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T he following authority may fatisfy the reader, tha: 

the Author’s ftatements are founded on Authentic 

Documents, and faithfully extradied :

SIX ,

Agreeably to the requeft, contained in your Note 

to me of Friday lafl> I  have compared the e x t r a c t s ,  which 

you fent me, ,witb the a c c o u n t s  that I  laid before the 

h o u s e  o f  l o r d s  and h o u s e  o f  c o m m o n s  ; and I  find  

thçm c o r r e c t l y  s t a t e d .

I am, Sir, &c. &c.

T H O M A S IR V IN G ,

■ i n s p e c t o r - g e n e r a l ’ s o f f i c e *

Gtiilom-houfe, London. •

July I, 1799.

To the Rev. D r. Clarke.
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M I S C O N C E P T I O N S  O F  F A C T S ,

A N D

M I S T A T E M E N T S

O F

T H E  PU B L IC  A C C O U N T S ,

tfc. &c.

My Dear Sir,

I n  order to give vigor to the Laws, power to the Rights, 
increafe to the Commerce, improvement to the Morals, and 

fecurity to the Property and Lives o f our Fellow-Subje&s, 

your efforts have not been wanting, through fupport o f  an 
Union.* T o  be conne&cd with you, in fuch things, is 

a public fatisfa&ion, to which my mind is not infenfible.
Far be it from me, however, while I value your opinions, 

to depreciate wantonly, thofe o f other men. T he judgments 
o f  ignorance ihould rather be ihaken off in filence; or let to 

fall o f  their own accord, like dew drops from the lion’s mane. 

But there are opinions which claim notice, becaufe they de
rive authority from the rank o f  their author. Falling from 
on high they make impreiTion, and uttered in places o f  great 
confequence, they come forth with importance. Mr. Fofter’s 

fpeech in the Parliament o f Ireland is o f this caft.

* See Mr. Johnfon’s « Letter to Mr. Spencer, on the 
“  Union”  : alfo, his “  Reafons for an Union.”
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(  2  }  iIt is now before the Britiih public, after having been cor
rected by himfelf and confequently, it relts with every man 

here to embrace thofe truths, or confute thofe errors, which 

Mr. Fofter would impreis upon us, while he inftru&s us on 

a meafure o f fuch magnitude to the empire. I feel myfelf, 
however, particularly called upon to do juftice to myfelf, 
without arrogating a claim to any thing, except what the 

fimpleft humility cannot furrender— truth. Becaufe, i f  thofe 
reprefentations o f  Mr. Foiler’s on the commerce o f Ireland be 

true,— mine, w’hich I have given under the fanttion o f official 
documents, mull be falfe

In order, therefore, to judge juitly upon whofe fide the 
errors lie, the fame authority lhall be rèforted to, which Mr. 
Foiter quotes to accredit his aífertions: I mean that o f Mr. 
Irving, Infpe&or General o f the imports and exports o f Great 
Britain. And, according to this evidence, I commit the 

bufmefs to the juft tribunal o f public decifion.
T h e official accounts given into Parliament by Mr. Irving, 

w ill appear, however, to have been grofly, I do not fay 
wilfully, miilated by Mr. Fofter. And the great end or 
conclufions which this perverfion o f the public accounts goes 
to eílabliíh is :— firft ; the trade of Ireland affords fuch advan
tages to Britain, that all apprehenfions of being deprived o f 
it, in cafe an Union be rejected, are idle on the part of 

Ireland.
T h e next proportion which Mr. Fofter’s arguments pre- 

fent againíl an Union is one that is founded on an aiTumption 
o f fafts, or of things as fadts, but which have no exigence. 
And the end or confequence aimed at, through this afíumption 
is— that all extenfion of the commerce o f Ireland, in the eftab- 
liihment or participation o f  the great articles o f Britiih ma
nufacture, in. confequence o f an Union, is radically im- 

poffible.

* According to the Publiiher’s advertifement in the 
Newfpapers.
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T o  thefe two heads or queilions, all that M r. Fofter’s 

book contains on commerce may be reduced; one o f which 

tells the Iriili they cannot lofe their trade, i f  they refufe an 

Union; and the other-, that they cannot extend it, i f  they 

embrace an Union— therefore, let them rejeft it . But we fhall 

find his conclufions prefently crumble all about him.

H owever, though his edifice be pulled down to the found* 

ation, I do not mean that he ihould be hurt, by a fingleitone 

o f  the ruin. I therefore premife, through refpecl for even 

Mr. Foiter’s erroneous opinions, that his miftatements, I 

doubt not, have arifen from mifconceptions. For that muit 

be called a mifconception, which differs, unintentionally, 

from the reality o f things. T h a t muft alfo be called a mif

conception, when any perfon, (as 1 fhall £hew Mr. Foller, has 

done) gives two different opinions upon one and the fame 

point. And that muit be called a miftatement, where a man 

fwerves from the fair official accounts, which he tells you are 

his authority : and tells you, that he quotes them accurately, 

while he fnifts the fums, and ihifts the denominations.

N ow let us confider, in detail, thofe mifconceptions and 

miilatements.

F i r s t  P o i n t .— Does the trade of Ireland affordfuch ad

vantages to Britain, that all appreher.fions of being deprived o f  

it, are idle on the part of Ireland?

T h e reverfe of this is demonftrated by the Infpeitor 
General’s accounts, as clearly as arithmetical evidence can do, 

and as incontrovertibly, as any mathematical proof whatever. 
Thefe accounts fairly and ©bvioufly ihew that the trade is in

finitely more beneficial to Ireland, than to Britain: the fame 

accounts, therefore, cannot prove the direft contrary, as Mr. 

Foiter fays he makes them do, but by great perverfion. Let 
us examine this.

In the trade o f raw articles, which are certainly o f the firft 

confequence, becaufe, being the material* o f  manufacture, we



may call them the elements o f induftry, Mç. Foíler ftates, 

(p. So. o f his fpeech publiihed here) that there is a “  balance 

o f  fupply to GreatBritain”  o f nearly two millions and an half: 

(See Table A .)— If  this were really the cafe, and the trade 

in fait fo advantageous to Great Britain, I muft agree with 

any man that there were little danger o f Ireland’s being de
prived o f it. I find, however, by the InfpeCtor General’s 

accounts, that inilead o f this “  balance o f fupply to Britain,”  

this part o f the trade is moil indifputablÿ a Lofs to her, by a 

balance o f above three hundred thoufand-pounds: (See Table 

B.) So that, in fail, Mr. F ojler's account, is t w o  m i l l i o n s  

and s e v e n  h  u -n  d r e d  t h o u s a n d  p c v n d s ,  wide o f the 
reality. Does the trade appear thus to preponderate with 

benefits to Britain?
This millatement arifes from a mifconception, in 

calling articles raw materials, which in reality, are not 

fuch ; nor are they coniidered, or ftated as fuch in the 

official acconnts. Raw ancles are materials which may 
be wrought into manufactures, and produced in another 

form. Hides, for inftance, are raw materials, becaufe they 
are produced in another form, which we call leather: but 

beef, butter, and provifions, enter into commerce only as 
fuch, and in no other lhape. Mr. Foíler, however, reckons on 
Iriih provifions as raw  articles, by which, he fw ells one ac
count ; and he counts on Engliih provifions, cod, ling, herrings 
tec. as manufaaured articles, by which he diminijhes the 
other. And again, he calls Irijh linen yarn a raw material; 
but he counts on Englijh cotton yarn as manufactured goods. 
yet Mr. Foiter tells us— “  I have detailed thefe ílatements ac- 

“  cijrately from the printed Reports.”
However, that we may not be deceived by names o f things, 

or be led aitray by a partial view in one branch of our trade, 
let us examine the whole produits, both r a w  and m anufactured

o f the two countries.
W e find on infpeaing the public accounts referred to by Mr 

Foiler, that, on calculating the trade carried on between the

(  4 )



tw o countries, with their repeftwe Produits and Manufacture/> 

Ireland gains a balance o f  almoft t h r e e  m i l l i o n s  a n d  

a n  h a l f  yearly. (See T a b le  C.) Here again, then, the trade 

does not preponderate with benefits to Britain.

N o w  let us take another view  o f  the trade, as to all the 

imports and exports o f  tho two countries Í and w h at dowe 

perceive ? W e  find on a fair view  given in the public ac

counts, that there is a balance, on the general Import and E x 

port trade, in favor o f  Ireland, amounting to above t w o  

m i l l i o n s  g a i n  a n n u a l l y  : (See T a b le  D .)— Here 

again  then, with above two millions lofs before our eyes, the 

trade does not preponderate with benefits to Britain.

Further, that we m ay confider the trade in every pof- 

fible ihape, in order to arrive at the whole truth, let us ex

amine the entire trade, revenues, and bounties. And what is 

the refult ? It is proved by the public accounts, that Ireland 

is a gainer, by a balance o f  above t w o  m i l l i o n s  s e v e m

HUNDRED and S EVENT Y  SEVEN THOUSAND POUNDS

a n n u a l l y . (See T able E .) N ow  I  aik, in every view o f 
this trade, how does it appear according to the official ac

counts o f the Infpedor General, that the advantages are, (as 

M r. Foiler aflerts,) (t more on the fide of Britain— and cer
tainly fo much fc, as to put an end to all the foolijb threats which 
have been ?nade> particularly as to our linen trade depending 
wholly on Britijh bounty, qnd Britijh difcreticn.”

As to the latter part o f this aflertion on bounties, we ihall 
foon fift the truth.

But as to the commerce o f the two countries, Mr. Foiler 
cannot make it appear, that the balance is “  fo much on the ftde 
c f  Britain,”  and the excefs of gain p̂rodigious.” — It is utterly 

impolïible, according to the official documents. And there
fore, his conclufion againil an Union falls to the ground, be- 
caufe he has built it on miilatements which exhibit fuch a 

perverfion o f the Public Account?, as could originate onlv, 
I do conceive, in mifconception.

(  5 )



I now come to the linen trade. And hferé again I find Mr. 

Fofter deep in errors. Some lines back I quoted his aifertion, 
relative to the linen trade not depending on Biitiih Bounties, 

or Britiih difcretion. And, in page 84, he lemarkson boun
ties, “  when their operation is boafted o f by Mr. Pitt, as 

<f having railed our manufa&ure to its prefent height, he 

“  forgets the fa tf.  T h ey took place in 1743, and operated 

« as the r e p o r t ”  (of the Board o f Trade) « I have men- 

€t tioned Hated, as t w e l v e  per cent on Britijh, and s i x  

« and an h a l f  per cent on Iriih ; the remaining five and an 
“  half compeniating the charges o f freight, commiifion, &c. 
“  from Ireland to Britain.”

Here, you obferve, it is ilated by Mr. Foiter that, while 
the bounty on Britiih Linens is eitimated at twelve per cent, 

the bounty on Iriih Linens is eitimated at f ix  and an half:  

and, therefore, according to his Report o f  the Board o f Trade, 
Britain has an advantage over the Irijh exporter, equal to 
five and an half per cent. N ow , remark the words o f  the 

Report, as they Hand precifely in the pajfage alluded to by 
Mr. Foiter. “  I r e l a n d  will be able to export this article 
under the new opening given to her trade, to an advantage 
over the Englijh exporter equal to five and an h a lf per cent 
1  hus, therefore, you fee a direct contradiction to what Mr. 

Foiter puts before you as the ftatement o f the Board o f Trade.
I fhall here explain this matter-.— Britain pays twelve 

per cent, bounty tolrifh Linens exported from this country : 
but the Britiih Merchant, who exports thofe Iriih Linens, 
is at a charge of five and an half per cent, in Britain, for 
warehoufing, Scc. &c. before he can export them : whereas, 
the bounty being the fame in Ireland as in Britain, and the 
Irijh merchant not having this expenfe which the Britijh mer
chant has here, the Irifh one, therefore, has fo  much advan-

* Copy of the Report o f the Lords Comrniflioners, con
tained in the Accounts laid before the Houfe o f Lords, 
teb , 22, 1799.— -  See page 16, paragraph 2.
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tage (or five and a half per cent.) over the Britiih exporter. 

So that M r. Fofter turns the Britijh exporter into an Irijb 

exporter. T h e former may be called an exporter o f Irifli 

linens ; but thofe Irijh linens receive tw elve per cent, 
bounty.— Can M r. Fofter deny this? Can he deny that B ri

tain favours lrifh linens imported by a protecting duty, alfo , 

equal to twenty-five* per cent. ? Whereas all other linens 

imported, pay this twenty-five per cent.: and all other 

linens befides Britifh, exported, pay about fix percent.—  

Confequently, there is an equality o f export bounty paid by 

Britain to Irijh and Britifh linens; there is an advantage o f  

five and an half per cent, bounty, in favour o f direCt ex

portation from Ireland, againft Britain ; there is twenty- 
five per cent, in favour o f Ireland, over foreign linens im

ported ; and, i f  we add twelve per cent, bounty, paid to 

Iriih linens exported, to fix per cent, duty paid by Foreign 

linens exported, it makes eighteen per cent. in favour o f  the 

Iriih exports. H ow , then, can M r. Fofter fay, that, where 

there is fuch fupport, there is not dependence — and fuch vo- 

iuntary fupport, there is not difcretion? Cannot the Britiih 

Parliament take away this fupport o f  bounties and protecting 
duties from the Irifh linens ? i f  fo, it is difcretionary.— And 

is not this fupport o f bounties and protecting duties, necef- 

fary to the Iriih Trade? I f  fo, it is dependent. But the
faCt o f dependence ihall be further cftabliihcd:------Let us

confider, therefore, the operation o f the Bounties.

