houfe of Commons to the Duke of
Portland, and of the Speech with which his Grace concluded
the Seffion, and occur in pages 14 and 15 of your Speech.

“« We”
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«« We” (fay the Houfe of Commans,) fhall have feep
¢ this great national asrangement cftablifhed on a bafis which
“ fecures the tranquillity of Ireland, and unites the affections
“ as well as interefts of both kingdoms.”’

¢ Convince the people” (fays the Lord Licutenant) ¢ in
¢ your feveral diftriéts, that the two kingdoms are now one 3
¢ indiffolubly conneéted in vnity of Conftitution, and unity of
¢ Interefts.”

-~

Upon thefe paffages I would remark, that the language
which they hold was encouraging and ufeful ; calculated to pro-
mote harmony between the two countrics, and produce that
lafting cordiality which it proclaimed. Bat with all due refpe&
for the Speech of a Viceroy, (which yet the Conftitution recog-
nifes as the Speech of the Minifter,) and all proper deference for
the Addrefe of a Houfe of Commons, I would obferve, that
~ both the Viceroy and the Commons, when they travel out of
falts, and expatiate in conjeftures, rifk falling into thofe errors
from which no human creature is exempt. There is but ene
Potentate, that I know of, who claims to be infallible, and his
claim, the tenets of my Religion do not oblige me to admit.
But, if I be not bound to acﬁuiefcc implicitly in all the obiter
opinions, which-are promulged by a Viceroy, or a Houfe of
Commons,—ftill lefs am I obliged to fwallow their predi&ions.
When they turn Prophets, I feel mylelf warranted to doubt
their infpiration ; though, in the prefent inftance, 1 chufe to
thift from myfdf, on the Societies of United Irithmen, and
hordes ‘of Irith traiters, the difrefpeétful talk of comparing
certain events and do&rines which we have lately witnefled,
with thofe prediGtions which foretold the permanent tranquil
lity of Ireland, the mutual affe@ion of the Sifter Countries, and
their indiffoluble connexion,—as the inevitable confequences of
the arrangement of 1782.

The next (and lalk) reference, which I fhall rather digrefs
from the train of my argument to notice, is that which you

make to the modification of Poynings’ law, and which will be
found
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found in p. 24 of your Spcech That ﬁatute, you fay, «t ena&l -
«¢ that no bill fhall pafs into a law in Ireland, unlefe it bc rc-
~ ¢ turned under the Great Seal of Great Britain.” , :‘”‘

This provifion you ftate, with a trumph which l_-.icannot'
underftand. To me it fcems to involve a fignal acknowledg-
ment of the frailty of that bond by which thefe countries are
connected ; and to apply 2 weak and inadequate remedy-to
the evil which it admits. What is the coré which it ad-
minifters ? Forfooth the refponfibility of anjn‘&igiiq.dil to the
Parliament of Great Britain. This wonderfol Noftram is to
remove all the feparating tendencies, and a.gﬁmor;ﬁ:s;‘and erup-
tions, which may arife from the nature of our prefenc connexion,
and announce the cachexy of our Imperial Cpnﬁltutmn.-—-No
I advert to the defe&t which this provxﬁon announces, and
place little reliance on the cure which it provides. 1 c.onhder
the law as an argument for a Legiflative Unien, mafmuch as
I do not eftimate the vigour of a man, by the number of hlS
crutches, or the ftability of a houfe by the number of its props.

Having now finithed my examination of thofe. documents to
which you refer, 1return from that fhert digreflion which, in
noticing the laft of them, 1 have made; and clofe the anfwer
which T have endeavoured to give to this part of your Argu-
ment, by admitting, in the very language which you have
chofen to adopt, * that the adjuftment of 1782 was final: that
¢t by it the Conftitution of Ircland was fully and perfeétly efta-
* blifhed ; and, that: no Conftitutional Queftion can exift, to

¢ interrupt the harmany of the two countries.””*

£

But, as the adoption of Union by an Irifh Parliament, inde-
pendent, and uncontioled, woul not unfettle that final ad-
juftment, which did no more than affert the Independence of
that Parliament,—as the mode in which the meafure of Union
has been introduced, fo far from affailing that ¢ full and per-
«t fe& eltabliffunent” of our independence, which was fecured
to

Pages 31, 32.
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to us.in 1782, has, on the contrary, at the rifk of lofing this
great meafure, moft folemnly and explicitly recognifed that
independence,—as Union is no ¢ Conftitutional quﬁlon,
but an Imperial Arrangement Jfubnitted to the wifdom of our
Parliament, and which that Parliament is competent to rejeét,
—and above all, as I acquiefce in the propolfition contained in
his Majefty’s Anfwer to an Addrefs in 1782, that ¢ the con-
¢ ftitational connexion Between Great Britain and Ireland, is
« eflential to the interefts and happinefs of both nations,”*—
I am, for thefe reafons, unable to difcover how that pofition on
which you fo rely,—that the adjultment of 1782 was final—
is at all material to the prefent queftion ;, and I am ready to
adopt a meafure, which, without repealing that recognition of
the Independence of Ireland, feems calculated to give ftability
to its connexion with Great Britain,

In denying the fettlement of 1782 to have been final, it
feems that Mr. Pitt meant to aflert no more than I do.—He
~could not mean- to deny, that that arrangement put a final
period to all Britifth claims of lc;giﬂating for this country, and
all doubts refpe@ing Irifh Independence. That he did not in-
tend to difpute chis, he has very unequivocally proved, by an
explicit admiffion of the Independence of our Parliament, and
its competence to reject the meaflure which was fubmitted to its
confideration.—He feems merely to have deprecated a perver-
fion of this truth, to the purpofes of falfchood ; and, while Le
admitted that the compact of 1782 was a final fettlement of
all controverfies, to have denied that it was a_final abolition of the
inherent poym'.r of Parliament : that it extinguifhed or abridged
the deliberative or (internally) legiflative capacities of either
]cglﬂaturc or debarred the Irifh Parliament from the unalien-
able right of employing the fupreme authority of the State, to-
wards attaining the permanent welfare of the Empire.—This,
I apprgl;nnd was all that he denied ; and heartily do I concur
in the denial : deliberately do I record my diffent from thofe

whe
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who pronounce that, in accomplifhing an_ Uhnion, the Britith
or Irith Parliament would violate the final fettlement of 1782.

I might not Rate accurately (as I have not the pr'fﬁfe’a co j’
before me, ) and therefore T do not attémpt to ffate at a.ﬂ, t%é
Speech of the Britifli Minilter : I méfe‘lj fufgé&, that h€%p-
pears to have made no aflertion, fubflantially diﬂzcr‘c'ﬁi" from(
miné, upon this queftion. The immenfe fupcripi'it‘j"adm ta-
lents and political knowledgé over mine, may have prevented
him from treating the [ubje as I have done, He, for inftance,
may have dwelt 'on the prefumption which arifes, from what
pafled in the Britith Parliament on the 17th of May, 1782, that
fome further meafurés of conltitution wese thediin the contéme
plation of the Britifh Legiflature.® "y '

¢ The fa” (you tell us) ¢ feems to be, that the refplut_:ion in
< refpe& to future meéafures had commerce, only, in view. 4

In the abové palfage you dppéar to ddmit fome further ar-
fatigeéthents to havé beerd in contémplationi ; which, whether
fhey weré cominercial, you can but conjetture, ahd we may
B allowed to doubt.—But fuppofé they wert.—Still the fa&
fuppliés this inferénce, that theconipa® of 1782 did not pre-
clude the Parliaments of thefe countries from keeping up a
friendly and federative intercourle, and éntering into fuch new
compatls 4s circuriftancés might réquire. And why not into
political, as wéll 4 comimercidl compa&s 7 The Agrecment
of 1482 had decided a point in iffde : it had put an end to con:
trover(y, fiot tointercourfe, betwéen the countriesy and they
[til), cotnpatibly withi the fpirit of that contratk, were at liberty
to efiter on dny'néw treaty, political of commiercial ; provided,
in coticluding or abandoning it, the Irifli Parliament was al-
towed to éxercife as ancontroled 4 diferetion as theé Britifh ;
and, in fHort, providid the bafig of the tranfdftion was an ac-
kiowlédpement of that independénce which we' eftablified in
1782, But the Addrefs of the Irith Commons to his Majelty,
a¢ that-period, having (with truth) denied that ¢ any other

, ¢ Parliament

* Py t P. a1,
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« Parliament hath authority in this country, fave only the
** Parliament of Ireland,”* therefore a Legiflative Union would
difturb the fettlement of 1782 I—] deny the conclufion. It is
only one of the numerous forms, in which the unproved and
untenable affertion appears, that, after Union, the Supreme
Authority would not continue velted in the Parliament of
Ireland'; —and can have no influence on any minds, but thofe
which confound Diftinétnefs with Independence, and Union
with Subordination. After Unio, the power of legiflating for
this country would Rill remain vefted in the Parliament of
Ireland, if, at this day, the Patliament of England be that
of Yorkfhire, or the Parliament of Ircland be that of
Dublin ; and, if the contraft between the number of Irifh and
Britifh Reprefentatives in the United Parliament, were lefs filly
and delufive than I contend it is, fLill, of the inferiority on the
part of Ircland I might fay, as on another occafion you have
done, that ¢ if it created a theoretich difference in the confti-
“ tution of the two kingdoms, which renders ours inferior, it
“ is one, not injurious to us, but neceffary from our fituation
*“in the Empire, and which fecures Union and Connexion on
““a firm and lafting bafis’+ With far more juftice may this
language be appropriated to the meafure which I am { upport-
ing, than to the more invidious, yet lefs effectual one to which
you apply it. ‘

Union would proportion Irith Legiflative weight to the
importance of this country, in point of territory, &c. and thus
that inferiority, “(which, when our interefts were identified,
muft befides be uninjutious,) would be one arifing from our
phyfical fituation, and derived rather from the law of nature
than of convention ; but the modification of Poynings’ Law,
which you extol,t for having put one of the co-ordinate eftates
of the Iideggdcnt Irifh Parliament in ablolute dependence o
the Britith Legiflature, —this Rtatute, T fay, without' which

| D L % you
* This anfwer will alfo apply to p, 8,~where the fame reafoning is

ittfinuated in the following paflage :— Whila Ireland retains a Parlia-
“ ment, fhe has the means of redrefs,”

t V. a4 1 P. 24 and 35,
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you admit that the boalted arrangement of 1782 would have
been imperfe&,* lamely and incompletely achieves its pur-

pofe of ftrengthening the connexion, by delivering Irifh Inde-
pendence into the guardianfhip of a Britifh Minifter, and thus
proportioning our inferiority, not to our relative ntt,uml fitua-
tion, but to the poﬂible caprice, or ignorance, or wickednefs, or
ufurping policy of an Individual, or a Cabinet. I will ad-
mit, what it might be difre[pe&tful to affert, that the-arrange-
ment of 1782 was imperfe@, (andif fo, its deficiencies were
ill fupplied by the ftatute which [ have juft noticed ;) but i, in
my opinior, laid a glorious foundation for that meafure, which
1 ftill conceive to be neceflary, towards permanently confolidat-
ing the firength and interefts of the Empire: it raifed us from
that fubfervient fituation, in which England might have dic-
tat'ed to us the terms of Unien ; and by reforing or afferting
,fh% Independence of this country, it enabled us to treat on
equal terms, and to diftate, in our turn, the only Union we
would accept. I will not difparage that {ettlement which
fixed the Confltitution of this kingdom, by, on the one hand,

for gemnrr that it has raifed us to a fituation, from whence we
can treat fecurcly aud advantagcouﬂy with the Sifter Country ;
or, on the other hand, by infifting that it has paralyled our Par-

liament, and precluded thent from dire&ing thofe powers which
a Supreme Legiflature muft poflels, towards accomplifhing wha_t
they deem conducive to the profperity of the Irifh people.

