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This <tw'y is rrincinclily concerned\with the Irish unionist
members in the first four Perlisments z=fter the IR322 Reform .ct.
By 'unionist' is meant those who oprosed the attempla, led by C'Cormell,
to repegl the Act of Union of IBCO znd recover the Cerree of indep-
endence enjoyed bty Irelend in the final two decafes of the eighteenth
century. It does not imfly a strict adherence to the articies of the

Act of Union. Indeed, as shown helow, & numter of so~called unionict

nemters wished, without becoming Renealers in the accepied sense, to
renlace the existing union with o federxeal constitution., s well ©o

beins opponents of Zepeal, the literal-unionict and conservative~
unionist menbexe vere the rivels of Doniel O'Connall, Thic studv night
be regurded as an atienpt to meite redress for the tendency In earlier
worls to concentrate upon the career »f 0'Connell. Without wishing to
ninimice the latter'sc importance, it i heped thot thic account will
draw attention to the activities of these who withstood his powerful
influence erd made giqmmificant contributicns in theitr own right to
the political‘developments of the period.

The unionist members fell into two fairly distinct croups, the
libterals and the conservatives. They were sevarated primarily by their
views on the sdvancement of the interests of the majority Catholic
pooulation, The liberzl-unionists and conservatives did not conatitute
two éﬁ*irely eparate 1olitical parties, Movement from one group to
the other wac not infreguent, and, during the 18705 cspecially, it
was not @lways easy to determine the affiliation of some of the
mertbers. The same znplies to the distinction between literal-unionist
and Repealer. However, such 'waverers' were relatively few and it was

allay

poccible for contemporaries end for the present writer to zllocate

memters to esch group with & ressonable degree of conficence,
While the Irish unionist members of the House of Commons are the

main subject of this study, their views end actions could not be
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discussed in isoletion. The result has heen thet, in spite of the
narrowness of scope implied in the title of the thesis, mich material
on the generzl rolitics of the neriod is brought to light. Cexrtainly
Irich unionism in general is explored even where the unionist members
vere not directly involved,

The period chocen for an examination ol the views and cectivities
of the uvnionicts was one in waich Irish igsues wére perticularly
vrominent. Durings the years after the Reform ict of I972 succegsive
British governments sourht to enply various remedies to the ilis of
en Treland which was more poverty-ridden, disturbed and discontentec
than any sther part of the United “inzcdom. Several of tre 1gsim
involved - the Foterlished Church, education, reform ol the runiciral
corporations and the roor law - are discucced helow, The Church
quection is given especiz2lly laensthy treatment in chapters 2 and 3, for
it was the 1lscsue which more than any other cgiteated ITrish »olitics in
the I370z. The utiliterian spifithof the gpe war offended by the fact
thet the ‘n-~licen Omirch was meintained largel: out of 2ne: levied on
seonle the ~reat wajority of whom kelonred to other Trhmrches, The

Irigh lireraly layed arn important part in prescriting trie .rievance,

by

&

come of the literal-nnionigts were anong the nogt radical o ponents of
the Church, thoach others were anxious to reach a2 cettlement even i7F

t meent compromise znd wiched to pacify Irelan on termg which would
not domerse the Chmrch, Irish Toriez fought 2 desrerzie ratile to
protect the Fotarlicghed Thurch ?rom acsaultc which geemed to threaten
not ~ny 'true religion' ™t also the Union and tronerty in zceneral.
™1t rere again there were divisions, no£ably hetween those Irish Toriles
who wiched to maintain the Church's 'hictoric rights' in their entiretiy
and those wh§ felt the need to settle the questiorn and fdefuse the
discontent by con~eding & Adecree of reform., In this respect, lrish
iscues weww® cpitonised the senerzal Ailerme, which feced Moxrric in
the T320s,

The extension of education in JTrelend weas & further motter which
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seve rise to heocoted dﬁhate ¢n? is considered in charnters 4 cnd 5,
1831 the National System of ™ducation weas estebliched ez a system of
non~denominational primary educetion, Thoush come were critical, Irish
literal members generally supported the new scheme, anﬁ.fortmany Years
the ultra~Catholic opposition made little impact outside the axrch-
Ciecese of its lezder, Jom MacHzle, The principal oprosition in thre
18205 and 18403 came from the Iricsh Tories, who conzidered the new
cystem inzgufficiently religiouz or st any rate insufficiently Protestant
The resultant differences with Sir Fobert Peel ere exeamined in come
deteil helow., The Irish Tories had similar reservationz ahout the
non-denominational system of hichexr education proposed »v Peel in
1845, Put in thig instance it was Catholic interests which proved the
more hostile, eand the literal-unionist nenters had to reconcile the
oprosition of thelr constituents with their own purarded approval of
the mcasure,

The reform of the municival corporations in Ireland, considered
in chapter 6, was znother of the major issuscs of the 18303, following
municipal reform in Ensland, it tecarme the test of the principle of
ecual justice for Ireland, The Irish liberals were united ir con‘en-
nation of the corrupt and Protestant-dominated corporations, thoush
the ctrugrle to reform them proved so Ineffectucl, owins to the
oprosition of the Lords, that many came to accept the need for a
solution which fell fer short of their ideal. The majority of Irish
Toriez were wnwillinx to compromise sufficiently to settle the isczue.
The rezult was that ther were deserted hy their Tritich leaders, and
when some of their own more moderate exbers “ollowed cuit there
emerced ¢ bitter and protracted dispute within Irish Tory rarks.

If the ghove-mentioned isiues occzsionally divided the -inionist
mem*ers, it was the Trish pﬁor aw, considered in chapter 7, vhich
cauged more confucion amons them than any other question. Certadinly
both the libverzls znd concervatives féund themselves divided on many

occacions. In view of the consed zlimmmente which emerged, cemputer
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analrsis of the divicions proved ecpeciall;” uselful in dealing with
this cubject, It is zrrmued below that the majoritr of unioniast members
renerzlly zdopted a conservative policy on the gnection, displering
rather more anxiety about the costs which they and the rest of Irich
lendlordism would have to bear than an understandins of the plicht of
the destitute.

In addition to the study of specific policy areas, there is e
detailed exeminetion, comprising four chepters, 8'» 1T, of the parls
played bty the unioniste in the troudles which 2fflicted Peel's Govern-
ment of IB4I-6. The remarkahle upsurge of the Repeal movement in the
18403 heichtened interest in Irish politics, and one result of this
has been a legacy of abundant manuscript materizl concerning the period,
mich of it not previously examined, The first of the chaptefs is
rrincipally concerned with the activities of the literal-unionist
memhers during I843, when the Repeal movement rezched its peak. The
csudden éopularity of Repeal posed a great threatl to the libveral-
unionists. They resvonded with 2 vigorous effort to claim the osition
of chief cpokesmen in Parlicment of the 'Irish peonle', and, in the
orocess, to establish a more cohesive liberal-unicnist party. This
lirerzl-unionist initiative was vividly describted in a remarkatle
series of letters writien by Thomas Wyse, a leading figure in the
literzls' campaign.

This cempaign achieved only limited cuccess. In chapter 2 1t ie
cshown thet the liberal-unionists faced‘even.greater probleﬂ£ in I844=5
shen Peel's conciliatory policies seemec to deprive tﬁem of thelr
rﬁiéon A'%tre, Cn ceveral important occesions they could do little
more than aprrove the eforts of the Conservative Government. They
were 1mable to unite even on the Coercion Bill of I846, end O'Connell's
return to Parlizment that cession meant thet their efiortc were over—
chadowed, &s ther had so often dbeen in the previnus decace,

Finally, there is a detailed examinatlion of one of the most
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Strixing zerects of Irich 2olitics in the IS40s. “Pen Fecl's Tovern-
ment came 1o wower in I9%4T1 many Irish Tories expecied that it would
recress what they considered to he the pro-Cailalic imtalence of the
vyears ol Whiz rule. Sone clearly exnected the restoraticn, to a greater

or ..eccer de;ree, of Protectent ilscendancyr. Teel, of comrse, dizznnointed

b |
2ACH

I'lf:j
{D

onle, Hisg feilure to suonrecz the “epeal g~itoction in I8472

-
g

rreztly alarmed meny Irish Toriez, His attempts in IRA2-5 tn concilizte
the Catholics confirmed their worst fears. The resnlt wos @izilliusion-
ment mong many Irish Tories and venomore denunciation of the Govermment
by & censiderarle number of them, Peel's Irich sunporters were not to

be ontdone Yr their Britich collezsues in the vigorr of their zssanlt

on the 'arch-traitor's The study concludes with the 211 o TFeel in
Jurie I81€, a suiteble point siven not onlvs the change of ~overnrent but

also the dominant role thercafter of the femine in Irish aflzir:

Wt B

1
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Chapter 1
Introduction

The number of unionist members itself suggests the necessity of
this afudy. The unionist members, liberal and conservative, constituted
a mﬁ;jority of the representation of Ireland throughout the period.
Indeed thc; Repeal contingent wag the largest of the three groups only in
1833«4, and 4in 1Bl+‘rl had been re*duced to a rum 1. This 2onoclusion holds
‘t in ??piite of the necessary qualification that among the liberal-unionists
after iéjs weﬁ a féw 'sleeping Repealers' like Bodkin, Bridgeman and
Brady, men who desisted frbm attacking the Union only until 0'Connell
revived the agitation for Repeal in the 1840's.
The religious makg-up of the three groupings is iﬁfe;eating. With

one exception ( the Presbyterian member for Golerﬁino from Februafy 1843,

John Boyd ) all of the 88 Irish Tory members were Profeatanta of the

Eafabliéhed Church. Of the 94 liberal-unionists, 55 were Protestants of
the Establishment, 24 were Catholics and 5 were Presbyterians. In shaip
contrast, the 66 repealers consisted of 24 Establishment Protestants
and 45 Ca.tholicsz. As for the sooio-econc;mio make-up of the membership,
the vast majority were oleariy landlords before all else, Even the
repealers were ‘a party of lalmillc:urda':.3 Lawyers and membera of the
armed foroes also figured prominently and thére ﬁaa a smattering of

representatives of the commercial classes’

The years after Cathollc Emancipation in 1829 brought a sustained
agsault on the vestiges of Protestant Aacér;dancy in Ireland and Irish
Toryism was essentially characterized by ite opposition ‘l.io that assault,
It was not a united opposition by any means, There were those, the
urban Protestant ‘operatives' especially, who would have repealed the
ACt of Emancipation and restored the Ascendancy in all its 18th century
713001'2: T..e Tory member for Dublin, William Gregory, rfound in the
1840' s that while 'English Conservative opinion' was 'desirous of
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raising up the Irish Catholics to an equality with the Protestants and
to do away with atl disabilities and inequalities', the Irish 'was
desirous of keeping down the Roman Catholics and retaining every
anomaly, evéry insulting diafit;ction and of preservin,; their own
‘social superiority' 6. On the other hand, some ahared‘Pqel' 8 readiness
to effect the reform of proven abuses and were part of the Canningite
liberal-Tory tradition. The Irish Tory members included representatives
of both extremes, but most belonged to the middle ground. They were
possibly, as a group, more moderate or liberal than the majority of
their supporters in Ireland, though the veracity of this atatement is
by no means self-evident acoording to the evidence provided below.
Virtually all Irish Tories and Protestants in general, were )
_' unionist by 1833. Many had opposed the Act of Union at the beginning
O e e eams o Tt e et Tecongiiedte
was futile and a bar to advancement in many careers. And, contrary to
expectations, the Union did not lead immediately to Catholic Emancipation;
~ indeed it became clear that Protestant interests were more secure in a
Protestant United Kingdom than they could be in a Bq'lf-govarning
K Catholic Ireland. The vigour of the Catholic campaign for Emancipation
underlined this point. In addition, the Protestant North-East of
Ireland apparently benefited economically from the Hnionz There were
indications, however, of Irish Tory dj.aaatiéfaetion with the Union in
the early 1830's. In particular 'the middle & lower classes of
Protestants in Dublin' - the Orangemen, corporators and guildsmen =

threatened several times in 1830-3, to turn to Repeal in reaction to
~ Whig policy and economio stagnation and were 'kept from Joining the
Papists .. merely by party spirit'.

According tc one report in March 1834, the !generality of the
Aristocracy’ 4n Ulster also favoured Repeal because of Whig reforms and
held back only !for dread of O'Connell's asocendancy in the event of

Repeal's Charles Boyton, a leading Dublin Tory, saw the advantage in
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threatening the Vhigs with a i”roteatant Repeal movement and himsslf

preferred Repeal to a betrayal of Protestant interests within the Uhion%

Uﬂtil 183, O'Conneli tried to encourage the Irish Tories to oppose the
Whigs by turning to Repeal. He asled Shaw in 1832 to stand for Dublin

| a8 a Repealer and in 1633-L4 opened communications with Boyton and

Sheehan (editor of the mmm) in an effort to win over the

Tories) However, Roden and Lefroy were resolutely opposed to Repeal and

the latter felt that 'all the Protestants of respectability' would
discountenance Boyton's 'dangercus' experiment. Roden and scme of his
‘noble friends' Joined the Orange Order inJd anufa“ry 1832 in ofder to
counter the 'shaking' of its members on the subject of Repeallo
| Though several of the Irish Tory members acknowledged the existence
. of Protestant disaffection during the debate in April 1834 on O'éonnell' 8
Repeal motion, all of the 27 Irish Tory members present « and only one,
O'Neill of Antrim, was absent = voted against the wmotion., 4 number of
them spoke out agalnst Repeal, contending that it would lead to
'*separation' from England and would be harmful to Ireland's economio
interests. It would lead to 'a Catholic ascendancy' in Ireland, with
subversion of the Established Church .and 'the re-~assunption of forfeited
estates' 11' 0'Connellts courting of the Conservatives in J uly 183, was a
half-hearted affair, He had come to the conclusion that it was 'not
possible to concliliate the Orangeists'. liis publio lesiters of the
autunn of 183, were stridently critical of the Irish Tory wouldebe
Ascendancy Farty and meant the abandonment of 'the idea of conciliating
the Orange faction ... I am now -~ and forever = convinced that Orangelsm
must be put down"l.a‘ In September 1834, Roden claimed that *the Orange
BOdy are the most forward defenders of the Constitution of the country
and the unity of the Empire' .1‘5

Tory Repealiem was hardly a significant force in Irish politics
even io the 1830's and the Irish Tory reaction to the Repeal agitation of
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the 1840 B, discussed below, betrayal little evidence of a disposition
to support Repeal. If Irish Toryism was essentially unionist during the
period under iBi;udy it was also essentially Protestant. Though many
clearly voted for Tory caﬁc}idatea ‘under the influence of their landlords,
few Catholics were Tory by conviction. In Dublin, where landlord influence
was negligible, only two of the Tory candidate's 3825 supporters in the
by-election of 1842 were Ca';:holicy:‘ The Irish Tories drew most of their
firm support from the members of the Protestant Churches. There were
852,064 Protestants of the Established Church {n Ireland in 183~5, the
great majority of whom were without doubt Tory in politic"s?. In addition,
" most of the 642,356 Presbyterians were also Tories; the terrors of
revolutionary France and the rebellion of 1798, the pressure of Catholic
militancy, the influence of the Tory Clergymen Robert Black and Menry
Cooke, the spread of the Orange Order, the breaking of the common bond of
grievance with the Catholios in 1828-9 and the threat posed by Repeal to
northern prosperity had undermined the attachment of most Presbyterians
to the radical principles of their forbearﬁ'

Though there were more than four times as many Catholics as
Protestants in the ocountry, the Irish Tories possessed several advantages
in the political arena, Four-fifths of Ireland was owned by Protestant
\ landlorﬂ, and the majority of these were clearly Tory; For example, the
U }:L Tory candidates for the reproaeht'ativeu;peerage could rely upon the votes
of more than two-thirds of the 120-40 Irish Peefl? In 1833, only seven
of the Irish Peers were Catholic. Below the ranks of the nobility, the
Irish Squirearchy was equally Tory in politics; though the f:roportion of
Catholica was probably higher, there was not an equﬁalent among the

Irish Protestant Squires of the sizeable band of Protestant Whig

Aristocratd], Landlords were able to give qualifying leases to the
Politically reliable, and of course, to exsrt pressure on their tenants
to vote for particular candidates. The Tory domination of the magistracy

may also have told electorally, as it represented a further source of
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The relative facility with which the Irish Toriea could raise. funds
gave them an advantage in both legitimate political activity (e.g., the
hiring of proffessional agents for the registration courts) and in illegal
bribery in the boroughs., Because of the important role of assistant
barristers and Judgeé in the registration procesas, the ascendancy of .:
Irish Tories in the legal profession was not without political effect,
Similafly, the Irish Tory domination of.the municipal corporations,
discussed below, was important politically, since in many borouzhs the
corporations were able and willing to inflate tl{o Tory ielectorate by - .
thelir choloe of freemen. In Dublim, for instance, it was the existence
of more ,thaq 2,000 freemen, created by the exclusively Protestant
gsorporation, which ensured that the Conservatives could challenge

strongly in a constituency where the majority of those holding a

2
property qualification wers Catholic and,Liberalj

Even if the vast majority of tenants were Catholic/Liberal, the .
Proteastants/Tories were probably represented dispgngnrtiomtely well
" among -the larger farmers who were qualified for the franchise, . And
the fact that. the Proteastants/Tories tended to be concentrated in.
certain parts of .Ireland ensured that: they would be represented. in
Parliament. Given the views cof Presbyterlians and E;tabli.ahment
\g\w\ Protestants, the Tories were in a numerical madofity in the north-eaat;
Significant concentrations of Protoatanfa/rorios were ‘also to be found
in Wiocklow, Wexford, Sligo, Bandon.and most of the larger citiea of the

southe The pattern of repreaentaﬁtion reflected this distribution. 50
of the 67 mcmbers who sat for Ulster ssats in 1853-46' were Torles.