M r. Fofter remarked, as we quoted before, that <f when 
"  their operation is boafted o f by Mr. Pitt, as having raifed 
"  our manufactures, he forgets the f a i l .”  In order to over
turn this aflertion, we fhall appeal again to that hir»h and 

"  decifive evidence,”  to which Mr. Fofter him felf refers us

*  M r. Fofter fairly ftates according to the Public A c
counts, at 33/. 6s. 8d. but it ihould be 25I. per cent,

8 4



more than ones : I mean that o f  the Lords Çommiflïoners for 
Trade and Plantations,

According to the Report o f  thofe Lords o f Trade, I find, 
(page 14) that the Import o f Irifh Linens into Great Britain 
mcreafed, between the years 1743 and 1773, from fix mil
lions, to feventeen millions o f  yards. But the increafe o f 
Iriih linen, exported under favour o f Britiih Bounty, far ex

ceeded in proportion the import during the fame fpace. The 
quantities exported were, in 1743, above forty thoufand 

yards; and, in 1773, above two millions o f  yards. The 
increafe in Import y therefore, was nearly from one to three ; 
and the increafe in Export nearly from one to feventy * Thus, 
we have the fa& o f increafe clearly and undeniably efla- 
bliíhed. N ow , the next fad  to be afcertained, is, upon 
what did this increafe depend? According to the very fame 
evidence, the Board o f  Trade, it depended upon the ope
ration o f Bounties. Their words are,— (Page 14: para-

graph 4)— «  This increafe may be attributed to bounties and 
Duties.”

That a Report o f  a Board o f  the Lords o f  Trade is (e de- 
cifive evidence,”  every man muft agree with Mr. Foiler ; 

and, without meaning any difrefpeft to this gentleman,
I certainly conceive them more competent, and more likely 
to be impartial on this point, than M r. Fofter, or any man 
circumftanced as he is. And, therefore, according to their 
judgment, and their teftimony, I muft believe that Mr.
Fofter either mifconceived, and therefore miftated, or elfe_
forgot the fail.

Befide, fmce it is to their Report he applies on different 
points o f the linen trade, he cannot confequently refift the 
teftimony o f  that Report, ftrongly and evidently confuting

* But i f  we mark the proportion o f increafe up to 1799—  
in I m p o r t s ,  it i s  from o n e  to fix, and in E x p o r t s  from 
one, to one hundred and fifty : The number o f  yards in the 
former increafe, w a s  from fix, to thirty-feven millions ; and 
the latter from forty thoufand, to fix millions.

(  .8 )



him , and d ircilly  confirming the opinion o f  M r. Pitt— that 

the linen manufactures of Ireland have flouriihed upon Bri

tiih bounties. But. i f  he ihould ftill have any doubt on the 

bounties being difcretionary, I truft I íhall remove it loon by 
his own evidence, and by the further corroboration o f  the 

Lords o f  Trade. And, as their Report was made in 1780» 

and not under theprcfent Adminiftration, or preientcircum- 

ftances, no objection can be taken to the nature or fubiiance 

o f  what M r. Fofter properly calls <f decifive evidence.”  
What however will Mr. Fofterfay to his o w n  evidence, when 

he bore teftimony to Iriih linens depending on Britifh Bounties 

and Britiih Difcretion ? His words were,* “  as to Bounties, 
“  Britain almoft ruined our manufacture o f fail-clotb, by

f< bounties on export o f her own to Ireland. In 1750, or

4t thereabouts, when her Bounty commenced, we ex-

“  ported more than we imported ; and, in 1784, we exported 

“  n o n e ,  and imported 180,coo yards.*' Such, then, is

M r. Potter's ftatement o f fa d s ,  which confirm the total de
pendence o f one branch, and confequently o f another, o f  the 

Iriih linen manufacture on Britiih bounties, and Britiih 

difcretion. For, by changing the bounty, the manu-* 
faCiure was utterly deflroyed in Ireland, and fecuredîo Bri
tain. Let him fay again, who “  forgot the faCV* o f the 
operation o f Britiih bounties ?

After miilating (page 84,) the Report, as I have pointed 
our, relative to bounties, he proceeds, and fays, “  by this 

unequal encouragement, the export o f Britiih bounty 
“  linens rofe, &c. & c.”  You w ill remark, that the fyfter-n 
o f  Bounties to which he attributed unequal encouragement 
■toward Ireland, is what the Board o f Trade ilated exprcily 

to afford “  advantage in favour o f Ireland, equal to 
*l five and an half per cent.+”  N ow , what fays the Board

* W oodfall’s Report (page 110) o f the Irifh Debate on 
the Propofitions in 178ç.

*i* The Reader will have feen before, açcor.îing to the tes
timony o f the Lords o f Trade (Report : p. 16, paragraph 2),

(  9  )
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further on this unequal encouragement ?— Calculating in
fuccefs in various manners, they ftate (page 16, par. 4) « fo 
<€ fa r  will it operate to the diminution o f Britiih export 

"  trade, to the diminution alio o f the returns for that 

“  trade, and confequently to the prejudice o f our naviga- 
tion, and o f  the commercial interefts in general,”  (and 

they add further, page 18, paragraph 1) “ by all the colla- 
“  teral confequences o f a proportionable tra n sfer  o f our 
“  navigation, and general commerce to the ports of Ireland.”  

W ith fuch words before him, and from fuch authority, 
folemnly ftating to the Lords o f Council the difad vantages 
to Britain in favour o f Ireland, adfmg from the export 
bounty fyjlem, it is ftrange that he could call fuch “  advan- 

“  tages”  unequal encouragement, and reit his affertion on the 
authority that contradifts him.

But, confider the fad  o f the Iriíh exports having fo won
derfully increafed from Britain, (as from one to a hundred 

and fifty) under what Mr. Fofter calls unequal encouragement, 
and in preference to a direft export from Ireland, where 
there is a decided fuperiority over the Britiih exporter equal 
to five and an half per cent. :* and what ft ronger argument 
can be produced againft Mr. Fofter, than his own, to ihew 
the dependence o f Iriih trade on a Britiih market, and Bri
tiih encouragement ?— Or confider his other faft, o f the ex
ports o f Britiih linens gaining head on the export o f Iriih, 
notwithftanding the numerous and fubftantial fupports to 
keep the Iriih on a level with them; and then let him tell 
us, how could the Iriih manufafture cope with the growing 
progrefs o f the Britiih, were thofe fupports taken away ?

You now perceive o f what confequence to Ireland this 
encouragement from Britain is, and, th.it while Mr. Fofter 
ftates the Bounties to be but unequal encouragement, towards 
Ireland, his “  decifive evidence,”  the Report o f 71 e Lords

that there is a decided five and a half per cent* in favour o f  
direft export from Ireland.

* See the laft note.
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e f  Trade, ftatc the reverfe.—  Let him feriouOy paufe upon 

thofe fafts; and next reconfider his own ftatement.

M r. Fofter’s words are, (page io 8 ,o f  Woodfall's Report) 

“  The Honourable Gentleman (Mr. Flood) complains o f 

,€ the Report o f  the Engliih Privy Council, who fay, that to 

<( put Ireland on a footing o f exaft reciprocity as to linens, 

<f Ireland ought to give a Bounty on the exportation o f Eng- 

“  lifh linens, becaufe England gives a Bounty on the' ex-
“  portation o f Iriih linens.------------ C a n  a n y  t h i n g  b e

t €  m o r e  j u s t ? "  (adds M r. Fofter.) Here, is M r. FoRer 

laying down his folemn opinion to Parliament, that the en- 

eouragement given by Britain in favour o f Ireland, is not 

ftri&ly ju fl toward Britain ; that it is not reciprocal, that 

it  is not equal, fo much is it in fa v or  o f  Ireland: and 

now M r. vFofter folemnly tells the Parliament, that this 

fame encouragement is unequal, fo much is it againfi Ire

land.

W e have fcen by the indifputable proofs o f fads, that, 
with advantages in faveur of the lrijb Exporter, he finds it 

neceiTary to refort to the Britifh market, and to the Britiih 

Exporter. M r. Fofter, however, tells us gravely (page 87, 

Speech on Union) that i f  Ireland lofes the Britilh trade, ihc 
can find other ports for her linens. It may ver}' fairly be 
àiked, i f  Ireland, with five and an half per cent, in her fa

vor at home, has not found them now; when (his aJvantage 
•íhall be loll, where w ill fiie find them then ? No where,—  

-It is utterly impoiTible; as I could prove fatisfa&orily to 
every man, were it not too tedious to enter here into the 
general commerce and manufattiwes o f Europe. But, Í do 
afierr, that thofe new ports for iinen trade will be found no 
where. Let him ihevv us, with all the advantages o f Eri- 

tiih encouragement, what new ports has Ireland opened 

fincethe acquiiition o f her free trade?— what new manufac

tures has ĥe eitabliihed ? But take away Britifh encourage
ment and Britifh connexion, and adopt Mr. Fofter’s “ other 
port" arguments in favour o f reparation; and, I tell Mr.



Fofter, that the min o f  Ireland will he utter and com
plete ; and, that the refources, which he loofely aflerts as 

poffible, cannot be proved by fair deduftion ; that he cannot 

detail them ; no, nor perceive them, were his intelligence

but one microfcopic eye.
He informs us, that the Bounties paid by Britain to Ire

land amounted, in 1797, to about twenty-four thoufand 
pounds. But why does he fix on this year ? Let us refer to

the fair official evidence.
T he Infpeftor General tells us, that in 1796, the Bounties 

amounted toforty-two thoufand pounds ; in 1795, to more 

than forty-two thoufand \ (Table 9, Oi&cial Accounts) ; and 
on an average o f four years, that the bounties were annually 
thirty-four thoufandy fe<ven hundred and eighty-three pound: 
(Table 17, Official Accounts).------Is M r. Fofter’s, then, a

fair ftatement ?
But he relis us further, w ithafneer, that it was this great 

twenty-four thoufand pound bounty, (that is, this fm all 
twenty-four thoufand pound bounty feletted by himfelf out 

o f  feveral years,) which, on three million o f yards in 1797» 
brought the linen trade to its prefent height. N ot fo, how
ever, according to his official evidence. The Infpe£tor G e
neral (who coincides with M r. Fofter as to protefting duties 
being bounties,) tells us, with all the fairnefs o f an accompt- 
ant, that there was twenty-five per cent. alfo in favour o f 
Ireland, that year, on nearly forty millions o f yards imported, 
(Table 8, Official Accounts). Here, then, is a trifling dif
ference between M r. Fofter and his official evidence, o f about
T H I R T Y - S E V E N  M I L L I O N S .

In page 85, Mr. Fofter tells Mr. P itt, that his “  is an 
“  idle threat, and that the Britiih Nation will never confent 
fS to a war o f prohibitions or duties.” But does Mr. Fof
ter forget, that he has himfelf proclaimed that war; that 
he w a s  the menacing herald in 1785? Who announced the 

war of bounties, wherein Ireland could not cope with Bri

( 12 )



ta in ?” * Let us, however, in this inftance, aft with the 

mercy o f  the law, which makes no man criminate himfelf. 

W c ihall, refer, therefore, to M r. Fofter’s “  decifive evi

dence”  o n this point.— T h e Lords o f Trade pronounce dif- 

tinftly on this war o f  bounties or duties “  a finall r e d u c -  

“  T i o N  o n  thofe Duties, (on foreign linens) would enable 

€€ Britain to fupply herfelf with linens as cheap as ever, and

with advantage to the revenue.”  And the Lords o f Trade 

obferve alfo, that this reduftion <c might probably obtain in 

tc return a larger coniumption o f woollen manufactures, and 

,f other goods upon the Continent o f E u r o p e (P. 17, par. 

2.) Here, then, you will obferve, Firit, the Lords o f 

Trade point direftly to the war of duties ; but, he calls it 

M r. Pitt’s idle threat: Secondly, the Lords of Trade, de

liberating with folemn wifdom, to promote the interefts o f  

Britain, authorife this meafure, o f  the war o f duties; but, 

M r. Fofter fays, for Britain, “  its wifdom and intereft 
would forbid it :”  T h ird ly, M r. Fofter feoffs at M r. Pitt’s 

infinuation, that Great Britain lofes revenue by the prefent 

fyftem ; but the Lords o f Trade declare exprcffly, that it not 
only lofes revenue, but commerce; and that by what M r. 

Fofter has long fince proclaimed, namely, the war o f duties, 

the revenues might receive advantage, and the co?nmerce and 
manufactures increafe, W ill he call this but Mr. Pitt's idle 

threat and infuiuation ?
A gain, he points to Mr. Pitt, as led into a labyrinth by 

miftakes. We are prefcnted, however, by Mr. Fofter s 
official evidence, with a clue which may fervc to guide us 

through his maze o f error.
T h at we may proceed cautioufly, however, through fuch 

an operation, fome previous remarks are neceflary. Wc 

ihall beg leave to confideras manufactured articles in one coun

try, what have been claffed as manufactured articles in ano

ther : we ihall be guided by the diftin&ions made in the oiH-

* SecW oodfall’s Report, p, 112.
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cial accounts, which M r. Fofter has quoted, but not fol

lowed. Y et it will not be difputed, I believe, that articles 
o f  a fimilar nature, or, in other words, provifions ; and 

yarn, See,; having bee.i clafled under any denomination in 
the public accounts, with refpeft to one country, ought to 
be clafted under the fame denomination with refpeci to the 
other. This, however, (as I obferved in a former inftance,) 
M r. Fofter has not done. I fhall beg leave, notwithftanding, 

to conform to thofe public accounts, which he has brought 
forward as evidence, but o f  which the details and general 
objed are altogether perverted.

Heftates, that the linens, on an average o f the laft three 
years, amount to 2,600,000/. But tlie Infpe&or General’s 
accounts authoiife me to fay, that the Linen Trade amounts 
to 2,844,4021.* Here, then, is a miftatement o f above
T WO  H U N D R E D  A N D  F O R T Y - F O U R .  T H O U S A N D  p o u n d s ,

by M r. Fofter.
It is alfo afferted by this gentleman* that the linen trade 

forms not one half o f the Exports of Ireland : but, accord
ing to thelnfpedtor G enerali accounts w'hichare now before 
me, I perceive that it exceeds the half, by about E i g h t y -

e i g h t  T H O U S A N D ,  N I N E  H U N D R E D  A N D  E I G H T Y - N I N E

Yet thefe are the official accounts, which"ÏVlr. Fofter tells 
the Parliament, and the two Nations at tifrge, he has accu
rately detailed ; “  and you may fee (fays he) the advantage 

o f arriving at truth by fuch a detail.”
Again Mr. Fofter tells us, page 85,— “  Mr. Pitt feems 

to h a\eg o t into a labyrinth on this fubjeft ; his miftakes

* Official Accounts, No. 4— L IN E N  T R A D E .
Plain fhirting and íheeting, at is. çà. per yard, 2,600,101 
Other linens - 320
Linen yarn . . .  243,981

(  *4 )

pounds^

/.2,844,402
+ N o. 15.— Total amount of the produ&s and manufac

tures o f Ireland, exported to Great Britain, £.5,510,825.