But, ¢ if the work of 3782 was incomplete, why
< were not the meafures followed up to sheir completion 2 §
.Why was not an Union then accomplithed ! many caufes may
_have prevented it. Perhaps this was not precifely the further
meafure, which was in the contemplation of the miniftry of
that day : perbaps the piejudices, or if you pleafe, the tem-
per of thc Irifh people, were not then {uch as to promife a
cordial rcccpt:on of the meafurc: to have offered Union, when
'wc demanded independence—might have feemed a fort of

jealous
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jealous compromife, and brought a fufpicion upon the projed,
asif it were fomething lefs valuable than what our Parliament had
afked. Inthe excited ftate of the Trifh mind, at thatday it
might have been impolitick to have afforded them even a lefs
:pretext for jealoufy and difcontent: nay, the cooleft Irifh patriot-
ifm—if an Union had been then propofed—might have plau-
fibly, at leaft, obje&ied to the incorporation of the countries,
under the relative circumftances in which they ftood: might have
demanded a rccoénirion of Irifh Independence, as a preliminary
fecurity for our obtaining Union, on beneficial and honourable
terms, and meantime required a trial of the effe&s of this In-
dependence, as a reaflonable experiment, and one gratifying
to the feelings of a proud and generous people. If any evils
have " arifen from Independence, yet before it had exiltence,
they could not be felt, and might not be forcfeen. The trial,

however, has now been fully made. It is fince 1782, that the
Commercial Propofitions have been refufed, that the tran-
fa&tion of the Regency has taken place, and that bills, for
Parliamentary Reform, have for:unalé{y been rejected, whicli,
if they had paffed, (as they might have done) would have
fapped the connexion, by'deftro¥ing the fimilitude of the Im

perial Parliaments, agd giving Ireland a Legiflature, differently
conflitated from that of Britain. It is fince 1782, that
France has become a monfter, devaltating’ Europe, and mani-
felling fuch diftinguifhied hoftility to Britain, as calls upon us,

- to confolidate the defenfive force of that empire, of which, you

admit, we form  a conftituent and infeparable part.”* It is
within the fame interval, that under French aufpices, feparatifm
has flourithed fo formidably in this country, and ripened to a
beC"lOn,Of‘Wthh,(fplte of the ¢ perpetual pledge of amity,”+
by which we were pronounced to have been ¢ indiffolubly con-
ne@ed,”’t in 1782,) the obje& was not to ftrengthen our con-
nexiothwith Great Britain. It is fince 1782, that religious
difeord has aflumed a charaler of fo much animofity, as to

ﬂrg'gcﬁ that whilft, on the one hand, it may, in our prefent
~ fituation,

*® P, 26, $ P. 31, & AT
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fituation, be dangerous to grant, it may, on the other hand,
(if a divided people is an evil) be impolitick to withhold.

Thele feveral fa&s and circumftances, and the refletions
which they fupply, may have furnifhed many arguments for
an Union, which did not offer themfelves in 1782 ; and, by
reducing theory to practice, may have confiderably ftrengthened
thofe reafons, which exifted even then: in fhort, there arc a
thoufand obvious caufes, which may have prevented r.hc accom-
plithment of an Union at that period, and which it would
be nearly as little difficult, as it would be material to enume-
rate. And, if after all, the meafure has bccn too long delayed,
does it follow that it ought in prudcncc to be finally aban-
doned ? and this, at a moment, when the events paffing in the
world demonftrate its espedience, emphatically and clearly;
and even render it doubtful, whether Union ought. not to be
adopted, on terms lefs advantageous than it is in our power to
enfure? In vain do you afk * what reliance we can place
“ on the Britih Minifter’s adherence to any compa&, on
“ which he mlght reft his proje€ted Union, if he has already
“¢ violated a compa& folemnly made and ratified 2”’*  Your
queftion affumes that the agreement of 1782 has been in-
fringed ; a poﬁtaon, which 1 have demcd and, as 1 hope, dif-
Prmed But this renowntd adjuftment, (Wthh you are mii-
taken in fuppofing that Union will difturb,) has fhowered
“ down upop us bleflings, trade, and afluence,”§ almoft in-
calculable. After having begged to except from this lift of
bleflings—the internal difcord—the atiempts at {eparation—
the deep-laid confpiracies—the rebellion and (invalion, which
we have witnefled—and are ftill witnefling, and which have all
occurred fince 1782, I would exprefs my doubt, whether thefe
advances in commercial profperity are fairly attributable to
the adjuftment in_queftion. Without the aid of any adjult-
ment, if we believe Rofe and Chalmers, (nay, if we do not fhut
our eyes on an obtrufive truth) Great Britain has in the fame

interval, made advances as enormoufly exceeding thofe, which
fhe

e 33 S Pring.
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the had made in former periods. We caunot impute thelete
any thing that paffed in 1782. Why then fhould we trace the
accelerated progrefs of Irith profperity to the conftitutional
occurrences of that period ! Bveats, - from which might have
been more paturally expeied that domeftick content, and tran-
quillity, which they have utterly failed to produce ! Why may
we not rather attribute fuch rapid frides to afflucnce, to thofe
caufes, whatever they be, which have aggrandifed Great
Britain, and confider them asour portion of the common benefits
of imperial greatnefs, and as a motive for ftrengthening that con-
nexion, from whence they have flowed ? From our free trade;
they may indeed be in a great degree derivable : but that
freedom will not be abridged by Union, and was not acquired
in 7782,

I have already protefted againlt being held to any more firi
arrangement, than a mere regular purfuit of your reafoning will
fupply :—1I am anfwering your argument, and cannot, if [
withed it, be more {yRematick than you are ; unlefs I deviate
from that courfe which you have prefcribed, and to which it is
my bufinels to adhere.—Therefore, having followed you in
your inveitigation of the adjultment of 178‘2, baving digrefied
with you from the tranfuéions of that period, and awirh you ve-
curred to them again, I now accompany you to the difcuflions
of 1785. | :

The Duke ofRutlan.d-, at the opening of the Seflion, re-
commends ¢ to the earneft inveitigation” of Parliament “ thofe
“ obje&s of trade and commerce, between Great Britain and
¢ Ireland,”* (you fay *¢ mark the expreflion,”) ¢ wbicé._l-wa.d
“¢ not yet weceived their complete adjufiment.”’+—The meaning  of
thefe c_xp‘re‘ﬁops is {ufficiently apparent : they were made ule
of on the fubje&t of commerce, mercly, and involve no more
than the affertion which you yourfelf make, that from 1782
“moadvance was made as to commerce in general, except

¢ what

¥ Gr:um:-d by the Britith Parliament,
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«¢ what was done by Yelverton’s Bill ;"*—the inadequacy of
which you had fhewn in page 30, and alfo fhewed by your

fupport of the commercial arrangerr;ent in 1785.% Aud Ya -

muft allow me to take this occafion of acquiefcing in tﬁtj&f_um‘bf
your pofition, in page 45, that ¢ to fele€t general expreflions
« made ufe of on the fubjeét of commerce, and apply them to
«¢ the fubje@ of Conftitution, thews no great candour in reafon-
¢ ing.” This doérine of yoursalfo applies to the obfervation
which you make on another part of the Duke of Rutland’s
Speech, in which he ftates a “ common integeft in treaties with
« foreign States, as forming a bond of ‘mutual connexion.”t
This paffage you contraft with Lord “Caftlereagh’s opinion,
(in which I moft heartily acquiefce) that the confideration of
the federative relations of the Britith Empire, with foreign
States, furnifhes ftrong inducements to @ Union.  You forget,
that the Duke fpoke merely of commercial treaties ; and that
(as you very properly remark ) “to fele@t expreffions, made ufe
« of on one fubje&, and apply them to another, fhews no great
* candour in reafoning.” =\

With refpe& to your own conduét at this laft mentioned

period, far be it from me to make, what after all might be an
unfuccefsful attempt, in demonftrating your inconfiftency, to de- *

teft fpots in the political charaéter of a man, fo fuperior to my-
{elf. In fhortly contrafting your paft, and prefent conduét, my
obje&t is only to tempt you to revife the latter 5 or, if I cannot
accomplifh this, then to leflen the weight of your authority
againft me, by balancing one opinion of yours againft the

other.

You admit yourfelf to have faid, in 1785, * that things

¢« could not remain as they were : that commercial jealoufy

<t tvas roufed, and would encreafe with two Independent Legi-
¢ flatures,if thefe did not mutually declare the principles where-

* 4 by their powers fhould be feparately employed, in direéting

¢¢ the common concerns of trade ; and that without this united
“ interelt

* D o3se t P.37-
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« intereR' of commerce, political Union would receive many
#¢ fhocks ; and feparation of interelt muft threaten {eparation of
¢ connexion.”* In vain, Sir, would you dilute the ftrong effeét
of thefe aflertions, and foften the contrafted colouring with
which they relieve your prefent conduct.—On what occafion,
‘and for what purpofe, did you make ufe of thefe pofitions 2=
to fhew that the two Legiflatures fhould enter intoa compact,

(for this is what was propofed ) refpecting the mode of forming
‘their commercial regulations. When you declared that things
eould not remain as they were, your meaning, exclufively, and
evidently, was that fuch a compatt was neceflary to the {ecu-
rity of the connexion: when you obferved that the jealoufy,

which was roufed, would encreafe with two Independent Legi-

flatures,—you manifeltly implied that this diltinctnefs was preg-
nant with dangers to the connexion, which required the cor-
re&ion of fome imperial compa&, that, qualifying this inde-
~pendence, fhould be binding upon both ; ;—and in adding that,
_without that commercial Uniony (which nothing but this com-
pn& could permanently fecure,) the political Union would be
expofed to fhocks, which would threaten the connexion,—you,

“in my mind, promulged ado&rine, which was as true, asit is

irréconcileable with yourprefent opinions.

Any other interpretation than this, which I have given of
the paffages above ¢ited, would render them impertinent to the
propofitions which you employed them to {upport. How
then can you now affert that ¢ things do not remain as they
were,”’+ when you are aware, that no compact has been entered
into ! and that the Irifh Parliament is not bound to conform
to the Britith laws, which may be made refpeéling certain mat-
ters of trade and navigation ? or, how can you defire that
thin,g': {hould not be modilied, when you admit they cannot re-
main as th«.y are 2 and that the fecurity of the connexion is
enﬂlngercd by the want of that compaét, which, in conlequence
Qi the diltin&nefs of our Legiflatures, has been rejedted ?—

'.Y . 113 '1 hc
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% The pafling” (youfay) ¢ of the Commercial Propofitions
“ into a law, would have completely anfwered all the purpo(es
“ of the prefent proje&,”* (of Union :) without acquielcing in
the re€titude of this do&trine, I may yet remark that they have
not paffed into a law, and therefore, that, even conformably
to your own priuciples, a Union may be neceffary.

But things, you tell us, have not remained as they were.
““ The evil, of commercial jealoufies, alting upon the laws of
“two Independent Legiflatures, has been remedied by the
“ good [enfe, and mutaal intereft of each country, from time
““ to time pafling all laws neceffary, to prevent the inconvenience
“ of commercial jealoufies.” Sir, the danger is, that the
exercife, by diftin& legiflatures, of their undoubted privileges,
may produce imperial diffenfion ; and that the good fenfe of
the countries, in having as yet prevented the mifchief from
arifing, has annihilated that rifk, which f;;;'ings eternally, and
inevitably, from fuch a legiflative organiza‘_tion, 15 a pofition,
which it is more neceﬂary,'than it 1s eafy, to demonftrate,

You feem, too, in 1785, not to have forefeen the all-heal- .
ing cfficacy of this good fenfe, when you argued fo ftrongly
for the neceflity of a commercial compaé ; nor does it afford
an uninftru&ive leffon of human prejudice, and inconfiftency,
to find a perfon of your diftinguithed fagacity and talents, in
one place,t confidering the Great Seal of Britain to be a
better fecurity, than the good fenfe of Ireland, for a continue
ance of the connexion between the'two countries; and, in
another place,} preferring the jun&ion, which this good fenfe,
you fay, has formed, to the guaranty which a folemn com-
paét would beftow ; though a cafuift might doubt whether
that roll,of parchment, which you fo defpile,]] be a more frail
affurance than the piece of wax, in which you place fuch
imiplicit confidence. Some, I know, have pufhed this con-
tempt of parchment farther than you do, and even extended

their
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their factilegious irreverence to wax. On their arrogance, a
parchment, adorned with the Great Seal of England on its right
fide, and of Ircland on its left, can make no impreflion of xe-
fpe@® They affirm, (but they are calumniators of our Confti-
tation) that Irifh indepeadence (which they admit to- be re-
markably well-founding words) is no where to be found,
but in certain rolls of parchment, called 22 Geo. I1L c. 53,
and 23 Geo. IIL c. 28 ; and thefe, they are fo far from re-
fpe@ing, that they quite miltake their operation, which they
conceive to have been (I was about to fay, purely) of a com-
mercial nature, and to have ere&ed an Irifh ariftocracy into a
company, for exclufively carrying on the trade of Jobbing, and
of Parliament. This commerce they indeed contend to have
Rourifhed under their protection, but doubt whether the prof-
perity of the country has advanced in proportion : whether
the commodity in which they traffick—I mean connexion—
was not fecured as well to England, and lefs expenfively and
gallingly to this country, before their ariftocratick monopoly
had accrued ; and whether, in fhort, Britifh alcendancy might
not, with as much advantage to both kingdoms, have remained
in the keeping of an Bnglifh Parliament, as been transferred to
Trifh Commiffioners, to adminifter. Nay, they infift, that by
the ingenufty of Britith Councils, this wax and parchment
has been manufafured into a mafk, beneath whichy Englith
Superiority, wearing the features of Irith Independence, has
ranged without eontrol, and been lefs fufceptible of confine-
ment, within the limits of that '1fc.cndant which, (I fpeak
this lerioufly) Britain ought to poffcfs which belongs to our
fituation, and is neceffary to our connexion ; fince I hold it
for a maxim, that this country muft be united with, or fepa-
rate from, orin a certain degree practically dependent upon
Britaine:

In trhm, I conceive you, Sir, in 1785, to have very fignally
recorded your concurrence in my doétrine, as to the propricty

of fuch control. T mean by the fupport which I apprehend
\ véu gave to propofitions that were refifted by Mellrs. Flood

E and
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and Grattan, on the ground of their ¢ interferingwith the Legi-
flative Authority of the Irifh Parliament,” —violating that com-
pact of 1782, on which you now fo much rely,—and putting'
an end to the free Conftitution of Ireland.”* And as, in truth,.
that commercial fyftem went to bind this country in certain
cales, by the a&s of a Parliament in awbich fhe was not repre-
Jented, (by pledging her to the adoption of fuch aéts when.
made, and thus [o far divefting her of all Legiflative Freedom, ).
Iam the more furprifed at your conftitutional fcruples about a
Union, which would not bind Ireland by the alts of any kgi-
fature, but one.in awhich her ariflocracy, wealth, and population,,
awere adequately reprefented ; and 1 cannot eafily reconcile your
affirmation, that not ¢ an atom of our Conftitution’’} was fur-
rendered by the plan which you recommended in 178 5y—with.

your pofition that the fyftem now propofed involves its utter

annihilation. To me that meafure {eems fomewhat more than

merely eligible, which, by identifying even to vulgar eyes, the
interefts of both countries, will appeafe the faions, and pro-
mote the wealth and tranquillity of this :—which, inftead of
deftroying the fubftance of our eftablithment, will animate its
lifelefs forms with the pure and genuine {pirit of the Britifh con-

ftitution, and give ita vigour that fhall fcatter bleflings through
this too-long drooping land.

But will Union produce thefe advantages to our country ?—
This, T admit, is the real queftion. The intrinfick merits of
the meafure form the true matter for our difcuffion ;—to which
the competencc. of Parliament, and the compatt of 1782, are
about as pertinent as Lord Macartney’s embafly to China.

You afk,} what defe@s, tending to feparation, the prefent

ftate of our connexion involves? For my part I difcern enow

to
* See Woodfall’s Sketch of the Debate; and N. B. That thefe obferva-

tions of Meflrs. F. and G. were applied to the Bill of Mr. Or&c, which
the then Chancellor of the Exchequer fupported, 3y
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to producé difficulty in ‘fcle&ion, and tedioufnefs in enumeration.
If our Independence be real, I fee a range of poffible diffenfi-
ons, as wide as is the {phere of legiflative dominion in a ftate.

I fee that jealoufy, which will be apt to miftake a&s of animo-

lity, for affertions of independence, confpiring with a thoufand

‘namelefs contingencies, to turn this theory into praftice ; to

loofen the connexion, and * firike the Crown into the hazard.”
If our Independence were mei‘ely nominal, the thing would be
ftill worfe : it might involve a dependance the more galling,
and aggravated, becaufe concealed: at all events, it would be
a fraud ; and would contaminate, and render odious, that con-
nexion, of which it made a part; whilft it might expofe our
oflenfibly independent Parliament to the diftruft and abhor-
rence of the people ; might bring their moft meritorious a&ts,
and thofe moft neceflary towards fupporting the connexion,
into fufpicion,and make them pafs for fymptoms of corrupt fervi-
lity. © Again, if our Independence were, as it might be, fome-
thing “fiuctuating between reality .and name,—fubftantial on
fome occafions, and but apparent upon others,—it feems to me,
that the likely confequences would be, its combining the mif-
chiefs of both fyflems : in any of the three cafes, I difcern in
our diftinétnefs, (thatis to fay, in the theory of our prefent
relation to Britain,) a fore of weapons, whereof fa&ion might
avail itfelf, to wound and fever a connexion fo frail, that even
a pique between twoindividuals, on oppofite fides of the chan-
nel, might give to its friends fome reafonable ground for

trembling.
1f, in our prefent ‘Imperial Arrangements, there lurk thefe
tendencies todifruption,—have the fituation and views of France
fo little g_i,g_ied their effe@, as to render it anwife in us to wreft
from our,foe, the arms which we had inadvertently committed
to his hands ? Have feparatifts at home looked idly at the
weaknefs of our {yftem, or profited by that weaknefs, in attempt-
ingitsdeftruction? Has our populace manifefted fuch a contented
dondnefs for the prefent eftablifthment, or that celebrated
compact of 1782, which fecured it, as that we need entertain
: fears
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fears of modifying it, left we might ther'cby. damp the loyalty,
evinced by our liege pikemen, at Rofs, or Vinegar Hill ?

The hiftory of (would I could fay the late) rebellion,—the
defcents upon our coafts,—the fatigues of our Yeomanr‘y,'—-the
ftern,though neceflary provifions of our Legiflature,~~the {cenes
of fcourging in our metropolis,—the multitude of ourtroops,
with all the train of confoling details, which attend on civil -
difcord and difaffeétion, accompanied with the comments of the
empty, arrogant, and applauded Tone—will fupply anfwers
to fome of the enquiries which I have made, and fuggelt whe-
ther the defeés of our fyftem be practical or merely theoretick.

But you, Sir, ¢ can find only two defeéts even fuggelted :
¢ the one of Peace and War, including treatlcs ; the other of
¢ a Regency.””*

As to the firft, you fay, that as the two kingdoms may hap-
pen to diffent from each other, fo a difagreement between two
. Houfes of Parliament may take place ; aud therefore the argu-
ment which proves the expediency of confolidating the King-
doms, would ge to recommend a confolidation of the two Houfcs
of Parliament ; qued eft abfurdum.

This reafoning appearsliable to fome ftrong objetions; which
I fhall take the Iiberty of offering without much order,—{ug-
gefting them as they occur.

Firft. One Empire, with two Legiflatures, is {omewhat ana-
logous to the idea of one man, with two wills; and is indeed lit-
tle fhort of a contradiétion in terms: therefore, that the legifla-
tive powers of an empire fhould not be fcattered, but concen-
trated, is at leaft defirable, if not effential, to con{htutmg and
giving exiftence to the Empire.

But one Legiflature, confilting of diftin& branches, is perfeily
intelligible in point of theory, and highly beneficial in point of

praflice,

Therefore,
w* Pl Sz-
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"Therefore, legiflatively to blend two kingdoms, if they be
parts of one Empire, would be to remove an inconfiftency,
and obtain a good ; whereas, to confolidate two branches of
the Legiflature, would be to produce a mifchief, and this with-
out the pretext of having had any anomaly to remove.

The Britith Legiflature is divided into diftin& branches,
becaufe the community, which it reprefents, is fplit into dif-
ferent interefts : but the kingdoms of the Britilh Empire have
but one intereft, if properly underftood; and therefore the
neceflity for divifion does not exift.

Tt contributes to conftitutional freedom, to have the branches
of a Legiflature diftin& : it contributes to imperial energy, to
have the Legiflative of the empire confolidated, not difperfed.

If two Houfes of Parliament difagree—the effec is, that the
meafure falls to the ground ; and in matters of internal regula-
tion, this may happen without ill confequence; but how languid
will the Empire be, if in great imperial concerns it muft remain
ina&ive, paralyfed by the difagreement of its two Legiflatures !

“Why are the Houfes of the Britith Legiflature kept diftin& ?
In order to give them an opportunity of difagreeing with effect:
in order to give efficacy and 6pcration to their difagreement ;
and make each of the branches a check upon the other.

L]

When you prefcribe* feparate Legiflatures, for the Britith
Empire, is it with a view to give efficacy to their diflenfions ?
Af it be unoty you cannot fupport your meafure, on the theory
on which the conftruétion of the Britifh Parliament is founded:
if it-be, you do not much confult either the tranquillity or vis
gour of the Empire,

~ The Britifh fylem of Legiflative balance is compounded of
three parts ; and involves in it a principle as well of Union,

as of Separation, It poffefles, in the Royal Eftate, a guide to
the

* Page 56.
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the deliberations of the other two,—and middle term, which
connelts and confolidates them into one Parliament.— But'in
vour Imperial Syftem, I perceive the feeds of nothing, but'
wrangle and repulfion. It is compofed of but two eftates. 1t
provides amply for diffenfion ; but nothing for harmony.

His Mujefty has, indeed, at the opening of the pm{ent feflion,
in his Speech to both Legiflatures, lcfs remembered their dif-
tin¢tnefs, than that they formed a great council of the empire.
But you condemn the Minifter who advifed this Speech : you
applaud the Irith Houfe of Commons, which declined the
royal guidance to deliberation ; and inveigh againft the pre-
fumption of the Britifh Legiflature, ‘in having paid more at-
tention to the recommendation of the Crowa.

One word more on this fubjet, and I have done.

You fay that ¢ Theory fays the two Houfes of Legiflature
¢ may difagree ; and that theory only fays the fame of the
“ feparate Parliaments of ‘the two kingdoms.”

I anfwer, that if theory had (which it has net, or they
would not have been fo divided,) affirined that the Houfes of
Parliament might mifchievoufly difagree, it would have been
amply and repeatedly refuted by pratice ; whereas, if the
fame theory had denied that the Independent Parliaments of
the empire might moft importantly and alarmingly diffent,—
the annals of 1785 and 1789 would be {ufficient to contradi®
them.—Nay, the hiftory of the latter year might render it

" doubtful whetlier you were warranted in pronouncing® that it
was ‘‘ unneceffary to fhew that, by law, the Executive is, and
““ ever mufl bey the fame, and avith the Jame conflitutional poavers
< in cach” kingdom.”—Powers limited and unlimited feem
not to be the fame; and therefore the addrefs of both
Houfes of the Irith Parliament in 1789, appears to me to have
given us an Executive, with different conflitutional powers
from thofe, which were likely to be conferred in England. Ifay

from
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from thofe which were likely to be conferred in England ;

¥
for the Britith Parliament had not as yet appointed any
Regent ; and therefore, by our promptitude, we rifked having
an Executive different as well in perfon, as in powers. The
Regency Bill, which was- lately introduced, and in fupport
of which you made the Speech which has produced. my
prcfeni Letter, admits that, upon that memorable occafion,
the diftinétnefs of our Imperial Legiflatures did not obvioufly
contribute to the flability of our Imperial Connexion. That
(mot declaratory but ena&ing) bill has, however, made many
other inadvertent admiffions, befides the deliberate one which
I have noticed :—for having no otherwife efcaped from one
clafs of valid objeétions, than by expofing. itfelf to others of
equal force,—in its text and its annotations,* its provifions:
and its rejetion, it relu@antly admitted—that the evil which
it had recognifed, it could not cure 3 and that none but an
émpiric would attempt purifying an acrimonious habit, by
clapping a plaifter of balilicon to the eruption.

