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PROCEEDINGS

OF

THE HOME RULE CONFERENCE.

FIRST DAY,
18tk November, 1873.

AT twelve o'clock, on the motion of GEORGE Brvan, M.P., seconded
by HoN. CHARLES FFRENCH, M.P., the Chair was taken by

WiLLiam SHaw, M.P.

On the motion of the Rev. P. LaveLLe, seconded by LAURENCE

WaLpron, D.L., the following gentlemen were appointed Honorary
Secretaries :—

Joun O. BLUNDEN.
PHirip CaLLaN, M.P.
W. J. O’'NEILL ‘DAUNT.
E. R. Kinc HARMAN.
ALFRED WEBB.

E. R. KiNnc HARMAN read the requisition convening the Conference,
as follows :—

We, the undersigned feel bound to declare our conviction that it is necessary to the
peace and prosperity of Ireland, and would be conducive to the strength and stability
of the United Kingdom, that the right of domestic legislation on all Irish affairs
should be restored to our country’; and that it is desirable that Irishmen should unite
to obtain that restoration upon the following principles :

To obtain for our country the right and privilege of managing our own affairs, by a
Parliament assembled in Ireland, composed of her Majesty the Sovereign, and the
Lords and Commons of Ireland.

To secure for that Parliament, under a Federal arrangement, the right of legislating
for, and regulating all matters relating to the internal affairs of Ireland, and control
over Irish resources and revenues, subject to the obligation of contributing our just
proportion of the Imperial expenditure.

To leave to an Imperial Parliament the power of dealing with all questions affecting
the Imperial Crown and Government, legislation regarding the Colonies and other
dependencies of the Crown, the relations of the United Empire with Foreign States,
and all matters appertaining to the defence and the stability of the Empire at large.

I
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To obtain such an adjustment of the relations between the two countries with
any interference with the prerogatives of the Crown, or any disturbance of the prin-
ciples of the Constitution. [

And we hereby invite a Conference, to be held at such time and place as may be
found generally most convenient, of all those fav6urable to the above principles, to
consider the best and most expedient means of carrying them into practical effect.

Signed by about 24,000 persons.

In compliance with the above_requisition, we hereby convene a Conference to be
held in the Rotunda, Dublin, on Tuesday, 18th November, 1873, to meet from day to
day until its proceedings are concluded.

PriLip CaLrLaN, M.P.
W. J. O'NEeiLL DAUNT.
E. R. KiNn¢ HARMAN.
WiLLiaM SHAW, M.P.

The CHAIRMAN said :—I have now, gentlemen, to apologise for the
fact that we have commenced this meeting at twelve, instead of eleven
o’clock, as was announced in the advertisement. But the general im-
pression, I think, amongst most of us was that twelve o’clock was the
hour fixed for the meeting. I know that was my own impression till I
saw the paper this morning, and then I happened to have business to
attend to. I really felt it very hard to be here at eleven o’clock. How-
ever, now that we have commenced, I hope we will go to the business
before us in such a business-like way, that before the end of the day we
shall have saved the hour which seems to have been lost at the begin-
ning. Perhaps you will allow me to thank you, which I do very heartily,
for the honour you have done me in placing me in the chair of this|
Conference. I feel how unworthy I am of that position. I feel that you |
might have selected from the gentlemen I see round me many who
would have filled the chair, from their habits, much more effectually than
Ican. But I may say that you would find it, perhaps, hard to find one
who has a more thorough and honest faith in the movement, or who is
prepared to render more earnest service to the cause for the promotion
of which we are assembled. The object we have before us to-day is very
simple. It was thought right to call this Conference, in the first place, -
that we might demonstrate to doubters—and there are doubters outside
—that the people of Ireland really believe in this movement; and I
think the announcement made here this morning, that the requisition
has received over 24,000 signatures, is a quite sufficient answer to those
who entertain doubts on the subject. We, who know the people, who
mix with them, who have opportunities of learning their opinions, never
had a doubt of the honesty and earnestness with which they have taken
up this movement. If there are doubters outside, I think their doubt
must be removed. I have seen a most respectable Conservative Dublin
paper call this movement a failure. It is hard to satisfy some people.
I can only say that we who have promoted the Conference are fully
satisfied with the result up to the present, and sanguine of the future.
We had also this before us—that we wished to remove from the move-
ment which for some years has been carried on by the Home Government
Association the appearance of being a private association carried on by a
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Rw gentlemen in Dublin, and place the question, as it has a right to be
placed, in the hands of the Irish people. We called, therefore, on the
Irish people to take up and adopt this movement, and give it a broad
and national basis. I believe, gentlemen, that it has and will have that.
Of course, there are great masses of the population of every country that
are very slow to take part in any political movement. We have in
this country a great number who have no faith whatever in constitutional
movements, and we have also a great many of the higher classes who
are timid men—men of property and men of means—who never take
a prominent position in any political agitation ; but I think we have
shown by the signatures to this requisition that the active politicians of
the country, men that are generally in the front of all movements of the
kind, are thoroughly and heartily with us. One part of our business
this day will be to show to the men outside that are looking on us that
we mean what we say—that we are honest and earnest in this movement
—that we do not wish in any shape to put it as if it were against property,
against order, against religion. Quite the opposite. I believe that there
are no people in the world who have a truer and more earnest love for
order, for rank, for property, for morality, and, above all, for religion,
than the Irish people ; and, if we attempted in any way to disturb these
foundations of social order, I am certain the Irsh people would not
adopt us or follow our lead. But gentlemen, I may say for myself that I
have joined in this movement with considerable hesitation, and after a
great deal of thought and consideration ; for I believed that it was a
serious thing for a man having business engagements, and having some
stake in the country, to throw himself into an agitation unless convinced
it was practicable. I have no time myself—and I am sure other gentle-
men here have no time to lose in ventilating theories. We have some-
thing else to do ; but we have looked to the relationship existing between
the two countries for seventy years, and we cannot point to a single
period during that time when the connexion had worked well for the
country. I am quite sure, too, looking at it from the point of view of
an Englishman, that it has not worked well for England, and therefore,

every man of business wishes to have done with those constant agitations
and excitements that disturb the minds of the people, and distract them
from healthy occupation. We are anxious—having all our interest in

this country, and every hope and desire bound and mixed up with this
country—we are anxious at once to put the relationship between the
two countries on a better basis—a basis which securing to Ireland the

blessings of self-government, will strengthen instead of weakening the ties
that bind us to the empire—will aid in developing; all the material,

social, and moral interest of our country, and will harmonize local interests
with imperial rights ; and we believe all this can be done in the mode

pointed out in the following resolution. We believe there never has

been a time during the seventy years the Union has existed when

1t was possible to do this until now. The result of recent legislation has

been to throw down the barrier that has so long separated man from man

1n this country ; and now all classes, all religious—I scarcely like to use

the words “sect” or “religion” here, because in this movement we

know no sect—could unite. This movement was above party politics
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and outside party politics; we are not Whigs or Tories, but honest
nationalits—Irishmen—ready to meet and to think for our country’s
good. Wewould not, as far as we could, allow this movement to be spoiled
by party complications. It would not be right for me to detain you
much longer. I might indulge in retrospection ; but as a man of action
and of business I would not do so. I look to the future, and I look to
it with hope and confidence. I see around me men of business and of
thought, men who are really in earnest, and who are determined to carry
through, and to make it a fact, and not a theory. Retrospections are
vain and foolish ; we should look to the future, and strive to make it
different from what the past has been. Dissension, division, party feel-
ing, personality, had, I am sorry to say, often ruined movements that
looked quite as hopeful as the present; we must determine this day, as
men who had characters to lose, that we will not let any of those influ-
ences come in to mar this movement. The case is now before us, and in
proportion to the earnestness and honesty that we bring into the move-
ment will be the success that will attend it. If we bring in selfishness,
double dealing, and party spirit, disunion and failure will be as certain as
we sit here, but I am quite confident that this day will be the com-
mencement of better and happier days of political progress in Ireland.

I now call on Mr. Butt to move the first resolution.

Mr. Burr,.Q,C., M.P.-~I come forward, Sir, to commence the business
of the Conference by submitting a series of resolutions, which I trust will
be accepted as a declaration of the objects which we seek and the princi-
pleswe entertain. I am anxious,in the first place, to explain in a fewwords
the circumstances under which I do so. Every one here will feel that
it was absolutely essential that some person should be prepared on the
assembling of the Conference with proposals for considerations delibe-
rately and carefully prepared. Those who originated the requisition all
concurred in the wish that I should undertake this duty. I endeavoured,
in the first place, to obtain in private counsel the views of as many friends
as I had an opportunity of consulting. At first, it was intended that the
resolutions we prepared should be brought forward without any official au-
thority. Itwas afterwards deemed more advisable that I should move them
as chairman of the Committee for conducting the arrangements of the Con-
ference, and with the sanction ofthat Committee. Theresolutionswere then
submitted, although not formally, to the Council of the Home Govern-
ment Association, and finally were considered ata very full meeting of
the Conference Committee. They are therefore in their present form
the result of repeated and careful deliberations. But still they are only
proposals to be discussed. In presenting them, with the sanction of the
Comnmittee, it is not intended in the slightest degree to interfere with
the fullest and freest expressions of opinion. The resolutions form
one connected whole, and it will be obviously convenient that I should
submit them with an explanatory statement that will include them
all. But each resolution will be put separately from the chair, and
will become the subject of the fullest and freest debate. Each of them
will be open to discussion, to amendment, to alteration, or to negative
exactly as the Conference may think fit; and if there be any person
present who at the close of the discussion upon them considers that
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they are msufﬁaent or deficient in any of the elements ‘that ought to
mark our national manifesto, it will be perfectly open to him to propose
any additional resolutions he may think fit. I cannot say too clearly
or too emphatically, that every member of the Conference is entitled to
state his own views, to move the amendments he thinks necessary, and
to propose his own resolutions, with just the same authority, and with
the same title to the attention of the Conference as I have in bringing
forward the resolutions which I propose. I need not say, Sir, that in
thus inviting the fullest and freest discussions I am not inviting rash
or ill-considered proposals I believe I am speaking to men who
know the solemnity and importance of the occasion and feel the
responsibility of taking a part in it.  Still less am I inviting verbal
objections or captious criticisms. These would be utterly misplaced.
But, I do mean that if there be any one here who dissents sub-
stantially from all or any of these resolutions ; or who feels that they in
any respect fall short of the occasion, and who feels that he has a com-
ment or a proposal worthy to be submitted to this national assembly, I
earnestly ask him to co-operate with me in the most effectual way by
submitting his views to the Conference; and I do so in the perfect
confidence that any discussion that may arise will be conducted in a
manner worthy of a deliberative assembly, in a manner that will show that
Irishmen possess the qualities which fit them for the management of their
own affairs. I feel deeply how much I personally need the indulgence
of this assembly. I could earnestly wish that some one had been found
better fitted to fill the duty that has been cast upon me. I know all the
difficulty. I feel all the responsiblity of that duty. I feel the solem-
nity of this moment. Upon the manner in which we conduct the
business of this Conference much depends for the cause of our country.
Met together in this general representative assembly in obedience to a
requisition, such as has had heretofore no parallel inthe political history of
Ireland, we sustain to-day for good or evil the character of our country.
If we prove ourselves a deliberative assembly, worthy of the occasion,
we immeasurably advance the cause of Ireland’s self-government—but
if our meeting be marred by dissensions or distracted by unmeaning
strife then we have thrown back for years the progress of that cause.
Deep is my own responsibility that not one word may fall from my lips un-
worthy of this occasion, one sentence that can lower your thoughts from
- the generousness that ought to elevate us all, and as these thoughts press
upon my heart, it is with a reverence suited to the solemnity of the
occasion that I would humbly offer up my fervent prayer to that Great
Being—without whom we are told that not a sparrow falls to the ground,
and who most assuredly looks down on those assemblies that can influ-
ence the well-being of millions of his creatures—that He may so guide
and direct our thoughts and words and actions, that they may be worthy
of the nation in whose name we speak, and the sacred cause which we
are assembled to promote. .
The resolutions which will be submitted to you embrace three different
things. The first eight contain the declaration of our rights, and a clear
and distinct statement of our claims. A second series of resolutions
relates the formation of the new organisation which we hope this Con-
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ference will inaugurate. A third series provides for that without which
in these material days the noblest political projects are likely to languish,
the raising of the funds necessary to carry on our movement. Itis only
of the first series that I have taken charge. The remaining resolutions will
be brought before you by other gentlemen at a future stage of our pro-
ceedings. I will only ask your attention to the subjects which bear on
the eight resolutions which embody that which I may truly describe as
our national declaration of right.

As I have said, Sir, these eight resolutions I am about to submit form
one connected whole. I believe they are in the hands of members, and
every one will be able from the printed papers to follow me as I read.

I.—That, as the basis of the proceedings of this Conference, we declare our convic-
tion that it is essentially necessary to the peace and prosperity of Ireland that the
right of domestic legislation on all Irish affairs should be restored to our country.