( )
and threats are very curious : he (M r. Pitt) fays, Great 

Britain takes from Ireland m a n u f a c t u r e d  p r o d u c e ,  

to the amount o f between f o u r  a n d  f i v e  m i l l i o n s ; 

Whereas even the Britijh ftatement, at the price current, 

makes the linen 2,600,000/. and it is the only manu f a  ft arid  
produce.” — You w ill obferve Mr. Foiler Hates that linen is 

the only manufactured produce, and that Mr. Pitt, fait], 

the manufactured produce amounted to between four and five  

millions. N ow , remark M r. Pitt’ s words, (page 48, third 

edition)— “  Great Britain imported from Ireland to the 

amount o f  near t h r e e  m i l l i o n s  in the m a n u f a c 

t u r e d  article o f linen, and linen yarn.’ * Thus, you fee, 

the fum is not, as M r. Folter quotes, for m a n u f a c t u r e s  : 

it approaches three viillions initead of five  :— but M r. Pitt 

proceeds, and fays, that Great Britain imported alfo to 

the amount o f t( between two and three millions in provifiens 

and cattle, befides corn and other articles of p r o d u c e . ’* 

Thus you fee alfo a plain difiinCtion between the articles o f 

manufacture and produce, and different fums ilated for them 

refpeCtively ; which different fums make Mr. P itt’s total. 

But Mr. Foflcr confounds all together under one head o f  

manufactured produce, and then tells us there is none other 
but that o f linen, which amounts to 2,600,000 /• and that 
M r. Pitt fays, “  Britain imports, o f  manufactured produce,
“  to the amount o f between four and live millions.”

So far for the accurate juitice o f quotation : now as to 

the fair value o f the articles.
M r. Fofter fays, *' even the Britifh ftatement, at the 

*' price current, makes the linen 2,600,000 /.”

The Britiih ftatement is now before me, and makes the 

linen, and linen-yarn, as ilated by M r.-Pitt, to amount to 
2,844,402 : and even this is an eftimate, at is. jd . per '

yard on the linens: a more true eflimate, perhaps, might 

be taken at three millions. However, that we may be 
convinced whether M r. Pitt has erred, or Mr. Fofter, I ihall 
fubmit to you the Britiih ftatement, or that o f the InfpçCtor 
General,



( )
N o. 4.— Linen trade —  —  2,844,402

Provifions —  —  2,448,404

N o. 4.— -Cattle —  —  168,242

.£.5,461,048
A re not thofe precifely the articles mentioned by Mr. 

Fitt ? Do they not amount to above between four and five  
millions ? Where is the miftake ? Or who appears to be 

in a labyrinth ?
However, in the next paragraph, M r. Fofter again 

a f t e r ts, (page 85) Mr. Pitt fays, “  cur l i n e n  conftitutes 
“  four-fifths o f our export to all the world.”

M r. Pitt’s words are (page 49) “  The increafing produce 

if o f the chief article o f  mánufaSiure (linen) a n d  four fifths 
“  o f her whole export, are to be afcribed not to that inde- 

“  pendent leçiilature, but to the liberality o f a Britlfh Par- 

“  liament.’ 9 Surely this does not ilate that linen conilitutes 
four fifths o f the Iriih export.

M r. Fofter proceeds, (page 85) “  The Britiih paper 
t( ihews, that what goes to Britain, which takes, as he (Mr. 
f( Pitt) fays, feven eighths o f all our linen, is not one half 
tf even o f our exports tG her— much lefs can it b  ̂four fifths 
4‘ o f our exports to all the world.”

N ow the Britiih paper, or the Infpeftor General’s ac
counts prcfent to my eye, at this inftant, that the linen 
tradt  exceeds the h a lf o f the w h o l e  export to Britain b y  

eighty eight thoufand, nine hundred and eighty nine pounds.'—  
I have detailed it before in page 14.

And, as Mr. Pitt fays, Britain does take feven eighths o f 
the Iriih linens, and m o r e  by 653,824 yards*.

Again :— As M r. Pitt really fays (not, however, as quo- 
ted by Mr. Fofter, that the linens are four fifths o f the Iriih

* Annual medium during four years preceding 25'th 
March 1798.

T o  America and foreign ftates o f Europe
and Africa —  —  4,904,119

T o  Great Britain —  —  59*885,776



exports to all the world, but) that the Iri/h linens, and aljb 

four fifths o f the whole Iriih exports depend on Britain ; the 

fa it is decidedly fo. A s to linens, it has been abundantly 

demonftrated already. And as to her whole exports, it ap

pears, by the cuftom-houfe books o f I r e l a n d ,  that they 

amounted on an average o f the laft four years to ^ .4 ,6 9 1,6 3 4  

and her exports to Britain amounted to 4,17
Consequently her exports to Britain are more than ten parts

o f  eleven.
I  believe, therefore, it is obvious how far M r. Pitt is 

wide o f  miftatement, and Mr. Fofter of accuracy.

But this Gentleman afferts, that M r. Pitt again forgets a 

faft, in dating that «  Articles which are effential to hef 

«  T rade, and to her fubfiilence, or ferve as raw materials 
"  for her manufactures, are fent from hence [Britain] free 

“  o f duty”  *
L et M r. Fofter infpeft the Tables in the Official Accounts, 

and I believe he w ill allovo there are articles which are eflen- 
tial to trade, and to fubiiftence, or ferye as raw materials, 

that are fent to Ireland tree of duty; and from the trade o f 
many o f which other countries are actually prohibited in. 

favour o f Ireland. But, to fatisfy the public, I ihall give 
the Tables from the official documents, and then every maa 

m a y  himfelf judge how far M r. Foiler has been candid. 
(See Tables F . and G .)

In order to {how the great advantages to Britain, from the 

Iriih trade, M r. Fofter, by a partial view o f her commerce, 

tells us alfo, (page 89) that "  the Export trade o f her 
ft manufactures from Britain to Ireland, is equal to about 

o n e  third of ber Export to al l  Europe. ”
On a fair  and proper comparative view, however, o f  the 

commerce o f Britain with Ireland, what fays the InfpeCior 
General? He informs the Parliament of Great Britain*that 
on an average o f four years preceding January 1799, the

* M r. Pitt's Speech, page 4S. , .
C
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Total Export! o f  JBritijh Manufacture amounted to about 
thirty millions and an h a lf ;  and the Britiih manufactures 

exported to Ireland, amounted to about t*wo millions and 
an half,— that is, a t w e l f t h  part o f  her export.* Such 

I  conceive, with the Infpcftor General, to be the juft and 
accurate comparative view.

I (hall not trouble you further on this head with long 
details, but ihall ftate to you forae o f  the refults o f  thofc 
figures now before me, and the truths eftablifhed by the 
official documents. And I defire M r. Foiler to contradict 
me i f  he can.

Ireland depends upon Britain for the fale o f eight 
parts out o f nine, o f all the articles o f her trade. Thofc 
eight parts o f  Iriih exports are received by Great Britain 
almoft, the whole o f  them, duty free. Whereas, Ireland 
charges duties on them, and raifes a revenue for herfelf at 

home, at the éxpetofe o f Britain ; becaufe, the purchafers 
and confumers in Britain muft pay thofe charges in the price 
o f  the articles. A  great part, however, o f what Britain 
fends to Ireland, ihe impofes no duty on ; but Ireland raifes 
revenues on them. Ireland raifed during the laft year,
SEVE N H U N D R E D ,  &  T H I R T Y - O N E  T H O U S A N D  P o u n d s ,

REVEN U ES  on the Britifr Trade ;  and on the Trade w i t h  

a l l  T H E  W O R L D  b e s i d e ,  but One Hundred and Seventeen 
Ihoufand Pounds, Revenues. +

Although Britain carries on about i-çth  o f  her commerce 
with Ireland, yet the Britiih revenue by no means derives 
from this commerce with Ireland on»-ninth o f its profits. 
For, i f  we dedudl from the annual revenues received by- 
Britain, through Iriih commerce, thofe bounties which 
Britain pays to Iriih linens annually ; we ihall perceive, that,

# Official accounts, N o. 17, Exports to Ireland* 
/.2 ,631,899— Total Exports, /.30,648,892,

+ Lord Auckland,— Table V I.
Revenues derived to Ireland, from her Trade

with Great Britain —  —  /.73 1,9 6 6
From the World befide —  —  117,454



Britain receives *  but one pound from Irifli trade, where 
955/. is the due proportion. Such, then, is the truth, ac

cording to the accurate accounts o f  the Infpeftor General o l
Great Britain, (No. 17 ,)------------ But, i f  M r. Fofter be right

the Cuftom-Houfe books o f G reat Britain difplay to the 

Parliament o f  this Kingdom a pofitive falfehood.
T he dilemma, which enfues, is------ that we muft difcredit

cither M r. Fofter, or this evidence to which he appeals. 

W e cannot aflent to contradictions. In thofe accounts, 

however, to which he has referred, and which are now 

before my eyes, the total rever/e appears o f  what M r. Fofter

afferts.---------- ‘— Y e t he tells us, and puts it before us in

various lhapes, that the exifting trade is much ?nore beneficial 
to Britain than it is to Ireland! - But I moft obvioufly and 
unerringly fee, and I  do aiTert, on no equivocal authority,

that it is not even i?mtually beneficial.------ He aflures us,

that i f  the Houfe o f  Commons whereof he is now Speaker, 

be incorporated with the Engliili Commons, this Union 

w ill injure your trade and manufactures. The direft con
trary o f all this, has been demonftrated through the irrefifti- 

ble arguments o f different, and moft able men ; fome of 
whom have been the guides and ornaments o f  paft tim es; 

others o f  whom have been the political prophets o f our own 
days, and the admiration o f the good and wife. J fee an 
Union, therefore, through fuch mediums, without being 
diftorted by the fallacy, or dimmed by the fhade o f intereft, 

as the true and only meafure that can give ftability or

* Revenues received on an average o f four years ; preced- . 
ing January 5, t 790.

By Britain from Ireland, - £„40,911
Bounties paid by Britain to Ireland, 34,785

Remains 6,128 
W e ihall find, therefore, that 6,000/. revenue from Ireland, 
bears a proportion to the revenues o f Britain which arife from 
trade, and amount to 5,734,525/. as one pound to nine 
hundred and thirty-five Pounds.
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improvement to thofe eminent advantages which Ireland novr 
enjoys. Thefe muft be utterly loft, i f  flie does not become 
one with Britain, without diilindlnefs o f views or repara
tion o f interefts. Thus, therefore, I do fee, and, 1 doubt 
not, that the people o f Ireland will moft plainly fee, the 

direft r e v e r s e  o f what M r. Fofter would imprefs upon us. 
------------ The trade o f  Ireland does not afford fuch advan
tages to Great Britain, that all apprehenfion o f its lofs is 
idle on the part o f the former ; and therefore we íhould n o t  

agree with him to keep theHoufe o f Commons in Ireland, in 

manifeft oppofition to national profperity, and Imperial good.
The next Queftion, to which the arguments o f  Mr. 

Fofter may be reduced, is as follows :

S e c o n d  P o i n t  .— Is all extenfion o f the trade o f Ireland, 
under Union, by an eiiablijhment or participation o f the great 
branches o f Britijh manufacture, radically impojjible ?

In fupport o f  this point, Mr. Fofter ftates (in page 68,) 

that iron, woollen, cotton, and pottery wares, conftitute 
the principal manufa&ures o f Great Britain. And he pro
ceeds to fhew, that iron is imported into Ireland, at only 
12s, 6d, per ton ; and into Britain, at near 3/. (it is, in fa il, 
at 3/. 4j. 6d.) yet Britain manufactures and exports this iron 
to Ireland, to the amount o f 119,000/. annually, though 
fhe pays a further duty on importation into Ireland, o f  
12/. 14s, percent. And this extraordinary power and fu- 
periority in trade, arife, fays M r. Fofter, from the vicinity 
o f  coals to the Britifh manufacture.

N ow that this is not the cafe, will clearly appear ; and, 
confequently, his aflertion o f the radical impofTibility of 
Ireland’s not extending her manufa&ures under an Union, 
becaufe ihe has not coals in her vicinity, muft fall to the 
ground.

It is not folely the vicinity o f coals, but the various rela
tions o f commerce that promote manufa&ures. I f  ic were 
the vicinity o f coals, why fhould fuch extenfive manufac
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tures o f iron, and even thofe o f  the coarfeft kind, be carried 

on in London, and not in Newcaftle ? why are they not 

carried on in the latter place, rather than in an expenfive 

metropolis ? by w hich means heavy wages for labour, heavy 
charges for diilant carriage, and the heavy duty ot çs. ^d, 

per chaldron for coals, would be faved. It is evidently, 

therefore, not folely the vicinity ot coals, which cay les the 

eftabliihment or exteniion of manufaftures ; nor can the want 

o f  this vicinity, be a radical prevention.
For i f  it were folely the vicinity ot coals, the manufac

turing places of Ireland, are not fo diilant from V\ hitehaven, 

and from the weftern coafts o f Great Britain, whence they 

receive their fupply, as we are on this fpot. Befide, we are 
charged 9j. 3d, duty per chaldron on coals here, while there 

is impofed but is, 2d. per chaldron on coals, fent to Ire
land. And notwithftanding this heavy expenfe fur fuel, and 

the great price o f food, labour, taxes, and all the ncceifa- 

ries o f life ; various and extenfive manufactures are carried 

on, in and about this metropolis.
The inference, therefore, is obvious. It is want o f capi- 

ral, and o f the invigorating influence o f commerce, and not 
want of coals, that produces the prelent eftcft with refpeft 
to the iron manufa&ure in Ireland. Confequently, we find 
no argument whatever, under this head, which proves the 
impojjtbility o f the ejiablijbment or extenjion of manufactures ; 

but arguments to prove the reverfe. G et capital, by giving 
fecuritv to the Britiih manufacturer,— which fecuritv, is 

Union ; and then folid fucccfswill foon confute Mr. Fofter’s 

vifionary alarms.
A  ftronger body o f fads cannot be adduced, to overturn 

M r. Foilers affertions on this queftion, than his own ftater 

mer.ts furntfh. Let us however hear Mr. Fofter, upon the 
very point, whereon all the preflure o f his arguments bears.