But, fuppofing the prefent ftate of our connexion to be
defetive, you doubt whether the defe@ be more than theore.
tick, and reprobate Union,. as a remedy worfe than the difeafe.
You illuftrate the queftion, by the cale of juries from the vici-
nage.t I have too fincere a refpe for ancient eftablifhments,
to attempt impeaching this legal provifion with relpe&t to ju-
ries.  But having got on what may, perhaps, be truly called
the dunghill of my profeffion, let me fuggeft to you that the
wifdom and liberality of latter times, guided probably by
experience, has greatly detra@ed from the force of your
illuftration. ‘The Ratute (of Anne, I believe,) which, inftead

of packing juries from the ward, dire@ed them to be fum-
moned from the body of the county at jarge,

chriftian-like enlargement to the culprit,
bourhood 5 and refembled (fo far

—gave a moft
or fuitor’s neigh-
as the analogy which
3 you
* The claufes which had been ftruck out in Committee,

‘in the form of Notes to the Bill, and were as much at
claufés which- had been let to ftand, as thefe
ameng(t themfelves,

were printed
variance with the
latter were inconfiftene
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you have chofen is juft) referring the fuin of the Trif people
to the tribunal of an Imperial Parliament. '

Befides, the law contemplates, and correéts, thofe Brgju-;

“ dices, animofities, and friend(hips,” which you nq*, and
to which you fuppofe it blind.—Where there is reafon to fuls

pe€t that a fair trial cannot be had in the vicinage, (thaugh

that vicinage embraces the whole of a county, ) the courts, to
prevent injuftice, will change the venue.—But prejudices,

alas! will fpread themfelves from counties tor provinces, and.

may taint an entire kingdom at the lat ! and if a fuitor people
fliould diftraft the impartiality of the grand inqueft,—how
affare them, but in changing the venue, by an Union?
But “ local knowledge is the very effence of a jury’s capacity
« to adminifter its fun@ions ?’*—Be it fo; will not Ircland
return a pannel to the United Parliament? Is a jury of the
county of Louth lefs qualified to perform its funéions, fitting
in Dublin, than if it fat in the town of Drogheda ?—And
may not the Imperial Parliament combine pofleffion of local
knowledge, with exemption from local prejudice 2 Or will you
complain that, on this grand inquelt of the empire, the repre-
fentatives of its Britith, as well as of its lLrifh diftrick, claim
to fit ?

But the Britifh Minifter’s obje&t in prefling a Union is tax-
ation ! 4 the grant of eight millions which has been made this
gear, and which you notice, might alone be fufficient to refute
your imputation. But fuppofe it were not; the man who
after having obferved, even curforily, our hiftory for fome years
back,~—after having glanced his eye upon the prefent flate of
Ireland, and the world,—and looked as far into our future
(civil and religious) profpects as he darcs, —can fee no motive,
but a pecuniary one, for defiring a Legiflative Union, and
aflign no views but of finance and taxes, to the Miniiter who
propoles it, muft have a mind very differently conftituted from
shine.—Blind and weak that Minifter mult be, who, in a period
Jike the prefent, does not aid at rendering the fubjeét fatisfied

and
B 4 P, 58.
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Ind happy : who doe! not prcfer poﬂ'eﬁ'mg the hearts, to grafps
ing the purfes of the people:  who does not perceive that,
confidering the fpirit of infubordination which has gone
abroad, and the’ Jcalous keennefs; with which even flaws in
government are marked, ruling powers ought, if it were
but from mere policy, to purfue meafures of conciliation,
liberality, and jultice: that before they aim at rendering their
fyftem profitable, they fhould take care that it is fecure ; and not,
like Archimedes, be making calculations when an enemy is at
their doors.—It is a libel on Mr. Pitt to fay that the purfe
of the Nation is his obje@.—It is not he, that has taxed the
Empire: it is the Dire®ory of France. It is he that has con-
trived to lighten the burthen, while he impofc'd it ; and te
fpread and firengthen the commercial bafis by which it was
to be fuftained. Under his aufpices it is, that perpetual
drains have been turned into mere temporary annuities ; and
Publick Credit has been upheld by a mode as fimple as effica-
cious : that Great Britain has been at once diminithing het
debts, and adding to her refources; and this ina degree fo
rapid and immenfe, that the incumbrances which the is paying
off, the might difregard; and that her impofts are become
little elfe than a fort of import duty on her wealth. But the
Mmlﬂ:cr, you fay,* "will not be contented with our purfe:
he is allo defirous to deprive us of our trade. Thefe
charges appear to me to be ftrangely incompatible with each
other. It is as if a parfon fhould with to fpoil the crop from
which he was to reccive his tythe ; or a landlord to lay wafte
the farm out of which he was td be paid his rent. It feems to
me, therefore, that you muft ele& berween the imputations which
you would caft on Mr. Pitt; and cannot bring more than an
alternative charge againft him. I will fuppofe that you have
afligned him, as his motive, the defire of getting the na-
tional purfeinto his poffeffion. Is it not likely then that he de-
clares no more than his real opinion, when he reprefents an
Union as tending to fecure and advance our profperity ? Is an
empty purfe the mighty obje@& of his financial ambition ?
Could he have the cruelty to forbid oux putting a few pieces

F inte
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into the coffer, of which he held the key himfelf? Or would
he prefer pofleffing all its emptirefs at Weftminfter, to leaving
it here in our cuftody, well rupplicd,--withdthc priviléggl_,&
thrufting his hand into it from time to time ? '

‘"
e

From this difcuffion of Mr. Pitt’s motives, you re}&iu‘ to-
the queftion of Regency; and it being my bufinefs to attend.
you in your arguments, I make no excufe for digquiﬁiag.with
you to this {ubjeét. & »

.

You fay that, upon. that occafion, the difference between
the two countries, which you admit to have been ¢ unfortu-
“ nate,”’t and which arofe from the diftin@nefs of the Impe-
rial Legiflatures, regarded not the perfon of the Regent, but.
merely the limitation of his power. Though this were fo, fuch
difparity of prerogative would in effe& have impaired a principle
of our Conftitution ;. and given-the countries two Executives,.
inftead of one.. But you [eem to me to abridge the true ex-
tent of the difference, which took place between the Parlia-
ments at that period. You forget not only that the coinci-
dence with refpeét to perfon was accidental, and therefore can-
not be relied on as proof of conformity between the Legifla-
tures,—but that, in faft, no Regent was ever appointed for
Great Britain.  His Majefty’s recovery interrupted the
Britifh proceedings in their progrefs ; and however border-
ing upon ftri& ce_rtaintj our conjeétures may be, and are, that
the Heir Apparent would have been the perfon nominated,.
thié will not leffen the truth or relevancy of my affertion,
that the Irilh Parliament named a Regent, before one had
been named in Britain ; and conferred that authority unli-
mited, which the Eoglifh Parliament was reftriéting ; and
in doing fo they rifked having an Executive different in
perfon, and more than rifked having one different in relpe&
to powers. DBut they were not (you fay) the Parliaments,—
they were only fawo truncated Eftates, that differed on that

occafion. 1 la truth, the act of annexation has (4y an Union)
: fecured
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fécurqd*tbclharmony of the third; and fo long as that flatute
fhall prevail, 1 anfwer for the perpetual amity of the King of
Ireland aid Great Britain.

“But the proceedings of our twa eltates, you think, at that
time were of no avail: for ¢ notwithftanding what pafled in
< 1789, the a& of annexation extending to the cafe of a Re-
¢ gent, and the law of 1782, about the Great Seal, having
¢ befides put the matter out of .doubt, there does no real
¢ difficulty exift ;—and the Regent of Britain ¢an alone re-
« prefent the third eftate of the Irifh Legiflature.”*

But fpite of the efficacy of your argument to fhew the
impropriety of what. took place in 1789,—and fpite of my
refpe& for the waxen dignity of that idol, which was fet up
in 1782, to guard the connexion between the countries,—I
jhould tremble to fee that connexion await the iflue of a com-
bat, in which two branches of the Irifh Legiflature, unchecked
and uncontraditted by any third eftate, were in array on one
fide;,~and a piece of wax oppofed to their decifion on the
other. Nor does it feem that we differ in fentiment on this
point ;—for although you pronounce the cafe to be ¢ free from
s all difficulty and doubt,” yet, in order to

——= ¢ make affurance double fure, -
« And take a bond of fate,”

gou fupport, not .a declaratory, but enalling bill, which
purports to remove thofe doubts, of which you have de-
.nied the exiftence ;—or rather (to ftate the operation of that
bill more truly) which, agreeing with you, that this was not
a cafe_of doubt, diftin&ly contradi&s your opinion on paft
law, and denies that, without the provifions of this a&, the
Britifh Regent is ip/o fado the lrifh third Eftate.

Be this as it may, however, I concur with you in the ex-
pediency of preventing the repetition of fuch diffenfions.
We do but differ in the means, which we deem calculated to
-attain this epd. lo the tranfaétion of 1789, I fee no more
thanafingleconfequence of the diftin&nefsof our Legiflatures;—

a caufe
* P, 6o,
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a caufe adequate ta the produétion of many mifchiefs b&de
Whilft you, therefore, are content with pluckmM the &,t}.t 3
T am rather for eradicating the prolifick caufe : while you ah»
making topical applications to the fymptom ; fam. v
ing to remove the difeale. e s ﬂf%:g
You affirm that there is already an Union bctwrfu the coun-
tries.* Do you cite the Regency to prove that it w:ﬁofc and
firm one ? Did you fupport Mr. Fitzgerald’s bill to record yous
opinion on the prefent folidity of our ccmncnou;;a And do you
continue to truft implicitly in that recreant wax, which defert-

ed its poft fo fhamefully in 1789, and left the field open to
our two Houfes of Parliament?

But, “ Union is a merging of the Irifh Parliament in the
Britith.”+ No: it isonly a merger of it in thie Imperial Legifla-
ture. But fuppofe your pofition granted : what then ? This vile
mealure, forfobtb, will leave us m as 1ll a political fituation,
as Wales or Yorkfhire are in at prefent! Union does not take
away our Parliament : it merely changes the refidence of that
body; and in regulating the number of Irith and Britith Re-
prefentatives in the United Legiffature, firikes that equitable
proportion to the territory, population, and refources of thefe
refpective limbs of thelempire,—which, while our Parliaments
remained diflin@, it was unneceflary to ftrike ; and which, when
fettled, will leave thiscountry in as fecure afituation, as any equal
tra& of territory in the Britith dominions now enjoys. But Mr.
Pitt,in recommending this meafure, has ftated Ireland ¢ as the
“ vulnerable partof theempire ;—torn by contending faétions.”’§
~—Was the flatement untrue in point of fa& ? or immaterial in
point of ‘argument for a change ? For its truth, we have fome

bloady documents ; fupported by the teftimony of Hoche and

Humbert, and an hoft of foreign enemies,and domeftick traitors:
we have the reprelentations of Tone to the government of
‘France, as to the flate of Ircland fo long ago as 1993 ;|| and
the Report of our Committees of Secrecy, as to its more re-
eent fituation. To thofe who are friendly to our conrexion
with Great Britain, is it no argument for a change of the

nature
* P, 61. + Ibid. § P. 62.

I This appeared on the Trial of Jackfon for High Treafon.
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nature of that connexion, that its prefent ftate cxpofes it
to the foes endeavours to diffolve it ? and is there no ground‘
fqrpvefummg, that the meafure which identifies tlfis country
with Britain, muyft render it as little vulnerable, as our enc-

" “mies think this latter diftri& of the empire to be at prefent ? [t

is not the % Roll of Parchment”* which will effeét the change :
it is the operation of thofe provifions, which that parchment
will contain : the cordiality which it will apnounce, and récord :
the liberal and cementing fyftem, which it will lega!’ze and
introduce.

But Union, inftead of affuaging, tranquilifing, and fortifying
this country, ¢ will deprive Ireland of the refideat gentry, and
¢ upper ranks;” (with their amazing and cdifying flock of gaod
morals, and good example!) will rob ¢ villages and eftates
¢ of their benevolent protectors ; and ercouraging land jobbers
“ and pirates, will dégradc the hofpitality of the old manfion-
¢ houfes into the niggardly penury of agents dwellings.””t —

It muft be confeffed, that if this be the neceffary confequence of
Union, it is difficult to conceive what objet the Britifh Miniftep
could have in defiring it 3 or how the Irifh Lords came to vote
as they did on the firt-day of our feflion : nay, how on the
fame day there came to be a majority on that fide in the Houle
of Commons,. Qur Lords muft have been {lrangely blind ta
their own interet8 ; our Commeons under the temporary influ-
ence of an extraofdinary delufion ; and Mr. Pitt, who has not
yfually paft fora filly perfonage, muft be acting under the
groflcft infatuation. Apprehenfive that Ireland is not iuficiently
difcontented, not France enough difpofed to take advantage of
her difcontents, he muft be fuppofed eager to adopt a {yftem, of
which the manifeft effe&t will be to render this country more
vulnegable, and the Empire lefs fecure. I fhall not examine the
details of that piture which you have drawu; and which I take
to be a mere fancy piece ; vefembling nothing which Union
would produce to Ireland ;—and ¢ontrafledly unlike to cvery thing

You defire me to look to Scotland, and Woales, which are

united  1do; andafk you, are they lefs free than Ircland,

or
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or than England? Are they, in propurtxon. w&m’ ﬂatgl‘gl
advantages, lefs profperous than we are? I have not heard of
any {ufpenfion of the Habeas Corpus a& in Wales Mﬁ
ftern provifions of a law for the fuppreffion of rebellion. Thave
heard indeed of a defcent upon the Welch coaft ;—and from
comparing what happened on that occafion, with what took
place on the landing of the French at Klilala,r Ia or
that Union has no tendency to impair allegiance ; aﬂ,
united Welch are as loyal as the inhabitants of difunited Ire-
land. But you afk, is Scotland, or is England herfelf, exempt
from the taint of difaffeCtion #* and you infer, particularly
from the cafe of Scotland, that Usion is no prote&ion. Iam
content to meet you on this ground ; and toaffert, that Ireland
kas been the foyer of confpiracy,~——and centre of that fedition,
of which the flames may, in a lefs degree, have reached other
quarters of the Empire. Thus, if a comparifon of the fitnation
of the refpeltive parts of the Empire proves any thing, as I ad-
mit it does,—it proves that Union would contribute tc the tran-
qu:lllty of Ireland. .