II.—That, solemnly reasserting the inalienable right of the Irish people to self-
government, we declare the time in our opinion has come when a combined and
energetic effort should be made to obtain the restoration of that right.

III.—That, in accordance with the ancient and constitutional rights of the Irish
Nation, we claim the privilege of managing our own affairs by a Parliament assem-
:t[zled 151 Ireland, and composed of the Sovereign, the Lords, and the Commons of

reland.

IV.—That, in claiming these rights and privileges for our country, we adopt
the principle of a Federal arrangement, which would secure to the Irish Parliament
the right of legislating for and regulating all matters relating to the internal affairs of
Ireland, while leaving to the Imperial Parliament the power of dealing with all
questions affecting the Imperial Crown and Government, legislation regarding the
colonies and other dependencies of the Crown, the relations of the Empire with
Foreign States, and all matters appertaining to the defence and stability of the
Empire at large ; as well as the power of granting and providing the supplies neces-
s;ary for Imperial purposes.

V.—That such an arrangement does not involve any change in the existing con-
titution of the Imperial Parliament, or any interference with the prerogatives of the
Crown or disturbance of the principles of the constitution.

VI.—That, to secure to the Irish people the advantages of constitutional govern-
ment, it is essential that there should be in Ireland an administration for Irish affairs,
controlled, according to constitutional princilpl&s, by the Irish Parliament, and con-
ducted by ministers constitutionally responsible to that Parliament.

VII.—That, in the opinion of this Conference, a Federal arrangemeant, based upon
these principles, would consolidate the strength and maintain the integrity of the
Empire, and add to the dignity and power of the Imperial Crown.

VIIL.—That, while we believe that in an Irish Parliament the rights and liberties of
all classes of our countrymen would find their best and surest protection, we are willing
that there should be incorporated in the Federal Constitution articles su}:glying the
amplest guarantees that no change shall be made by that Parliament in the present
settlement of property in Ireland, and that no legislation shall be adopted to establish
any religious ascendancy in Ireland, or to subject any person to disabilities on account
of his religious opinions.

I ask, Sir, of this Conference to accept these resolutions as the decla-
ration of the rights and claims of the Irish people. In doing so, I will
ask your attention to the past history of Parliaments in Ireland. Our
claims must be less or more based on historic facts. .

From the very eatliest introduction of the power of the English kings
into Ireland, the Irish who submitted to the rule of those kings had a right
to thesame Parliamentary constitution as that which England enjoyed. No
matter how that power was established, whether by right of conquest, as
English writers have chosen to assert, or as Irish writers have said by the
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voluntary submission of some Irish chiefs—from the day when first, at
Lismore, and afterwards in Dublin, King John declared that the Irish
people were to have the benefit of the great charter and of English Jaw—it
became an essential part of the union between Ireland and the English
crown, that the sovereign should govern us—as in England—by the
advice of a national assembly. English power but slowly reduced the
whole island to submission, During the process our parliaments were
but parliaments of the English Pale. It was not until the reign of
James I. that the constitution of the Irish House of Commons was
settled on a basis professing to embrace the entire island. At that time
the English sovereigns had not surrendered the power which, in the
early times of parliamentary history, they certainly possessed—that of
enfranchising towns, and conferring on them the right, or rather imposing
the duty—it was once deemed a burdensome duty—of sending repre-
sentatives to the House of Commons. King James, after the settlement
of Ulster, exercised this power of enfranchising boroughs. These
boroughs were in its last struggle the weakness—they were always the
corruption—of the Irish Parliament. But at all events they completed
the Parliamentary system of Ireland, a system which continued unaltered
until, by the act of union, it was finally destroyed. Inthe 17th century,
from the accession of James to that of William III., the action of Irish
parliaments was more or less interrupted by wars and revolutions. From
the battle’of the Boyne to the Union, an Irish parliament regularly met
upon the basis that was settled in the days of James. It was consti-
tuted according to English law. It had, like the English Parliament,
its hereditary House of Peers. Its House of Commons was elected
exactly like the English House of Commons, by the freeholders of the
counties, and bycitiesand towns, deriving theirright toreturn membersfrom
the charters of kings ; but in the two countries the laws regulating the
parliamentary franchise were exactly the same. The freehold franchise
was the same in both ; and the royal charters had exactly the same
effect, and were construed and tried by the same rules of law. Close
boroughs had existed in England as in Ireland, although not so
numerously in proportion to the other elements of representation.

The Irish Parliament consisted of three hundred members. Of these,
sixty-four were returned by the forty-shilling freeholders of the thirty-two
counties ; two were sent by the University of Dublin ; sixty-two were
elected by the counties of the cities or towns in which the Freeholder
Franchise existed, or by boroughs possessing more or less of popular
franchises. Of the three hundred members, only one hundred and
twenty-eight were chosen by the shadow of a popular election.
The remaining one hundred and seventy-two were absolutely the
nominees either of the English Government or of persons who held the
power of nomination as their private property—in some instances, of
English noblemen—in many instances, of absentee proprietors ; in four
Instances, at least, of the Bishops of the Irish Established Church ; not by
Irsh Bishops, but by Bishops sent here to serve the English interest,
like Cleaver at Kilkenny, or Boulter and Stone at Armagh.

The records or the awards of compensation to private proprietors for
boroughs extinguished at the Union abundantly establish these facts.



8 The Home Rule Conference.

Eighty-four boroughs were treated as private property, and compensation
given for that property to their patrons.

Such was the constitution of the Irish Parliament. Let me briefly
glance at its position and its powers. ~

It was always an admitted principle of the Constitution that the crown
of Ireland was appendant and inseparably annexed to the Imperial
Crown of England. Mr. O’Connell stated this in very strong, but, after
all, scarcely exaggerated, language when he said that whoever was king
de facto in England was king e jure in Ireland. This much, at least, is -
unquestionable, that if, by any legitimate authority, a right was acquired
to the Crown of England, the person who became king of England was
de jure Sovereign of Ireland. - When the successor to the English Crown
was altered by the Act of the English Parliament, excluding the heirs of
Charles I. and setting’the crown upon the descendants of the Princess
Sophia, no corresponding Act was ever passed by the Irish Parliament.

" It was admitted that the English Parliament, in disposing of the English
crown, disposed, at the same time, of the appendant crown of Ireland.
Their power to do so was never questioned—it was distinctly recognised.
The title of the House of Hanover to the crown of Ireland rested solely
on a statute of the English Parliament. _

From this admitted dependence of the crown of Ireland upon that of
England, arose the claim of the English Parliament to legislate for
Ireland. Over all the'colonies and dependencies of the British crown,
the British Parliament had exercised the right of legislation. Over Ire-
land they asserted the same right. I need not tell you how fiercely it
was contested, and that it was finally abandoned in 1782. Butup to
1782 the right was asserted and occasionally exercised. :

This claim was disputed. But there was another consequence of the
dependence of the Irish crown, which was not so. The sovereign of
England, in all matters of his foreign relations, in all questions of peace
and war, was advised solely by his English Privy Council, by his English
parliament, and by English ministers, responsible only to that parliament.
But all his acts done under this advice bound Ireland. I will presently ask
your attention more particularly to the effect of this under the arrange-
ment of 1782.

To complete our view of the position of the Irish parliament, we must
remember that by an act of parliament itself, a most important restriction
was placed upon its legislative powers. By an Irish act of parliament,
passed in the reign of Henry VII., in the year 1495, it was enacted that
no bill should be presented in the Irish parliament until the heads of is
had been submitted to the English Privy Council, and certified as
approved of under the Great Seal of England. This law is known as
Poyning’s law, from the name of the person who was Lord Deputy
when it was passed. This law was a matter entirely distinct from any
claim of the English parliament to legislate for Ireland ; it was a law of
.the Irish parliament itself, passed by the King, Lords;and Commons of
Ireland, deriving its authority from a source entirely independent of the
English claim, and continuing in force when that claim was abandoned.
The original law required the assent of the English Privy Council to be
given to the intended Bill before parliament met. In the reign of Queen
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ary it was modified, so as to admit of that assent being given while
»arliament was sitting ; but that assent was still necessary to authorise
he introduction of the Bill. With this modification the law of Poynings’
:ontinued in force up to 1782.

Such was the position of the Irish Parliament in the interval between
‘he revolution and 1782. I trust I am not wearying the Conference by
dwelling on these historic details, attention to them is absolutely neces-
sary to the right understanding of our position, to the determination of -
the course we should pursue.

I have now to ask the attention of the Conference to the change

which was made in the position of the Irish parliament by that which
has been somewhat inaccurately called the constitution of 1782. In
the proper sense of the word there was no new constitution established
in that year. Grattan and the Volunteers compelled England to
renounce the claim of legislating for Ireland, and it was solemnly de-
clared that no power on earth could make laws to bind Ireland except
the King, Lords, and Commons of Ireland. It is impossible to ex-
aggerate the importance and the value of that great achievement. It
placed the liberties of Ireland in the keeping of her own parliament. It
removed the galling sense of subjection and dependence ; while its im-
mediate practical importance was] chiefly felt in freeing the trade and
commerce of Ireland from restrictions which the claim of the right to
legislate for Ireland had enabled the English Parliament, under one pre-
tence or other to impose. The commercial as well as the civil freedom
of the country was placed under the guardianship of the Irish parlia-
ment itself. The truth is, that in the purely internal affairs of Ireland
the instances of direct and actual interference by English legislation had
been but few and comparatively unimportant.

.The only change which was then made in the parliamentary constitu-
tion of Ireland was by a modification in the law of Poynings. The
Irish parliament was authorized to consider and to pass bills without the
previous sanction of the English Privy Council. But that assent—the
approval of the English Privy Council—was still made necessary to their
becoming law. In all other respects the parliamentary system of Ireland
was left untouched. The absolute dependence of the crown of Ireland
upon that of England was absolutely reaffirmed. The House of Commons
was elected exactly in the same manner as before, and its legal and con-
stitutional powers were unchanged.

. Itis strange, Sir, how little the real constitutional history of this period
1s understood. There are many persons I know who have been under
the impression that in 1782 all control over Irish legislation in the Eng-
lish Privy Council was removed. ~ Far from it; the consent of the
sovereign under the Great Seal of England was still necessary before any
measure could become law. This arrangement was expressly made part
of the declaration of rights moved by Mr, Grattan in the Irish House of
Commons. On the 16th of April, 1782, Mr. Grattan moved the address
to the King which denied the power of the English parliament to make
laws for Ireland. But Jafter solemnly making that denial, and aftes
aﬁirmmg the inseparable annexation of the crown of Ireland to that of
Great Britain, on which connection, in the words of the address, “ the in-
S 2
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tereSts and happiness of both nations essentially depend,” that address
proceeded—

To assure his Majesty that his Majesty’s Commons of Ireland do most sincerely wish
that all bills which become law in Ireland should receive the a probatlon of his
Majesty under the Great Seal of Britain ; but that yet we consider the practice of sup-
pressing our bills in the counsels of Ireland or altering the same any where, to be 2
just cause of jealousy and discontent.

These are the words of the celebrated declaration of rights—the claim
of the legislative independence of Ireland—solemnly put forward by Mr.
Grattan and the Irish Parliament of 1782. In reply to this address, the
Duke of Portland, on the 27th of May, conveyed to both Houses of the
Irish parliament a message from the King, telling them that in addition
to thc:,i renunciation by the British parliament of the claim to bind
Ireland—

The concessions so graciously offered by our sovereign, are the modification of
Poynings’ law, and not only the abridgment of the mutiny bill in point of duration, but
the formation of it on tbe model of the English mutiny bill, and prefacing it with a
declaration of rights.

Nothing can be more distinct than the deliberate intentions of the
men who led the Irish nation in 1782 to retain a portion of the subjec-
tion to the -English Privy Council in which the law of Poynings placed
the parliament of Ireland. The restrictions of that law had been im-
posed by an act of the Irish parliament. An act of the Irish parliament
could remove them: Accordingly, & bill was brought in by Mr. Yelverton,
modifying the law of Poynings. Mr. Flood alone objected to that bill,
as falling short of that which Ireland had a right to demand. The mea-
sure of Mr. Yelverton provided that the bills which passed both houses
of the Irish parliament should be certified by the Lord Lieutenant under
the Great Seal of Ireland to his Majesty, and should not pass until they
were returned under the Great Seal of Britain. It also provided that
they should be returned without alteration, but it left untouched the
requirement of Poynings’ law that Irish bills must be sent over to Eng-
land and returned with an approbation certified under the Great Seal of
that country—that it is approved of by the advice of English ministers
and the English Privy Council. This provision was wholly distinct from
the constitutional necessity of obtaining the royal assent. That assent
was subsequently given by the Lord Lieutenant in the name of his
Majesty in the Irish House of Lords. The certifying of the bill.under
the Great Seal of England was a condition precedent to the King of Ire-
land giving his assent. Mr. Grattan pointed this out very clearly in the
Regency debates. Lord Clare illustrated it very strongly, but not more
strongly than truly, by the statement, that if his Majesty came to Ireland,
appointing a regent for England in hlS absence, the King could not have
given the royal assent to any bill in his Irish parliament until his regent had
certified it to him under the FEnglish Great Seal. The provision virtually
gave to the English Privy Council the power of negativing any Irish
measure of legislation ; and it would be easy to show how strongly this
veto was relied upon by the national party in the Irish parliament as a
real and practical security for the connection between the countries.
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The real concession which was obtained on this point—and it was a
mostimportant one—was that measures might be passed in both Housesof
the Irish Patliament without the previous assent of the English Privy
Council. That assent was now required, not before their introduction,
but after they had passed. The restriction was no longer on the deli-
berative, but solely on the legislative power of the Irish parliament.
But let it be remembered that from 1782 to 1800 there did exist that
restriction on its legislative power which consisted in requiring an assent
under the Great Seal of England before any measure passed by it could
become law.