He gravely admoniflies C ork, with refpeft to woollens, 
&c. and affures them, that thefe manufactures can never be 
promoted in Ireland, by the mcafure o f an Union, for the
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re&fons which he had afligned, and to which he refers them. 

H is reafons and his words are, (p. 67,) “  it is felf-evident, 
“  that thefe manufactures never can travel from tke country 

“  which has the coal, to that which has it n o t ,  v iz .  from 
“  Great Britain to Ireland.’* Again, (p. 87, which is ten 
pages further) he fays, “  Neceflity may compel us to fearch 

i( for coals, which do e x i s t  in Ireland.”  And again 
(in p. 194 o f W oodfall’s Report) he warns the Parliament of 
Ireland, with this fad  : “  Were ihe”  (England) “  even to 
“  raife the revenue on coals to you, that ihe do«s on her 
“  own coaft carriage, what would become o f you ? You
“  have not Irijh coal.” ------<f T o  fuch wretched ihifts are
t€ Gentlemen driven, who attempt to fupport what is not 
“  fupportable.,,— It is M r. Fofter’s rebuke to M r. Flood, 
— uttered by himfelf,— page 107, WoodfalPs Report.

I  have been thus particular with refpeCt to coal, becaufe, 
it is the great bafis o f argument, upon which he would fub- 
ilantiate the radical impoiTibility of the eftabliihment or 
exteniion o f Iriih manufactures : but, by which, it appears 
that Mr. Foiter abfolutely proves nothing. It is equally 
contradictory, with refpeCt to the other manufactures, as
well as iron.------Were I to enter into the particulars o f  the
great feat of the fuperfine broad cloath manufacture at Brad
ford, and o f the kerfeyraere and fancy goods at Trow 
bridge, and then into the particulars o f  the weftern parts o f 
Ireland, I  could demonftratirely (hew, that the arguments 

o f  Mr. Fofter are totally invalid and inconclufive.— I ihall 
but generally obferve, however, that in all calculations 
relative to the eitabliihment o f  manufactures, it is highly 
erroneous to conftder only one branch of expenfe ; we are 
to calculate all the great branches o f expenfe— fuel, food, 
labour, taxes.

I  find, therefore, that the ton o f coals, containing thirty- 
two buihels, coils in Iriih currency about 1/. 12/. at Brad
ford* and Trowbridge; and in London, upon the générai

(  *2 )

* About One Shilling, Irifh, the buftiel.



average, about i /. 18/.— at the prefent moment, the average

is 2/. 14J. id \ .  whereas the ton o f coals in Ireland colti

about 20/. or one guinea.------ Where, then, is his ground for

the impoflibility o f  extending manufactures in Ireland?—

Food is in her favour, being very much againft E n g la n d -

Labour at leait double the price againft England ; and Taxes

infinitely more.
It is demonftrable, that his argument o f coals, is not only

a local, but a radical error; becaufe not founded upon true 

principles, as might be fhewn, by manifeit proofs drawn 
alfo from the feats of the cloth manufacture in France, before 

the Revolution.— For in Champagne, and other places Where 

fancy goods, fuperfine cloths and kerfeymeres were made, 

fuel was extremely dear : yet, notwithftanding this, they 

rendered kerfeymeres at 3/. 6d. per yard, while Engliih ker

feymeres, with the advantages o f coal, as ft a ted by M r. 
Foiler, amounted to from qs. to 10/. per yard. Since this 

then is the cafe, and I do affert it as a faCt, awhence arofe 
this great difproportion between the dearnefs o f  the manu

facture in the coal country, and its chcapnejs in the country 

where fuel is expenfive ?— From three advantages which 

Ireland pofleircs— cheapnefs o f  food, and cheapnefs o f  labour, 

and low rate o f taxes. Were we to fift this matter in every 

poflible ihape, it would prove but more and more the reverie 
o f  w h a t  M r. Fotter would enforce. The faCt alfo is, not

withftanding M r. Fofter’s contradictions o f exiftence and 

non-exiftence— there are coals in Ireland, and in abundance. 

But there is not capital to dig them, nor to explore the mines 
o f  lead, filver, and copper, o f  the country ; nor to cut canals, 

nor to ereCt machinery for great cotton works, nor to drive a 
foreign trade. And as to the other article o f Pottery, fince 
the very coarfcftkind is made in the neighbourhood o f Lon

don, where coals are fodear; why is it not made in Dublin ?
M r. Fofter’s argument, with refpeCt to coal evidently does 

not apply here : and, if  I be rightly informed, materials for 

the fincit China are abundant in Ireland.— But capital fails.
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And this is the reafon upon which M r. Fofter might build 
his complaint, that “  there is not a Tingle pottery in Ireland.”  
G et capital therefore, by u n i t i n g  with the firft partner in 
the world, in opulence, character, and commerce.

I have now before me, in a manufcript with which I have 

jufl been favoured, a corroborative fupport, o f what I before 
maintained againft Mr. Fofter’s arguments, as not being 
founded upon true principles. It is the opinion o f Mr. 
D avid Hume, in a letter to Lord Kaims, and o f Dean 

T ucker on the fame fubjeft. You will perceive that the 
views o f thofe celebrated men were comprehenfive, and not 
limited to a fingle article, for confideratjons on commerce.

Mr. David Hume’s letter to Lord Kaims, relates to a 
tradl o f Dean Tucker’s, and contains the following paflage: 

— A11 the advantages which the author (Dean Tucker) 
ic infiils upon as belonging to a nation o f extenfive com- 
"  merce, are undoubtedly real: Great capital, extenfae 

correfpondence, Jkilful expedients o f  facilitating labour, dex- 
“  terity, indujiry, &c. & c.”

Herein you fee, on the authority o f  two o f  the firft men 
o f  our age, how numerous are the relations, which invigo
rate and promote trade. And aoes not Union fecure partici
pation o f all thefe to Ireland ? Surely then, the authority o f 
Hume and Tucker are no weak opinions in its favour. 
“  But”  M r. Hume proceeds and fays to Lord Kaims, and it 
is well worthy o f particular remark on this occafion—  
“  Among the advantages, we may reckon the d e a r  p r i c e  

“  o f p r o v i s i o n s  and l a b o u r ,  which enables the p o o r e r  

"  country to rival them, (the rich,) firft in the coarfer 
(S manufaftures, and then in thofe which are more elaborate.** 

Can an opinion more pointed or more weighty be given 
in favour o f an Union ? Mr. Plume fays further— “  I in- 
"  dulge myfelf in the hopes, that we in Scotland alfo poflefs 
cc fome advantages, which may enable us to Jhare with them 
“  (the people o f Britain) in wealth and induftry.”
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M r. Hume’s opinion has proved well founded even upon 

<c fome advantages” — but, where there are numerous and 

extraordinary advantages for the fame end, Mr. lo iter 

afferts it is an impojjibility. This opinion too of Mr. Foiter s 

is in direft oppoiition to a maxim laid down by Dean T u cker, 

in this remarkable correfpondence now before me.
W e are anxious to eltablifh an Union between the two 

countries, at a moment that the commerce o f Britain is 

become great beyond example , and when it is wife for her 

to communicate, and more fo for Ireland to receive a por

tion o f that commerce. This cannot be done with policy, 

but by Union : and when an Union takes place, this event 

muit unavoidably follow , notwithstanding the impoflibility 

urged by Mr. Foiter. For it is certain, according to Dean 
T ucker— “  T h at the r i c h e r ,  that is, the more induitri- 

“  ous all countries are, the more bénéficiai they will become 

“  to each other.”  T h e more abundant the commerce o f 

Britain, and the more extenlive its induftry, the more will 

they both expand their benefits to Ireland, when the channel 

can be opened with iafety to her capital, and to her com

mercial and manufacturing intereíts, by an Union.

Upon the high authorities o f thofe celebrated men in my 
favour I might reft this point— but 1 ihall call in Mr. Foiler 

him felf to my fupport ; and no better words or ideas than 
M r. Fofter’s are requifite to confute him upon the radical 

impofiibility o f extending the Iriih trade. He fays (page 
i l l ,  o f Wood fall’s Report) “  Were a man to look for the 

*e country, mojl advantageous to fettle manufaElure in, v:hat 
“  would be bis eboice?— • where labour and provifions are 
“  cheap— that is, I r e l a n d .  And what would lie next 
“  look for ?— why, to a rich, Heady, and extended market

near him— which England, ftretched alongfide, affords —  
iC and it is impofîible, but that in time, w ith as good climatc, 
“  equally natural powers, cheaper food, and few er taxes, we 

(f muft be able to fe ll to them.”  Here we fee Mr. Foiter, 

proving to every man, that Ireland is the moil advantageous
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country to fettle manufactures in ; and which mull even out
rival England and fell to her. But to day, he fays it is no 

fuch thing commerce cannot be extended in Ireland ; no 

Engliih merchant ought or will come to fettle in it (that is 

in the country which Mr. Feller has proved to be fe advan
tageous for manufacture) : the merchant, or The Speaker for 

the merchant, fays, it is all an impofition on the Iriih Nation ; 

it is all a dupery. But, i f  the Parliament be in Ireland— ay, 

then indeed, the Engliih Merchant w ill  hazard his capital 

(page 69, Mr. Folter’s late fpeech).
One fimple queftion ihall be alked here— How long have 

Parliaments been in Irelandí— and what Englilh Houfe has 
been eltabliihed there? Yet we find Éngliíh Houfes in every 

country throughout Europe, and in every quarter o f  the 

globe. I ihall commit this to your own comments, and only 

requell you may call your eye on Dean Tucker’s arguments 
in the T r a d  o f “  Union or Separation ,”  to be convinced o f 
the futility and hollownefs o f thefe Opinions o f Mr. Foiler, 

as to the refidence o f Parliament. It is always a preemptive 
proof in favour o f a meafure, when its adverfary contradicts 

himfelf.
But can the extenfion o f commerce be promoted by com

parative cheapnefs in Ireland, i f  as Mr. Foiler maintains, the 
taxes will be increafed, and Union is but a meafure o f taxa
tion ? Here again his own words will anfwer, “  that he 
<e itrangely conllrues the weans o f  revenue, into giving reve
nue (Woodfall, page 107.) Difproportions in Taxation 
muit ever remain, i f  the fuperllrudure be equal in both coun
tries. And, as a great portion o f the revenues o f Britain 
arifes from the *excife duties, and the difpropoition in thefe

* T he accounts o f the year 1797 being now before me, 
I ihall Hate them, as it wiil anfwer fairly the purpofe o f 
companion. It  appears, therefore, that the grofs produce 
o f the excife is nearly half o f the whole ordinary revenue ;

and
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duties upon neceflaries in Britain and Ireland is extreme : if 

therefore, upon this bafis, fo unequal now, future additions 

be made exaCtly equal in both countries, confequently the 

inequality in taxes upon neceiTaries o f life w ill ever remain in
F A V O R  o f Ireland.-------------But, i f  the i'uperftruCture be

unequal, on any manufacture in both countries, and be pro

portioned by the growth o f that manufacture ; confequently, 

the taxes in both countries can never be equal, until the ma

nufactures in both countries, be equally prosperous. And 

God grant, for the happinefs and power o f  every portion o f 

the Empire, that this period may foon arrive !

T hefe are my anfwers to the radical impofiîbiîity o f  ex

tending manufactures under an Union, becaufe there is h o  

coal in Ireland ; and becaufe there— is coal, as aiTerted by 

M r. Fofter.
I ihall now call your attention to fome points arifing out 

o f  the two preceeding proportions, and ihall confider them 

under the following head :

T h i r d  P o i n t .— What is the Nature and Extent o f the 

Commercial Interccurfe between Great Britain and Ireland?

On looking over the Commerce between the two countries, 
I find, that it conflits o f a few great articles, for w hich Ire
land could not find a market in any other part o f the world, 

to any extent.
T h e iirft o f thofe is Linens :— the whole export o f which 

amounts to about forty millions o f yards: and of thofe, abouc 

thiity-fiv^millions are taken by Great Britain. Mr. Foiter, 
however, afterts, that the linen manufactures may find other

and the net produce more than half o f  the whole ordinary 
revenue nf Great Britain.
Whole G rofs produce o f the ordinary Revenue 25,515,719 
W'hole Grols Produce o f the Excife - - - 11,916,496
Whole Net produce o f the ordinary Revenue - 18,48^,607 
W hole Net producc of the Excife - - - 9,374,335



markets, “  it is impofîible (fays he) to for^fee, i f  they be prohi- 
“  bited from Britiili ports, what ports we ma y find, what returns 
“  we may get, and in thofe, how much o f whatihe now’ fupplies 

“  us with, may be included. W e know our linens beat the 

“  German and RuiTian, in the American market— they are 

“  preferred even to the Scotch, & c. & c.” — (Page 87, M r. 
Foiter’s laft Speech.) Now let us fee what he fays in a former 

fpeech:— “  expeCt a market to favor the linens o f Ireland? 
t( Where will he find a market under Heaven for that ma- 
tc nufaCture, which brings two millions (about three millions 
*c now) annually into the kingdom? W ill Portugal take 
€i them ? will Spain take them? >yill France take them? 
“  will RuiTia, Germany, or Holland take them?— they are 
€f your powerful rivals, and able to underfell you. Where 
€C then will you find a market, i f  England fhuts her ports?”  

&c.&c. (Woodfall's Report, page 193.) Here again, I (hall 
leave to your own mind all comment on fuch contradictions.

I muft obferve further, however, on the linen trade, that 

it is admitted duty free into Britain, in direCl competition 
with her own manufactures. Britain alfo fupports this com
petition againft herfelf, even by bounties, to the amount o f 
34,oool. per annum: and moreover Ihe enables the Irifh linens 
to ftand the competition with foreign linens both in the Britifh 
and foreign markets. She purfues this fyftem in favour o f 
Ireland, and much to the detriment o f her own manufactures 
o f all kinds, which are charged with reciprocal duties by 

foreign nations ; and in confequence o f which, her exports to 
the Baltick and northern nations, have fuffered materially. 

T he lofs to Great Britain through the Irifh linen trade, has 
been calculated at above two thirds o f a million per annum.