Tt demonftrates what wastoo evident to need being fhewn ;
that by diminifhing the chances of feparation, you will difcou-
rage thofe attempls at ity wwbich bave diffurbed our country ; and
that the more complete is the connexion, the lefs eafily can it be
diffolved. '

Thefe confiderations lead me to a part of this dilcuffion,
which, I confefsy I do not enter on, without embarraffment.—
To encounter you, on a point of commerce, would require un-
common ftrength ;—and unfortunately my qualificationis uncom-
mon weaknefs. But I derive courage from the impregnable.
truth of the opinion which I am fupporting : from the concur-
rence of Mr. Pitt, who recommends this meafure: who pur-
fues it, youfay, with financial views ; and whom you admit to
be an eminently able financier ;—which it requires no profound
commercial inveftigations to pronounce he could not be, if he
fought to carry a meafure, detrimental to the profperity of

Treland.

On
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On the whole, therefore, I meet you even upon this ground ;
with much the fame fuperftitious confidence in the juftice of
my caufe, as in the days of chivalry would have induced me
to throw down my gage, with a ¢ God defend the right !”
\ agamft fome abler combatant than myfelf. [

¢ How, or why:” fay you ¢ fhould Union diffufe Britith
“ wealth, or induce Britifh capital to fettle here % Let me
fele& one from a thoufand anfwers ; and fay, by promotmg our
tranquillity.

But how will it promote this? I have alrcady tried, and
may, before I have done, again endeavour to fhew. Meantime
let me obferve, that the queftion which T have imputed to you,
withdraws us from the prefent enquiry ; and admits that if
Union promotes tranquillity, it muft advance our commerce.

“In trath this is an admiffion, which, important as it is, you
yet cannot avoid making. You cannot avoid admitting, that
without internal harmony, all other requifites to commercial
greatnefs are unavailing : there can be neither Induftry, nor its
creature, Wealth. In the ftorms of a difturbed political atmof-
phere, Commerce will

“ Forbid her gems to fwell, her fhades to rife,
“ Nor truft her bloffoms to the churlifh fkies:”

It is no declamation,—it is found reafon—to affirm that in eftz-
blithing tranquillity, Union muft fo promote our trade, as
that even fuppofing (contrary to the fa&) it in fome refpe@s
reftrained “ity—yet it muft, on the average, be eminently
beneficial. Tt is no proof of an argumentative, but of a
little mind, to withdraw from this grand and general view
of the fubje®,—to lofe ourfelves, and perplex our hearers,
in petty calculations. Yet often—have I feen wide views
miltaken for Extravagance ; and the minutiz of Imbecility

worfhipped

* .45



30

worfhipped as Wifdom and Difcretion. It isno flourith,—itisa
truth,—to Rate that by removing the terrors which obfcure
and blaft our land, we reinftate it in the pofieffion of whatever
advantages Nature gave it ; and relieve the Britifh poffe of
capital from all apprehenfions of availing himfelf of ﬂila&‘
vantages, and fettling it in that part of the Empire, where it
will be moft produ&tive. I will afk any candid” man, what,
after Union, political difference there could be between Ire-
land, and the fame guantity of Britifh ternitory in Emglﬁld-? or
what fhould deter the capitalift from ecltablifhing himfelf in
this diftrict of the empire, if its natural fituation made it fuita
ble to his purpofes? Will any man deny that Ireland is pol-
{effed of eminent natural advantages? or that hitherto fome
fatal impediment has prevented them from being fruitful 2 No
man will be believed, who controverts either pofition. No
man can expet credit, who affe@s to doubt, *that the diftin&-
nefs of the kingdoms, and confequent fuppofed infecurity of

-

their connexion,—the convulfions which have depreciated the
value of property, and damped the fpirit of commercial enter-
prife and exertion,—and which having aimed at deftroying the
connexion, might be attributed to that diftintnefs, which ren-
dered it infecure,—the views of our enemies direfted pecu-
liarly to this country, and involving a prefumption, that they
difcovered fome frailty in the connexion,—that thefe, 1 fay,
were caufes, adequate to reftrain our commerce, and deter
capital from fettling amongft us,—and thac they are caufee
which Union would remove.

Obferve the language which the Dean of Gloucefter puts
into the mouths of certain Englilh manufacturers, who were
oppofing the puninefs of their felfith details to the profperity of
the empire :——*¢ They” (the Irifh) ¢ would run away with-
*¢ our trade:”—(You differ from this conje€ture of the Englifh
traders : )¢ Who"’ (replies the Dean) ¢ would run away
¢ with it ? or where would they run to?’’ ¢ Why, truly, our
¢« gwn people’” (the Irifh) ¢ would carry fome part of a manu-
s fa&ure from us to themfelves.”—¢ But what detriment

' “ would
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“ would this be to the Publick ? the people of Yorkfhire
% have done the fame by Gloucefterfhire and Wiltfhire.»*—
- Thus this writer admitted (and the Englifh traders urged) that
Union would carry capital into Ireland ; but he wifely added,
that chis would not bea lofs to England, but an acquifition to
the empire, ' '

Truly has the Britith Minifter afferted, that the interefts of
the two countries fhould be taken together ; and that a man
cannot {peak as a true Irithman, without fpeaking as a true
Englithman ; nor asce verfa.? Union could not contribute to
Britith greatnefs, without encreafing the profperity of [reland.
The Imperial Advantages which it produced, would not ftagnate
ia England : they muft ultimately /circulate through all the
limbs of the Britifh empire, i a

_Having protefied againtt their conclufivenefs, I attend you
into your details.

After enumerating the foqr'princfibal manufatures of Eng-
land, you affirm that the want of fuel will prevent their migrat-
ing into Ireland.

Suppofe (however improbﬁb]c) that they fhould not ; and
what does this prove? only that the capital which travelled
hither, would employ itfelf in a mode more conformable to the
natural foil, means, and fituation of this country.

But you forget the comparative cheapnels of labour and
provifion here. . Undoubtedly, in England, a manufa&ure in
which fuel was wanting, would not travel from the neigh-
bourhood of a plentiful colliery,‘ to a country where coals
were {carcer, while the price of food and labour remained the
fame.  But (not to mention that the objection will not apply
to the chance of manufaQures being eftablifhed on our coalts)

G , the

g :D’kan Tucker’s Propofal. - it .
1, See Mr. Pitt’s Speech, of which, fince I began this Letter, I havs
obtained a Copy, 1 P. 69.
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tlic comparative lownefs of wages, and rate of provifion heréy '
might more than compenfate the greater dearnefs of fuel, and”
either afford, on the average, a temptation, or at leaft fo
equalize the oppolite inducements in' this refpe&, as to leave
the adventurer free to weigh the refpective benefits of an Irifh
and Englifh fituation in other points.—Nay again, thefe other
advantages might fo predominate on the fide of Ireland, as to
redeem the objetion of fcarcity of fuel,—though not compen-
fated iii the dégree fuppofed; by the cheapnefs of that food and
labour, which are as requifite as coals can be to'a‘manufatture.
——Befides, what fhould prevent Britifh adventure from putting
an‘end to all your arguments, by finding coal in Ircland 2 It
is true that in p. 69 you fay, fhé has it not ; but in p.88,you
acknowledge that ¢ Coal exifts in Treland ; which we have
¢¢ never looked for effe@ually, but for which neceflity may
& compel us to fearch.” 1t may be the ‘mere want of capital
which has hitherto preventedia fuccefsful fearch ;—and the nu-
merous other advantages which this country offers, might very
probably caufe its being employed* (by working our collieries, }
to remove the only impediment which you fuggeft, to the clta-
blifhment of manufactures:

¢ England” (you fay) < finds a full call for all the makes :
< every yl:ar affords an encreafing demand.”*—What fol-
lows? a temptation to velt more capital in bufinefs: a tempta-
tion, ‘which would immediately operate to fend fuch manu-
faGures to tranquilized and united Ireland, as her fituation
gave oppertunity for eftablifhing to advantage ;. and which, as
by the Union the empire waxed more ftrong and profperous,
would‘operat'c ftill more powerfully in favour of this country ;
both by encouraging enterprife, and by rendering Britain too
fmall a {phere, for its overgrown capital to move and a&t in.

"The (conftru&ive) bounty to the Irifh manufacturer, of forty
fhillings on every ton of imported iron, has not brought capital
into Ireland.t—1Is your inference that Union may not introduce
it ?—T, for my part, can conceive that confpiracy defeated—

property
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‘property fecured—the connexion ftrengthened—the people

‘conciliated—the country tranquilized—the enemy baffled in
all attempts at feparation—might operate more effe@nally to

bring capital into Ireland, than even a bounty of forty fhillings
aton on imported iron. Then, indeed, this bounty might
ﬁavethisadditional( though comparatively puny ) effe®; and tend
to induce the fettlement of a manufaGure here.—But after
Union ¢ this bounty will be extinguifhed :”* Not abruptly ;
or to the difcouragement of trade. The fyftem of prote&ting
duties, according to the beft commercial authorities, is founded
on an erroneous principle; but it ‘will not follow that what it
was injurious to eftablifh, it will therefore be wife too fud-
denly to demolifh ; and therefore you very truly Rate that the
articles of Union merely propofe a pofible period at which
thofe dutics are:to ceafe.{—Difmifs your fears—that ¢ Indi-
¢ viduals will look to winding up their bufinefs, in order to
¢ withdraw their capital againit that period.”’t —They will be
content to have trade nurfed aslong asit continues weak 3
and will not prepare to withdraw their capital from a manu-
falture, becaufe it is likely {aon to throw away its ftaff, and
ceafe to lean-on the prote&ion which it has ceafed to want.

—* We importiron at 12s. 6d.: Britain imports it at nearly
¢ 3l ; and fuch import. duty on this raw material, is fitted
“ toour infant flate.”§ ~JIf you -be warranted in this laft
aflertion, which I do not mean to controvert, I muft, however,
on that very account, diffent from what you add ; and deny
that ‘¢ every man concerned in the iron manufa@ure here,
“ muft expettthe United Parliament will put thefe duties
4¢ on alevel.”f|" If the Imperial Parliament have (as it may
have) a difcretion on this point,—the prefumption is, that it
will fo regulate, between Britain and Ireland, the import
duties on the raw materials of manufa&ure, as to proportion
them to the maturity or infancy of thele ftates. Even fuppofe
finance to be the obje& of the Minifter, yet to make Ireland
produ’&ivé, he muft make it affluent ; to make the empire
thrive and ﬂounlh in all its parts, he muft promote the

.4; I
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profperity of its Irith limb ; and confequently he will adopt
meafures, that fhall folter our manufaétures, and ‘encourage
loofe capital to fix itfelf amongift us.

-

The {ame reafoning will apply to what you fay, we*-fhiel:pc&
to farmers. *¢ Thefe,” you obferve, ¢ muft look with ineer-
¢ tainty to the continuance of the corn’ bounties ; and expeét
« that the principles, on which thofe bountics have been difcon-
¢ tinued from one part of Ireland to another, and from the
¢ whole of it to Dublin, will be extended, on a fimilar reafon-
¢ ing, by the United Parliament, to the whole of the united
¢« Empire.””* You, Sir, [ recolle&, fupported the difcontinu-
ance of thofe corn bounties : 1 muft prefume that you {uffered
them to remain, until the farmer had ceafed to require thie en-
couragement ; nordo 1 {fuppofe, that an United Parliament
would extend the like difcontinuance to thewhole of the united
Empire, until agriculture, grown more vigorous, no longer
wanted fuch fupport. '

Much of what you urge, appears to me to be objeGionable

in one of the following poiats of view: it either merely goes to
fhew what the terms of Union fhould provide; or what ought
to be the future condu&t of the Imperial Legiflature ; (and
therefore would be fit matter to offer to the united Parliament,
or to ours, when the terms of Union were difcufling ; )—or, fe-
condlf, your arguments reft on the {ophiftical afflumption, that
the fituation of the countries, when united, will remain the fame
which it is, while they are diftin& :—and thus you debate the
queftion upon falfe premifes, and upon a [uppofition of circum-
ftances, which will not then exift.