But under the arrangements which existed during the same period
there was no such thing as an Irish administration responsible to the
Irish parliament. In modern times it is considered essential that the
ministers of the crown should possess the confidence of parliament, and -
that when they cease to do so they should resign. This is now estab-
lished as the constitutional practice in Canada and in the Australian
colonies. You will find it remarkably established in papers recently
laid before parliament, connected with the retirement from office, in the
colony of Victoria, of the ministry of Sir Charles Duffy. But no such
practice had ever been established in Ireland. If it had been, Irish
liberty never could have been destroyed. In 1799, when Lord Castle-
reagh first introduced the measure of the Union, it was defeated. Had
the constitutional practice prevailed, he must have resigned, and a
minister opposed to the Union must have taken his place; but in Ire-
land the ministers were the mere creatures of the English administration,
changing when that administration changed, and therefore really depen-
dent for their continuance in office on the votes, not of the Irish, but of
the English, parliament. I have marked some extracts from the books
before me, intended to show the importance of this subject. But that
importance is so manifest, and I have so many matters to go over, that
I am unwilling to dwell upon this. I will only ask you to remember
that before the Union there was no such thing as an Irish administration
responsible to an Irish parliament, even for the management of purely
Irish affairs. In one of the resolutions I ask you to declare that such an
administration is essential to our full enjoyment of constitutional govern-
ment. I invite you to demand for Ireland not only a domestic parlia-
ment, but a domestic ministry—both, however, managing only our internal
affairs—giving to us in those affairs the same constitutional and respon-
sible government which England has so wisely and with so much advan-
tage conceded to so many of the colonies of the British crown. But
while Ireland, even after 1782, was thus left without any really respon-
sible administration of her internal affairs, in all that concerned her ex-
ternal relations she was absolutely subject to the action of the English
sovereign, taken under the advice of English ministers, controlled by an
English parliament, in which Ireland had no voice. It was the King of
England who entered into treaties with foreign nations by the advice of
his English Privy Council. It was the King of England who, by the
same advice, declared war or made peace. By those treaties Ireland
was bound. A declaration of war involved Ireland in that war. A
treaty of peace bound Ireland by its terms. In all these things Ireland
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was the subject country, just as much bound by the acts of the Engli
government as Canada or Australia are now bound. When George 11
by the advice of his English ministers, declared war against France, t
King of Ireland was at war with that country, and every Irishman w
aided or held intercourse with his French enemies was guilty of hig|
treason. This is not matter of theory. It was the actual and literal
state of fact. The army was the army of England ; the navy was the
navy of England ; the ambassadors to all foreign courts were the ambas-
sadors of the King of England. All the colonies were dependencies,
of the English crown ; and over their government Ireland or the Irish
parliament did not exercise the slightest controul. One of these resolu-
tions proposes to substitute for this state of things a Federal arrange
ment between the countries, under which Ireland shall have her voice
in all that are properly imperial concerns.

I ask of any advocate of that which is termed simple repeal, is he
willing to recur to the state of things which existed on the day before the
Union was passed ? Is he willing to covenant that Ireland should abide
by it? Let us suppose that an act were passed declaring the Union null
and void. We would return to the state of things that existed after
1782. In the first place you must have all bills passed by the Irish par-
liament approved of by the English Privy Council, and sanctioned under
the Great Seal of England, by ministers responsible only to the English
parliament. More, far more, than this; you would have no Irish ad-
ministration really responsible to your Irish parliament ; you would have
your internal, your local affairs, managed by ministers dependent for their
continuance in office upon the votes of an English parliament at West-
minster coming in and going out with an English party, and, lastly and
above all, you might find yourselves plunged into all the dangers and
horrors of war by advice given by an English ministry. You would have all
questions of peace and war, and all imperial questions settled by the advice
of 2 ministry overwhom you have no controul, and settled by a parliament
in which you were not represented, and, as I have said, the very moment
itheEnglish ministers advised the Queen to declare war against France
without consulting Ireland at all, without one single Irishman having any
voice in the matter, that moment the Irishman who aided France would
be guilty of treason.

In 1791,eight years after 1782, Wolfe Tone thus described the position
of Ireland in the imperial confederation—for a confederation, although
an imperfect one, there was :—

“ The present state of Ireland is such as is not to be paralleled in history or fable.
Inferior to no country in Europe in the gifts of nature—blessed with a temperate sky
and a fruitful soil—intersected by many great rivers—indented round her whole coast
with the noblest harbours—abounding with all the necessary materials for unlimited
commerce—teeming with inexhaustible mines of the most useful metals—filled by four
millions of an ingenious and gallant people, with bold hands and ardent spirits—posted
right in the track between Europe and America, within fifty miles of England and
three hundred of France; yet, with all these great advantages, unheard of and un-
known, without pride or power or name, without ambassadors, army or navy, not of
half the consequence in the empire, of which she has the honour to make a part, with
the single county of York, or the loyal and well-regulated town of Birmingham.”

Thus is a true description of the state of things which existed in 1791.
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This, Sir, would plainly and indisputably be the effect of an act which
would simply repeal the act of union, and so send us back to the state
of things which existed the day before it was passed, binding Ireland in
all imperial relations by the acts of an English ministry and an English
parliament. The advocates of simple repeal never contemplated anything
else. For this I can refer to the highest authority. Sometime in the year
1843, Mr. Sturges Bourne, a name well known in English politics, pro-
posed that the relations between England and Ireland should be settled
by a federal arrangement based upon principles similar to those which I
now ask you to adopt. In the course of the discussions which followed
he called on Mr. O’Connell to state what matters under his proposal of
repeal of the Union would be left to the English ministry to decide.
Mr. O’Connell replied to him in a letter to which he obtained the formal
and authoritative sanction of the Repeal Association. In thatletter he
said :— N

Our reply to that must commence by reminding you that what the Irish desire isa
parliament to regulate all the local affairs of Ireland—a parliament to have supreme
legislative authority, with the assent of the monarch of Great Britain and Ireland, in
all matters exclusively relating to Ireland.

That was the claim made by the Repeal Association.

Turning that objection into a question, it would come to this—What parliament
would have the nomination (for it comes to that) of the minister of the crown entrusted
with the foreign, the colonial, the naval and military affairs of the empire? Our reply
is precise and distinct—Beyond all doubt the British parliament. To that parliament
the crown has absolutely committed legislation over many of the colonies—that is of
colonies which might have been governed by the prerogative alone, but the crown never
did make any such concession to the Irish parliament. Thus your question is empha-~
tically answered —that the British parliament ought to have the nomination of the
ministers of the crown, who would be responsible for peace and war, colonial adminis-
tration, home and foreign treaties, as well, of course, as of all matters of internal
legislation within the precincts of Great Britain. The plan of government of the two
countries—separate parliaments under one monarch—would leave to the British par-
liament more extended power and authority than was at all necessary for the Irish
parliament. DANIEL O’CONNELL.

This, Sir, is a distinct and a most authoritative avowal that under any
plan of simple repeal, Ireland must in all questions of peace and war be
bound by the decisions of an English ministry and an English parlia-
ent, and that in all imperial concerns, in treaties with foreign States,
nall the legislation for the colonies and dependencies of the empire,
Ireland shall have no voice. I ask of any man here to compare with
this plan of simple repeal the federal arrangement to which you are asked
Inone of these resolutions to give your assent. Strictly speaking, Sir,
that question is concluded by the terms of the requisition. Every man
who has signed the requisition has declared himself an assenting_ party
to the proposal of a federal arrangement. Every man who is present is .
50 upon the faith that he so assents.

But, Sir, if the question arises, I, for one, would advise you to the terms
of that assent the largest and most liberal constitution. The requisition
was framed so as to give the widest latitude to individual opinion. I
know that it has been signed by men like my friend, Mr. Smyth, I believe
Imay add by my friend, Mr. O’Neill Daunt, who believed in their indi-
vidual conviction that we would act more wisely in making a demand
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for a simple repeal of the act of union, who would for themselves prefer|
that repeal to any federal arrangement, but who are ready to yield their
own opinion to that of the majority of their countrymen, and will cor
dially unite with us in seeking a federal arrangement, and believe that if
the country has plainly declared in favour of such an arrangement it is the
duty even of those who might abstractedly prefer simple repeal to give
their authority and” influence to that which the country accepts as the
national movement. The requisition was advisedly worded so as to
admit persons holding such sentimenls to sign it without any other com-
promise of their individual opinion than that which is implied in their,
readiness to surrender them to the national opinion and the national
will.

But, Sir, if any one here desires to raise the issue between simple!
repeal and a federal arrangement, I, for one, think he should be per
mitted to enter fully and freely on its discussion. If the sanction of the
Irish people is given, as I believe it is given to our proposal of federation,
it is essential that it should be intelligibly and deliberately given, and with
full knowledge of the nature and character of our proposal. I am quite|
. ready to enter on a full and calm consideration of all the reasons that
ought to influence us in choosing between a proposal for a federal ar-|
rangement and one for ¢ simple repeal.”

Every one ought to understand the elements of this question. Under |
the arrangement of 1782 under the movement for a return to that|
arrangement which arose at a later period, under the guidance of Mr.
O’Connell, there was left to the English parliament and the English
ministry, uncontrolled by the Irish parliament, the exclusive right of
making peace and war, the exclusive right of control over all imperial
concerns. ‘

We do not propose to give to an Irish parliament any power of
interference with these questions ; but we do not propose to restore the
control over these matters to a parliament exclusively English. We
propose to continue it in an imperial parliament in which Ireland shall
have a voice—in the very same imperial parliament in which-the act of
union has vested it.

In return for our share in the management of all imperial cencerns,
we propose to submit to our fair contribution to all imperial expenditure.
Before the Union the contribution of Ireland to these expenses was
limited to grants for the army and navy and the civil list of the Sovereign,
and these depended entirely on the will of her own parliament. Ireland
could not prevent the King of England going to war; but-when we were
at war the Irish parliament could refuse to contribute one shilling to its
expenses. In all other respects, in sending troops into Ireland, in
garrisoning our towns, in sending their navy into our perts, the English
government could act wholly independent of our parliament. If
England set her heart upon a war, her government would think very
little of the Irish supplies. But whatever might be the value of the
power of refusing them, we propose to give it up. One of our resolu-
tions pledges us to consent, as part of a federal arrangement, to con-
tribute to all the expenditure which the imperial parliament-may judge
necessary for imperial purposes. The mode in which that contribution
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is to be enforced must be settled in the adjustment of details. But we
argue that in some form or other the imperial parliament shall have the
power of levying from Ireland her proportion of the imperial supplies. I
may observe that even if we proposed a simple repeal of the act of union
we must still make some arrangement as to our share of many of the
imperial expenses. Mr. O'Connell stated distinctly that such an ar-
rangement must be consequent upon repeal.