Befide this, the Linen manufacture o f Ireland ilands indeb* 
ed, not only to Britifh channels for foreign trade, but to 
Britiih capital and credit.— It Hands indebted to this capital 
and credit, not only becaufe the Britiih merchant pays the Irifh 
manufacturer fpeedily, in order to enable him to carry on his 
manufacture at home ; but becaufc the Britiih merchant gives
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long credit to all purchafers, in order to 'encourage the faltf* 

o f  theie linens*. It is therefore, in fo much, to the bounties 

the capital, the credit, and the liberality o f Britain, that 

the linen manufacture o f Ireland owes its progrefs and prefent 

flourifhing ftate.'
Should Great Britain, however,be difpofed to apply toiler 

own linen manufactures that fyltem ot policy, which fhe has 

uniformly adopted in the protection o f  all her other manu

factures, and place the Iriih linens on the fame footing as 

foreign linens, by charging them with twenty-nve per cent, 

duty, what muit follow? This important branch, that gives 

bread to fo great a proportion o f the induitrioi's part o f  the 

people o f that country, would i f  not annihilated, be reduced 
to a very ruinous ftate. And i f  it iliould not be ruined, 

Britain would add to her revenues 650,0001. per annum in 

duties alone, and fave 34,000'!. in bounties. But, i f  it 

ihoujd be ruined, Britain would fave 34,00*1. per annum 

bounties, and probably gain the manufacture to itfelf, as in 

the initance o f the fail cloth branch, quoted by Mr. Fofter.

W ith refpeCt to the arguments held out by the oppofers o f  

Union, in fupport o f  the many advantages, which the com

merce and manufactures o f that country have derived from 
the watchful attention o f their own Legiilature, they are, in 
truth, unfounded. Not that I mean to derogate from the 
high character and merits o f  your Legiflature, but this is an 
aCt not within your competency; bccaufe it is beyond the 

faculty o f the nation. T he faCt indeed overturns the ailertion, 
For were thofe gentlemen aiked in candor and honor to fay. 

with all the legal privileges o f Ireland for general import

* I f  I be rightly informed by Britifli Merchants, they pay 
for Iriih Linens by bills o f  two or three months credit ; but 
which are immediately difcounted for the Iriih Trader by 
Britifh Rankers. Whereas the Britiih retail dealer in thole 
linens feldom gives lefs to his cuitomcrs than one year’s credit ; 
and the Britiih exporter from 12 to 18, and 24 months credit 
to ihe pure ha fers.
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and export, what new manufacture has been created, or what 
manufacture do the Iriih poffefs o f an^ confeqruence, at leaf!, 

which creates an export trade, befide the manufacture of linen? 
T h e  reply would be, none.

I f  they compare their Foreign Trade before the freedom 
o f  their Legiflature with the foreign trade at prefent, they 
muit exclude the trade to the States o f America ; becaufe the 

States in the firlt period conilituted a part o f  the Britiih domi
nions, and the trade having exiited with it as fuch, did not 

appear diltinCt as now. I f  they next compare the amount o f 
the trade to the Continent o f  Europe before and after the free

dom o f the Legiilature, the increafe which has been attributed 
to its watchful attention w ill be found very trifling, i f  it be 
not altogether invifible.

Whoever, therefore, w ill inveftigate this fubjeCt with 

fairnefs and accuracy, will find that the increafed commer

cial profperity o f  Ireland has arifen perhaps folely from its 
increafed trade with this kingdom ; and hai been promoted 
by the credit and capital o f  Britain.

T h e next great article in the commerce o f Ireland, is the 
Troyifeon trade and what muit enfue, were this trade cut 
off?» Ireland would lofe thirty *tkonfand pounds * per an
num in her revenues, from the export alone— and nearly f  
t w o  m i l l i o n s  and an h a l f  in her fale, for which ihe 
could not refort to any other market. But it may be aiked, 
what would Britain lofe ?

It appears, by my Lord Auckland on the Union (page 35, 
table 7.) and no man i% more fair or more accurate in his de
tails, that though all the beef fumiihed to the fleets be in

* Lord Auckland on Union— Table 6.

Duties collected in Ireland on Beef, Butter, and
Pork fent to Great Britain— 1798 - £ . 33,495

f  Annual Amount of Provifion Trade with 
Great Britain, on an average o f the lait 
four years. . . . . .  £.2,448,404 13 o
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eluded, Britain would not lofe a fupply, equal to one-tbir& 

o f  what is fold at a Jingle market in London— Smithfield. 

Such a portion in general confumption is o f  fmall comparative 

magnitude. And as to the Britiih colonies, America would 

foon fupply them, and be grateful for the boon, i f  permit- 

led, Under the prefent preiTure, and the great demand o f 

provifions for our fleets, this permiiïion has been partially 

given , and, i f  extended, the trade, which has been a mono

poly to Ireland, mult be loft: to her.

Thofe two articles conftitute almoft the whole o f  the com

merce o f  Ireland. And o f  what nature and extent its Linen 

trade is with Britain, you may judge, when, out o f  forty 

millions o f yards, thirty-five are taken by Britain : and o f  

what confequence its Provifion trade is, you may alfo judge, 

when its export to Britain is about 2,400,000 1. and to the 
reft o f  the world about 200,000 1.

I f  thofe two branches o f  commerce be cut off, Ireland is 
ruined. For as to M r. Fofter’s “  new port”  argument, how

ever it may flatter the views of Separatifts, it is abfurd.

W ith all its fupport and indulgences from Britain, and the 

relaxation oi the navigation laws, why does not Ireland open 
new ports now? why have her ports ftood fo long idle and 

ufelefs to herfelf ? why do not the fiiheries, that fchool o f  ma
riners, occupy and fave to her 113,0001. annually, which 

ihe pays to Britain for fifti ? why does ihe import circuitoufly 

by Britiih means, and under heavy expenfes, indigo, fugar, 

wool, cotton, and other Weft India produits, to the amount 

o f  5 4 1’ 39z annually r— becaufe Ihe has faculty to import 
only to the amount o f 165,665 1. annually. T ake away her 

great fupport, and enfeeble that faculty, will ihe then become 

more vigorous, extend her commerce, open “  new ports/' 
and become more flouriihing, when ihe becomes more feeble ?

Numerous and ftrong proofs could be adduced here, to 

fhew the inability o f  Ireland to carry on, either her trade or 
manufactures, without the aid of capital, and credit, through 
the Britiih merchant.

(  3 1 )



You have feen how Ireland depends on Great Britain fo/ 

its trade, which is formed by linens and provifions. You 

have feen its want o f faculty to profit o f the freedom of trade 

■which it obtained with the Britiih colonies. But I fhall now 
lay before you the whole ftate o f its Exports, Imports, and 

Revenues ; in order to afcertain wrhat it owes to Britain : 

or, in other words, what it gains at prefent, and may hereaf
ter lofe, by the lofs o f Union.

According to the eftimated value, in the Cuilom-houfe 

books o f I r e l a n d ,  it appears that
♦

T h e E x p o r t s  from that country to all parts 

o f the world, amount on an annual average 

of the laft three years, to * £ .4 ,69 1,634

O f  which fum her exports to Britain and her
colonies amounted to - - - 4,175,166

Confequently ihe depends upon Britain for the w h o l e  of 
her export trade, except about h a lf  a million, in above four 
millions and a half.

According to the fame authority, the Cujlom-houfe books o f  

Ireland, it appears that

T h e I m p o r t s  into that country, from all 
Parts o f the World, amount on an average 
o f  the laft three Years to - £.4,297,812-

O f  which fum the imports from Britain and

her colonies amount to 3,546,762

Confequently ihe depends upon Britain for the w h o l e  of 

her imports, except about feven hundred and ffty  thoufand 
pounds, in above four millions two hundred thoufand 
pounds.

But



But it is flill m ore im portant to re m a rk  here, that

I he total value o î  all Foreign Merchandize 

imported into Ireland (bciide the native pro

ducts and Manufadures o f  Great Britain) 

amounts to - x - 2,080,387

And o f this fum, there was imported, through

the medium o f Great Britain - - 1,205,952

becaufe this fa ft furniihes the Jlrongrft proof o f the dcpcndencc 

o f  Ireland ou Britijb capital.

When Mr. Foiler fpeaks o f the freedom o f Ireland for 

foreign trade, who difputes it ?— When he fpeaks of other 
ports and other refources than Britain, I doubt it. Becaufe, 

according to the foregoing obfervations, it appears that Ire

land has n o t  faculty a t  this moment to import, from the 

States o f America and all the world, but to the fmall amount 

o f about 750,000 1.

T h e  prote&ed and favoured Hate in which ihe appears, 

with rcfpedl to her r e v e n u e s  alfo, is not lefs ilriking. 1 1 

we firil confuler what revenue fhe draws from her trade with 
the world, except Britain, it amounts * to but 117,4^4 
Whereas, from her trade with

Great Britain, ilie. derives + - - £ - 7 3 1 »9 66

Such is the comparative profit gained in her trade by Ire

land with Britain, and with ail the world. N ow what is the 
comparative profit o f Britain and Ireland in their mutual 

trade with each other, in the year ending January 1798. 
It appears that Britain draws a revenue from her Iriih 

trade amounting to t  \* - £  -47>326
Whereas Ireland draws a revenue from thé Britiih •

trade amounting to , 634,403

Balance in favour of Ireland - $87,0/7

* Lord Auckland, Table 6. f  The fame.
■{ Official Account, No, 14. D
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But i f  we deduft the medium o f  four years bounties [fee 

Table E.] from four years revenues, the account ítands thus: 

Ireland draws Revenue from Britifh Trade - £.63 4,403

Britain from Irijh Trade, after deducing Bounties, £.6,128 
— T he above fads require no comment.

You fee obviouily before you, and upon authority not 

to be difputed, how much Ireland depends on Great Britain ; 

that four parts out o f fix o f her Im frts  depend on Britain—  

that ten parts out o f eleven o f her Exports depend on Britain 
— that moil o f her Foreign trade depends on Britain— that 
feven parts out o f eight o f  her Linen trade depend on Great 

Britain— that above eleven parts out o f twelve o f the Pro- 
cvifion trade depend on Britain : and that the revenues are, 

through Britiih liberality, ahowe an hundred to one in favour 
o f  Ireland, and againil Britain.

Here we may apply the words o f  Mr. Foiter, during hi» 
difcuflion o f the proportions : " t h i s  fiibjeft is n o t  under- 
“  flood: when known, and Ireland is unprejudiced and in her 

calm reafon, ihe will newer rejeft the many blefjlngs it holds 
out to her trade.”  And again, (page 112,  Wood/all^ 

Report.) “  commercial jealoufy is roufed, it will i n c r e a s e  

« W I T H  I N D E P E N D E N T  LEGISLATURES; without an 
« united intereil of commerce in a commercial empire, pohti- 
n cal Union will receive many ihocks, and s e p a r a t i o n  o f 
“  i n t e r e s t s  muft threaten s e p a r a t i o n  o f c o n n s x - 
"  i o n ,  which every honeit Iriihman mull jhudder ever to 
« leok at as a poiTible event. I will only add, that i f  this 
M meafure be refufed, Ireland will receive more folid injury 
“  than from any other evil that ever befel her.”  Such were 
Mr. Fofter’s words; and, beyond doubt, i f  any dilTention 
arife between the two countries, Ireland hazards the whole 
o f this trade, which Great Britain has in her power to com
mand, and cut off as ihe fees fit. But by Union this trade is 

fecured : it is not only fecured, but, by forming a clofer po-



Utical connexion, Ireland eftabliihes a new fund o f capital and 

credit, the want o f which is evidently the foie and great dif

ficulty, that ihe labours under in her commerce and manufac

tures.
Since, therefore, íreland depends, without contradiction, 

at this moment, upon Britain for her Trade, her Revenue*, 

a ad her Proteftion; for without this protection, where would 

be her trade ?— fince this is the caie, with the loofe b a n d  oi 

connexion now fubûiting between the two countries, were it 

not an aCt o f  common fenfe, to fecure all thofe advantages in** 

diflalubly ? were it not an aCl o f honorable pride, to poilefs 

them as a r i g h t  which cannot be torn from lier, rather 

than as a boon which degrades into d e p e n d e n c e ,  and may 

be annihilated by caprice ? Surely with its quick and high 

feelings, the wifdom o f the nation ihould combine, and pru

dently and proudly proclaim, with one voice— Union.
H aving now fully confidered the proportions, formed b y  

Mr. Fofter’s opinions againft Union, namely— that the trade 

o f  Ireland is not dependent o h  Great Britain, and cannot b e  

loit ; and that her commerce and manufactures cannot b e  e x 

tended ; I trurt thefe erroneous aflertioils appear confuted in 

all their bearings. There remains but one great queltion more 

to which the reft o f his book tends— the nccejfity o f an Union.
I fhall pafs over that wafte o f ingenuity, which labours ar 

a fallacy in refpeCt to Parliamentary power over Treaties, 

but which no Parliament whatever poffefles ; and much lefs 

an Iriih Parliament over Britifh treaties.— There is one mode, 

however, and only one, whereby that power may be obtained 

in fubftance by the iriih nation : it is through Union. For 
then no partial Britiih treaty can take place, nor partial em

bargo be laid on.

As to the queflion of neceifity ; his arguments endeavour 
to íhew,— firft, that an Union is not only unnecejjary : but

next, that it is ntceffary to rejeil it.
D 2
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F O U R T H  P O IN T .— Is an Union neceffary?
M r. Foftcr labours through nearly fifty pages, to prove 

that the Union is unneceflary, on account o f the Adjuftment 
o f  1782, which he calls f i n a l .

I he true queftion, however, on fuch an Adjuftment, as 2 

bar to an U nion, fcems to be this— Is it efficacious? What 
is the political and civil ftate o f  the country, under its opera

tion ? Are the people happy and content? Is there individual 
fecurity and public profperity ? Becaufe i f  this be not the 
cafe, the meafure is clearly not efficacious: End whatever is 
not efficacious, ought not-tobe, nor can’it be, fin a l Let us 
not difpute, like cafuifts, about words, when vve are in fearch 
o f  things. What I mean here by not final, is, that no con- 
ftitutional adjuftment, which fails  in thofe effe&s, can bar 
till other arrangements, to accomplifh fuch great and neceifary 
purpofes. A ny pofition to the contrary, tends to violate 
the eternal principle o f all laws, which is th ç good o f the peo
ple : and lays wafte àt once, the eifcnce o f all power, which 

is necejfity, immutable neceifity, to eftabliih the good c f  the 
people.