Of the firlt defcription, are your reafonings in page 93, and
110. The firt of which might have great weight with the
united Parliament, or with the Commiffioners, whofe province
it was to arrange the terms,—to fhew to them, that different

{yftems of taxation fhould be purfued here, and in Great Bri-
tain ; and the fecond might, in the fame place, be equally effica-
‘ cious,

* Page 92.
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¢ious, to prove that {fome fpecial meafures thoald be adopted,
towards fecuring the purity of our clections of members to the

Jmperial Parliament. Of the fecond defeription is what you

urge in page 70; where, becaufe the Englith trader has now

.the Irith market at his door, you conclude, he will after

Union ‘continue to poffels it; and found, on this hypothefis,
anargument againit the meafure. q

" Your premifcé in page 72, I better underftand, than what is
the conclulion, which you would deduce from them. You
ftate the export of woollen cloth from Ireland to have dimi-
nithed fo confiderably within this century, that in the laft year
it amounted to little more than one-tenth of what it had been
in 1698. This merely proves that, of which we were not
ignorant, and which feems not very much to the purpofe, that
the line of Irifh trade has changed. Linen has, in the interval,
become our flaple, and its'export, as you inform us,* was in

‘1796—-eighty-eight times greater as to quantity, and one hun-

dred and thirty-feven times greater as to value, than it had
been in 1700.

But how does this prove that Union might not bring over
Britifh capital, to eftablith the woollen manufacture ? You fay+
we put down our woollen trade to oblige England.  1f fo, with
the affiftance of her capital, we may take it up again, without
fear of difpleafing a country from which we fhall have ceafed
to be diftinct : whofe jealoufies, by Union, we fhall have fwept
away ; and whole interefts we fhall have identified with our
own. Aund here.permit me to confefs a difficulty, which I have
in reconciling’ your aflertion, that the weollen manufaciure
cannot travelinto I reland,—with your ftatement, that the value
of our woollen export wae 110,000l. a hundred years ago;$
—and that even under the difadvantages of our prefent dearth
of capital, woollen and cotton manufa@ures have been efla-

Suppofc,

%, 3 8 y 3 ¢
“.F1am not overlooking this, that, by Union, the market of cach
" country will be opened to the other: 1 mean only to fay that when trade

-

is advanced in this country, the Irith confumer may be fupplied at home.
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Suppofe, however, that this fhould not be fo :—that the
great encreafe of agriculture, and of the linen manufa&ture,
giving a greater profit in land than fheep afford,* the confe-
quence fhould be, that the Britifh Settlers would not tura their
capital to the woollen trade ; but would engage in tillage, or
the linen trade, or fatten pork for the provifion trade, (as you
fay they have begun to do in England ;1) or enter wpom any
other commerce, more congenial to the circumftances, or habits
of this country. What difference would this make? the objett
is that capital fhould be introduced into Ireland : not: that it
{hould be employed in this or that particiflar way. Capital
(next to tranquillity) is the great commercial want of this
coimtry; and capital, by introducing expenfive machinery,
would remove that obftacle to the eftablifbment of the cotton
trade here, which you ftate the great ufe of machinery in that
manufa@ure to produce.f—As to the ineffectual operation of
Arkwright’s patent asa bounty, I have already remarked, with
relpe& to the conftruftive bounty on imported iron, that the
difturbed ftate of Ireland, and precarioufuefls of its connexion,
(as well as thofe habits of diftin@nefs, which difcouraged the
indifcriminate diffemination of capital through the entire
Empire,) {upplied diffuafives, more than fufficient to counter-
vail the effe@ of thefe light pecuniary inducements: and if
Arkwright’s patent has expired in England,—yet let Union
repeal the patent of Irifh jacobinifm and fedition,—and 1 defy
the effe@s of the ceafing of this bounty. In 1785, the Eng-
lith cotton manufaCturers * were under great anxiety and un-
« eafinefs, left the Irifh,” (in confequence of an arrangement
which partially and inadequately achieved the commercial
effe@s of Union,) ¢ fhould draw over all their workmen,
¢ gll their trade, and all their capitals; and be able to

« pnderfel them in their own markets, by at leaft 13l per
¢ cent.’§ It is probable that thefe apprehenfions were exor-
bitant 3 but it is alfo likely that they were not altogether
deftitute of foundation :—and how firangely do they contralt
with your exclamations, againft the abfurdity of fuppofing that
the cotten manufaéture might, after Union, be eflablithed
here !

As -
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As to linen, you admit it to be ¢ an article, which, if
“ Britifh capital could be induced over, would very obvioully
“ invite it,”’* But could not Britifh capital be induced teo
fettle here ? you anfwer no; becaufe fearcely any has fettled
amongft us yet.—This indeed is a reafon for defpairing that,
fo long as Ireland remains in fatk quo, Englith wealth will
overflow its banks for her enrichment : but it would be tedious
to repeat what I have already ftated,—the very adequate
preventives to the importation of Britith Capital,—which
our diftin&nefs furnifhed, and which our Union muft remove =
it would be tirefome and fuperfluous to infitt upon the impof-
fibility of fhewing any fufficient caule, (for its fearcity will not
be urged,) which, after Union, could reltrain Britith Capital
from pouring into Ireland.

But it is mere parade, you think, to tell us that, in confe-
quence of this meafure, we fhall participate fully in the
wealth and commerce of Great Britain. We are already
as free to trade to all the world as fhe is.+ Yes:—on our
no capital, and our no induftry, we are at liberty to trade with
all the world: and keeping civil and religious difcord for
our home confumption, may' export our traiters to Fort
St. George, and deal in recruits with Pruffia.

 What port in the known world can a Britith (hip go to
¢ from Britain, that an Irifh {hip caunot go with the fame
¢ cargo from Ireland ? What article can a Britith (hip import
“ into Britain ‘or Ireland, that an Irith fhip cannot import
“¢ equally into Ireland or Britain? What manufaure cay
¢ Britain eftablifh or encourage, which Ireland is not equally
“ free to do? 1If new fources of trade fhall be opened by con-
¢ queft or by treaty, do they not belong equally, and at the
¢ fame inftant, to Ireland 7’ I have adopted literally your
own expreffions , and now would afk you, if your lift of quef-
tions be not a lilt of reafons, Why, after Union, Britifh capi-
tal fhould be vefted here ? more efpecially if this country be,
by__paturc, advantageoufly fituated for trade, (and that it is fo,

eminently,
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eminently, will not be denied,)—if the rate of labour and
price of provifions be lower here than they are in England,—
and if Britifh capital be grown too bulky for the prefent
Limits of its exertion. %

In page 79, you proceed to fhew that our commereial inter-
courfe with England is in a higher degree beneficial to that
country, than to us. The evidence which you adduce of this,
does not thoroughly bear you out :—for the flatement, which
you take from the Cuftom-houfe books, leaves a balance againft
Britain ; and as ¢ the Cuftom-houfe value’’ {you fay*) ¢ ferves
« every purpole of proportion or comparifon,” it feems as if
you might have abided by it on this queftion of comparifon :
more particularly as it is the proof to which (p. 90) you have
reforted, to fhew how good a cuftomer this ifland is to Britain.
To me, however, this adjuftment of benefits feems {o little per-
tinent to the prefent enquiry,—and L am fo perfuaded that the
countries are mutually of incalculable value to each other,—
that I fhall not enter farther intosthe difcuflion.

I might perhaps, .upon the fame ground, decline reviewing
your enquiry, whether our linen trade depends on the Britifh
Parliament ; + but yet muft be permitted to attend you,
fhortly, through this part of your inveftigation.

At firt, (feemingly admitting that we are indebted to Britain
for this manufaure,) you fay that fhe is bound by compact to
encourage our linen trade. I am fure fhe is bound by intereft
to encourage this, and every other Irifh fabrick ; and I believe
the feés what is her true intereft in this refpet :—but what
was the nacure of this compaét, or when or where it was en-
tered into, you have not informed us; and I, for my part, do
not know. :

The Britith meafures which prote& our linen trade, are, firlt
their duties on the foreign linens; and fecondly, their bounty
on the export of Irifh linens. Does not the continuance of
thefe meafures depend on the Britifh Parliament 2 How then

can
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can it be denied that our linen trade is foftered by their pro-
tection ? But ncither duties nor bounties were given for us! To
enquire ferupuloufly into this would, I think, be very childifh.
Fa&s and confequences are obvious ; but motives are more ab-
firufe ; and here the queflion is more as to the utility of the
-grant, than the gencrofity of the grantor. Now asto the
value of a conceflion, affeéting that linen, which, according to
Mr. Pitt, conftitutes four-fifths, and according to you, about
one half,* of our exports to all the world, no reafonable doubt
can be entertained ; and as to what you ftate, p. 85, in difpa-
ragement of Britifh kindaefs, it feems to me to prove no more
than this, that while fhe was encouraging our linen manufag-
ture, fhe alfo tried to ferve her own carrying trade.

I beg to decline following you in your enquiries into the
refpeétive powers of Britain and Ireland, to hurt each other by
a war of duties and prohibitions.  You avow yourfelf that it
is an unpleafant difcuffion; and I admit, that fo long as the
two countries remain diffind, they have the power of inter-
changing injuries fo material, that it is not worth enquiring
which could do moft mifchief to the other; but would be
better to deprive both of their “noxious powers, and preclude
all wars of duties and prohibitions, by an Union.

-

But Union, by encreafing the number of abfentees, would
injure the trade and manufa&ures of Ircland !§ Prove this
to the Britith Minifter, and I will anfwer for his abandoning
the meafure.  But if it does not ¢ take a great portion of the
* men of property to England,” and replaces thofe it takes, by
an ufeful defeription of perfons, the ground of your appre-
henfion about our trade will be removed: *No abfentee’ (you
fay) ¢ can expeét to be eleted a member of the United
¢ Parliament ; and every member muft be a man of confider-
“ able property.”4—Is not the neceflary inference from your
own ftatements this,—that if‘a feat in the United Parliament
fhall be, as it muft be, an objet of ambition,- an induce-
ment will Be held out to men of confiderable property to
' n refide

* P, 86. § P. o1, t Ibid.




50

refide in Ireland? Let me briéﬂy add upon this fubject,
that Union has not hurt the trade or manufaétures of Scotland,
You quote,* with confiderable triumph, the language of the
Britith Minifter. He has moft frankly and liberally faid.that,
until lately, the {yftem of Britain to this country ¢ had been-
¢ harth, and unjult ; and as impolitick as it was oppreffive.”’—
Will Britain rencw the condué& from which fhe had departed,
and which her government has fo defcribed? Will any
Minifler, though he was no partial friend to Ireland, refume
a policy which Lord Grenville hasacknowledged to have been
“ abfurd, as well as barbarous;” and wifich ¢ however it
« might have contributed” (fays Mr. Pitt) « to the partial
& benefit of diftri&s in Britain, promoted mot the real firength
« of the Empire #”—Thus does not the policy which Britain
has fully recognifed,—or, if any man prefers a more jealous
and invidious cPithet,—-doés not Britifh -{elfithnefs afford a
guaranty for Britifh kindnefs *—and nesd we fear an Union,
with an adequate Irifh Reprefentation ?—Why call our hun-
dred Reprefentatives a mockery 2} 'Would their voices be more
feeble than thofe of the Yorkihire members? Would their
fentiments be lefs attended to? Would their local knowledge
be more neglected ?  Why idly contrait the Irifh with the
Britifh members,—when they are the indifcriminate reprefen-
tatives of a cemented Empire?—When the profperity of
Ireland is the aggrandizement of that Britain, over whofe
interefts you {fuppofe the 558 will fo clofely- watch ?—May not
an Irifh member fhare in, or even guide the councils of the
Empire ? 1 fhalt not dwell on fuch a wan’s predileétion for
his country, for his duty undoubtedly would be impartially
to confult the interelts of the whole United State ; but at leaft
Ireland would not fuffer under fuch an admipiftration.