Outwith Ulater, the Irish Torles generally had to soramble for seats,
though they invariably won Bandon, Fortarlington, County Sligo and the
University and had considerable succzas against 0'Coonnell in Dublin,

The Irish Tories did not oconstitute an organized party in the

modern sense, with a formal leadership structure and local bodies
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united within one association. The Protestant Conservative: Society was
the only Irish Tory body which might be likened to0 a party organization.
1% was formed in Dublin in February 4832 'to give direction & energy to
the Protestants & unite them under those they are looking up to for
Euidanoge%' Its weckly meatings :involved 'impassioned harangues' on the
issues of the day, and various activities were pursued in the Protestant
intereagc?. - In June 1032, a large number of leading Irish Tories Joined
the society with a view, realized to some extent, to making 4t a - -
significant organizing force in the Tory election campaign of 183222'; |
The socliety dissolved iteself in April 1833 in apprehension of suppression
under the Coercion Act.: It was revived in August:183, to organize' the
Tory protest against Whig rule, but was'dissolved again in December 483,
after the accession of a Conservative Ammi!ﬂtratiozns.‘“ No such society
was established again during the period under study.

The Irish Tory members also failed to unite:in any formal atructure.
It would appear that they seldom even met to congider their tactics in
Parliament and the group had feither a formal nor an informal leadarship,
no member attaining, for .efatli?elea'tature which O'Connell had among the
repealers, However, as w;ll ibo ‘pbvious from the ensuing chapters, the
Irish Tory members were a much less disparate group than the liberale
unicaists.’ Though they would hardly be desoribed #s leaders, some
members = Lefroy, Hamilton, J é.okaon,' Tennent and Shaw, the; latter-
especihlly*- were particula;rly prominent and influential. ' Their
preeminence was acknowledged by the British Tory'leaders, who often
consulted them on Irish policy andyto some e xtent,  recognized their
claims with regard to patronage, =~ ' T v

" 'Before leaving the Irish Tories for the moment, it is necessary

to give a ‘general outline of the pericd froman Irish Tbry point of
view. As suggested above, the 1830's were difficult years for the

Irish Tories, as the vestiges of ascendancy came under attacik. The

passing of Catholic Emancipation in 1829 clearly gave an impetus to -
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reform in Ireland, as liberal politicians soupht to give practical effeot
to that concesslon of principle. Parliamentary reform, the new education
cystem, the Processalons Act againat Orange marches, the aasault on the
tenporalities of the Protestant Church, the promise of corporate and
poor-law reform and the turning of the ateim of patronage towards
liberals and Catholics combined to show Irish Tories that they could

not expecot protection from the Govermment of Lord Grey., The coercicon
bill of 1833, with its stringent proposals for the suppressicn of .
agrarian outrage and (0'Connell's) political mgitation, was welcomed :

by the Irish Tory wembers, But even this initiative turned asour for

the Irish Toriea; a succession of anendments in deference to liberal
opinion left them oconvinced that the measure had been !frittered away'

and,partioularly regarding the suppression of political agitation,
2
' rendered alnoat of not altogether mlg:,att::ry€l *

In Ireland, the political fortunes of the Irish Tories were in

decline. They had commended a majority of the representation before
4830, but the number of Irish Tory members ras reduced steadily at each .

of the three general elections between 1030 and 1833. In the general
eleotion of 18323, only 29 Irish Tory members were returned, when one
of their principal *managers' had expected at least 63 and poasibly 7%3
The sccesalon of Staunley and his frienda in May 1834 and the resignation
of Grey himself in July represented the departure of some of the nore
consexvative elements of the Administration and seemed to promise still

more radical policless The clrouvmstances surrounding these events vcre.

particularly alamming from an Irieh Tory point of view, Stanley and his
friends departing because of the likelihood that the Govermuent would
advocate the appropriation of Irish Church revenues and Grey because
the Irish Chief Secretary had consorted with 0'Connell and effectively
sabotaged his plan to renew those provisions of the coercion act which
were directed againat O'Connellite agitation in Iresland. .

OL On the latter occan lon the Irish Tories in both Houses complained
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angrily that the instigators of orime were 4o be made immune and
accused the Govermment of the 'meanest subserviency' to 0'Connell, with

- whom 'an understanding' had, it was alleged, been reachedz? One Irish
Tory peer wrote in J uly 4834 that the *Protestant pecple' of Ireland
‘were 'subjected to the detestable triumvirate of 0'Connell, Littlgton

" Q:!\ & Dunqannog'g. The extraordinary Protestant agitation of the second

half of 1834 was a reaction to the apparently increasingly liberal
tendency of Whig policy in Ireland. This agitation, of which the

 great meeting at Hillsborough at the end of October was .the highlicht, 1s
described in some detall below, in connection with ons of its principal
themes, the Irish Tory vesponse to the assault on theichurch.‘*

The Irish Tories rejolced at 'the happy & delightful change' in
Govermment in November 1834, Roden 'evidently hoped for a Government
which would rule Ireland through the Protestant party, forswearing
'expediency' and evincing ‘moderation and firmuess'!, though Londonderry
and Farnham found it difficult to 'place confidence in Peel or
Wellingtoi?. The Irich Tories could hardly have complainsd of the
initial steps of the new Goverment, as & cousiderable number,
including Roden, Londonderry, Castlereagh, Shaw, Lefroy, Perceval,
Jackson and Corry, were offered enployment or favour. Londonderry
declined bffice a3 Ambagsador to Russia when the appointment caused a
furore in the Comnons. The offer to such a notorious . ultra as Roden

RQ’*\H OLwas perhaps even wore surprising, but was due recognition of his
immense - stature among Irish Tories § perhaps fortunately for Peel, Roden
refused office on the grounds that he wished to avoid giving the
impressica that his political activities had any 'private or selfish'
6bject and to give the Govermment an independent sum;:m"'c5 : - 0'Connell
later ‘described the !virulent display and practical exertion of the
worst and most sanguinary pasaions of the Orange faction' under the
new Adminiatra.tiog? Another indication of the improved fortunes of the

Irish Tories was their gain of eleven seats in Ireland’'in the General
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Election of J anuafy 1835, though it was more than a year before the

election committee gave them their most jmportant triumph,in the oity
of Dublin.

hy

The electoral gains of the Tories in England were e ven more

impreszive, but in the ejrenf proved insufficlent. "Roden regarded the

return of the Whigs in April 1835 with *great slarm' and was prepared
to meet the 'awful crisis' with a Protestant agitation against the
Gmrmengf Lefroy feared that 'a democratic repudblic or a military
~ despotim' would follow, and Morgan 0'Connell noted the horror with
- which Irish Tories, including Shaw and Perceval, reacted to the-
change of Goverment'?* To a considerable extent their rears Were
“Justified,for the liberal tendenoy of the Irish policy of the
Melbourn; Gaverment was hardly calculated to please Irish Conservatives,
The tendency towards a more conciliatory Irish policy was evident from
the time that Stanley qult the Chief Secretaryship in March 41833, but
"4t was in the years 1835-41 that the conciliatory system of Sovernment
reached full development, The new policy was reflected in the legislative
programma of the Whigs and in their administration of Irish affairs.
In partioular, Catholics and Liberals were treated more favourably with
regard to patronaze than had been the case for well over a century,
Thomas Drummond, the Under-Seoretary, has been given much credit for
this de;reloment but it probably owed much more to the dependence of
the Government on radical and liberaleIriesh support in the Commons and
to the liberal views of Drummond's superiors, Mulgrave {Lord Lieutenant),
Morpeth (Chief Secretary) and Russell. (Home Seoretary) 25