I have asked your attention to the real position of the Irish parlia-
ment even after the concessions of 1782. Let me carry you back for a
moment to the period of the revolution, and ask you to observe what
was accomplished by that parliament in the century which followed. If
I desired to point to an illustration of the value and power of the most
enfeebled parliamentary institution, I could not find one more striking
than that which is supplied in the history of the Irish parliament. It was
not the parliament of the whole people—it was chosen exclusively by the
representatives of the Protestant minority, while the Catholic majority
were excluded from all share of political power. It was not chosen
by the voice'even of the Protestant people. Nearly two-thirds of its
members were sent in by a system of nomination from which all popular
influence was excluded. It had no Irish administration through which it
could bring its influence to bear directly on the counsels of the sovereign
—Irish ministers were the irresponsible agents of English parties. It
was hampered in all its movements by the law, which, in its strict inter-
pretation, forbade even the consideration of measures which had not
been previously sanctioned by an English Privy Council. Without any
real possession of the powers, even in financial matters, which enabled
the English House of Commons to assert the rights of the English
people. It is impossible to conceive a more disadvantageous position
than that in which the Irish parliament was placed. Vet see what it
accomplished. In the beginning of the last century its members were
elected virtually for life ; they could not be disturbed except by the death
of the sovereign or a dissolution. They extorted from the English Privy
Council a reluctant assent to a measure which shortened the duration of
parliament to eight years. I am not sure that the members of the pre-
sent House of Commons, if we felt ourselves virtually secure of our seats
for life, would make a similar sacrifice to public liberty. We can
scarcely avoid noticing the contrast between the legislatures of the two
countries. InEngland, a House of Commons elected for three years passed
a statute extending its tenure to seven. In Ireland, a House of Commons
tlected “for the life or during the pleasure of the sovereign abridged its
tenure to seven years,—it was in the English Privy Council that the term
was altered to eight years, in the hope that the Irish parliament would
reject the bill, when so altered, as a violation of their privileges. It was
the same parliament which established the Volunteers. Itwrung from
England the solemn renunciation of her usurped claim of legislating for
Ireland—it modified the law of Poynings—it established, after years
of conflict, the necessity of an annual'mutiny bill; to be passed by the
Irish parliament—it asserted for itself the right of originating and appro-
priating supplies. When its existence was put an end to by violence, and
corruption,-and fraud, it was gradually establishing the same constitu-



16 The Home Rule Conference.

tional privileges of parliament which have been the safeguards of English
freedom. But more than this. A Protestant_parliament, elected exclu-
sively by Protestants—it had repealed the penal laws which ground down
the Catholic people. In 1793, it admitted the mass of the people to
share political power with their Protestant countrymen. In that year it
gave Catholics the elective franchise, long before the exclusion was re-
moved in England ; and in the same year the degrees in the university of
Dublin were opened to Roman Catholics, a measure of liberality which
the English universities have imitated within the last few years. It was
the same Protestant parliament that established and endowed a Catholic
seminary for Catholic priests. It is hard for us now, in the advance of
liberal opinions, to realize all that was involved in these measures. But
when we remember that a parliament representing a portion of the
people who enjoyed a monopoly of political power, of the learned pro-
fessions, and of the landed property of the country, had gone thus farin
admitting their Catholic countrymen to a share in all these, we may well
believe, with Mr. O’Conrnell, that if that parliament had not been extin-
guished, a very few years would have seen the removal of every religious
disability, and the admission of the Catholic people to a full participation
in all the privileges of the constitution.

These triumphs of the principles of civil and religious liberty were
achieved in a parliament, hampered and enfeebled by defects, and diffi-
culties such as I have described. Need I remind you of what
it did for the material prosperity of the country in the eighteen
years during which the renunciation of all claims on the part of
England to legislate against Irish commerce, left us free to foster the
industry and enterprise of Ireland. ¢ There is not,” said Lord Clare,
speaking in 1798, ‘“a nation on the face of the habitable globe which
has advanced in cultivation, in agriculture, and in manufactures, with the
same rapidity as Ireland.” I will not weary you by quoting the testi-
monies with which many of us are familiar. Our sea fisheries, now de-
caying and perishing, before the Union had driven the Scotch and English
trade out of the continental markets. They were a source of wealth
to the country and employment to our population. Every where our
manufactures flourished in streets, in villages, in districts where all manu-
facturing industry is now extinct. All testimonies bear out the state-
ments of Lord Grey in the English House of Lords, of Mr. Foster and
Mr. Plunkett in the Irish House of Commons, that in the words of
Plunkett, ¢ Ireland’s revenue, her trade, her manufactures had thriven
beyond the hope or the example of every other country of her extent
1vlvithi;xf the few years before the Union with a rapidity astonishing even to

erself.”

I almost fear that I am lowering this great argument if I tyrn to one of
the many instances that have been adduced as tests of the condition of
the Irish people before’the Union. I borrow the test from a speech de-
livered at the Protestant Conservative Society or Ireland by the Rev.
Charles Boyton in 1832. That able and distinguished gentleman com-
pared the number of sheep sold at the great fair of ;Ballinasloe and the
number exported with the numbers sold andlexported in the year in
which he was speaking. He took the number sold in each year as a
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fair test of the number in the country, and he took the number exported
as showing that a market was found for the rest at home.

I will compare the number of sheep sold at the great fair of Ballinasloe
and the number exported in the years 1799 and 1870. I take the
numbers for 1799 from Mr. Boyton’s speech ; those for 1870 from that
invaluable repertory of Irish statistics, the almanac of Mr. Thom. Here
are the numbers :—

Sheep sold at Ballinasloe for 1799 .. 77,900
. 1870 ... 71,910

Shcep exported from Ireland for 1799 800
” ’» 1870 ... . 620,834

Taking the same statistics as to horned cattle, they stand thus :—

Horned cattle sold at Ballinasloe Fair for 1799 «. 9,900

»» ” 1870 . e 13,674

» exported to England for 1799 we 14,000

” 1870 .. . 415,673
Now, Sir, if Mr Boyton was right in supposing that the rise or fall in
the number of sheep or cattle sold at the great fair of Ballinasloe, to be a
fair comparative test of the numbers reared in the country—and I believe
every gentleman here acquainted with country affairs will agree that this
is so—then, Sir, the inference is irresistible. In 1799 Ireland reared
more sheep than she does now, and very nearly as many horned cattle.
But in 1799 there was scarcely an appreciable exportation—now there is
an enormous one. What became of the sheep and cattle—in other
words, of the beef and mutton in 1799? What becomes of it now?
Before the Union there was a market at home. There was an Irish
population eating meat and paying forit. Now, with an increased popula-
tion there is no consumption for it at home. Observe, the production is
not increased—the market only is changed. Before the Union it was an
Irish, it is now an English one. I do not believe that it is possible for
statistics to supply a more striking and a more unerring test of the decline
in the comfort and means of the mass of our population. Raising the
very same amount of produce we export it now because the country is
too poor to give the farmers purchasers at home, and yet the very ex-
portation which are the result and proof of our poverty, are paraded as the
evidence of that Irish prosperity, of which English ministers and Irish
placemen are so proud. I ought, perhaps, to apologise to the Conference
for having broken my statement by this reference to a trifling, at all
events, an isolated detail. It is no part of my business to-day to accu-
mulate the proofs of Irish prosperity before 1800, but the one I have
cited struck me so forcibly that I thought I would be forgiven for re-
ferring to it. It reminded me of a passage in a pamphlet published a
few years ago on the Land Question, by the late Lord Rosse. I well
recollect,” wrote that distinguished nobleman, “the glowing terms in
which several old people were wont to speak of the plenty in their younger
days, bread, meat, and the best ale being the ordinary peasant’s fare.”
This may help us to understand why cattle and sheep were reared to
remain at home in 1799, and are reared to be exported in 1870. And,
Sir, as T have paused to dwell upon this subject, let me say that there
is far too little acquaintance with it. Every day is making it more diffi-

3
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cult to collect the proof of that'decline in the condition of the great

of the people, of that diminution in the amount of enjoyment in Irelan
of the comforts and luxuries of life which unquestionably followed th
Union. Forty years ago those proofs were collected with wonderful ind|
dustry and ability in that speech of Mr. Boyton, to which I have referred,
a speech spoken, be it remembered, in an assembly comprising a great
number of the highest of the Irish gentry amongst its members. That
speech completed the proof up to the time at which he spoke. I do not
know that we could render a better service of the kind to the national
cause than by now republishing that speech. An equal service would be
rendered by any one who could with equal industry and ability bring
down these proofs to the present day. Every man among us knows that
the prosperity of the country in the days of her independence is no
fiction or dream. The testimonies of the time which record it have
become memories deep sunk in the heart of the Irish race. Our fathers
of that time have told us. Many among us have conversed with men who
remembered it. Every research into the minutest chronicle in which the
most trifling details are recorded confirm the account, and the traditions
of the progress of our country under our own parliament form one of|
the elements of that passiofiate attachment with which the Irish people
cherish the memory of that parliament.

But there are in the Irish heart other and higher memories associated
with that parliament. Every Irishman is proud of its glory and its fame.
No one will say that he is not justly so. In the proudest and noblest
days of English parliamentary history, in the days of Pitt, of Fox, and of
Erskine, when Ireland, indeed, contributed to the splendour of the Eng-
lish senate the grand additions of her Sheridan and her Burke, our Irish
parliament suffered . nothing by a comparison with the great—it was a
great—assembly at Westminster. Never, perhaps, was there an assembly
which produced so many men destined to be great within the same period |
as that Irish parliament. The name of Arthur Wellesley, or as he then'
called himself, Wesley, was upon its rolls. Among its prominent mem-
bers was Castlereagh, afterwards the director of the foreign policy of
England, and thus to some extent the arbiter of the destinies of Europe.
Fitzgibbon, although like Castlereagh, the enemy of his country, was in
intellect equal to the greatest of his rivals. The walls of our senate house
echoed to the voices of Bushe and of Plunket. The fame of our own
parliament, the memories of Grattan, of Curran, and of Flood, are some of
the precious inheritances with which a nation may not part, and wherever in
any other country or in any clime there is an Irishman who has a pride
in the glories of his country, his heart turns in passionate remembrance
to that senate house which threw a lustre on our land—the senate house
which he fondly remembers as “ the old house in College-green.”

If T ask what memories has he of the means by which his country was
despoiled of that parliament, I am not wandering from the practical sub-
ject which engages our attention to-day. There is a sense in which it
matters very little how we lost our parliament, but there is another in
which it matters a great deal. The Irishman believes, and truly believes, |
that its parliament was wrested from his country by fraud and violence
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unparalleled in the history of the world. The feelings of nations are
facts with which statesmen who know anything of statesmanship must
deal. The sense of national pride—the traditions which nations cherish
in their inmost souls—the memories of by-gone wrongs—the recollec-
tions of former greatness and former good—all these are realities which
it were a miserable statesmanship to neglect. They make up the soul
and spirit of the nation with which you have to deal. You must take
them into account just as much as you would the physical condition or
capabilities of a country. It is not a high statesmanship—it is not
statesmanship at all—which could meet the demand of Ireland for the
restoration of her old parliament by the miserable answer, that if Ireland
is entitled to her separate parliament, Wales ought to have one too.
Putting aside all the considerations which make such an answer a trifling
with a serious subject, I reply if Wales had had her parliament secured
to her by solemn engagements—if every Welshman knew and felt that
while Wales, under that parliament, had been prosperous beyond all prece-
dent—that with the loss of that parliament its prosperity had withered and
declined—if he knew and felt further that seventy years ago Wales had
been robbed of that parliament by intolerabtg perfidy and wrang—if the
memories of that wrong still rankled in the hearts of the people—and if,
at the same time, the years of the existence of that parliament were asso-
ciated with proud recollections of national glory—then, but not till then,
the analogy would arise.  All these things exist in the case of Ireland, and
to leave them out of account, is simply to ignore the forces which really
move the masses of mankind, and which therefore govern the affairs of
men—the forces on which statesmen must calculate, and which it is the
very business of statesmanship, by wisely devised measures, to employ,
to direct, and to control. It is 1mpossible to separate a nation from
that past history, which is a part of its existence. ‘The attempt is as vain
as it would be in the case of an individual. The man is made up of the
memories of his life, of the character they form, and the passions and
the principles to which they give life ; and the Ireland of to-day, the
Ireland that British statesmen have to conciliate, is an Ireland upon
which are impressed the memories of her prosperous and glorious inde-
pendence, and of the terrible and cruel wrong by which that indepen-
dence was destroyed. '

In the sight of these great political truths I may venture to make a
passing appeal to those who admit that the arrangements of the Union
require readjustment, but suppose that this may be accomplished by some
measure which will fail in restoring to Ireland the dignity of her old parlia-
mentary constitution. I do not stop to argue on the practicability of
really working such a’'scheme. I do not inquire how far it is possible
to frame for Ireland a board for railway bills, or gas bills, or water bills, or
a great Irish grand jury, with control over our roads and our turnpikes,
which would, even on such matters, give to Ireland the benefit of
Home Rule. Extend, if you can, the powers of that board or committee
of members, or whatever else you please to call it, to local affairs of
higher moment—it is not our Irish parliament, it is but a big grand jury
still. I believe nothing would be more unwise than to attempt any re-
adjustment of the relations between the countries which would not be
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final and complete. No readjustment can be so which would not satisfy our
sense of national pride by restoring to us—whatever be its powers—all the
grandeur and dignity of the parliament of which we were despoiled.

I resume my narrative, and come to the passing of the act of union.
I have shown you what the Irish parliament had done—how it had
asserted civil and vindicated religious liberty—how it had promoted the
material prosperity of the country—how its genius and intellect had
thrown lustre on the national annals. We must give a few minutes
attention to the means by which it was destroyed.