- Bat admitting that articles might be devifed to fecure the
Frith trade and purfe,i (againft thofc whofe intereft it is to
proteét both,) in the alledged omnipotence of Parliament you
‘ 7 difcern

*P. 93 B & 1) { P. 95 and 94,
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dilcern a power, to defeat or mutilate this compa&t. Excufe
me, if I fay, that fuch reafoning is unworthy of you: It foars
inter apices juris, in order to perch on a fuppofition, fubverfive
in its confequences, and refuted by experience. ¢¢ The Impe-

* ““ rial Legiflature” (as I have on a former occafion ftatedy)
““ may be competent to disfranchife Wales, or Yorkfhire, or
¢ toviolate the terms on which the Sifter Countries fhall have
* been united ;. but I fee no moral poffibility of their applying
“ their tranfcendant authority to fuch a purpofe.”*  If by a
maxim of the conflitution, the King can do no wrong, ftill
lefs can that Legiflature,” of which he but conftitutes a part ;
and if we are to ramble into the boundlefs regions of abftra&
poffibility, T will reply, that {ubftantially to violate the articles
-of the Union, would be to {ubvert the Imperial Conftitution,
and be one of thofe estreme and not {uppofable cafes, which
might ablolve the Irith fubje& from his allegiance, and juftify
an appeal from the Legiflature tothe fword.

But we aretolook to Scotland,} in vindication of your fears.
~—I imagine myfelf to have been one of the firft, ro whofe lot
it fell to expofe the abfurdity of alledging the Malt Tax, as an
infringement of the Scotch treaty of Union. The talk was
frce from difficukty 5 and was performed by a thort quotation
from the hiftories of that period.f But the wiolation on
which you choofeto rely, is not the tax on malt, but upon
income. In urging this objetion, you- defert the fpirit, in
order to faften on the letter of the treaty. I anfwer it by
obferving fhortly, "1ft, that all taxes muft ultimately affe& in-
come of every kind; and therefore, if your realoning were
well-founded, there would “be but one way of avoiding a
violation of the Scottifh Union, viz. by abltaining from taxing
Scotland ‘altogether : 2dly, the very {pirit and obje& of that
provifion’in the treaty, which you notice—the very end which
the Scotch nation muft have propofed to itfelf in inferting it,
was that which is accomplifhed by the Income Tax ; namely,

_the taxing Scotland in proportion to its means, and firiking
_ Between the contribution of the two countries, the fame ratio
',.&‘ : ’ ) B A, that
e ’ An Addrefs to the People of Ireland.
$ P. g6, { Addrefs, p. g1.
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that there was between their wealth and income, 3dly, the
recent exigencies of that united kingdom, of which North
Britain is an integral part, imperioufly demanded of the Scoj‘.s,

as they tendered their exiftence, to contnbute to its pn;fcrva-
tion.

I fhall not follow you in your examination of the effeéts of
Union upon Cork. That quarter of the kingdom is probably
beft acquainted with its own interefts ; and entertains an opi-
nion different from yours. I fhall content myfelf by anfwering

the queftion, and the remarks, which you apply to this part of
~ thedifcuffion.

You afk ¢ what could induce the eftablifhment of a dock-
yard, after a Union, more than before ?’*—The abolition of
all fears and jealoufies, that were the creatures of our diftin&@-
nefs: the abrogation of all maxims of fufpicious policy : the
intimate blending and identification of the two countries : the
taking away from Britain every queftion upon the fubje& of
where fhe fhould eftablilh a dock-yard,—except the fingle one
of—which was the belt naval ftation ? |

In order to confole Cork, however, for the difappointment
which you prediét, you remark that no trade exifts where great
dock-yards are eftablifhed.—1 do not, for my part, know how
the faét may be ; but fuppofing it to be as you ftate it, I pre-
fume other adequate caufes could be affigned for that want of
trade, which L am unable to fee how the eftablifhment of a dock,
yard fhouid produce. ;

But we fhould not addrefs ourfelves to Cork ; we fhould
fpeak to Ireland, You do fo, when you alk, if we * want
¢ to be better than well ’+ I proteft if we be well, the
fyn‘xptom‘s of our political health are very ftrange ones. I
fpeak not of that late rebellion, which you may tell me was
but a crifis, that has operated to throw off impurities, and re-
ftore the vigour of our conftitation. I fpeak of thofe military
efcorta which attend our judges round thelr circuits, to prote&t

them
o * P. 98, T P. 100,
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them from the rude and ramping health of our people : I{peak
of the number of troops which have come from England, to
bear , witnefs to the political fanity of Ireland : | ipeak of
that regimen of martial law, which the Legiflature has joit

brefcribed, to check the impfudent frolicks of an over-vigorous

people, and prevent their health from becoming too plethorick,

1 could enumerate other fymptoms, but thould tire my Reader,
and myfelf ; and therefore fhall conclude, by doubting whe-
ther the phyfic which you are forureje&ting, be quite {o ua-
neceflary as you think it. '

In page 100, (as I follow in your winding courfe) I fiud
you recurring to the example of Scotland, and denying all
fimilarity between our fituation and hers.

Scotland, you tell us,* ¢ by the jun&ion of the crowns,
“ became fubjed” to Englith influence, in all her national
“ concerns:” their Darien fettlement  was deltroyed by the
Jealous interference of England's} Scotch feclings were con-
tinually hurt, by the haraﬂi’ifg* proceedings of their ¢ power-
¢ ful and jealous rival,” who deprefled their country in ¢ her
* trade, and in every thing of value in her flate 3”1 and upon
all thefe grounds, you conclude that Scotland had reafon to
iccept an Union ; and to expe& in it, a remedy for the griev-
ances above mentioned, -

From Great” Britain’s ¢ partial conduc againt this coun-
¢ try,”§—from her having, ¢ for forty years, haraffed our
¢ vittualling trade, by embargoes,”| and from the oppreflive
and jealous tenor of her entire condut, you conclude that an

Union muft injure Ireland.
. &

Are the above arguments confiftent ? or, by which of
them will you abide ? If your premifes were admitted, your
B o firtt
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firlt reafoning would be the julteft ; and would extend, to prove
the utility of Urion to this country.

But, in pointing out the diflimilarity of our fituation to that
of Scotland, you obferve that fhe was connetted with Eag-
land, only by the accidental circumftance of the Englifh Crown
having defcended upon her Monarch.* On this, allow me to
obferve, that as high-founding phrafes will not firengthen,
neither can difparaging ep:thets diminifh, the firmnefs of that
connexion, by which two countries are held together. That
connexion, which by ftyling it accidental, youwimply to have
been precarious, and unlikely to endure,—depended on a no
lefs ftrong fupport, than thofe rules and maxims of hereditary
defcent, which in England and Scotland were the {ame, and
which have lafted to the prefent day: and, if the Abdication
of James I, and confequent Revolution, A& of Settlement, &c.
had not operated on the Britifh {yltem a change as rare and
violent, as it was ufeful,— (a change, againt which, if they had
happened to encounter, our {ealing-wax and parchment would
have made as ineffeQual a ftand, as the venerable rules of here-
ditary right,) I fay, if this extraordinary change had not taken
place, that Union of the Englifh and Scottifh Crowns, which
had happened oa the demife of Elizabeth, would have conti-
nued us long as there were heirs of the Houle of Stuart, And
thus much for the durability of the Scotch and Englith con-
nexion, (in the junéion of their Crowns ;)'as contrafted with
that which holds thefe countries together ; accompanied with
all its appendages—of Great Seal, Annexation A&, &c.

You deny that Scotland had a Conftitution %Ze Britain :f
I might have controverted your pofition, though you had but
denied her to have had fubftantially the fame.—~When+a man
afferts that an eflablifhment, confifting of three eflates,—a
reprefentative body,) particularly organized, but ftill repre-
fenting the fame clafs in the flate, as our Commons do,) a

® chamber

® Page 100, + Page I10I.



chamber of hereditary nobility, graduated analogoufly to thofe
of England, and holding their titles by like grants, and with
fimilar limitations,—an hereditary King, the chief Executive
Magiltrate, and poflefling a right of negative on the proceeds
.ings of the Legiflature,—that this eftablifhshent is not like the
Britith Conftitution :—I cannot argue with fuch a man ; I can
only exprefs my furprife. The arrangement of 1706, however,
has practically and fuccefsfully difputed your opinion ; and by
blending the Scottith Lords and Commons with the Englifh,
has recorded them to have been refpetively homogeneous
clafles,

“ We,” however, ““are not only united to the Crown,
‘ but to the Empire : our friends, our enemies the fame;
““ and our interefls, as well as laws, binding us in that
“ Union.””*

> Why then, in the name of Heaven, if a fingle flaw can be
difcovered—on which to fix a doubt of the permanence of our
connexion,—fhould we fhrink from confolidating it, by the
moft intimate incorporation #—We fhould thereby lofe our
free Conftitution ! I deny it.. Prove to me that we fhall ; and
I will vote againft an Union. Meantime, you muft allow me

/ here to cite a paflage from your Speech ;t accompanying it
with fome qualifying parenthefes of my own.

¢ In prelerving” (the diflinéinefs of ) <¢ this Conftitution, we
“ retain all the' means of trade ;” (except capital, induftry, in-
ternal quiet, and that flability of conmexion, awhich may aitrall the
eapital of Britain :) < whereas, if we facrifice it,” (by blend-
ing our difting effablifoment, with a [yfiem analogous in theoyy,
and better at_{;_m‘mﬁered in pradice,) * wealth will vanifh, when
¢ freedom is banifhed,” (by our obtaining thofe protedtions wohich
Jecure it do Great Britain.) < We have more to lofe than mere
¢ wealth, or trade: we have to lofe found genuine liberty ;*
(by participating in all the privileges of the Britilh Conflitution. )

In

N, 4 * Page 103,  Page rog.
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In page 104, waving thofe arguments which you had
founded on the alledged difference of our prefént fituation,
from that of Scotland at the period of the Union, you (for
a moment) admit their fimilarity ; but contend ¢ that every
“ argument drawn from the arrangement of 1706 ﬁnmgly
“ urges us againft a fimilar experiment.”

You donbt whether the encreafing profperity of Scotland,
fince the Union, is properly attributable to thatevent. Itis
difficult to prove the affirmative or negative of {fueh a queﬁlon ;
and befides, requives evidence, which neither yéunor 1 poﬂefs.
A comparifon of the rates of Scottifh progrefs, for fifty years
before, and fifty years following the Union, would prove
fomething. If that progrefs appeared infinitely dctelerated in
the latter period, it might feem prefumable that that cvent
had contributed to advance it ; and thie prefumptlon would
become flill more violent, if it appeared; on inveltigation, that
the interval between Scotch and Englith profperity, had been
greater before the Union, thas it was fince. For, that ¢ pr)-
¢« greflive ftate of the world, for the lalt century,”’+ to which,
rather than to this meafure; you impute the profperity of
Scotland, would have operated: in equal degree upon both
countries ; and therefore .the decreafe of difparity between
their greatnels, would be fairly enough imputable to the Unton.
"F'hat arrangement would appear to have removed impediments
to Scotch improvement ; and by giving it the full ufe of what-
ever advantages it had from nature, to have enabled it to par-
ticipate duly in the progrefs of the world.

¢ But has Scotland advanced in profperity, fince the Union,

¢¢ a5 much as Ireland % I prefume not. Spite of whatever -
mifchiefs were produced by Irith diftin&nels,—I prefume
pot. This admiffion I concede not to your proof ; but to my
own convition. 2our demonftrafion is inadequate, and fo-
phiftical. You meafure the relative progrels of the two
countries,

t Page 104. # 1bid.
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-countries, by mere comparifon of the advancement of their

linen manufa&ure ; without aflcertaining whether this has o

-predominated in Scotland, as with us: whether it has been

«qually the ftaple of both countries.

Bat I prefume, the advancement of Ireland has been more
confiderable. = I.do not conceive Union to be a meafure of {uf-
ficient efficacy, to efface the diftin&ions of natural advantage,
and prevent the profperity of a country from bearing fome pro-
portion to thefe. It isenough, if it removes all political obfta-
cles to a country’s greatnefs ; and thus renders it more profper-
ous, than difunited it could have been, Ireland may be blefled

- with natural capacities, which have fo far outweighed her poli-

tical difadvantages, as, after all, to let her outftrip the profpe-
rity of Scotland.  But if united, I am fatisfied fhe will leave
ker flill more behind 5 and reap, at length, the full benefits of

her {oil and fitvation.