* One of the early victims of :the new system was ¢t he Orange Soclety.
This was not an overtly political body, at least in the narrow sense,
and as it has already been examined by & number.of_ historiahs il is.
not proposed to dwell on the subject. The role of the
Irish Tory members 4in the debates of 18356 .must, however, be notioced.
A% that time, many leading Irish Tories, espeoially in the northern

counties, held office in the Society. These included the Irish Tory
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‘members Henry Maxwell (Gfﬁnd Séoretary) ’ Percaﬁi (Treasurer), Verner,
Plunkett, Archdall, O'Neill, Brooke, S. Maxwell, Young, Hayes, Cooper,
Stewart, J ohes, Anthony Lefroy, Claud Hamilton, Viscount Bernard and
the Coles,and such Irish Tory Peers as Roden, Farnham, Loftus, Bandon,
Rathdowne, Ely, Cacilemaine, Langford, Mandeville, Powerscourt, Thomond
and Enuiakillet;f .

From March 1835, the Sociatj wag attacked by radical wmembers in the
Comons; they argued that its secrct caths and paaawofda réndered it
illegai. S”evl:eral Irish Tory members, including scne who were nct
Orangemeri, turned out to defend the Soclety as a =legg.1 body dedicated
only to *self=-defence' and protection of the Union. Roden and the
'brave Orangemen! wex;e privately unhappy with the classification by
Sir Henry Hardinge (the Tory Chief Secretary) ofthis Society with that
#of the Catholic Ribbonmen, but even Roden sew that the Govermment could
not be expected to defend the Ora.ngmez?.,? The Irish Tory members did not

oppose -~ indeed Henry Maxwell seconded = Finn's motion for a Select

Cormittee to inquire into Orangeism; the Grand Orange Lodgse had
petitioned for such inquiry, confident it would ghow that the Soclety
wag legal and 'that the disordered state cof Ireland renders a defensive

28
Society not a matter of choice but of necessity'.

Orange prospeots were clouded when the inquiry showed that Orange
Lodges had been crganized in the Army. Maxwell and Perceval denied all
previous knowled:ge of this, and, in défending Orangéisnz in th;s House in
August 1835, they anéf other Irish Tory meubers indicated their disapprovel
of the Ai‘my Lodgedi.? LaterT in the year, it exerged that a leading
British Orangeman, William me. had contrived in 1832 to bring about
a goup q'état in order to turn out the Whig Govermment and replasce the
King with the Duke of Cumberlanéto The Irish ‘fory nembers actually
tried to uphold Fairman' 5*right to ﬁithhold his privai:o correspondence.
from oﬂdénce, though they were probably ignoraht of its conten‘.‘fg.

They continued in 1836 to defend the Soclety, but also expressed their
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willingness to havs 4t dissolved if the King so wished, Indeed,
according to Greville, ' Perceval Lpfdpoaed to John Russell to draw up same
resolutions condem:ning these associations, which he said they would agree
%0 4f not violent and offensive, and that it was very desirable the

- sentimenta of the House of Commons should be expressed unanimously, or
by a very large majority, because in that case the Orangemen would see

- $he necessity of ylelding obedience to them and would do so'. Greville

- wrote of the 'really meritorious conduct' of the Orange members in
deglaring thelir williﬁgrieas to dissolve. The King, acting on the
recoxnendation of the Commons, {ssued an announcement in February 1836
in vhich he expressed his desire that the Orange Soclety should cease
to exist. The Duke of Cumberland (Imperial Grand Master) and !the

leading members of the Oraﬁgo Society now in London' 'inniiediately agreed
'to recommend the dissolution of that Soo‘iei‘;";' 2

The Orangs members and peers duly signed a public letter to the
Orangemen in which dissolution was recommended in deference to the wishes
of the Ki.t:lgl.:3 Londonderry, though not himself an Orangeman, complained
that Wellington had ‘entirely deserted' their cause in the £inal debate
in the Lordslf"' The English Ultra Duko of Newcastle implored Roden to
reverse the declision to dissolve the Sodietyzis There was dissatisfaction,
too, in Ireland with the Parliamentary Orangemep for their readiness to

dissolve., Many felt 'dsserted by all their aristocratic great frienda'.

" The Grand Committee of the Orange Lodge met on the 27th of February and

resolived T&at they should not conform with 'the tmre wish of the
- Soverelgn's However, the Parliamentary Orangemen, including Maxwell and

Roden, were preasent at the general meeting of the Grand Lodge on the

13=14th of April 1836 and they were able to persuade the Orangemen, by
a majority of 92 to 62, to dissolve the Slociat;zr‘:..7

Though individual Lodges continued tu exist in some parts of
Ireland,and Orangenen continued to infringe the law by marching on tﬁe
July anniversaries, this was the end for a short time of Orangeism as

~an organized force endorsed by the leading political figures.
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Several Irieh Torles urged Roden to re—organize the Sooiety soon after
ita dieaolution, but he waa adviged by J ackeon that 'nothing could be
more 1nJurious to the Proteetant cause ..+ The conduct of the Orange
body, &0 creditable te then, contraate 80 strikingly with the misconduct
of the Govertment' And if there was a change of Govermnenf *it would
embarresa our friends extremely if the Orange Society were re-~organized'.
Roden advised egainet the atelff The ‘revival of the Society in 1845 is
examined in Chapter 11.

It was Russell who mred the decisive resolution against Orangelism
in February 18326 and the subsegquent debates on the iaaue were naturally
markad by Tory resentment of the Government's role in the affair,
However, this vas only one of many aepects of Goverment policy which
led to a storm of Irish Tory proteet. In Parliament, as shown below,
the Irieh Tories opposed ths ma:jor legielative 1nit1ative> of the
Government, and, with the Tori.ea 1n a mjority 1n the Lords and opinion
in England hostile 4o O Connell, aehieved a meaeure of success in that
regpects There was little they could do about the administrative

praetioee of Mulgrave' 8 Government in Ireland, but they conducted a

vigorous eampaign of protest agai.uat many aapeots of the 'system of
conceesion': the appolntment of' radical and exclusion or displaeement
of Protestant Magistrates, High Sherirfs, Gonsj:ablcs and other public
functionaries, allegedlf at the behest of O'bonnell; rho Lord

Lieutenant's exerciss of the royal prerogative of nercy to releaee

convicted prisoners; the failure of Crown Prosecutors to challenge

Catholic Jurors; the extent of orime in Ireland; the mpunity with
which O'Connell'a agitationa vere condueted, and 80 on. According to

49
Londonderry 'a severe penal code was enforced’ againat Iricsh Protestants.

There is abundant evidence in privaie correspondence that thecse
grievaneea were gemiirxely held; there waa particularly great alarm at

the extent of crime in Irela.nd and indignetion at Whig claime of
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tranqui;litj. The great Irish Tory meeting in I:;ublin in January 1837
wes designed to'draw ‘;Ihe attention of English opinion to what even in
private the organizers desaribed as 'the 0'Connell Government of -
Irelﬁnd's.'.o The Irish Tories were glven an additional gricvance in
1838 when, in ?reasp;ase toa *éema:nd‘ by the Magistrates of Tipperary for
stringent measures against orime, Drummend -yemarke d that ! property has
its duties as well as its righfsp to fhe neglect of those duties in
times past 13 mainiy to be aso;ibedfth'.at diseaged state of soclety in
21

which .. crimes take their rise'’s’ This 'slur' upon Irish Landlords

stirred Irish Toriea to renewed complaint against the Gowrm..ents.%

The Britiah Tory leaders had mixed feelinzs about the efforts of
thelir Iﬁri*ah‘ alliea.t - Ellenborough he;d back those who wished in ﬁ
April 41837 to move for & Select Committee of the lords on the Lord
Lieutenant' s injudicicus use of the prerogzative of ml'ercy, as he felt
that *eo0 ‘strong "?g.‘meaaure‘ required more *mature -f’consideration?j.
Later in the ‘year, when Roden called the attention of the Lords to
the state of crime 4in Ireland and-threatened to move for a Ceunittes,
Ellenborough felt he-mad *advanced no proof! ‘of ‘his claims,  'We shall
carry our wotion for a Committee of courze; lgut I very uuch doubt our
making much of it « nothing if we leawe the managexent of it to Roden
& thelIrish'E.l"i e e