Let me read for you the words in which Lord Plunket, then Mr
Plunket, resisting the Union in the Irish House of Commons, described
those means. He spoke at a time when the atrocities of the French
revolution were not, as they are with us, the transactions of the far of
past, but when they were visibly present to the minds of the gener-
tion in which they were enacted. It was at such a time that he
said :—

T am bold to say that licentious and impious France, in all the unrestrained ex-
cesses to which anarchy and atheism have given birth, has not committed a more
insidious act against her enemy than is now attempted by the professed champion of
the cause of civilised Europe against a friend and ally in the hour of her calamity and
distress—at a moment when our country is filled with British troops, when the loyal
men of Ireland are fatigued and exhausted, b{ their efforts to subdue the rebellion—
efforts in which they had succeeded before those troops arrived—whilst the Habeas
Corpus Act is suspended—whilst trials by court-martial are carrying on in many parts
of the kingdom —whilst the people are taught to think they have no right to meet or
deliberate ; and whilst the great body of them are so palsied by their fears and womn
down by their exertions, that even this vital question is scarcely able to rouse them
from their lethargy—at a moment when we are distracted by domestic dissensions—
dissensions artfully kept alive as the pretext of our present subjugation and the instru-
ment of our future thraldom.”

¢ The country,’ said Lord Plunket, ‘is filled with British troops.” Be-
fore the English government ventured to propose the union, they
passed an act giving a bounty of £10 to every Irish militiaman who
would enlist for foreign service. This appeared to be an act influenced
only by the desire to invite Irish valour to the defence of the empire
in 1ts foreign wars ; but mark what followed. Ten regiments of Irish
militia accepted the bounty and volunteered for foreign service. They
were instantly replaced by ten English regiments ; so that it was mani-

" fest that it was not for the purpose of taking troops abroad that this was
done. While England was engaged in a desperate continental struggle,
Ireland was held by 130,000 armed men—troops that had free quarters
on the people, and on whose use of that privilege I do not choose to
dwell. Let it be told in the burning words of  their commander-io-
chief.

I have read to you the testimony of Mr. Plunket. I will cite one
more. It is an extract from the protest in the House of Peers against
the passing of the act of union—a protest signed by two bishops and
eighteen lay peers. The signature of the Duke of Leinster was the
first, Twenty members of the Irish House of Lords have left on record,
in its journals, the protest in which, among other reasons, they objected
to the act of union in these words :—
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¢ Because, when we consider the weakness of this kingdom at the time that the
measure was brought forward, and her inability to withstand the destructive designs
of the minister, and couple with the act itself the means that have been employed to
accomplish it—such as the abuse of the Place Bill—for the purpose of corrupting the
parliament ; the appointment of sheriffs to prevent county meetings; the dismissal of
the old steadfast friends of the constitutional government, for their adherence to the
Constitution ; and the return of persons into parliament who had neither connexion
nor stake in this country, and were therefore selected todecide upon her fate—when we
consider the armed force of the minister, added to his power and practices of corrup-
tion—when we couple these things together, we are warranted to say that the basest
means have been used to accomplish this great innovation, and that the measure of
the Union tends to dishonour the ancient peerage for ever, to disqualify both houses
of parliament, and subjugate the people of Ireland for ever. Such circumstances, we
apprehend, will be recollected with abhorrence, and will create jealousy between the
two nations, in place of that harmony which for so many centuries has been the cement
of their union.

With these testimonies—with the testimony of all history—I may
assume that the union was carried by a system of force, and fraud, and
corruption, for which no parallel is to be found in the history of a nation
which was even nominally free.

Now let us see what was done in 1800. An accurate attention to this
may very much guide us in seeing how and how far it is to be undone.
There was nothing like a fusion of the two parliaments. The Irish par-
liament was destroyed. The English parliament remained undisturbed.
Not a particle of change was made in the English constituencies. Out
of the 300 Irish members, 100 took their seats in the British parliament.
That wasall. The British parliament had previously consisted of 558
members. The addition of the 100 scarcely made a perceptible change.
There was not even a dissolution. In the middle of a parliament 100
Irish members were introduced, and every thing went on as before. I
ask your attention to this because I cannot help thinking it shows us
something as to the mode in which we ought to seek to undo the mischief
which was then done.

Before the union with Ireland the English parliament had two classes
of business to attend to. It attended to the internal affairs of England,
and it controlled the external relations of the empire. The Union added
to these duties that of attending to the internal affairs of Ireland, and the
power of taxing Ireland. With the assumption of these new duties and
powers the parliament received an addition of 100 new members sent
over from Ireland, who, of course, had a right to interfere in imperial
concerns, and also in the internal affairs of England.

Now let me ask as to the transfer of the management of the internal
affairs of Ireland from the Irish to the English parliament, has this ex-
periment—and it was the boldest and most daring experiment even of
that revolutionary period—of governing one country constitutionally by
the parliament of another—has it succeeded ?

At this moment, I say, Ireland is not only deprived of her parliament,
but deprived of all constitutional government., What is constitutional
government ? Constitutional government is this—that whatever be the
form of government—take it as ours is, a monarchy—the Sovereign car-
ries on the government of the country by advisers controlled by a repre-
sentative assembly of the people. That is constitutional government,
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and by this means government is brought into harmony with the feelings
and sentiments of the people. Have we anything like that in Ireland ?
Is there a single department of the Irish government really under the
control of the Irish nation? I don’t know of any. The experiment to
govern Ireland by the English parliament has utterly failed. And why?
Because no alien assembly can speak with the voice or to the hearts of
the Irish people ; and therefore the country is without any constitutional
government at all. I need not go into the history of Ireland since the
Union. Has it succeeded in bringing us peace ¥ Has it succeeded in
bringing us prosperity ? It has not. Then comes the question, What
change is to be made? Several views are put forward on the subject,
but one fact is clear, that no one is satisfied with the present arrange-
ment of affairs. There must be a re-adjustment of the Union, whatever
it may be. What is the present mode of transacting Irish business in
the English House of Commons? The bulk of it is transacted at two or
three o’clockin the morning. On that point Ican appeal to the personal tes-
timony of every member of the House of Commons who is here. It is
transacted in the dark, and when virtually the House of Commons is
not there. 1do not take into account forty or fifty members, sitting up toa
late hour to obey the mandate or beck of the whipper-in—they are not the
House of Commons. They are the dregs, the refuse of the House of Com-
mons, long after the House of Commons is gone to bed. A readjust-
ment of the Union is absolutely necessary. If that be so, ought not the
readjustment be complete? Ought it not be such as to end for ever the
quarrels of centuries if it can be done safely, and I think it can be done
safely. There are objections to simple repeal, but Federalism would
obviate every one. I do not ask the disintegration of the empire. We
do not ask to do anything further in Ireland than is done in Canada and
Australia—to allow us to have in Ireland a parliament to manage our
local affairs—a parliament growing up in Ireland just as it has done in
Canada, within the imperial constitution—and beside that imperial par-
liament, to which we would still leave the management of all imperial
affairs.

1 shall detain you for a short time while I refer to the history of this
question of Federalism. It is a very remarkable one. In 1831
O'Connell proposed the repeal of the Union. Very soon after that
Sharman Crawford proposed a plan of a Federal constitution, and in
1843, when O’Connell was at the height of his power, and at the time of
" the monster meetings, Mr. Sturges Bourne from the English side, pro-
posed a Federal Union as a substitute for repeal; and when Lord
Chancellor Sugden removed magistrates who attended repeal meetings,
Mr. O’Hagan, the present Lord Chancellor, and several other moderate
men, came down to the repeal association and joined it, guarding
themselves distinctly by saying that they joined as Federalists. Fe-
deralism was then fairly started. It was put before the country by
Mr. Crawford, by those gentlemen who so joined the repeal association,
and also by Mr. Sturges Bourne.

I do not dwell upon the wonderful agitations of 1843. I thought for
a moment that every one here remembered them as I do myself. I can
recall in vivid distinctness of memory those scenes. I see before me now
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the grand form of the Liberator, the name by which the people delighted
to honor him. I bring back to my mental vision the gorgeous proces-
sions, the multitudinous gatherings, of some of which I was myself an
eye-witness. You may excuse me for forgetting that I am now speaking
to many who were not born when those memories were realities. But
yet, even to these, I may rapidly glance at the history of the monster
meetings and great agitations of 1843, and come at once to their disas-
trous close. In the October of that year the Government suppressed
the Clontarf meeting, and it was then a gentleman who is among us to-
day—the Rev. Thaddeus O’Malley—came down to the Repeal Associa-
tion, and in a speech of very great eloquence and ability proposed that
the Association should adopt Federalism. I think he made one great
mistake. He proposed a plan to which he still, I believe, adheres, to
alter altogether the constitution of England, and have one Imperial
Board nominated by two parliaments. I think I will show you presently
that England will never consent to alter her old constitution to give us
Home Rule. Then came 1844, when, I was going to say, the convic-
tion, but the supposed conviction and the imprisonment of O’Connell
and his associates took place. I am speaking by the side of one of
those (Sir John Gray) who shared his imprisonment for Ireland. He
has come to-day to give to the cause of Federalism, as we present it, the
value of his authority and his name, and I helieve in the cause of
Federalism he would brave again imprisonment, if he thought his duty
to his country required it. In September, 1844, O’Connell was re-
leased from his imprisonment by the judgment of the House of Lords.

That judgment decided that the sentence under which he and his
associates had suffered four months’ imprisonment was illegal.

I ask the attention of the Conference to the events which followed on
that release. Before the judgment of the House of Lords, suggestions
for a federal union between the countries had been again thrown out by
Mr. Porter, a gentleman of high station in the county of Fermanagh ;
again by Mr. Sharman Crawford and by Mr. Keon, of the county Down.
T am sure that most persons present are familiar with the statement made,
some time since, by Mr. MacNamara Cantwell—a statement for the
truth of which the high character of that gentleman is pledged. It was
my duty when that statement appeared some time since to direct atten-
tion to it by proposing a formal resolution of the Home Government
Association. That statement was a weighty and important one. Mr.
Cantwell publicly stated that it came to his knowledge that at the time of
the judgment of the House of Lords, a meeting of the leaders of the
Whig party was held in London, and that they resolved to effect an
alliance with Mr. O’Connell and the people of Ireland upon the basis of
carrying a federal arrangement between the countries. I ask the atten-
tion of the Conference to this. That statement has been deliberately
made. There were men living who ceuld deny it—who ought to deny
it—if it were untrue. ' Challenged as these men have been, the state-
ment has never been contradicted to this hour. It has not been con-
tradicted because it is true.

In looking over some contemporary records for the purpose of pre-
paring for to-day, I met with a most remarkable confirmatiou of this
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statement. Immediately after the reversal of the conviction in the House
of Lords, an article appeared in the Morning Herald, which was then the
organ of the ministry of Sir Robert Peel, positively stating that the very
resolution mentioned by Mr. Cantwell had been adopted by the leaders
of the Whig party, and denouncing them for having entered into what it
called another Lichfield house compact with O’Connell, which was to
be based on federalism. The statement was commented upon by con-
temporaneous journals, and there was no contradiction of it in the Whig
papers. On the contrary, some of them defended the supposed arrange-
ment into which the Whigs were alleged to have entered.

Mr. O’Connell was released from prison on the 6th of September,
and within one month afterwards, early in October, 1844, a most re-
markable letter was written by Mr. O’Connell to the repeal ‘association.
In that letter he stated that plans of a federal union between the countries
had been proposed, and that he was considering whether they should be
accepted. I will read you some extracts from that letter :—

¢ Both parties are agreed that these powers should be sufficiently extensive to enable
ghe TIrish }l:arliament to protect the lives, liberties, and property of the people. That
it should have the power to enact all the laws to be in force in Ireland), in short, that
it should be an efficient parliament for all legislative, financial, and judicial purposes
within her Majesty’s realm of Ireland. The simple repealers are of opinion that the
reconstructed Irish parliament should have the same power and authority which the
former Irish parliament had. The ¢ Federalists,” on the contrary, appear to me to
require more for Ireland than the simple repealers do; for, besides the local parlia-
ment in Ireland, having full and perfect local authority, the Federalists require that
there should be, for questions of Imperial concern, colonial, military, and naval, and
of foreign alliance and policy, a congressional or Federal parliament, in which Ireland
should have a fair share and proportion of a representation and power. It is but right
and just to confess that in this respect the Federalists would give Ireland more weight
and importance in Imperial concerns than she would acquire by the plan of the simple

Repealers.

For my own part, I will own since I have come to contemplate the specific difference,

such as they are, between “simple Repeal ” and ¢ Federalism,” I do at present feel a

preference for the Federative plan, as tending more to the utility of Ireland, and to the

maintenance of the connection with England, than the mode of simple Repeal. But I

must either deliberately propose or deliberately accept from some other person a plan

of a Federative Union before I bind myself to the opinion which I now entertain.
2nd Oct., 1844.”

Remember that this was the deliberate declaration of Mr. O’Connell
in October, 1844. I do not mean to weary you by going through the
discussions which led ultimately to his practically receding from that
declaration. ‘This is a portion of Irish history which is not yet written.
It ought to be written, although it is one which suggests very melancholy
thoughts.