Befide, no laws whatever, whether political or commercial, 
i f  they be laws o f regulation, are in their nature/W . Had 
it been other wife, the adjuftment o f 1782, could not have 
tarcen place : but having taken place, it is a demonftrative 
proof againjly and not in favour o f Mr. Foftcr. I f  he argues 
this point, therefore, on the principle o f compa&s, as a 
lawyer or a ftatefman, he is altogether wrong : and if  he 
argues it on the grounds o f f a d  he is equally erroneous, for 

his own words recoil upon, and defeat him.— Let us follow 
this point.

He tells us (page 3, Late Speech) that « Mr. Pitt's argu
ments (if they deferve that name) are matter o f furprife; 

“  for they either reft on mifr.eeoiled,ion o f f a c t s , or, fo far 
from being, borne uj> by the a u t h o r i t i e s  he refers-to,

“  art clearly and incontrovertible o v e r t u r n e d  by them. 
And (in page 27,) he maiutaias on the ground o f “  ma ny
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<frRO&rs” — any cw o f which* he fays, is fufficient to jus

tify  h is âj7'ertiov,*— that the-'feulement o f i 782 wàs f i n a l  ;

— he - adds, thçit thofe authorities, which overturn'

P h t's  Jf&fcmruti "  the opinions o f  the Briti/k Parliament 
«‘ 'fcnii Briiifo M i n i s t k r s ,  who cdn^ufted the meafure :*' '» 

anfl in pagfc 31, he fays, M r. Pif* contraAMs- ^  King,

*< "Lord'srCoiitnnMs; Vitérfty im dhintfilfr  >
ObferVè, that tHé f a i l  irt q.iieftion here— is,'Whether the 

adjuftment wàs dfrnfidcrèd in 1 ^ 1 *  as ’final or rtotu. the dtttbo~J 

rities refer red-to-on- this quelhony are the Mïnijfien'znù t'l& - 

roy': and the ccmtrd'diilicn, as ftated by M r. F o fto / ’ is from 

ihvfe authorities tô M r. Pit t, ami from  M r. Pitt*to-.them.
N o w ;! tindr thaii the authorities which this. Gentleman, has » 

quoted, clearl^corroborate the arguments ot' M r..P itt, andl 

incootrovertibly overturn M r. Fofter’s aíTertions. . Th’a 
recdrds o f  the Britiih Parjiament, rd ie ia lau a  and conciïrceât 

declarations o f ijie Mintfier's^ « id  tfct-iveqf k'kttopjta wkam > 
he has referred ydw,1 n&iouin the coutrary foc*f$rc>m t W o  

verjf lifis, I  have IkaYdy in-the Kritiifo I loufc ó .tíLofí^  On 

March 19, *1799, apofaive and unqualified-potttwÁÍ&iVit jtfiU 
what this mifconceivin]*- Gentleman has -afftrted.t .And,this> 

I  teftify in the £ace at day. .What are ih*jinohi»< fiftjei 
pages o f Arguments, arid “ ..M an yP roofs ? ’ According*/ to; 

ttiC following exprcfs.wOTdSiof hiscC/acfi the Dukejo.t’:Pott- 
Iand, for the intentions on that meafure.of :i ..^he ,
« A D J U S T  M E N T  'IV qs $.0  T  f  I N A;L. ’ ----------h e jf i  £ aj*e •

M r. Foiler’s authorities— where.his proofs o f M u : P itt’  ̂
contradictions to his Majesty.?— I mention t,he name.of my 
Sovereign, with a deep fenfe of.-duty, and all the feelings q£ 
j,uft attachment; ?nd I refer to hi$,£caciou> meiTage qp the, 
prefent occafton, as tcf-an ad  o f 'Uniformity, that,efiabliil)fcs 
the Royal intentions in 1782 r L r^fcr to it as a cqrrofyara- 
tion; that no corvtraUiftion ifi word or att exiils, on.tht} 
point o f the^adjuftmcnt being m  (LnaL ,x n ,0 j-

There is another appeal, fet up by.this Gentleman, q f 4 

dill more facred nature : it k.iuva^yful one to I jcayeg*-*-*
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I deplore the introdu&ion o f Religion, aj a proof, when it 
proves nothing. The beft inftruments are injured by inju
dicious application. In all times, but chiefly in the prefent, 

evidence o f  this nature ihould not be lightly reforted to : and 
never for the purpofe o f  fallacy, left it be degraded by the 
confequent difrepute. N ot t® endeavour to ihieid it from 
this, were a dereli&ion o f all reverence for my religion, and 

o f  that duty which I peculiarly owe to the gjept çaufe o f 
G od and man, under the circumftances of our days.

However, though at iifue on the fa&, I ihall but concifely 

remark, and with pain, on the futility o f Mr. Fofter’s proof. 

T h is Gentleman aflerts, that the National Thankfgiving, on 
the adjuftment in 1782, is a proof o f  its being final \ I am 

furprifed at a pofition fo devoid o f force, though not o f  

fallacy.
Its force is that o f  a mere lhadow, which the broad light 

o f  l e g i s l a t i v e  principle difperfes. .W ill, however, its 
champion maintain, againft reafon, that this adjuftment o f  
1782, not only removed all errors o f paft, but comprehended 
all perfections í j t  future times ? This is contrary to common 
feníé, and the melancholy evidence o f calamities which defo
late á nation that is dear to us.— It argues alfo an aflumption 
ç f  wiftc.mand power that belong but to the Deity.

Mark the fallacy :— A  folemn thanksgiving was offered up 

for a final adjuftment, fay» Mr. Fofter. Agreed: but a final 
adjuftment of what ?— of a Britiih claim, a degrading law to 

bind Ireland in legiflative chains. It was on breaking this 
power o f bondage over Ireland, on fnapping the fetters o f 
ufurpation afunder, and on fome other fubordinate points, 
that the adjufiment was confide red final. This was the great, 
and important occafion, which reftored its liberty to Ireland, 

and caufed a folemn Thanksgiving to be made to the Great 
Giver o f all bleffings.— The tTlree other objefts of thofe days, 
Poyning’s Law, the Appellant JurifdiClion, and the Mutiny 
Bill, were fubordinate. But fo far, and no farther, did the 
idea o f final adjuftment reach ; and upon thii happy and



glorious delivcrancc frein bondage was that pious return o f

gratitude offered by an entire people.
W hen, how ever, M r. Fofter after©, in order to prove an 

Union unneceffary, that the adjuftment went further, in to 

much as to bar future regulations, he t in t , maintains an utter 

impoifibility not only in principle, but in object ; becaufe, as 

Lord Lanfdown well oblerved, there was a preciie point 

then in agitation— becaufe it was impoflible it could be final 

upon other points— becaufe it was impoflible it could be final 

upon a point direftly the reverfe o f  the one in view , which 

was, in 1782, a Separation— now it is an Union o f  the Par

liaments. Secondly, he mifconceives and miftates a fa t t . 

T h ird ly , he would melt and mould what was particularly 

finaly into univoifally final ; and, we ihall now fee, that his 

arguments for this purpofe begun, as they have concluded, 

in errors.
T h e  fécond page o f Mr. Fofter’s Speech appears thus—  

Speaker:— 0 T h e  Noble Lord (Caitlereagh) has faid, that 

“  die evils he mentioned arofe out o f the fettlement of 

“  1782 ; becaufe until then, this kingdom acknowledged the 

“  power in the Britiih Parliament to bind Ireland.”

It is unneceflary to ftate to a man o f your known difcrimi- 

nation at the bar, that by power here, can be meant only 

authority*
Lord Caftlcreagh.— “  I did not mean to fay acknowledged ; 

but that, before the adjuftment o f 1782, this country was 

“  in the habit o f  paying obedience to that power.”
Here, you perceive, his Lordihip clearly ihews, by his 

explanation, that Ireland obeyed an authority which had been 

ajfumedy but did not acknowledge it as juft,
Speaker.— "  T he Noble Lord copies his brother Minister 

« in ambiguity o f expreiTion, as well as in all his pofitions.

** T h e Minister fays, what puts an end to any thing is not 

•* fin a l” — Be fo good as to remark this ambiguity o f ex- 
preflion. T he adjuftment, as you have feen, was certainly 

final on fome points; but, becaufe Mr. Fofter cannot havç
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it final upon every conftitutional point, he" fays it was net 
final. He proceeds— “  And his Lordihip tells us, that pay-

“  ing obedience to a power is not an acknowledgment o f that 
** power”  N ow what manner o f reafoning is this?

Mr. Fofter argues here that, paying an obedience. to a 

power, IS an acknowledgment o f that power. Confequently, 

therefore, as Ireland did a&ually pay. obedience to that oower, 
he eilabliihes, by his own reafoning, that Ireland did acknow
ledge that power or authority. So that, while he attempts 

to prove that Lord Caftlereagh maintained the acknowledg
ment o f this authority, he eftabliihes it upon his own argu
ments : whereas Lord Cajllereagb makes a clear and found 

diftin&ion, without any confufton or. cafuiflry whatever, but 
which is warranted in truth and faft— that Ireland did pay 

obedience to an affumed authority,- but did n o t  acknowledge 
it as a juft right. And upon this principle, and this ground 

only, the adjuftment o f 1782 took place. Thus you fee, 
M r. Fofter fubftantiates by his arguments that charge ex- 
preily againft himfelf, which he brought againft Lord Caf
tlereagh : but to which his Lordfhip took exception, and 
which exception Mr. F. refilled, maintaining, that paying 
obedience and acknowledgment of a power were one and the 
fame thing. Here Mr. Fofter, however, holds up a falfe 
principle in the Law o f Nations; whereas Lord Caftlereagh 
argues againfl it with the able difcrimination o f a Publicift, 
Ireland, fays his Lordfhip, loft its .juft and fóle legiflative 
jurifdi&ion, but it never loft its right. So too fays the law : 
and fo fays the maxim of that great Publicift, Vattel : « I f  
“  any Sovereign Power be ftripped unjuftly o f  its authority 

“  by an ufurper, it ftill preferves its* right.”  (Book II. 
chap. 12.) ’ « <

♦
But follow Mr. Fofter a little further, and you will fee, 

when Gentlemen endeavour to fupport what is not Support
able, that not only fails and authority, but their very words 
and arguments cojitradidl them.
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M r. Fofter has attempted to maintain, that Lord Caftle- 

reagh’s explanation o f t( paying obedience to a power was

“  an acknowledgment ot that power. ------ N ow , it may be

aiked here— D id Ireland pay obedience ? becaufe, i f  it did,—  

unqueltionablv, according to M r. Fofter’s argument, it 

acknowledged that power. I f  Mr.Fofter therefore will not 

deny, (and I am fnre he will not,' that it did pay obeuier.ee ; 

confequently he cannot deny his own argument that it 

acknfnvledged that power. N ow  i f  it acknowledged that 

power, he will  not, I expeft alfo, deny his -own words in 

the next fentence— “  The meafuresiof that year arofe out o f  

“  thô di/avowal o f that power I’ ** yet,: in the preceding fen- 

tence, he maintains, paying obedience to a power is an 

acknowledgment o f  that power ; and in two fcntences from 
this, he maintains,— Ireland’s “  denial o f  the Britiih claim.

So that while M r. Fofter in one breath is paying obvdjence to 

a power, he is acknowledging it ; and, while in another, he 

is paying obcdience, he is di/avowing, it ;  and, whilè lie is 

acknowledging, he is denying it. This is logical precilion, 

clearnefs o f  reafoning, and accuracy o f fads.

F i f t h  P o i n t .— Is it ntcctfary to rcjeft an Unionr

T h e next point that Me. Fofter aims at, is to P/ieyv the 

abfolu^e n:\cffity ç>f r^efting an Union. There is fcarccly 

an argument, ; however, made ufe of by him again ft an 

Union, that is not a logical demonftration o f its nece]):ty.
He details, in frightful exhibition ior the eleftric fpiricof

o f liberty, the lofs o f independ- 
purfc, together with the lofs o f  

Parliament. To, thefe four principal exceptions o f Mr. 
Fofter, which arc, formidable i f  they were founded, I (hall 
give a Ihort but diilinft anAver. Firft, as to. the lofs o f  
liberty by an Union —1 recur to the only proof we can have 
on this occaiion,—  that of example. I alk, therefore, is 

Scotland enilaved by the Union ? certainly not.— Scotland, 
f  s a nation, is as free as England. And, with refpeft to
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individuals, “  Union has broken afunder the bands o f feudal 

vafíalage,”  fays Mr. Dundas; under, whofe chains the people 
groaned. The application is obvious.

Secondly : As to the lofs o f independence,— Ireland is at 
this moment, completely dependant as a nation, in her 
crown, commerce, revenue, and proteâion. And, as to 
the great body o f the people, were there is fuch a frightful 
diftin&ion in the extremes o f  opulence and poverty, there 

rauft be individual dependence, and all, its abjed and immo

ral confequences. Whereas Union will give unrivalled indé

pendance to the nation, by an identity in all things with 
Great Britain. And as to individuate, it w ill, as it has 
done, through the uniform refuks o f commerce, in all times 
and countries, bring back the high, and advance the low in 
Ireland to that point o f political morality, where b o t h  will 
be happy.

Thirdly : As to the lofs o f the purfe, what does it con
tain ? The opulence o f a State depends upon the opulence of 
its individuals. And, according to the unqueitionable 
authority o f your near Relative before Parliament, there are 
above two millions o f perfons out o f three, who areexcufed 
through poverty from paying fourJpence per annum each to 
the State.* Union, however, will throw open to induftry, 
all the means and treafures o f commerce. Look to Scot
land, “  and who would wiflt (fays Mr. Dundas,} to change 
their prefent fituation for all the pomp and poverty they 
enjoyed previous to the Union r"

Fourthly: As to the lófs o f the legislature: Mr. Fofter, 
indeed, may lofe his Chair, but t * C  atholics will gain a 
P a r l i a m e n t . — Union will ihake off the ihackles o f hide
ous diftinftion from three millions o f mankind ; it will give 
power to rights, wealth to poverty, extent to liberty, and 
happinefs to all.