Soon afterwards, Stanley and GrM‘cmplained generally of 'the
managenent of the Irish discussions', and their reflections on this
point throw some light on ths standing of the Irish Tory members.
They felt that there was 'a good case apgainst Mulgrave', given !the
ebuss of patronaze and the -placing in situations %o enforce the law,
the prowinent violators of the law and others of the most objectiocnable
character', But the case had to be 'properly got up and all the
materials sifted with care and marshalled in propsr order. These

plecemeal attacks, made by the greatest blockheads in both Houses,

feebly launched and coldly supported, have been a perfect Godsend to
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the Minisaters ...t

© Stanley felt that no matter how good the case !your Irish friends
g will in the first place deceive you as to the facts by concealing half,
and afterwards spoil the effeot of any discussion by introducing scme
unsubstantiable cases, and some gross absurdity of their om. To fight
a battle where all depends on prudeﬁco & Judgément and where your
coadjutors are t 0 be Perceval, Conolly and Verner is encounterit:g 100
long odds { ~ see Our hotbrained Irish frienda (would): flourish their
shillelaghs over their heads, rush into the fight and not only get
their own heads broken, but ocontribute to break those of their friends' .5 ’
- 1% was Wellington who bore the responsibility of restraining the
Irish Tories of the House of Lords. When Lorton and Jackson visited
the Duke in December 1837 to urge the need for a Committee on the State
of Ireland they !found the very satrong inclination of his mind to be
againat any motion of Inquiry into the State of Ireland. He put forward

in the strongest possible manner the objections to the Lords originating
such a measure ..a.'r)&*!rha Irish did not proceed to move for a Comnittee
at that time, When Roden and Westmeath approached him in January 1839
to urge again the propriety of 'an inquiry into the atate of orime in
Ireland', the Duke, though convinced of !'the terrible situation' of
that oountry, doubted if such an inquiry would produce 'any benefit'.
Even if the evidenoe stood up under 'severe crosa examination', it would
'open the door to the production of evidence to extenuate if not to
Justify the commission of crime by the proof of the existence of want
and even of destitution among the pecple', with the landlords made out
as the culprits. And 'the only remedy' for the state of crime, ‘the
establishment in Ireland of a strong and efficient Govermment willing
to proteot Life and Property', would not be advanced?7 X
Nevertheless, at 'a meeting of Irish Peers and Members at the
Carlton Club on Saturday, the 9th of February' it was resolved

‘unanimously' that they should move for a Committee of Inquiry in the
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Lords to remedy,'the utter insecurity of Life and Property' in Irelandd
Peel, on being sent these resolutions, replied that he and Wellington
did ! not helaitate to give our assent t0 the proposal' when it came so
authoritatively endorsed, though he evidently had reservations about
itwreault? 9 Wellington subsequently sought in vain to dissuade
Westmeath from a motion on the prerogative of meroy issue, as he was
fearful .that it would involve the Lords in conflict with the Lower
House and unwilling to demand the Lord Lieutenant's confidential . -
correspondencef unt; this was only a side issue.,:- On the 2{at of ..
March Roden carried, with the aasistence of Wellington and mcveral :

- other Irish Tory Peers, a motion for a Select Committee on ’the State
of Ireland since 4835 in respeat of Crime and Outrage, which have
rendered Life and Property insecure in.that part of the Empire'..
0n+tt‘m following day Ruasell announced his intention to respond to this
decision by asking 'for the opinion of the House (of Commons) with:
respect to the Coverment of Ireland in late years' 51

The Government's response was, according to Mahon, !precisely
the result' which Wellington had 'always apprehended to ensue from
any aggressive uation in therLorda@% »The Duke wrote to Peel that
he had 'always objected. to these motions in the House of Lords. The
Irish noblemen came but:little prepared with a case, and it 1s very..-
difficult to dbring to a favourable termination their discussions on . .
the:cmbiion' .. He would 'not have allowed' the motion had he not
been led to understand by Shaw that it had been decided upon at a
meeting at Peel's house. Their followers, he complained, !think-
that they know what ought to be done better than.you and I. .They -
don't care a pin about our opinions. They will risk the public

interests, or a quarrel between the Houses, or .any outrage on the

pert of the Government, in order to get the better of the independent
action of the House of Lords, in order to enjoy a momentary triumph;

and some perhaps in the futile expectation that such triumph in the
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House-of Lords will dissolve the Government ... I cannot adeguately
express my disgust with such people'.

It was this 'disgust' which dominated Wellington's feelings,
‘though he did acknowledge that Roden's speech was *very moderate',
and he was evidently as upset as the Irish Tories at the khig claim of
‘tranquillity' in Ireland when 'the 4igosecurity of Lifg and Property’
there was a matter of * notoriety’ « Peel, though not as obﬂoualy angry
as the Duke, shared his doubta about the benefits to be derived from
Roden' s success} he had thought that the motiocn would not accuse the
present Govermment so explicitly and that, as a result, it would have
been carried unoppoaeg? His amendment to Russell's motion did not
evalua:%e the merits of the conddat of the Tory Peers beyond gtating
that it was their 'undoubted right' so to aot and that the Govermment's
response was not Justified,

The Govermment duly received a vote of confidence in their Irish
policy from the Commons. Almost 20 Irish Tory Peers undertook in
April 1839 to subscribe to a fund to defray the expenses of a professional
agent to prepare the evidence to Roden's CGmmitt_eg‘:' Bu¥ most of the
Whig Peers nominated to serve in the Coumittee apparqntly refused to do
80 because it was 'of a oriminatory character as concerned the whole
a.ci:ni.ni.a‘«'ra.t1.c:nr:s..}§6 Other developments also undermined the effectiveness
of the Conmittee. It was intended to provide a summary of the evidence,
but the difficulty of summarizing more than 15,000 answers and disagree-
ment between the Whig Hatherton and the Tory Pesrs on its contenta
induced the Committee to report only the evidence. Roden 'was anxious
that the Committee should recommend the rencwal of the inquiry next
year', But Ellenborough objescted and the Committee divided 7 to.7,
which meant the loss of the proposal. Ellenborough also objected *to
a modified proposal for the insertion of words to the effect that it

would be for the conasideration of the House whether the Committee

should be renewed' in the following session, but thic was carried€'.7
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The evidério;ei was duly printed, dt; the 2nd of August, 'unacoompinied
by anjr comment or qpinior'l upon the part of the Coﬁnitteeéﬂg. “ A "debate on
the whole evidez:;oe was, Ellenborough thought, ‘hpracticabl'e ‘at ‘any time,
We might as well have a ‘debate upon the contents o{fb* thé Eti&yélofnd:ia' .
However, Brougham propc;aed resolutions condemnatory, in effect, of the
current practice fegﬁrdiné the setting aside of jurc;ra and of Mulgrave's
exercise ‘of the prerogative of mercy. The Tory Peers decided to support
these reaolﬁfions an ‘inooﬁtrovertible truths according to the evidsnce
to the Coomittee; FEllenborough assured Peel, who mﬁworriod"about‘the
poasiblé rea.ot:lqn of the lower House, that they would accordingly be
supported by public opinion, regardleai of the view of the Cbmond,
partioula.rly since the motion was not being m;de by Roden and ! the
Uitra. Irish'e Roden did speak in favour of Bro;xgham'u resolutions,
which were carried éaaily when the House divided on party Il.ineaﬁi..9

The Govermment, much to Peel's relief, dooidéd againat proposing
any resolution in the Commons in vind:l;oation of Mulgrave's Administration,
Russell merely announced in the House, and communicated to the Lord
Lieutenant, his determination fhat the} should not make'lapy alteration

whatever' in the exercise of the prerogaltive of mercy?.o And Melbourne

was not deterred by the disclosures of the Committee from making
Mulgrave (Normanby) Home Sebretary in August 1839, though Stanley and
the (disaffeoted) Whig Lord Howick thought' the appointment scandalous
ag it flew 'Ifln the teeth of the Irish Repért' ’21
' I% is aifficult to assess the overall result of Roden's Committee,
the single most htr:l.k:lng aaﬁect of Irish TcryToppbuition‘ in the 1830's,
Liberals felt it had shown that the level c;f cri.m; had diminished and
had therefore failed in its objeot of embarrassing the Government.
According to Holland, the Coumittee seemed to 'end in nothingj they
could not agree in any report, and the evidence .. seemed to cut the
ground under them by proving or at least sanctioning the surmlgze that