I do not dwell on the details of the controversy which followed. I
will only ask your attention to one very remarkable document or letter
or rather manifesto from Mr. Charles Gavan Duffy, which appeared in
the Nation newspaper of the 19th of October. It was in the form of 2
letter to Mr. O’Connell, but it was in reality a manifesto on the part of
those who were even then beginning to revolt against his leadership.

In this remarkable letter Mr. Duffy declared his objections to the
federal plans which had been proposed. I ask your attention to the
principal objections which he urged :—
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‘¢ Federalism,” he said, * as it is interpreted by some of the soundest men of that
party, demands local parliaments for the three divisions of the empire, and the imperial
onec in common. Now, if this principle be insisted upon, federalism is an impracti-
cability; for it implies a reorganization of the British constitution. Apart from any
other objection to it, it raises a new and tremendous difficulty which does not exist
against repeal.”

I perfectly agree with Mr. Duffy. Any planof a federal union which
would involve the breaking up of all the arrangements of the constitution
1s impracticable. We must not come forward with a proposal to pull all
existing things to pieces—in order to reconstruct fantastic baby-houses—
or to frame political toys. It is vain to expect that the English people will
consent to pull the fabric of government to pieces for the sake of giving
us Home Rule. The plan we propose to-day is open to no such objection.
It can be carried out with scarcely an alteration—with no essential alter-
ation in the present machinery of the imperial government. .

‘Mr. Duffy’s next objection was that all proposed plans of federalism
dispensed with the Irish House of Lords.

‘“ Moreover,” he continues, ‘‘ some of the federalists do not contemplate a House of
Lords for Ireland. They would give us a legislative council, consisting of one
chamber. Here we have a second innovation, and of course a second difficulty. They
ask a thing foreign to the British constitution and a thing which, for that very reason
(however good it may be intrinsically) would undoubtedly be refused. But is it good?
It would leave us a demi-parliament, about as useful relatively to an entire one as half
a pair of scissors to the whole; and it would exile the chief landed proprietors in the
coumtry, viz., the Peerage. Very bigoted and heartless that Peerage may be; but
while it possesses the soil of the country, our business is to keep it under home influences.
The section of the federalists Who would have no Peers in our domestic legislature,
while they would have them in the imperial parliament, contrive to make absenteeism

a duty.”

Our proposal is, at all events, free from this objection. Lastly, Mr.
Duffy objected to the substitution of federalism for repeal, as the national
demand, because the country was committed to the demand for repeal.

‘;Il'he overwhelming majority of the members—clergymen and laymen—joined as
repealers 3 . . . . . . . .

‘“ Any such general change would weaken the moral weight of the association. In
an individual a deliberate preference of a new opinion to an old one may argue courage,
candour, and magnanimity ; in a nation it is generally a sign of weakness ; and in our
case, surrounded by enemies at home and abroad, it is sure to receive the worst inter-
pretation,”

After an interval of more than twenty years—with all the advantage of
the experience derived from the former struggle—the Irish people have
deliberately adopted federalism as the demand they should put forward.
It would be as difficult now to substitute repeal for federalism, as in
1344 it was to substitute federalism for repeal.

After hesitating and waiting for nearly two months, and repeatedly
calling on the federalists to propose a plan of federal union which would
secure to Ireland the advantages of self-government, Mr. O’Connell
abandoned the idea on the ground that no plan had been proposed
which was worthy of acceptance, or even of consideration.

Immediately after this arose the difference between young and old Ire-
land, which broke up the most powerful popular organization which this
Country had witnessed in modern times. Then followed the famine
which broke O’Connell’s heart, as it did the strength of Ireland. Repeal

4
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continued for a short time to maintain a languishing existence. With
the failure of the attempt at revolution in the revolutionary period of
1848, the national spirit of Ireland appeared to become extinct. Both
federalism and repeal were unheard of for years, and whatever projectsi
of the former had been entertained by the Whig leaders, they were only|
too glad to abandon and forget them.

After an interval of twenty years, a few gentlemen met in a private
room and agreed among themselves that the time had come when Irish-
men should unite to seek the restoration of self-government to their
country. We came to the conclusion that we ought to seek that through
the medium of a federal arrangement with Great Britain. The country
was then perfectly free to adopt such a course. Old things and old agi-
tations had passed away. But time was necessary to make the country
familiar with a proposal which was a new one=to make the people
acquainted with the real nature and character of that proposal. Time
and discussion were necessary to enable them to determine on the pru-
dence and propriety of adopting it. A period of very little more than three
years has passed since first we placed before the Irish people the pro-
posal, or rather suggestion, that they could best seek, and more probably
obtain self-government for Ireland in the form of a federal arrangement
between the countries. That suggestion has been received with an
unanimity,and an enthusiasm that have exceeded the most sanguine hopes
of its originators. The declarations of public meetings—the resolu-
tions of corporate bodies, the addresses of candidates at elections, the

- result of those elections—the expressions of opinion contained in the
manifestos of so many bodies of Catholic clergy, and last, not least, the
magnificent requisition by which this Conference has been convened, all
justify me in saying that the Irish people have adopted the suggestion,
and are ready and willing to accept a federal union as a final adjustment
of the relations between the countries.

When federalism was suggested to Mr. O'Connell there was as Mr.
Duffy pointed out the enormous practical difficulty of changing front in
presence of the enemy. It was not easy to abandon a demand to
which the country was pledged—for which the national enthusiasm had
been excited, and of the early and certain success of which repeated
assurances had been given. It was not easy I say to recede from this
demand even for the purpose of substituting another—although a better
one in its stead.

No such difficulty exists now in the way of our choosing federalism
instead of simple repeal. In truth, after what has occurred within the
last three years, the difficulty would be to abandon the position which
the country has taken, and to return to a proposal for simple repeal
I, Sir, have not one shadow of doubt that we were right in our endea-
vours to induce the country to join us in proposing to England a federal
arrangement ; but at all events we have done so and the country has
accepted the proposal. Ibelieve itis the true and right proposal. Iagree
with O’Connell that a well-devised federal arrangement would confer
on Ireland far greater good than simple repeal. I agree with O’Connell
in the belief that while it did this it would at the same time offer greater
security for the connection between the countries. To this latter
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point I attach a great value. I doso because I desire to maintain in that
connection. I agree with O’Connell and with Grattan, and the parliament
of 1782, that in the maintenance of that connection the happiness and
prosperity of both countries are very largely involved. ButI value it also
because when we come to ask the assent of the English people to any pro-
posal we make, it is of the utmost importance to show them that it in-
volves no danger to the connection of the two countries. I have some
little experience on this subject. Ihave advocated Home Rule for Ireland
in England before assemblies largely composed of Englishmen. Iam sure
the English people are open to reason and ready to be convinced, and
I can say that in England I have made many, very many converts to
our cause by satisfying men that our plan of Home Rule involved nothing
like a separation and nothing like a breaking-up of the unity of the empire
in its relations or its aspect to foreign states. Once the mass of the
English people are satisfied of this the concession of Home Rule to
Ireland will meet with no opposition from them.

But let me guard myself against being misunderstood. I prefer our
federal proposal not only because it gives better security for the connec-
tion between the countries—better security against the arising of occa-
sions to disturb their amity—but I prefer it even on the grounds that are
more peculiarly Irish. Ihave shown you that it will do that for us which
was not done by the old arrangement between the countries : it will give
us a voice in deciding those questions of peace and war and foreign treaties
in which whenever or wherever they are decided, our dearest interests
—our homes, our properties, and our lives are concerned. But there
are other considerations that are involved. The United Kingdom of
which Ireland is now a part, has vast foreign and colonial possessions.
Many of these possessions have been acquired during the period of our
disastrous partnership of 70 years. Heaven knows we have paid dearly
enough for them. We are entitled to our share in them. They cannot
be apportioned between the two countries. It is only under a federal
arrangement that we can have any share in that which we have so dearly
bought. Remember that simple repeal would hand over all the colonial
and foreign possessions of the British Crown to the uncontrolled manage-
ment of the British parliament, a parliament in which Ireland would
have no voice. .

_Itisimpossible to exaggerate the importance of this view of the ques-
tion. No one can foresee all the modes in which an English parliament
uncontrolled by any federal arrangement, could use its control over all
these possessions to the injury of Ireland. I cannot dwell upon this
now. I will only remind you that on this subject the condition of
things is wholly changed since 1782 or even 180c0. Before the Union
all the colonies and foreign possessions of the crown were clearly the
possessions of England. Ireland had no share in them, and could
advance no title to any share. The case is wholly different now.
Since the Union England closed in 1815 the greatest war that Europe
had ever seen. Colonies and possessions were ceded or confirmed to
her by a peace to the attainment of which Irish valour had largely
contributed.  In the struggle of fifteen years Irish blood had been freely
shed for every victory that was won, and Irish treasure, wrung from us
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far beyond our means had been spent to equip every expedition that was
sent. In the fruits of that struggle we have a right to share.

Since the Union an English commercial company has surrendered
India to the Crown—not of England—but of the United Kingdom. In
the terrible contest for the maintenance of English power, for English
existence in the Indian continent, Irish blood was poured out, and Irish |
bravery and Irish intellect kept India for that crown. India belongs to |
Ireland as much as it does to England. Great colonies have grown up |
in far off lands, some of which were at the time of the Union unknown |
or scarcely known—at all events unpeopled by any European,

inhabitants. Many of these colonies have become the home of the |
exiles of the Irish race. Multitudes of Irishmen have settled in every |

land where the flag of the United Kingdom waves. I am not prepared,
I do not think Ireland ought to be prepared, by a simple repeal of the
act of union to hand over all these territories to the absolute controul
of an English parliament. The share we now have in their manage-
ment we are entitled to retain. I believe, Sir, we are bound in justice
and honour, even to our own countrymen who have settled in these
colonies not to give them up.

I cannot but feel that one of the elements of the question of federal-
ism is to be found in the vast Irish population which since the Union
has settled in the great English towns. This element is a new one, and
it is one to which every year even of those which have passed since the
days of O’Connell has added new importance.

All these changes which have taken place since the Union, must be |

included in the review of the history of the relations between the coun-
tries. From such a review we cannot omit the events which have
grown up in the seventy years of our partnership in all the concerns of
Great Britain. That partnership if it has brought to us disasters at

home has created rights and imposed on us obligations which have |

become facts of our national position which it is impossible for us to
. ignore.

I have gone through the history of the past. The question for the
present is, what are we to do? I ask of you to-day, in the name of the
Irish people—of this assembly, which is really a parliament of that
people—to declare that we seek the restoration of our national rights and
our national independence by establishing a federal union on equal
terms with Great Britain ; and if our judgment honestly resolves that,
taking all things into account—the abstract merits, the practical possi-
bility of attainment—the assent that has already been given to the
federal proposal by the great mass of the Irish people—if, I say, taking
all these things into account, we are of opinion that we ought to ask for
a federal arrangement, let us, in the name of heaven, declare so, and
place that proposal authoritatively before the English nation.

To me, Sir, it is—to every Englishman I believe it will be—a strong
recommendation of that proposal that it involves no change whatever
in the constitution of the imperial parliament. The imperial parliament
might meet at Westminster next February exactly as it did last February
—even if in the interim it had relegated to an Irish meeting in Dublin,
the duty and the power of legislating in all the internal affairs of Ireland.

-
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They have relegated to a Canadian parliament the power of legislating
for Canada—to Australian parliaments that of legislating for the Austra-
lian communities. They have given to these colonies their own par-
liaments and their own administration. But the imperial parliament met
just as it did before. It passed no bills affecting Canada or Australia.
That was all. Has this been a disintegration of the empire? Why
should it be so in Ireland? The Canadian and Australian parliaments
have grown up within the imperial system, and beside the imperial par-
liament without impairing the unity of the imperial constitution. Why
cannot one in Ireland do the same? The conditions are not in the
slightest degree altered by the fact that Ireland sends representatives to
the imperial parliament. They would not be changed as to Canada or
Victoria if those communities acquired to-morrow the right which many
persons wish to extend to them, of sending representatives to the assem-
bly by whose decisions, in all imperial concerns, they would be bound. It
would not alter in any way their right to their separate legislature and
separate administration, or interfere, in the slightest degree, with the
practical exercise of their right. Neither can the representation of Ireland
in an imperial parliament in any manner interfere with the concession to
us of our Irish parliament, and an Irish administration of our own.