*  Speech o f Robert Johnfon, Efq. May 24, 1795, in the 
Iriih Houfe o f Commons. Dublin, printed by Mercier.
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T h e  laft point relative to the neceflity o f  rejefting an 

U nion, is'an argument built, firft, upon eifeCt sb y analogy - 

and, fecondly, upon cifeCts by affumption. I muft obfervc, 

however, in M r. Fofter’s words to M r. Flood, «  that it 

“  would be abfurd to follow him through all his cirors ; 

“  many o f  them the molt ignorant child would be afhamed 

«  to advance; but I will point out a few, not perhaps fo 

f( obvious without examination.”  (W oodfall’s Report,

PaSe I07-) . _ . .

H e remarks in his late fpeech, (page 103)— it is [fated by 

M r. Dundas, that under Union, the linen trade of .Scotland 

increafed as one to twenty-three. But, adds M r, to iler, the 

linen trade o f Ireland, without Union, increafed as one to 

eighty-eight : then, (aiks M r. Foiter exultingly,) has Mr. 

Dundas any more S U C H  arguments to produce ?
I anfwer M r. Foiter, and tell him, that M r. Dundas pro

duced no fuch argument. And further, I do believe that 

M r. Fofier him felf would not have been fo uncandid, as to 

produce this unfair comparifon, had he paufed a moment 
for reflection. Did M r. Dundas enter into any compirative 

view o f the Scotch linen trade with the Irifh ? moft certainly 

rot : yet Mr. Fofier details a comparifon, and aiks, ii M r. 

Dundas has any more fuch arguments ?
T h e fimple fait is this— M r. Dundas ilates the increafe of 

the Scotch linen trade under the Union, “ becaufc linen is 

“  the itaple manufacture o f Ireland— and becaufe a celebrated 
“  character, (M r. Foiter,) had defended fo far as to create an 

“  alarm on this fubjcCt.’V - (Page 20, Mr. Dundas’s fpcech.) 
M r. Dundas’s objeCt was to {hew to the world, that there 
was no (rroutid for Mr. Foiter’s alarm : becaufe if the linen 
trade o f Scotland increaied fo much under the Union, how 

much more muft it increafe in Ireland, where it is the itaple 
manufacture^ We fee, confequently, a fad was ilated, 

which related {imply and folely to the increafe of the Scotch 

iinen trade.
But what does M r. Fofter ? he perverts this fait into a molt 

unfair comparifon o f the greater portion o f Iriih trade, with
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a» infinitely lefs portion o f Scotch trade/ as to their paft  
increafe : I fay, moil unfairly ; be,eaufe I fhall prove;it imme
diately. I f  he had argued ju illy, he would .have ftated 
commerce againft commerce, as I Ihall now do, and con

vince him, thefce àrç fain  arguments to be, produced, which 
will utterly defeat him on his own ground, though, he has, 

with all the meditation o f his fl;iil, cliofen it out for 
triumph.— W ere,I however, to  follow his example, Ilhould 
trll him, that it we compare the commerce o f Ireland in 

1707, with only one country, which is E;?glfind ; and now 
with two, England and Scotland ; whicj. copparifon will 
give no incQnfiderable advantage in ills favour ; we ihall 
find that Iriih commeree has' n o t  in,creaied, even thus confir 

dered, as one to ten ; whereat fin.ee the,fame date, the jinen 
trade o f Scotland has incrcafed'iv//^ Union, as one to tweniy- 
three. (Seë'Table Q.) . , i. . "  ,, ,

This is, however, Mr. Foftér’s mode o f ftating company 

fons by partial views.— I decline ir. It is altogether unfair 

in companions, and inioriclufive in  argument. . The plain 
and juft queiu rii. is, how much has the trade o f Ireland 
ipcreafed fmce 1707■ without Union \ and'how much has that 
©f ; ;.v3fld. increafe 1 with Union? With the advantage^ 
which we have given M r. Foiler in the foregoing companion, 
the trade of Ireland has certainly increafed very confiderably, 
•— from out to nihe : but the trade of Scotland has increafed 
infini't'dy beyond this—from o n e  to f o r t y - t w o . N ow , 
I might fairly alk Mr, Fofter, has be any more fuçh argu
ments to produce ? (See Table P.)

Thus we fee, that!his argument againft an Union, upon 
this ground of effetts by analogy, turns out a demonilration in 
its favour.— Let us next examine Y\seff'efts upon affumption, 
and try his force in that quarter.

When I aiked i f  M r Fofter had any more fuçh arguments 
to produce as his latt, I was aware that he advances amidil 
hods of fimilar array ;— but they are, like modern Confcripis, 
unfriendly to the canfe.
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T w o ,  how evci, o f  his chofen fupports againft Union* 

appear formidable the fplendor o f  t a l e n t s ,  and the 

power of all-deftroying t i m e .  Wi t h the one, he would 

guide and grace his triumph^over Union ; and, by the other,

hollow out an abyfs, to ingulph it in for .ever.------ Let us,
however, advance, and meet him upon the ground whereoia 

he ajtempts ttois.

Mr. Fofter fay«, i f  an Union takes place, all Talents will 

pafs away from Ireland. Bat here I afe, and not without a 

tribute o f mourning for the caufe o f an injured empire and 

the keen fafferings of departed genius— what has baniihed, 

during ages, from Ireland talents that have enlightened and 

adorned other nations? W as it an Union? N o ;  it was 

Diiunion, civil and religious Difunion ; a political poiion, 

for which, I truft, we have funud out the( antidote. It was 

by this difgraceful and impolitic Difunion, the Arms o f Spain, 

the brow o f Auitria, ajid the throne o f France, have been 

crowned with laurels, gathered by Iriih li^nd*. Was it by 
Union, that talents of.another order, and 110 lefs brilliant, 

have paiTed from Ireland ? Was it thus the Genius o f  Britain 

foftered the ilrength o f Denham, the elegance o f Pvofcommon, 

and the talents o f Steel? Was it thus the reafon o f  Britain 

was inliruCtcd, or its fancy amufed by the wit of. Farquhar, 

the wii'dom of Swift, and the .jweetnefs of Parnell ? Was it 
thus its mind was enlightened by the genius o f Goldiinith—  

its heart touched by the Sentiment o f  Sterne— or its foul ex
alted by the fublimity o f Burke ? No, Sir, there was an at

traction in Britan which can never grow up, and fiouriih in 
Ireland, but under the fhade o f Union. Its widely Spreading 

prote&ion will add( another monument to that truth, which 

has been eilablifiied fince the hiftory o f fjcience began— that 

the (cats o f lommeixe are the feats o f learning.
Since the beginning, knowledge has kept pace with wealth, 

extended with industry, and flourifhed with commerce— fuch 

has been its progrefs fince creation over tî;e globe/ T h e
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Monarchies o f  Egypt and Aflyria, the hiftory o f the Pïidf- 
nicians, the Grecian colonies, the Empire o f Rome, and the 

Eait under the Caliphs, all demonftrate this truth. Thus has 
knowledge pervaded Europe; always a b a n d o n i n g  the 
p o o r  or impoveriihed, and uniformly a b i d i n g  with the 

r i c h . W e have but to open our eyes, and the proofs Tuih 

in upon the mind. W e behold the fplendor and opulence o f 
Britiih commerce attracting and renumerating the genius o f 
the civilized world to day. W ill then Mr. Foiler deny, that 

like caufes will produce like effeCts ?— I f  fo, he may deny 

the exiitencs o f light amidit the fplendor o f the fun.
N ow let us view Mr. Fofler’s argument o f  Tim e. He 

fays— if  the Parliament be removed, it will not be able to 

adminijier in time to the w a n t s  and w i s h e s  o f the people, 

or to guard againft exceffes or d i s c o n t e n t s .  Does this 

gentleman argue upon time, without one moment’s reflexion ? 
Let him paufe upon the memory o f long generations o f his 

anceftors, who have paiTed away ; and let him anfwer i f  Par

liaments had not time to adminiiler to the wants, wijhes, and 
woes o f  the labourers, manufacturers, and poor o f  Ireland ? 
Were not thefe people, and are not their defcendants at this 
day badly lodged, ill fed, and worfe clothed, than any other 
men in the civilized world ? Have they not cried to palt 
Parliaments, throughout ages ?  And are not ages time to ad- 

miniiter comforts, which are the juít and common rights o f 
every member o f a civilized community ? Have not the peo
ple o f Ireland expreiTed their wants and wijhes in the loud 
murmurs o f di/content, and all the fury o f excefs ? W hy then 
have not former Parliaments adminiitered to their wants and 
wiflies, and guarded againlt thofe excefTes and difcontents,
throughout ages ?------Mr. Foiter will anfwer, They had not
time !— but who will be fo weak, as to be deluded by words, 
when there are iuc 1 melancholy facts before him ?— A  nation, 
bleeding at every pore, appears in the face o f  heaven, as evi
dence againit Mr. Foiler !— but I truit in God, the time is 

t*>w  come, when we Hull aft like men, and like brethren.



T hus, Sir, I have coniidered all the prominent arguments 

o f  M r, Fofter’s fpeech. And I hope I have eftablifhed, as far 

as moral demonftration can be founded upon fads, which arc 

intelligible to the meaneft capacity, and the ableft cannot 

controvert ; that the trade o f Ireland may be loft without an 

Union— that it muft be extended w ith  an Union— and there

fore, that an Union is the great charter o f Ireland’s political 

s a l v a t i o n  and a g g r a n d i s e m e n t .  • Al l  afTertions to 

the contrary, on the part o f  Mr. Fofter, I truft, are fully and 

fairly confuted. And I muft here remark, in Mr. Fofters 

own words, that upon this fubjed, he has indeed “  obferved 

“  largely, but nothing was ever fo miftated, mifreprefented, 

4‘  mifunderftood.”  There are certain miftatements, however, 

that are irreconcileable. T h e  moil able and honell men, in

deed, may have different opinions upon one and the fame 

fubjed : but that one and the fame individual fhould fupport 
different opinions with himfelf, on the fame point, is fcarcely 
to be credited.

Y et you have Teen before how Mr. Fofter, in 178$, told 

the Irifh Parliament, in confirmation o f his objed then, that 

there were no c o a l s  in Ireland. And in the year 1799, 

he tells them, in confirmation o f his objed— there are coals.

Mr- Foller, in the year 1785, gravely admoniihed the Par
liament, and informed them, that they could never have fait,

bark, or hops, but through the medium o f Great Britain__
In 1799, he promifes them fait, bark, and hops, through 

other mediums.

Mr. Foilcr, in 1785, menaced Ireland with the war of 
bounties from Britain.— In 1799, he infpirits Ireland to feoff 
at the war, and defires Britain to beware o f its war o f bounties.

Mr. Fofter, in 1785, told the Irirti nation, that the linen 

trade depended upon Engliíh protedion,— In 1799, he tells 
them, it is no fuch thing.

Mr. I'ofter, in 17S5, cautioned the manufadurers, mer
chants, and northern landlords of Ireland, to fecure their trade 

and rents by a folemn compad.— In 1799, he threatens po-
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Verty, and lofs o f liberty, i f  their trade and rents be firfriftf 
fecured by a compaCt, infinitely fuperior in fubftance, though 
not the fame in form;

Mr. Fofter, 1111785, told Ireland, that the bounty fyftem 

was unjuilly in its favour.— In 1799, he tells Ireland that it 

is an unequal encouragement againft it.

Mr. Fofler, in 1785, ihewed that the linen manufacture 
o f Ireland depended upon Britain, by the ruin o f its fail 
cloth branch when Britiih bounties were withdrawn.— In 
1799, he aiferts, that the Irijh manufacture is not dependent 

on Britiih bounties, or Britiih difcretion.

Mr. Foiler, in 1785, proved, that the trade of Ireland 
muil be extended, and new manufactures eftabliihed, by a 
compaCt with Britain.— In 1799, he afferts, that it is radi
cally impoflible under any compaCt.

Mr. Foiter, in 1785, faid, there were no markets under 

heaven for the Iriíh linens but Britain.— In 1799, he fays, 
there are other markets.

Mr. Foiler, in 1785, gravely told the Parliament o f Ire
land, that the very exiftence o f  that nation depended o n  i t s  

beneficial connection and commerce with Britain.— In 1799, 
h e  ail'erts upon evidence, which he has ilated, that this 
connexion is much more beneficial to Britain.— This evidence, 
however, proves to be but a tiffue o f mifconceptions, inter
woven with miílatements. I have examined it with pain, and 
often with farprife ; it contains falfe policy, falfe law, falfe 
T e a f o n i n g ,  falfe rhetoric — it is a work o f  melancholy error, 
and fraught with b a d  practical confequences.

Upon a queilion, however,. the moil folemn in its refults, 
and which involves the fate o f an empire, and o f millions in 

the remoteil regions o f the Globe ; all paiTion and prejudice 
mull be put down. Solid and fober Reafon fhould fpeak 
with its profoundeil voice, and be guided by its moil com- 
prehenfive combinations. This is not a bufinefs o f Party, 

nor o f Oppofition :— it is the caufe o f a bleeding world ; it 
is judgment upon ;hg quçftion o f  our exiitence. Is the



Empire to Hand or fa ll?  For, i f  the kingdoms Jo n o t  

u n i t e — they s e p a r a t e .  And lhould that awful day 

arrive, it dates the death-warrant o f  Ireland, and decides, 

perhaps, the ultimate fate o f  Britain.

As to Ireland, the cafe is obvious :— it cannot fubfift with

out connexion. I f  not conne&ed with Britain, it muft be 

connedled with fome other power. Ireland, however, has 

grown up and flouriihed, under the fhelter o f the Britijh Oak : 

— but, i f  engraffed upon the French tree o f liberty, one o f 

two events muft follow.— It w ill become a poor, meagre, 
Hunted arm, that w ill wither o f  itfelf, or be cut off and caft 

away to periih, according to French intereft, or French ca

price.------ O r, it may become, perhaps, a vigorous member

o f  France, or a ftrong and noxious excrefcence replete with 

poifon, and emitting peftilential vapours, deadly to its neigh

bouring Britain. In order to fave herfelf, therefore, Britain 

muft lopp it off for ever.

It is the policy o f prefervajion.— V iew  that remarkable de

claration o f deftrutti©n towards nations, which was drawn up 

b y  Condorcct, and prefented by the Aflembly to the K ing.—  
ItJlates, that the French ** do not mean to attack territories 
M by Fire and Sword, but by what will be m o r e  d r e a d f u l  

4‘ — the introduction of F R E N C H  L IB E R 'F T ."