Crime had not inoreased but actually diminished in frequenoy and in
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intensity under Loyd Normanby's Viceroyalty'e o

Tories pointed to the catalogue of outrage which had been brought
to lightand, as in the Lc:rlrda debate s to the apparent abuse of the
prerogativé of mercy. According to a coﬁgratulafory address to Roden

 from thg'Pfc;testants of Co. Down, aigne*d by more than a dozen Peers
 and Members and nlearly 5,000 others, hi; Committee had ! demonstrated -
the existence of a deep-roéted and widely-spread ;:ouspiraoy in Ireland,
long known to Government though denied by Ministers, embracing vast
numbers of-'ihe Roman Catholic-population,- emlﬁslvely confined to:that
sect, and which, whether.of an agrarian or‘pollticalfnatu;e,’ or both,
is totally 1nco;npatible with social order and with ths security of
property and 1ife', There had been a 'complete exposure of the gross
maladuinistration of Jjustlioe, and the prostitution to"Rmp Catholioc:
influence of the prerogative of the Crown, the patronage of Govermment,
and tha' majority of the laws during the vicersgehéy of the Marquis of

In the Spring of 41844, Wellington wag again unable to i-eatrain an
Irish Tory Peer, Lord Charleville, who objJected in Parliament to the
failure of the Crown to challenge the Juriy 1n tha trial of King's
Counfy Ribbonmen. Wellington had uéued that a discussion in -
Parliament would serve no:purpose} the Lofdg ha.d‘ not time to debate
 the queatic;n properly and had '"no power' ¢o0 make their views telzz: -0n
the other sidd, scme Irish ,'.l‘orieu‘deplored etiw' 'weakness' and .-
forbearance of ‘theii' British 10&&01‘3? Speocifio ‘differencea between
the leading Britigh and Irish Tories on the ﬁajor imsiren. of the day\
&a dimﬁéand in subsecuent chapters,

The general eleotio; of July-August 41837 gave the Opposition a .
substantial majority in Britain; but in Ireland the !G?naervétivea not
only failed to match the gains of their English oouuter'partu but lost
8lx meats to the Liberal Party, finishing with a total of 34, In faot

the elections made the Thig Covernment more than ever dependent on
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0'Connell and the Irish Liberalgs. The Irish Tory members gave solid
support to the assault on the Government's Irish policy in the new - ..
Farliament and were largely responsible for what was probably the mosat
aucoesaful Opposition initiative of the period. It was pressure and
assistance from Jackson, Tennent, Shaw and other Irish Tories which
caused Stanley”td bring on the issue of Ifeland' s defective registration
laws in 18L,0-41, when the Government auffered a series of hmnili.ating
defentaz ¢ |

in J une 1841 all 35 Iriﬁh Tory members vﬁted or paired for the
motion of lack of oonfidence which, carried by one vote, led to the

DQ DLgeneral election of 1841. On this ooca sion the Conservative majority

l]

in Britain was such as to outweigh the Irish liberal ma,jority, and even
in Ireland the Tories made gains, six in all, most ﬁotably.tho defeat
of 0'Connell in Dubi.in.‘ All of the Irish Torj' members voted against the
Adﬁreaa in August 1844, when the Whigs were finally driven from ofﬁozz‘
The problems of the Irish Tories did not end with the accession of
Peel' 8 Governnent, however;' i:he unéasyl relationship between the new
Govermment and its Irish supporters i8 the subject of detlalled
examination in Chapters ten and eleven,

Many were prepared to deny the exinteﬁoe of any moderate party in
Ireland, tha’c“ is of any middlo-géound between O'Connellism and

Consemtimza

Though this was clearly a g;'dah exaggeration 1t serves
to underline the weakness of liberal-unionism. In fact liberal~-
unionism cannot be regarded as a party label; | it is no more than a
left-over category of which heterogeneity was one of the principal
dharacteriatics. | |

Registration assooiations apart, no national 1iﬁeral-unioniat
organization was established during the 'period. The Ulster
Constlitutional Association of 1840-1 brought together the most
prominent of the northera liberal-unionists. Signifiéantly, it

foundered largely as a result of internal disagrecment on the
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franchise qusstion. The liberal-unionist M.P.!s were not united in any

formal body and were even more bereft of 1eaﬁdership than the Irish Tories.
A wide range of political views waa:”repreaented; in 1833_, Charles Wood
wrote that between the '0'Connellite' members and the 'Orangemen' there

was 'a large intermediate bedy of various shades‘ﬁ, 4n which he could:.
80

identify only ten who were 'excellent' supporters of the Governmment. On

one side of the spectrum, liberal-unioniem in&luded some v ery conservziive
¥higs, and it would be a mistake to imagine that there was a clear
dividing 1ine between Whiggery and Conservatism. Indeed one of the
notable features of the period was the drift into Tory ranks of a
substantial pumber of liberal-unionists in the years :a.ftex" 1832,
Oxmantown, Lambert, John Browne, Donoughmore, Dow:;ahire, John Martin
and Emerson Tennent all followed that ocourse, and there were many others.,

On the other §ids of the spectrum there were li.beral-unioniata who
were at least as radical in their politica as O'Connell. The majority -
were middle-of-the-road 'I.i.berals, men like Wyse, J erhson, Smith O'Brien,
French, J ames Grattan, More O'Ferrall and Lord Clements., Electorally
the liberal-unioniata generally benefited from their position as middle-
of-the-roﬁd pdlfiticiana, fdr they could ;ppe=a1 dlreotiy to thé £10 voters
on the étréngth of thelir liberal views and, in addition, rely om the
support of a 1conailderhab1h Whié landed ‘1ntere'$f. Some of the greatest
Ifihb landlords of the period «~ Leinster, Cianriaarde, 'Leitrim, |
Lansdamei Kemare, Charlémont, Lismore, Roasmore, Meath, Sligo, eto.,
and the Engiiﬁh D;vonshlre ﬁnd Pitzwilliam « were Whiéa who lent their
interest to liberal (gene‘rall.l.‘y ubarﬁl—uniouiat) candidates for
Farliament,

The influence of the great Whig hﬁdowners- was strongly challonged
in the general election of 1832-3 by O'COnnéu'sk' Repealers. Some of
the liberal-unionists reacted bravely, ‘ref‘uain'g outright to pledge |

themselves to Repeal and even denouncing that ‘wholly ﬂnpracticab].e'

scheme., Their principal organ, the .mmnn.znnmz.mu. vigorously
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denounced 'IthéﬁBi&g Beggarman' O'Ccnnell. Meny of the liberal-unionists,
notably Ev;na, Lambert, Barry, O'Reilly, Wallace, Brabazon and Keangf gd
cloud the Repeal igsue by saying that they would suppor‘}:i;t if Irelanmd
was denled *Justice', while Wyse advocated a federal odhlutiﬂarﬁ. The
result was scmething of‘?diaaater for ths liberal-unionists, especially
i compared with the ¥hig triumph in Britain. Only 35 liberaleunionists
wera returned, representing & loss of almost 30 seats. Liberal-unionist
casualties included such prominent figures as Duncannon, Spring Rice,
Parnsll, Wyse, Xilleen, Leader and Mahony. The number of Repeal Members
soared to 39.

The elections over, the liberal-unionists gquickly ssserted their
independence of O'Connell, The latter 'invited the Irish Members and
Peers to attend a "Natlonal Council' in January 1833 to consider Irish
quenstions. Only three liberal-unionists « Chapman, Keane and Barry =
attended, and Chapman refused to pledge him=elf to Rep§al or any other
meaaura§23 ames Grattan was resolved to keep O'Connell and the Repeale;a
'at a distance, civll, Sheilfcare tricky & they do & will tell lies',

Regarding the intention to reconvene the National Counocil in London, he
felt that, !'the meeting in London will be also under 0'Connell & better
avoidedﬁé

0'Connell called a meeting of the Irish Members in London in mid-
February. 46 attended, bué only 412 supported 0'Connells' proposals for
a *factious opposition' to the Whig Government and in particular  the
majority refused to pledze themselves against the Coercion Bill. The
liberal-unionists James Talbot and C'Reilly castigated 0'Connell for
his abuge of the liberal-unioniets who had voted for the Address.