The argument to be drawn from the example of Canada is a strong
one. In 1839 Canada was with difficulty held by force of arms for the
British Crown. Canada was in open rebellion. Canada was at a dis-
tance from England—close to a great republic, which was certainly not
unwilling to incorporate the Canadian provinces with their States. The
experiment was tried of giving Canada Home Rule. It has not disinte-
grated the empire. Canada had two provinces differing in race, in religion,
in language, and in law. Lower Canada contained a great French popula-
tion hostile to England, alienated from her by the memories of recent
conquest, and Catholic in their religion. Upper Canada was chiefly
peopled by English Protestant settlers—by Puritans from Scotland, and
Iish Orangemen from the Bann. Home Rule was granted to Canada.
The two provinces were united under one parliament—with all these
elements of distraction, and disaffection, and danger—is the empire dis-
ntegrated ¥ Has Canada flung herself into the arms of the United
States? Is Canada torn by domestic dissensions? Canada, instead of
being as it was in 1839, the most disaffected and rebellious dependency
of Britain is now the most attached to English connexion, the most loyal
I its allegiance to the British Crown. Provinces that seemed arrayed
against each other in hopeless antagonism and discord, are now united
together.  With the differences, and the passions, and the party strifes
that agitate all constitutional governments—the French Catholics of
Lower Canada, and the English Puritans, and the Irish Orangemen of
Upper Canada, meet in one parliament to serve the interests of that
‘mmon country, attachment to which is no longer at variance with a true

tgance to the British crown.'

these were the results of giving a domestic parliament to Canada,
¥hat reason have we to doubt that similar results would follow it in Ire-
d! If Canadian Home Rule is no “disintegration” of the empire,
¥hy is Irish Home Rule? If the one has strengthened the integrity cf
the empire, why should not the other do so too ?
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I have said that our proposal can be carried out without any change in |
the imperial parliament. The Irish and the British members would take .
their seats exactly as they do naw. There would not even be a necessity
for a dissolution, and when a dissolution did occur all the members
would be returned exactly as they are now. I anticipate the objection |
which I know is suggesting itself to your minds, that Ireland has not her |
fair share of representation in the imperial parliament. There is, no
doubt, that in the arrangement of the Union Ireland was defrauded of |
her just proportions of members. Mr. O’Connell unanswerably shewed |
that upon a mean of population and revenue Ireland ought to have had |
170 members. If population alone were considered, he calculated that |
relatively to England we were entitled to z91. But, Sir, this injustice no
longer exists. It is the only grievance of the Union, which the operations
of the Union has itself redressed, but it has redressed it, not by increase
of members, but by diminishing our resources and our population. Ifthe
658 members were apportioned to population according to that which
seems the rule of modern politics, Ireland would be entitled to r12 mem- |
bers and a fraction of one. We return at present 103 members. If our
vacant seats were filled up we would have 105. Even if we fail in ob-
taining the additional members to which our population entitle us, even
in the present parliament, and under present arrangements—the de-
ficiency is not a very vital one. It seems hardly credible that within
seventy years, the period of the life of man, the Union could have so
altered the place of Ireland in the imperial confederation, that while in
1800 our relative population would have entitled us certainly to more
than 200 members, in 1871 we could only claim r12. I am
afraid that in the .two years which have elapsed since 1871, our
claim is reduced to 110. Yet incredible as this may seem, it is strictly
and literally true. In 1800 the population of the whole United Kingdom
did not exceed fifteen millions, of which Ireland was estimated to have
five. In 1871 it was 31,600,000, of which Ireland had 5,400,000. A
few years more of the Union and England will have a pretext for in-
sisting that our number of members shall be reduced to the number to
which our diminished proportion of population will entitle us. I could
not adduce a more damning evidence against the Union—a more deci-
sive proof that we have reached the point at which the process of national
downfall should be stayed.

The imperial parliament may, therefore, continue without any change
in its constitution. Whenever I have spoken with Englishmen either
individually or in public assemblies, I have found the advantage of being
able to say to them “our plan disturbs nothing—we leave your im-
perial parliament exactly as it is. Ireland shall still send her 10§ mem-
bers to take part in the imperial councils. The only change will be that
you will free the imperial parliament from that weight of Irish legislation
which impedes its proper business, and which it is wholly incapable of
conducting with honour to you or with advantage to us.” Ibelieve this is
a plain, practical and business-like proposal which commends itself to the
common sense of practical men, and I earnestly advise you in any propo-
sal that is made to avoid all unnecessary change in existing arrangements.

I know, Sir, that I may be told that this is not meeting the whole

]
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juestion—that federalism involves the establishment of separate parlia-
ments for England and Scotland. As to Scotland it is entirely a question
for themselves. It is for Scotchmen, and Scotchmen only to say how
far the parliament at Westminster secures for them good legislation, and
an administration of Scottish affairs in accordance with the sentiments and
feelings of the Scottish people. But, as between England and Ireland,
or rather Great Britain and Ireland, I will remind the Conference that
before the Unionr the British, or as I will call it, the English parliament
was in reality the imperial parliament, controlling all imperial concerns.
That parliament remained, receiving the addition of 1oo Irish members
who took their seats in the old assembly. If I am asked, do I wish
Irish members to take any part in the management of English affairs ? for
the sake of Ireland, I say emphatically—No! But to exclude them from
this requires no violent disturbance of the whole parliamentary system.
It would be very easy to hold two sessions of the parliament in West-
minster in each year, to one of which Irish members might be sum-
moned, and in which alone imperial measures might be discussed. I
will not be drawn into a premature discussion of details, but in such a
moulding of parliamentary arrangements there would be nothing incon-
sistent with the principles—nothing irreconcilable even with the forms
of the constitution. The absence of Irish members from the session in
which English matters could be disposed of would be an improvement,
and, I cannot help thinking, a relief. Their presence when imperial
matters were submitted would leave the parliament for all imperial pur-
poses exactly the same as it is now.

But as our proposal requires no disturbance of the character or form
of the imperial or the English parliament, so it involves no inter-
ference with any principle of the constitution. We propose the old
constitution of King, Lords, and Commons for Ireland. We take
things as we find them—we transfer to Ireland the constitution as it is
—we restore our old parliamentary system, modified by the reforms
and changes which the progress of opinion, the advance of society,
and the course of events have made in that system within the last
seventy years. But here we take our stand. If further changes
are necessary they must be effected in Ireland, as in England, by public
opinion, acting through those parliamentary institutions which are sure,
in time, to work out the full growth of the national sentiment and life.
To make the restoration of self-government to our country the oppor-
tunity of insisting on any changes in the existing order of things would
be to enter in a battle for constitutions, not a struggle for national
nights—to create at once dissensions and differences—dividing us by our
political opinions or our political theories. ~We cannot, indeed, restore
our old constitution without adapting to it the changes that time has
made in its details ; but it is only by claiming for Ireland the parlia-
mentary system as it is, with its existing orders, its existing franchises,
and its existing powers that we can make our proposal for self-govern-
ment a united national demand.

If for no other reason we must include in our proposal the restoration
to Ireland of the House of Lords. Men may have objections to an
hereditary chamber ; but this is not the time or the occasion for urging
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them. We must have a House of Lords, because’it is an essential part
of the parliamentary system of the United Kingdom as it exists. Those
who desire a change in that system will have just the same opportunity
of influencing public opinion in favour of their own views as they have
now. I say for myself that I do not share their objections. I believe,
with Mr. Duffy, that we would make a fatal mistake if we constituted an
Irish parliament without a House of Lords. I will not, perhaps, say
with him that our parliament would be as inefficient as a pair of scissors
of which one half was taken away. But I am sure that by excluding!
the element of an hereditary peerage we would lower our parliament to |
the rank of a colonial assembly—we would place it at a disadvantage
beside the English assembly. When England determines on getting,
rid of an ancient House of Peers, it will be time enough for Ireland to|
think of doing so too. :

Let me remind the Conference that nothing could be more explicit|
than the declarations of Mr. O’Connell and the repeal association upon
this subject of retaining the House of Peers. He constantly referred to
it as a security against rash or violent measurés. I remember well the
use he made of it in a discussion which, to me, at least, is a memorable
one. But this did not rest on any individual declarations. On the 2nd |
of August, 1843, in the very height of the power of the repeal agitation,
the repeal association, on the motion of Mr. O'Connell, adopted a plan |
for reassembling the Irish parliament. It was drawn, of Course, by his
own hand ; but from that declaration unanimously adopted by the repeal
association, I quote the following passage : : 5

¢¢ The people of Ireland acknowledge and will maintain and preserve for ever the
privileges, hereditary and personal, of the Peers of Ireland, together with the legisla- |
tive and judicial authority of the Irish House of Lords, and the’exercise of the
prerogative in augmenting and limiting the peerage, as same did exist of right before
the year 1800.” j

This was the pledge of the repeal association—* The people of Ire- |
land will maintain for ever the privileges of the Peers of Ireland.” I ask
this Conference for no such pledge. I ask you to accept the
House of Peers with all its rights and privileges, as an institution
of the country, subject like all human institutions to changes and |
chances, which no hurman wisdom can foresee—but possessing all the
elements of stability which can surround any political institution. Of
course, the limit which the act of Union has set upon the prerogative
of creating peers would be repealed, and her Majesty would have the
power of “augmenting the peerage,” as in the words of O’Connell, * that
prerogative did of right exist before 1800.” Additions would from
time to time be made in the peerage in Ireland as in England, at the
pleasure of her Majesty, under the advice of her responsible ministers.
It may be that the circumstances of Ireland and the Irish peerage might
require regulations as to the right of sitting in the Irish house of peers
still constituted upon the principles of our old constitution. I believe
that in a House of Lords so constituted, you would find protection against
rash and hasty measures; you would find a barrier against unjust measures
but I believe that in Ireland, as in England, the House of Lords would
always yield to the deliberative and abiding opinion of the nation. In
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this I abide by old traditions—old traditions which have their place in
the hearts of the people. 1 abide by them when they lead in the direction
of popular power. I use them equally when they become an element of
conservative strength. I am sure we would act most unwisely if in re-
framing a state we throw away the great element of powers of govern-
ment which these old traditions give ; and in 1873, I trust “ The Queen,
Lords, and Commons of Ireland,” will be as familiar words as ninety
years ago “ The King, Lords, and Commons of Ireland,” were familiar
words with Charlemont and Grattan, with the Irish parliament and the
Irish Volunteers.

I have, I think, completed my statement of the plan of a federal
arrangement, which I ask you to propose for the adoption of the Irish
nation, and acceptance by the English parliament and people. I have
not presented to you an act of parliament embracing all the minute
details by which this plan can be carried out. This would be to give
our opponents an opportunity of turning away attention from the great
question of our demand for self-government to a cavil at some minute
provision. Details must be settled'in an arrangement and discussion to
which others beside ourselves must be parties. I wish the time
was come, it may not be far off, when a few men representing Ireland,
would meet in conference with English ministers to discuss the details by
which we could carry fairly and honestly into effect the principles upon
which all had agreed. But I have clearly and distinctly stated the
principles upon which we wish to see our right of self-government re-
stored. The resolutions I submit to you, in more concise form—but
with equal—perhaps because they are concise, with more clearness and
distinctness declare those principles. Pass these resolutions, and there
is no room for any one to cavil or mistake. We do not seek sepa-
ration—we do not disturb a single principle of the constitution—
we contemplate no revolution. We propose a union between England
and Ireland to replace the disunion of the last seventy years. We
offer an adjustment of the relations between the countries which will
settle the quarrel of centuries—upon terms safe and honourabletoboth—an
adjustment which meets all the requirements which O’Connell declared
essential in a plan of federalism which would command his assent. Itdoes
more, far more, for Ireland than simple repeal, and in doing so it gives
far better security for the connection between the countries; and while it-
confers on Ireland libexty and self-government, it adds at the same
;lme to the power, to the strength, and the stability of the empire at

arge.

In stating that plan I have, 1 think, said all that is necessary to say
upon the principal resolutions which will be submitted to you. There is
only one to which I must specially advert, that which declares our
readiness to insert in the federal constitution guarantees against any
disturbance of the present settlement of property, or any establish-
ment of a religious ascendancy. As to the first, “ The settlement of
property” is a phrase familiar to all who are acquainted with the Irish
Statute Book. It has reference to the Act passed in the reign of
Charles II. confirming the titles of the forfeited estates. Im-
mediately before that statute there had been a great and a very violent

5
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transfer of property from the old Catholic proprietors to the Pro-
testant adventurers who fought under Cromwell. This was, in fact,|
the Cromwellian settlement of Ireland—a settlement which is the|
origin of the title to a large portion of the landed property in Ire- |
land. Something of the same kind, but to a more limited extent,|
occurred in the reign of William III. Afier the revolution the new
proprietors had an apprehension, perhaps not an unnatural one, that if|
ever the Catholics obtained power, these forfeitures would be reversed.
They had, in fact, been so by the Catholic parliament of King
James. With every relaxation of the laws against Catholics, with every
concession that admitted them to civil rights, an oath was demanded
of them that they would not interfere with *the settlement of property
now existing by law.” That oath was continued until the last few
years ; and there are gentlemen in this room who have taken it as their
title to be members of a corporation. Two hundred years have passed
away since those confiscations. Property has changed hands. Catholic
gentlemen are themselves the proprietors of the forfeited estates, and it
is almost childish to talk of protecting “the Act of Settlement and Expla-
nation.” But prejudices remain long after the cause that excited them
has passed away, and if there be a person in Ireland who fears that
an Irish parliament would pass, with the assent of the House of Lords
and the Sovereign, an act interfering, on any pretence, with the title to
his estate, I see no objection to the insertion of such a guarantee.