I truft, however, that the Parliament o f Ireland will Hive 

its Country, invigorate the Empire, and immortalize itfelf 
by an incorporation with the Britiih Legillature; and foon 
remove the exifting monuments o f human mifery in Ireland ; 
under the unrivalled and widely difFufcd liberties o f a confti- 

tution the moil perfect ; amidft fcenes o f nature the rnoft fer
tile ; and means o f opulence beyond calculation.
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I trufl, notwithftanding M r. Toiler's oppofition, that the 
1 arliament o f Ireland, thus incorporated ̂ \v\W check the gaze 

o f  millions upon* thófe ravifhed rights, which had been fctven 
to them by G od and Nature. But the with-hólding ofwhich 
has long marked out the grounds for diffention, kindled the 

flames o f tumult ; and has enabled inhuman traitors to mad
den the people into excefs, defpair, rebellion.

I truft, alfo, notwithftanding Mr. Fofter, that through the 
wifdom of the prefent Parliament of Ireland, neither the zeal 
o f humble induftry, nor the fjjendor o f exalted talents, will be 

fcei^lienceforth to pafs into foreign lands, among unopprefled 
peôple.

' k a i ** t ' *v » • * % • j  i ” , j  » k3 J  . • i *jv o  i  « r  *

The people o f Ireland, however; have not been oppreflèdby 

the Government :— I proteft againft the' aiTertion. But, I re
peat it, the barbarous fpirit o f feudal times looked down 
upon the cotfage, and imperiouily above the throne and 

thus the government was governed, and irs fubjeita were flaves. 
I h i s  it was, Sir, which furniíhed you with a fpe&acle, that 
) ou have well defcribed to be ic fueh as humanity mud de- 

“  plore, a nd  phi lofbphy regret for hence “  the people were
tf divided a n d  ferocious hence “  the gentry ignorant and 

“  corrupt ’/'hence “  the ariftocracy infolent and overbearing” : 
hence “  thefe evils overfpread a feemingly devoted land : and 
"  religious feuds and political animofuies divided the nation. 
Let us ,  therefore, bear m mind what I have before eftabliihed 
u p o n  the proofs o f  ages a n d  nations, that, as commerce en
riched, knowledge enlightened mankind. Let us remember, 
that through commerce, the lordly yoke o f feudal tyranny 
has b<&n broken throughout Europe, K i n c s freed  from ty
ranny, and p e o p l e  from o p p r e s s i o n .  Let us be aflured,

* “  Letter on an Union,”  by William Johnfon, Efq.Mem- 
bcr o f the Iriih Piwliament— Lond. Edit. page. 5.



that i f  Union be lo ô , the commerce o f Ireland is loft : that 

i f  Union be eftabliflied, the commerce o f Ireland is efta- 

bliihed ; and upon a firm bafis for incalculable improvement. 

And it cannot be too often repeated, and imprefled upon the 

heart and mind o f  the Iriih nation, that it is through com

merce, and only through commerce, the barbarous /pint o f  

feudal power will finally depart from Ireland. Thus w’ill the 

old and corrupt body o f  civ il defefts find a s e p u l c h r e  in

the U N IO N .

I am, Dear Sir, & c, &c.

T H O M A
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A P P E N D I X .
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T A B L E  A.

M r . F O S T E R ’S S T A T E M E N T .

Raw Materials— Beef, Butter, &c. fupplied 
by Ireland to Britain £ ,  2,910,724

D itto by Britain to Ireland - - 447*277

Excefs o f  Supply to Ireland £ .  2,463,447

/ T A B L E  B.

An Account o f  the Value o f Raw Materials imported from 
Ireland into Great Britain, on an average o f  the lail Three 
Years. [N o. 4. Thomas Irving, Infpe&or General.]

Real Value.
Copper Ore - > ........................................... 3,196
D itto, unwrought 
Feathers for Beds 
Flax, rough 
Hides, Ox or Cow 
Kelp
Seeds, Rape 
Skins, Calf, raw

A  : Total

e 3

4,848

8.727
1,260

66,375
7,462

10,900
43>293

£ .  146,061 

Raw
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Raw Materials [N o. 5. Infpe&or General]
From Great Britain - 447,477
From Ireland, as above . . .  146,064

In favour o f  Ireland / . 3 0 1 , 4 1 3

• X  i  d  z  a  (i  4  a

T A B L E  C.

[N o, i 5. Thomas Irving, Infpeftor General.]
.  î 8  / I.'

Ar. Account o f the true Value o f  the Produ&s and Manu- 
factures of Ireland imported into Great Britain annually, 
•1» an averagt ù f  the hit Three Years £ . 5,«; 10,825

Ditto o f  Great Britain with Ireland - 2,087,672

Annual Balance in favour o f Ireland £ . 3,423,153

I '  T h o m a s  I r v i n g ,  

í nfpeCtor-General o f  the 
Imports and Exports o f 
Great Britain.

March 5, 1799.

T A B L E  D.

[N o. 16. Thomas Irving, Infpe&or General,]

Total Value o f Imports into Great Britain from 
Ireland, on an average o f Three years pre- 
ceding 5th Jan. 1799. - - £ . s , 6 i z , 6 8 9

Ditto o f Exports from Great Britain to Ireland 3,555,845

Annual excefs o f Balance* in favour o f Ireland £ . 2,056,844
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T A B L E  E.

Annual Amount o f  Revenues to Ireland from 
Britiih Commerce, on an Average o f three 
years preceding March 25, 1798. [Lord 
Auckland on the Union, Table 6. extrafted 
from the Official Accounts. - - £ .  691,679

Annual Medium o f four years Bounties from 
Great Britain to Iriih Linens, [ Thomas 
Irving, Infpedtor General, No. 17.] - - 34,783 -

Imports from Ireland to Great Britain, [Thomas
Irving, Inipeclor General, No. 16.] - 5,612,689

T o ta l  £ . 6,339.15*

Revenues o f  Great Britain from 
Iriih Commerce, on an annual 
Medium o f Four Years pre
ceding Jan.5, 1799, [Thomas 
Irving, lnfpeálor General, No.
17.] 4°»9 11

Bounties as above - . 34,78 3

Remaining profit to Revenue 6,128

Total Value o f Exports from Great 
Britain to Ireland, on an average 
o f three years preceding March 
25, 1799» [Thomas irving, In- 
fpe&«r General, No. 16.] - 3>555>8-f5

* ___

Total £ . 3,561,973

Balance in favour of Ireland - £ .  2,777,173
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T A B L E  F.

No. 12, Official Accounts.

A  L i s t  o f  the principal Articles o f  the Produce and 

Manufadture of Ireland, which, in the year 1792, 
were favoured in the Duties on Importation from 
that Kingdom, together with the Rate o f  Duty on 

each Article imported from thence 5 and alfo on the 

like Articles imported from Foreign Countries: 

Likewife a Lift of fuch principal Articles, as were 

in the above period, prohibited from being imported 

from Foreign Countries, but which might be im
ported from Ireland.

The Produce of Ireland. Other Countries•

£ . s. d. 
free 
free 
free 
free 
free 
free 
free

Bacon, per cwt.
Beef I
Butter, per cwt.
Cattle - -
Flax drelTcd, per cwt.
Hemp ditto, ditto 
Ditto, undrelTed ditto 
Any fort o f  Flax whatever, or o f 

Hemp the Produce o f Ireland, 
and all the produ&ion thereof, 
as Thread, Yam , and Linen, 
the Manufacture o f  Ireland, 
imported dire&Iy from thence - free 

Hides, Cow or Ox, undrefled, the Hide f'rçe 
Iron, unwrought, per ton - 1 10 10

s. d . 

2 7 °  
prohibited 

0 2 6  
prohibited 

5 4 6  
2 4 0  
0 3 8

* > 0 0  
0 0 9  
2 l 6  2



D itto, flit or hammered into f  from o 4 
Rods, per cwt. - ] to o 9

Linen, under 22J inches in breadth, 
the 120 ells - - free

D itto, between 22* & 3 1 I  do. do. free

D itto, ditto 3 1 Í & 3 6  do. do.
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from 9 11 
to 10 3

D itto , above 36 do. do.

Damaflc T ab lin g , per yard 

Diaper ditto, ditto

free 

free 

free 

free

T ew ellin gan d  N apkinine, per 120 r
ells - - .  free

Plain Linen, not otherwife enume
rated or defcribed, per cent, 
ad valorem 

Chequered, ftriped, painted, ftained 
or dyed Linen, per cent, ad 
valorem - 

Pitch and T a r, the laû o f  12 barrels 
Pork . . .
Rofm, per cwt.

Sail Cloth, the 120 Ells

free

49
o

free
o

free

- o  
free
free

f  from
I to
f  from

* from 
to ' 

from 
to. 

from o 
to 14

0
1 
i
3
3
4 
o
o
o
o

16 5

4 7 
16 11

1 5 
9 i*

H  5 
i 3

10
i

4
«5
7

4
i
3

9
6

Seed, Rape, the laft,
Sheep
Skins, Calve, per dozen

Thread, the Pound W eigh t, - free

W ood, viz. Planks, the 100 feet o 
Yarn, via. Cotton, the Pound W eight free 

W oollen or Bay, per cwt. free

10 o  80 4 2
n o  o  12 5

prohibited 
1 6  0 2 3

P from 2 i 9
L to 3 16 i

1 0  6 12 6
prohibited 

0 2 9  
from o o

to o  2
2 9  i 19

o o 
O 14

[
I

9
*

3f
8

W . SIM S, D . Col,

T .  Richardfon, Comp.
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T A B L E  G .
,^-fj ni nà:*af. y s ;  "tt . v

A  L i s t  o f  Articles which in the Y ear 1792 were 

favoured on Exportation to Ireland, together with 
the Rate of Duty to which fuch Articles were fub- 
je & , and alfo the Rate of Drawback and Bounty 
to which thefe Articles were entitled on Exporta
tion to that Kingdom, and alfo to Foreign Coun
tries; likewife a L i s t  o f fuch principal Articles 

as in the above Period were prohibited from being 
exported5 to Foreign Countries, but which might 

be exported to Ireland. ♦

Duties Outwards. To Ireland. Other Countries

£• St d* £• s. d.
Coals— Per Chaldron, Winton meafure 0 1 2  —

T o  any Britiih Plantation in America —  0 2 3
T o  any other place in Britiih ihip*,

the Newcaftle Chaldron - - o  15 5
T o  ditto, in foreign ihips, ditto - 1 7 6
T h e  Ton weight - - 0 0 9  —
T o  any Britiift Plantation in Ame

rica, the Ton W eight - - 0 1 0
T o  any other Place in Britiih ihips, do. - 0 5 2
T o  ditto* in foreign ihips, do. - - 0 9 2

G um Senîgal}  ™ rty ^  m  1  *
1 . (

Bounties Outwards•

Sugar, Refined, the Bounty (per çwt.
in whole Loaves and Lumps) o f  I 6 o  —
allowed on the Exportation to 
Ireland, when on account o f the 
Average Price, it is difcontinued 
to Foreign Countries, except the 
Britiih Dominions —  —

Ditto, Ditto, (per Cwt. in Loaves
broken in pieces) ditto o 15 o



Drawbacks Outwards.

Silk , Organzine, or Throw n, in the
Gum, the l b s .  - - o  6 11

Raw the l b s .  -  -  o  2  j o

Thrown, D yed - - 1 2 3
T e a , (per Cwt.J - - - 5  o o

Goods prohibited to Foreign Countries, but permitted 
to be exported to Ireland.

Coin— O f  Gold and Silver
Tools or Utenfils— Ufed in the Cotten or Linen M ana- 

fa&ures, and alfo in the W oollen, Silk, Iron, and 
Steel Manufa6tures 

W ool Cards— Exceeding; 4s. per pair 
Com — When prohibited in Great Britain, allowed to  

Ireland, i f  an Embargo be laid on the Article 
in that Kingdom 

Memorandum— Bounties given by- Parliament on Bririfh 
Ships in the Greenland Fiihery, allowed for Ships from 
Ireland : Ship* o f Ireland allowed all the Privileges o f 
Brkifn Ships.

N . ' B .  T h e  Privileges are very numerous.

T .  W IL L IM O T , Col. 
j .  D . H U M E , D tp . Compt.

20th February, 1799.
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0 6 5
0 2 0
1 1 9

T A B L E  O -

*7° 7-

T h e  Amount o f the Commerce o f  Ireland 
with England only, according to the official 
Rate or value ^  - . .  _ £ • S69$ 3S

17 99*
T h e  Amount o f the Commerce o f Ireland 

with England and Scotland, or Great Britain, 
on an average o f Three preceding Years, 
according to the fame rate, and Mr.
Fofttr's Statement (p. 77) - .  .  5,646,311

*»* Increafe not as one to ten.
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T A B L E  P.
v

S c o t l a n d .  170 7, 

Imports - 1 -  - £ ’6,73^
Export* - 47>779

S c o t l a n d  i  7 9 7 .

Imports » £• 1,037,676
Exports -  - - 1,217,121

54»512

£■ 2>2S4>797
I n c r e a s e  above 1 t o  4 1 .

I r e l a n d  with E n g l a n d . *1707.
{According to the Cuftom-houfe Books.)

Imports « £ . 306,423
Experts « 263,412

£■ 569,*35
I r e l a n d  with G r e a t  B r i t a i n . 1797,

(From the Cuftom-houfe Books.)
Average o f Three Years, to 1799, as ftated by Mr. Fofter. 
Exports £ . 2,775,330
Imports - - - 2,870,981

£ .5 ,6 4 6 ,3 11
I n c r e a s e  notas to ten.

Here it muft be obferved,. that there are great advantages, 
through this comparifon, in favour o f Ireland— ift, Becaufe in 
calculating the increafcd ftate o f Trade at the prefent period, 
we reckon upon two countries, England and Scotland : where
as, we take its formzr ftate o f trade in 1707, but with one 
country, England ; and 2d, Becaufe the Increafe with Great 
Britain is much beyond the increale with the reft o f the world. 
W ith thefe advantages, however, in favour o f Ireland, in this 
comparifon, what is the increaie ?— not I to 10 ; whereas, 
that o f Scotland, is above 1 to 41.

F I N I S .