Wallaoce t0ld him that hs did not object to those parts of the Coercion
Bill 'which went to put down political agitation & dangerous societies',
Indeed, Stanley felt that 'a oumber' of Irish liberals who were opposed
to the stringzent provisions against agrarian outrege were 'by no means

8l
averae %0 those parts of the Bill which go to put down political agitation'.



\«€)

o,

At another tﬁ;aeting. on the 26tl1°,%‘ebruary, the Irish Whigsﬂ.Acheaon,
Oxmantown and O'lzrady 'supported the 3111'8.5 | H ;

The support given to the Coercion Bill in Perliement by a majority 1
of liberal-unionist memberas was particularly kstriking given the
determined opposition of the Repealers and provided an early and
irrefutable indlcation of their determination not to be dominated by
O'Connell, Soms exchanged angry worda with O'Connell during t‘he debates,
John Browne, for instance, declaring hie refusal 'to bow down to the
Juggernaut of Ircland' ? 6 Kany liberal~unionists openly professed a
desire to see (0'Connell's) political agitation checked by the Bill,
and liberale-unionist opposition was particularly weak on the meetings
clauses.? ?Thoae vho did oppose the measure were more ready than the
Repealers to consent to extra powers of some description to end outrage,
One of the Billa' liberaleunionist opponents, Chapman, approved of the
intention to suppress political agitation in general and O'Connell's
Volunteers 4in particular% In private, More O'Ferrall and some
Repealers = including Shell and Henry Grattan « hoped that the Bill
would sucoeed in putting down O'Connel1§s

The !treacherous' conduct of moat of the liberale-unionists on
Coercion greatly disappointed and angered ('Connell and he took steps
'to pour thes vial of popular indignation' upon thege Nevertheless, in
July, O'Reilly made a atrong public attack on 0'Connell's 1ntegr1tﬁ1
In a series of letters to Littlelon and Wyse, Lambert bitterly
denounced the 'wretched conspirator' O'Connell, Carew, Wyse and
O'Ferxrall took a similar ¥iew, Lambert and O'Ferrall evidently wished
the suppression of 0'Connell's Repeal agitation and the Govermment's
fallure to do so greatly disappointed Lambert, When the Goverment
gave up the meetings olauses of the Coercion Act in July 1834, the
liberaleunioniste held their peace in Parliament and,with few
dissentients, approved of the rest of the Bill. Lembert privately

expresged his fear that 0'Connell would thus be e nabled 'to organize
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as tuch harm and disturbance as he thought expedient for his interest ..
it wes only his miserable dupes and victims that were to be made to fe2l
the geverity of the amended luw', He vigorously denounced the mininters
for thelir !truckling to a fellow who unites in hinself svery sort of
scoandrel propensity. s .':*92

Tha debate on Repeal in April 183, saw a succession of liberal-
unionist members rising to oppose 0'Conanell's motion on the grounds that
the pre - 1800 system to which it was proposed to refurn had given
Irelund nelther indepsndence, prosperity, nor freedom from corruption
and lawlessness, that the Union had brought many benefits, economic and .
politicalyand that kepeal would involve !separation' from Britain., Some
of these speakers, Tennsnt and Lambert especially, denounced 0'Connell
and hin 'syaten of abuse and blackguardiem' and expressed their
apprehension of an independent Irsland under his control. In the
division 20 Irish llberal members voted againct the motion, though scue

gat on the fence (Keane and Jemes Grattan were absent; Barry, French and

93
wWallage abstained).

Though only a minority (39) of the Irish members, and one English
menber, supported his motion, 0'Connell insisted afier the debate that
there was not *the least relaxation in ny opinions on the subject of
the Repeal's But he intended to 'get yhat I oan and use the Repeal in
terrorem merely until it is wise and necessary to recommence the
agitation', which would not be until after.the threat of a renewed
Coercion Act had passed. The gubsequent ministerial changes, promising
a 'half Radical, half Whig' Aduinistration, improved the prospect of
winning 'solid advantages for Ireland' ?4 Though in the event dismappointed
with tha performance of Melbourne's first Administration in this respeot,
O'Connell was induced by the accession of the Tories in November 1832

N Q)Lto ' postpone' the Rapeal 'queiation. He would forgo ihe Repeal pledge as
\ a test of which candidates he would aupport in the gensral election,

wizghing to ‘bury in oblivion all differences'! between reformers and to
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combine them 'in one simultanecus and continued exertion' behind those
candidates, repealers or uniéni.atn, who would prevent the election of
Tories. This was the prindipl; on which he founded the Anti-Tory *
Assocliation in November 1834. In the Association he duly advocated "
the return even of such solid Whigs as 0'Grady, Fitzgibbon, Jephson,
Talbot, Stawell, Villiers Stuarf, French, the Westenras, Clements,
O‘Ferrail, Howard and so on, though the 'amnesty’ was not extended to
those whose conduct on Coercion and Repeal especially = O'Reilly,
Oxmantown, Keane, John Browne - had given 0'Connell and local radicals
particular annoyanou; All of these lost their aeata9-5 |

0'Connell asked Warburton to have pressure exerted by the Govermet
on the leading Whig landowners in Wicklow and Kerry to ensure the return
of reformers; he was 'willing to join in returning four Whigs and does

o 96
not ask for support to Repealers'., The Evening Poat welcomed O'Connell's

view of the election and joined in fighting an Auti-Tory campaign.
Some liberale-unionists - notably Evans, Crawford, Chaﬁnan, Cave, Smith
O'Brien, Keane, Talbot, Burke, Murphy and Conway of the Poat - Jjoined
the Anti-Tory Assooiation. However,‘tﬁi vast majority of liberale
uni;nista stayed aloof. Indeed the most striking aspeot of the General
Eleotion of 1834~5 was the limited extent to which the liberal-unionists
reciprocated 0'Connell's friendly gestures. Perrin was 'averse' to
joining the Association from fear of being considered 'an O'Connellite’.
He organii;d a meeting in Dublin of 'more moderate Reformers than
O'Connell', who, he felt, 'were alarmed at 0'Connell's violence & i
pafgicularly at his taking into his own hands the conduct of all the
elections throughout the country.' Many Whigs, he claimed, held back
from open proceedings because thej did not wish ¢o co-o?e‘rate with
0'06nn011%7 | | | ’ o
Jemes Grattan felt that his repealer brother was 'most 4injudicious
in 1atten’d:l.ng an Anti-Tory Association got up by 0'Connell se.p, Who has

done all the mischief & mainly contributed to bring back the Tories & ia
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pow frightened at it'. He 'could not act with 0'Connell’ and not only

refused to join the Anti-Tory Assooiation but had qualms about atto'hding
an 'aggregate meeting' of reformers 4n Dublin because he felt it was

| 8
merely O'Connell's Association in another hfomg. When Perrin tried t¢o

effect 'a reconciliation' between Lambert and O'Gonnell, 'the only
difficulty’ was on Lembert's part9 2 Lord Carew supported Lambert and a
Jory against the Repeal oandidates in Wexfor}loo Sir Henry Pnrnell allowed
his tenants in the Queen's Oounty to remain neutral because he was &
relative of one of fho Tory candidates, Thomas Veae&g Another ¥Whig,

Lord Darnley, supported the Tories against the Repeal candidates in

Meath, while Lord Killeen and William Murphy refused to support the

02 .
Repealers in that oountye The Duke of Devonshire remained neutral in

Youghal, where John O'Connell was challenged by a 'rt.:u:'yq...3 The Whig
Frederick Ponsonby challenged the aittiug Repeal member for Kildare,
without success. When O'Connell endormd liyse's candidature in

Waterford, Wyse almost withdrew rather than give the impression that he

" ceme in as O'Connoll'l ' nominee or proteg;'é' o He would 'resiast' any
' 104

attempt by O'Connell *to foroe his protection or alliance' on hinm,
Most remarkable of all was the Earl of Kenmare's opposition to

the Repeal candidates in Kerry. O'Connell was willing to support

| 10
Kennare's brother for one of the seats, but he did not atand.s ‘When

Littleton, at Duncannon's request, wrote to Kenmare early in December
182, to ask him to support Mullins and M. J. 0'Connell (0'Connell's
nephew) , Kenmare replied that he depreoat;ed the alliance between the
Iriah Whigs and Repealora; he a.bhorrod the politioal creed of. the
Repealers, 'whose aim is subversion not reformation' ’ and ho expeoted
only "treaohery & duplioity' of 0'Connell. : The latter was 'subversive
and deatructive of the peace and welfare of the country'. He would
remain neutral in tho ﬂlﬂﬂtit):l(ié Hovmr, when O'Connon went dawn to

Kerry and made various threats against those who voted against the
Tory candidate, Kenmare was:'so angry at 0'Connell's 'insolent dioctation
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and intimidation' he asked hias friends and tenantry to anport the ‘1'011'3.7.