On the queftion, however, whence Scotch profperity has

. arifen, I am content that we fhould make a compromife, if

you think proper. 1 will abate fomewhat of my certainty,
that it has been produced by the Scottith Union, if you, on
your part, will not fo inexorably refer to the fettlement of
1782, every advance which has been made by Ireland, fince
that period.* Suppofe, that in fourteen years from 1782,
Irifh exports rofe. as much as they had done in eighty years
before : we know, that in the cafe of individuals, and of na-
tions, improvement does not proceed regularly, but par f-
confles : we know that the recent acceleration, of which you
boaft, may have arifen, not from the arrangements of 1782,
but from that free trade of 1780, which an Union, inftead of
cramping, would pracically promote: we do not know but a
comparifon in the cafe of Scotland, would furnifh the fame
difference between her rates of progrefs, fince, and previous to,
1782: We db know, that latterly, the advances of England

¢ haye been incomparably more rapid, than they were before,

I and

* Page 107.
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and that fhe may have hurried us along, asan Imperial Rela-
tive, in thofe ftrides. At all events you know ‘(for you have
ftated) that ¢ the argument is fhallow, which attributes every
“ encreafe of trade in Scotland, from that day to this, tothe
¢t Union 3% and the argument which is fhallow, as to Scot-
land, cannot, asto Ireland, be more profound ; nor ‘can the

{ettlement of 1782 be entitled toa privilege, which you deny
to the arrangement of 1706. |

-

“ The queftion between England and Scotland;” (you fay)

¢ was Union, or Separation ’+ 1'doubt ‘whether, in the
prefent cafe, the queftion be widely different ; and found my
doubts on events too melancholy, and too netorious, forenume-
ration : I might found them on the mere reports of our Sécret
Committees ; and they would ftand. But the propofed Union °
“ leads to Separation.”’} Prove this to'its fupporters, and I

will anfwer for their converfion. Can you [erioufly imagine
that the Minifter, or the Legiflature of Great Britain, would
propofe a meafure which ¢ lcads to Separation 2’ What has
‘brought the Britith Militia into Ireland ?—Would the govern-
ment which fent thofe to'fight, if* neceffary, for the con-
nexion,—lend its hand to'a imeafure which ¢ leads to Sepa-
ration 2>~ Nay, Sir, we fhould liften with diftruft even to
arguments, which were employed to prove any thiog {oincredible

as this ; and {o long as'you confine yourfelf to mere paradoxical

affertion, —{pite of your merited weight, we cannot liften to

you at all. ‘

You afk, why Mr. Dundas ¢¢ has not told us the opinion of
¢ his countryman, Mr. Adam Smith, on the effe&s of the
« Scottith- Union ?’§ —1 am fure I cannot tell. — He might,
with perfe& fecurity, have “reforted to his authority ; while,
for you to quote it, appears rather indifcreet. Adam Smith
has explicitly declared it as his opinion that, by an Union with
Great Britain, Ircland would obtain not only commercial,” but
sther more important advantages : that this meafure would dry

up
% P. 104, 4 Po3oy ' lhid, § P. 106.
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up.a. fource of difcord and oppreffion ; and that ¢ without it,
«¢ the inhabitants of this country were not likely, for ages, to
¢ confider themfelves as one peoplgﬁ.” * A writer who holds
thefe fentiments with refpe& to Union, is not exadly the
authority, which an Anti-unionift fhould chufe to cite.

Having, in a Speech which I made in Parliament, in January
laft, and which has, fince that time, appeared in print, dif-
cuffed the queftion of Parliamentary Competence pretty fully,
I fhall, (without meaning to refer my reader to what has been
faid, or written, by fo poor an authority as myfelf,) yet decline
repeating here what 1 have thus already offered to the Publick ;
—and fhall content myfelf, in anfwer to what you urge upon
this head, with obferving briefly—that to difpute the compe-
tence of Parliament, is to deny the conftitutional exiftence of
the united kingdom of Great Britain, and fhake to its founda-
tions his Majefty’s (not hereditary ) title to his Scottifh Crown;
nay may go to impeach the right of the Houfe of Hanover,
(uoder the A& of Settlement ) to the Throne of England :—
that it is to\contradi_,& the c.x_prefs pofitions, as well as to {ub-

_wert the con'fcquentjzgl do&rines, of fome of the ablelt confti-
tutional and legal writers 3 including names no lefs refpeétable

than thofe of Blackitone, Coke and Montefquien ;—and
operates to give ihevitable admiffion to a Republican Principle,
which will degrade Parliament from its high ftation, and deck
a fierce and unwieldy multitude in the fpoils of Legiflative Su-
premacy. '

The fecu_fity of the fubje& againft Parliamentary domination
arifes, not from the limited authority of the legiflative, but
from the frame and conftruétion of Parliament itfelf; in which
the various and conflifting interefts of the Rlate are fo well

P‘?i.[ed' as mutually to control the encroachments of each

other: and if, fpite of thefe precautions, a weak and wicked
Parliament fhould yet abufe its valt authority,—it might

" thereby legitimate infurrection, and pull its own power about

1ts

* Inquiry into the Nature and Caufes of the Wealth of Nations,
Book V. c. 3.
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itd ears;—but with that power, would perifh the whole fabrick
of the Conflitution : whillt this endures, the theoretick power

~of Parliament being unbounded, we are relieved from all
uiinary trouble, of énquiring into its right of ac
mcafure whichis before it,and may procced atonce to in’vcﬁigait‘é“

the merits of the plan itfelf ;—fince,.in demonflrating its utility,

we (hall bring it within the fphere of parliamentary competence
to achieve.

It is a glorious prerogative of the Britith Counfti-
tution, that there is no political blefling for the peaple, whicit
lies beyond the reach of their Parliament to obtain.

pref,

The grounds I have thus laid, Sir,
of your hypothefis,* that if the omn
can confolidate two feparate Legiflatures, it may equally con-

folidate the three eflates of each ; or take the purfe of the
nation out of the cuftody of the Commons.

will fumfﬁi a refutation
ipotence of Parliament

No, Sir : this confolidation would be 1o blefling, <but a curfe:
a manifeft fubverfion of the liberties of the people: fuch a mea-
fure is, on thé face of it, fo mifchievous,and deformed, fo
nant not only to the principles,
Conftitution,

repug-
but to the very exiftence of our
that its adoption by Parliament muft not, even in

the way of hypothefis, be {uppofed - « there are points™ (as you
truly obferve) ¢ where the powers of the Legiflature end,—and
“ thofe of the people, at large, begin ;4 and it may be added,
that fuch extreme cafes can never furnifh illuftration :—it may
be added, that, under no poffible circumftances, could a con-
folidation of the three eftates of the legiflature be beneficial.

Bur can it be contended=--will you contend,

: _ —that under no fup-
pofable circumftances,

on no devifable terms, could an incorpo-
ration of thefe two parts of the empire be advantageous? And
would our Parliament be then incompetent to obtain its benefits

for the people #—Muft we, a5 2 preliminary flep to its attain-

ment, depofe Parliament from jts fupremacy ? and in doing fo,
diffolve the Government, and anniliilate our whole eftablifh-
ment ?. You will not contend for fy rinou
in abandoning it, will acknowledge Parliam
to enact Union.

s a doé¢irine ; and,
ent to be competent

I have
* P. 108, 4 Ibid,
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1 have now, Sir, (I hope, " confiftently with that refpe,
which is o juftly due to you,) gone through your feveral argu-
ments, /feriatim ; and given them fuch anfwers, as my {mall
abilities could fupply ; but whether or not I have fucceeded

in refating you, it is not for me, but for the Publick, to pro-
nounce.

Ldtme here, while I am hattening to my conclufion, be als
lowed to introduce one or two obfervations, though not direcily
in anfwer to any thing which has fallen from you. '

You have more than once contrafted the 100 Trith, with the
558 Britifh reprefentatives. Let us purfue this idea, by examin-
ing thofe contrafts, which the Parliament of this country will
internally afford. The members for counties, cities, and com-
mercial towns, will be found to form a fmall portion of the
300,—compared with thofe who fit for what we call ¢/ bo-
roughs. The meaning of this epithet ¢ clofe”” it is not my
bufinefs to determine’; but I believe it is neither untrue, nor
unparliamentary, to fuggeft, that this majority of our Houfe of
Commons does not more truly reprefent the landed and com-
mercial interefts of this country, than they are reprefented by
the 64 county, and the city. members, Now I have heard it
faid, and I believe with truth, that if an Union fhould take
place, the fyftem of Irifh reprefentation was likely to be mo-
dified in this relpe&,—that the entire number of country mem-
bers remaining, and the principal commercial towns alfo re-
turaing reprefentatives, the number of thofe who fit for boroughs
would be materially abridged. Indeed it is plain they muft be
fo; if the number of reprefentatives fecured to Ireland, by the
terms of Union, be a hundred. For when from this fum we
deduct 64 county members, and fome reprefentatives for cities,
and commercial towns, the number remaining for borough
members (by an arrangement refembling the Scotch, perhaps, )

to make ‘up, will be extremely limited. Thus the Irifh por-
tion of the Imperial Parliament would be

compofed wholly of
the genuine reprefentatives of our landed

and commercial in-

_terefts: of men whofe own welfare was clofely allied to the

: mfpprity of their country, If feats in Parliament were venal,
the
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thié bénefit réfulting to this country from fuch.an organization,
would be the more fignab; for this abridgment: of the
comparative number of boroughs would prevent Britifh, money
ftom gaining a feat amongft-our Legiflators; and would fecure
us a thoroughly Irith reprefentation. oy Wy

If this be fo,—it feems to me that Union affords the only
probable or focure path to thefe grand pqpularrmcafurea, of -
which for fome years back we Lave heard-fo, much, It might
give Catholick Emancipation ; aud muft produce Parliamen-
tary Reform.

1 imitate your example,* indeclining thofe difeuflions, which
regard the flate of our religion in this kingdom ; both, becaule
I have on a former occafiont 'publithed my opinions on this
fubje&, and becaufe } concur with you, in confidering it to be
a delicate topick. Thus much however, may without im-
propricty be faid ;—that this country isnot a fcene of the moft
perfe&t religious copcord: that Adam Smith has {uppofed
Union wonld mitigate religious prejudice 3 and make the inha-
bitants of Ireland confider themfelves as one people ; a con-
fammation,  which muft be moft devoutly wifhed, by every
friend to the conmexion, to the empire, to his country : that
the temper andigenius of the times are mot fuch as to render
this the propereft moment, for upholding an irritattng {yftem,
with a ftrong hand : that the fituation is arduous and perplex-
jugs—in which, while it may perhaps be dangerous to grant, it
is not liberal, if perfe@ly fafe policy, to withhold ; that Uvion
wouldextricate us from fo embarraffing a dilemma,—by making
the religion of the people, the religion of the flate.

¢#/'The tendencies of Union in other refpefts, 1 have, in the

foregoing pages, had occafion to difcufs. If thefe were fuch as

you deferibe, I fhould heartily join with you to cry, No Union !}

but, perfuaded as I am, that its tendencies would be to bafile

all auémpts at Ic‘paration . that by giving vigour to the Em-

pire, it would give fecurity to Ireland; that it might remove
| fome

s 1 i G 1
4 From p. 65 to 74, of an Addrefs to the People of Ireland. } P. 107,
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fome of tflc rifks, and 'difiiculties, which obftru& found and

moderate religious, or political reform : that it would bring an
orderly rank of perfonsin contaé with the mafs of our people ;
and fill up, as it were, the chafms of our incoherent commu-
nity : that it would, by their example, improve the morals of
our lower ranks ; initiating them in induftry,  and communi-
cating to them a tafte for the decencies of life ;—in a word,
that it would raife and civilize our barbarous and degraded
peoplc ; and fit them to enjoy the freedom it conferred : that it
would bury, ‘in acomplete identification of interclt, whatever
jealoufies may have fubfilted between the kingdoms; would
affuage that internal difcord, of which we have fo long been
the vi&ims,—and permanently enrich and tranquilize our
countty -=fatisfied as I-am, that'{uch would be the effeéts of
Union, I fay to my Countrymen ¢ accept the offer; and
« adhere to the Conftitution of 1782.”%—Preferve the Con-
ftitution, which vou then acquired : it muft be invaluable;
for it is that of Britain : but-abolifh a diftin&Gwels, which im-
pedes the praftical enjoyment of its bleflings; and is at
yariance with a connexion, &n which your happinefs depends.

- F have ‘the henour-to-be,
&c. &c. &c.
WILLIAM SMITH,

Douzrriy,
April 2;th, 1799.

\

¥ « Rejeét the offer ; and“adhere to the Conftitution of 17‘82.”
- Spcaker’s Speech—p. 107.

G THE END. - .
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