The general election saw tﬁe number of liberal-unioniat members.
fall slightly, to 33, but it was the Repeal FParty, with oniar J2 members,
which suffered most from the Tory advance. The return of the Whigs to
power in April 4835 inaugurated an era in which liberal-unionism was
very much in the ascendant. Indeed the g‘.pmrm'enf of Ireland between
1835 and 1841 could be regarded as ‘an exﬁeriment' in liberai-ﬁnionim. ~
The reapofmé of the liberal-unionists to the Whig leéialatiw programme
is dgacribéd below, Aﬁniniatra.tivel} the liberal-unionists not only
approved of the conduot of the Government but themselves benefited from
it to a considerable degree. A significant number of liberal-unionist
members ~ O'Ferrall, Perrin, 'O'Loghlen,' Woulfe, Ball, Pigot, Curry, Stook,
Wyse - received high office; others received &eragea,.Baroqetoiea and
such favours,and it is likely that the liberal members wers able to exert
~ 4influence of their friends and oonstituontan’

" Relations between the liberal-unionists and 0'Connell improved as
they found a common object in support of the Goverrnment. O'Connell
formed the General Association inm July 1836 to support the Government's
tithe and corporation billsj in faoct Lyne has argued that the 'primary

purposs' of the association waa 'simply * to maintain support for the

Ministry in Ireland.' - Sixteen of the liberal-unionist members and
several Whig Peers joined thc‘Auoc:l.aa%g; ‘Spring Rice, writing to

the King, heaitated to condemn the Assocliation and contended that the
recent conduct of the Irish radicals had been * suéﬁ as ¢t o contribute to
the well~being of Irelany?. Liberaiéunioniat animosity towards O'Connell
did continue, of oourse. The majority of liberal~unionist members and
peers remained aloof from the General Association. Gco;ge Evans
allegedly felt that O'Connell's influence was ‘one which blasts and
withers whatever it approaches and that nothing good will ever come to
maturity near its pestilence'. James Grattan refused to join in forming
a registry association 'with 0'Connell's co-operation' at the end of 1835;
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Y4t would be 0'Connsll's and our present weak condition is owing to .

O'Connell's at;ti'ae of the Whigs for two years. I am glad to be out of,

. 114
thﬂ ﬂOuntry ° .' g

- As shown below, Grattan also.resented aspects of 0'Connell's. -
behaviour regarding specific issues. Smith O'Brien refused in October
1835 to attend a dinner 'appé.re'ntly because he objected* to 'yielding

4 , 113 . .
homage' to 0'Connell. O'Brien and O0'Connell cesme intoc open conflict in

January 41837; the latter denounced O'Brien to his constituents over his
advocacy of a State provision for the Catholic Clergy and opposition %o
the ballot,and O'Brien replied with a re;ndiation of 0'Connell's
'arrogant dictation' to the Liﬁeriok electors and a declaration that he
was 'equally indifferent to his (0'Connell' s) censure and to his prai;g"'.
J e;hagm, the liberal-unionist member for Mallow, congratulated O'Brien
on his ! temperate and manly rebuke' for 0'Connell!s !impertinent
{nterference’ 12 1n July 1837 O'Brién, like Wyse before him, reasponded
angrily when 0'Connell’ s endorsement of his candidature in the general
eleoction seemed to him *to compromise the 1ndependenoé whichas a
member of Parliament I will never cease to claim for myself* 116

- In 4840, the 1iberal~-unionists of the Ulster Constitutional
" Association came into conflict with 0'Connell when it was felt that the
latter wished to diotate to them, and 1iberal-unionists refused to
attend the reform dinner held by 0'Connell in Belfast in January 131113
0'Connell's prinoipal .~ankagonist 4in the Ulater Constitutional . - . .
Association was Sharman Crawford, who had long been critical of.
O'Connell's politics. - I¢:is important to note that in criticizing
O'Connell. - Orawford also demonstrated his disillusiomment with the
‘ﬁlig Government. In a series of public.letters in 1836-8 he acoused the
Miniaterg*ofihq;ng motivated by~therdeairo' to oling to ofﬂoe*'and -
0'Connell of sustaining them there 'without reference to the value of
thelir measurest. ~Hel* produced a long list of the failings of the Whiga
with respect to the enactment of radical bolialeﬁ and concluded that -
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there was 'no *diffé”xr'ence between the Whiga and the Torlies, except that-
the latter wouldgtake away the rights of the people by violence ~ the
former by deception'. He called on O'Connell to .abandon his 'unnatural

and degrading' alliance with the Whiga and in union with t he British
radicals, to exploit their 'strength in the Commons to enforce ! the
people' s rightst 118'

As he’ explain?ed /m a private letter to Olonourry, Crawford was
ready to look to 0'Connell as ’the great leader-of the Irish mation’
but objected to *the dictation of any one individual' and,unlike
0'Connell, desired with regard to legislation *that theword
"impracticable” should be blotted out of the vocabulary of frecmen ..
let us inquire what justice to our country demands, let us put forward
our claims and on those claima let us take our firm, deliberate and
constitutional aatandﬁ? Crawford's poliocy differences with 0'Connell
~ and the Government ars noted in subsequent chapters, but it im necessary
to draw attention here to one mource of difference, the Govermment's
introduction’; and 0'Connell' s approval of the fairly innocuous Peace
Preservation Aot of 1835. Though loud in public protest Crawford
privately opined (to his son) that the measure was 'not liable to any

great objection' and indicated that his principal object in protesting
in 1835 was to demand that it be accompanied by a poor law and to show

that he was 'not one of the Iaill‘z.o*
From another part of the political spectrum, . the Whig member for

Wioklow, Sir Ralph Howard, found fault with the Government's liberalism.
Though he was *wesaning off his radicalism' as early as November 185?,1

he accepted a Baronetoy from the Whigs in 1838. But in a celebrated
public letter in Ootober 1839, he ].amonta&be dangerous' decision to
make the ballot an open queation in the Cabinet and the appointment to
the Board of Trade of a man, Sheil, who was an opponent of the Union and
the Church. He.declared that he could not have 'confidence in a
Government, the members of which entertain such principles ... the $ime
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has arrived when a more moderate Government should dbe formed, unconnected
- with the extremes of either of the great parties which now divide the

. ﬁmpire' 122He deliberately abatained on the crucial vote of confidence in
June 1&1, though he had ' no axpedtation of being able to aupport any
Government formed by Sir Roﬁert Peei; to such a Ministry my whole public
iif'e has been oc;naiatently oppoaéd' . He supported the Whig Address in
August 1844, Richard Fitsgibbon was the other Irish Whig who abstained

on the confidenm vote; he had long oeaaad ta attend to his duties in

Parliament 3 23 .

* 'In addition, it is r;eoessar:}' to ‘meut:lon those who not only becams
critical of the'dovarmnt but defected into the cbnsenativo ranks-in
disgust with their polloy. ﬂAi: mentioned above, the 1830's saw a gradual.
drift of Irish Whigs in thia direction. - Though some may have been 80
inclined even before the end of 1834, a number of such Whigs = John Browne,
Oxmantown, Tennent, Lambert, Copeland, John Martin - were probably
influenced by the tendﬁnojr of the Irish policy of the 'second Melbourne
Aidminiatrétion. Indeed John Browne ﬁnd Lambert wrote several times to
andther ror?ner Whig, Stanley,” to complain about *the 0'Connell Ministry*
and lament that Ireland was praotioaiiy under !the yol:a of an'infamous
ruffian'.' Lambert deﬁlucd that he hated even more jthan Orange rule
' the grinding, vulgar, indefatigable despotism which now crushes and
degrades Ireland'. He still described hims'elf as 'a “refdmar‘ ~4n 41837
but by the end of the dec;a.do‘wal' willing the Conservatives to drive out
the Whigs and in 1841, seeking office from Peel's new Governaent was

profenmdlx ‘a Gonaemtin' s though 'na Tor:] o

However, the majority of liberal-unionists oclearly rejoiced in the
more liberal policy of the Govermment. The Whig member for Monaghan
felt that, 'The Govermuent are doing everything they possibly can for us,
and we i.n‘~ return are yilling to surrender as faras we can some portim
 at least of‘ what we should insist on from anjr other .'..1'25 Even Crawford
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