As to religious ascendancy: I believe honestly that the very men who
would resist anything in the way of religious ascendency—who would
be most interested in doing so—would be the Roman Catholic laity. I
would go further, and speaking here in the presence of many Catholic
clergymen, I would say that Rome rule, as applied to the temporal
affairs of Ireland, would be as strongly resisted as the interference of
England herself.

But unquestionably this is a subject upon which we have had to
encounter Protestant prejudices, existing, and honestly existing, to a
considerable extent. There are, indeed, men in whom this cry about
Rome rule and religious ascendancy represents only an unreasoning
and unmeaning bigotry, or more frequently that blind hatred and dis-
trust of the people which pervade too many in Ireland—a hatred and
distrust, let me say it, which unhappily exists in other than Protestant
breasts. Edmund Burke spoke of Protestants in Ireland in his day, who
had such a love of power that if they had not a right to oppress the Catho-
lics by being Protestants, they would turn Catholic if it would give them
the power of oppressing Protestants. Canning, in a later day, gave an
Irish definition of a good Protestant, as “a man who damned the
papists and never went to church;” and, in our own day, there are
zealous Protestants who atone for the neglect of all other religious
observances by occasionally shouting, “To hell with the Pope.” With
these men we do not condescend to reason. No reasoning can reach the
evil passions which are the only things their apprehensions represent.

But it isvain to deny that there are honest and sincere, ay, and right-
minded Protestants who are afraid that Home Rule in Ireland would
lead to Roman Catholic ascendancy. With these men and their feelings

’
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we ought to deal tenderly. I know well what allowances ought to be
made for prejudices such as these. To such men I say, our Catholic
countrymen have no such feeling and no such intentions. This is-a
matter of evidence. On whose testimony will you rely >—on whose judg-
ment is reliance to be placed? On that of men like you who have kept
apart from your Catholic countrymen, or upon that of men like myself,
who have gone among them as friends, who have been with them in
the hours of confidential intercourse, when no man can be a hypocrite
to his friend ? Will you, my Protestant countrymen, set your prejudices
as testimony against our knowledge? For myself I have known the
inner life—I have been in the domestic circles of Catholics in hours of
social intercourse, on which most assuredly the presence of a Protestant
placed no restraint. There are Catholic homes-—there are firesides of
Catholic priests, to which I would be as welcome as if I knelt at the same
altar with the master of the house ; and I say to the Protestant who fears
oppression from his Catholic countrymen, I say to him, “with a care for
Protestant liberty as jealous as your own—with a knowledge of our
Catholic countrymen which you have not, I would with implicit confi-
dence trust to their honour and their truth, the liberties of Protestantism
—my own liberty, and life.” If any power on earth attempted persecu-
tion on account of religion, I know that to the Catholics of Ireland I
might appeal to defend me, with an assurance that in them I would find
my defenders and my friends. But, Sir, if there be men who will not be-
lieve us, (the testimony I bear will be borne by every Protestant who has
thrown himself on the Catholic people as I have done ;) if they will be
frightened by the memories of nursery tales—and they are but nursery
tales that frighten them—then I say to them, frame any guarantee you
can devise—we will make it, as the authors of American independence
did, an essential part of our federal constitution, and I venture to say
there is not an Irish Roman Catholic who will object to your most
stringent guarantee, however he may say and feel that it shows distrust
on your part, where he knows in his conscience there is no occasion for
distrust. It is in this spirit, and with these feelings that I propose to
you the resolution which offers this guarantee.

But I may be told these guarantees and compacts are useless. It
Tests in the discretion of a supreme parliament to disregard them. No
guarantee could be more solemn than that contained in the Act of Union
for the maintenance of the Protestant Church. This is true where a
compact is made with an extinguished body, as the compact of the
Union was made with the Irish parliament to which the Union put an
end. A legislative compact is an absurdity where there is no one either
to enforce or to release it. I say to release it, for attempts irrevocably
to bind men in future ages are vain. A guarantee under a federal
system is a wholly different thing. It is a contract between the local
and the imperial powers. It might indeed be released by the imperial
power, but until it is so the whole imperial power is pledged to its obser-
vance. Were such a stipulation inserted in the federal constitution it
never could be disregarded without the consent of the other party to the
contract, the imperial parliament. In the necessity of that assent there
would be just the same security against oppressive legislation as there
15 now,
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I know that there are persons who may be disappointed that in our
resolutions there is no declaration of ‘the plan of parliamentary action
which ought to be adopted. The omission has been deliberate. I
believe it would be rash and premature at this moment to pledge our
selves to anything. I have seen different plans proposed at different
times, and I would be just as unwilling to bind myself to adopt any one
of them as I would be to bind myself not to do so. I believe it is
impossible to foresee the circumstances that may arise and which might
justify any one of these plans. And, more, I am sure of this—that if we
were to send at the next election—much more, a year, or probably some
months before it—men pledged to a particular line of action—it might be
averystrongone—andtheyafterwardstook that line ofaction,and appeared
to take it ot from the circumstances of the time forcing it upon them as
the right and best to take, but from obedience to some pledge given at
some distant date, all moral authority would be taken from their conduct,
and its whole power would be lost to the world and the empire at large.
Select honest men as your representatives—select men whom you can
trust—and send them into parliament and leave it to them to act when
the time comes as their conscience and duty to their country tell them;
and have, outside of parliament,. as I hope you will have after to-day, a
strong and influential national organization supporting them if right, and
controlling and rebuking them if wrong. Iam sure that this Conference
could commit no greater mistake than that of attempting to anticipate
the course of events. The experience of the last three years abundantly
confirms me in this. We have succeeded in bringing this cause to its
present point. I believe that success is mainly owing to one rule
which has guided us in times of weakness and difficulty—we never have
gone beyond our depth—we kept ourselves to the business of the day, and
- made each step secure before we took the next—and I am sure we
will now take the wise course if we leave all these questions open for
future consideration, without pledging ourselves to anything, determining
them when the exigency arises, with force and authority, because they

will then appear to be more real and spontaneous acts. By thus acting |
we will far better consult for the dignity and power of our movement, |

than if we were to demand pledges that, afterall, imply doubts, and dis-
cuss and arrange an elaborate programme, which, after all, would
only proclaim the consciousness in our own hearts of some weakness
in our cause.

I believe, Sir, I have now fulfilled the duty I have undertaken by |

placing before the Conference, I fear at far too great length, all
the subjects that throw light on the resolutions I submit to you. You,
Sir, have spoken of that Home Government Association which to-day
is about to surrender up its trust. Of that association you and I
were among the earliest members. You presided at its first public
meeting as you do over this great national assembly to-day. I watched
over its origin as I mark to-day its final and its most splendid triumph.
At the small and private meeting at which it commenced we came to
the conclusion that we ought to propose federalism to the Irish people
as the ground upon which Irish nationality should take its stand. It
is not easy now in the hour of our triumph to recall all the difficulties

v/
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that then seemed to confront us, or all that we have met with in our
course. We had to revive an almost forgotten agitation, and revive it
in a novel form. We had to encounter on the part of a large class of
the people a reluctance ever again to return to those constitutional ef-
forts in which they had been so often disappointed and betrayed. We
had to encounter the distrusts, the fears, the divisions which inevitably
followed an unsuccessful attempt at revolution and revolt. We had
to deal with the alarms of the upper ranks which shrank from
every popular movement, and with the sullen discontent of the great
masses of the people. We had—I do not like to say to educate=~it has
become in politics an evil and a tainted word—we had to inform the
people of what were the principles of federalism as it differed from
repeal. It took time to do all this, and in doing it we were encountered
by prejudices, and we had the opposition of government, always ready
to take every advantage of Irish prejudices and by every wily artifice to
foster Irish dissensions, to damage the national cause. What did we do?
What was the result of our efforts? Let this requisition give the answer.
Home Rule has become a household word dear to every Irish heart and
familiar at every Irish fireside. We have made that question be discussed
in every newspaper in the civilised world, and we have actually extorted
from the leading organs of English opinion the admission that if Ireland
wishes to have Home Rule it is only for England to consider how it
can best be conceded. Never did cause advance with such mar-
vellous rapidity as has the cause of Home Rule within the last
three years; and now, when I feel that I am in some sense re-
presenting that association on the eve of its merging into a greater
and, I trust, a better organization—in some sense representing the
men who originated and have for so far guided this movement, I may
venture to say that an equal advance within the next three years will
carry us to success. Success is not so remote from our present position
as our present position is from the standpoint of three years ago.

It only remains for me formally to submit these resolutions for your
consideration. The resolution with which I will conclude will be se-
conded by my valued friend, the member for the city of Cork. Although
I have thought it right to explain all the resolutious I will only move the
first—the resolution which simply affirms that self-government is essential
to the peace and prosperity of Ireland. Where shall we turn for proof
of that declaration? Where shall we turn and not find it? Is there
Peace in the Coercion Acts?—tranquillity in the miserable system of
terrorism and repression, by which a forced order, that is in itself the
highest species of disorder is maintained. Where can we turn for the
evidence of the prosperity resulting from the act of union? Is it the
prosperity that has originated in the number of emigrants that each year
leave the country ? Is its growth, as English viceroys tell us, to be
traced in the depopulated farms and desolated homes of the Irish
people? 1 do not argue this question. There is no need. Not long
ago the time was when Ireland was given up to repose. What repose
wasit? Mr. Gladstone called it the repose that was created by the con-
queror—the military conqueror. Five years ago he described the tran-
quillity which his opponents boasted they had created as the peace of a
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: : |
military despot, who ‘having trampled all liberty under foot with an|

armed force, then boasted that order at last existed.”

Under our present system of government there can-be no real peace|

in Ireland. Corruption and coercion may produce a forced and unreal
stillness. True tranquillity can only spring from the contentment of the
people. We never will have that contentment in the absence of free in-
stitutions—of that national parliamentwhich is the greatest and best of free
institutions, which alone can give life or reality to all others. Ten years
ago English statesmen said that Ireland was at rest. May I read for the
Conference a passage, which I well remember reading at the time—a
Conservative testimony to the character of thatstillness which was called
rest. I have a mélancholy interest in reading it, for T believe this elo-

quent and truthful description of the condition of Ireland has been

generally attributed to the pen of one of my early college friends—one
subsequently raised by a Conservative government to a high judicial
station, a station which he adorned, and from which an early death too
soon removed him.

¢ N&:lg half a century has elasped since the cry of ¢Justice to Ireland’ was a
watchword through the land, and the voices of the men who then uttered it are silent
for ever, but still it ascends like a wail above their graves! Then it was for equal
rights and liberty, now the Irish nation only asks the bare permission to exist. No-
thing indicates more plainly the miserable condition of Ireland than the, utter apathy
with which the recent attempt to get up a Reform agitation was received. Public
spirit is dead, and those who are not looking for a revolution from beyond the Atlantic,
sit down in hopeless apathy, despairing of any good result from attempting to reform
or move that British parliament which has so often disappointed the country’s expec-
tations, and turned a deaf ear to her reiterated appeals for justice.”

Is this the peace you desire for our country? A peace that is only '

the inaction of exhaustion and decay—an inaction that is produced by
the corruption of the upper ranks, and the hopeless and sullen apathy
of the masses of the people 7—a peace that even at its best, means an
.ignoble acquiescence in the degradation of our country—a stagnation of
all political and national life—a quenching of all public spirit, and an
extinction of all public opinion.

It is just the peace that is created by an alien power, that, like the
vampire, sucks away the life-blood of a nation, and, as it does so, like
the vampire, lulls its victim to a ghastly repose. There was a time
when Ireland seemed sinking to that fatal sleep. Her unquiet rest was
rudely broken. It was broken by an insurrection that startled Ireland into
life, and startled England into a knowledge of our true position. It
brought home to every one the knowledge and the conviction that the
old spirit of the country was inextinguishable, and that the struggle of
the national heart was an undying one.

Mr. Gladstone said that fenianism taughthim the intensity of Irish dis-
affection. It taught me more and better things. It taught me the depth, the
breadth, the sincerity of that love of fatherland that misgovernment had
tortured into disaffection, and misgovernment, driving men to despair,
had exaggerated into revolt. State trials were not new to me. Twenty
years before I stood near Smith O’Brien when he braved the sentence of
death which the law pronounced upon him. I saw Meagher meet the
same, and I then asked myself this—¢ Surely, the State is out of joint
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—surely, all our social system is unhinged when O’Brien and Meagher are
condemned by their country to a traitor’s doom %" Years had passed
away, and once more I stood by men who had dared the desperate
enterprise of freeing their country by revolt. They were men who were
run down by obloquy—they had been branded as the enemies of reli-
gion and socjal order. I saw them manfully bear up against all. I saw
the unflinching firmness to their cause by which they testified the sin-
cerity of their faith in that cause—their deep conviction of its righteous-
ness and truth—I saw them meet their fate with a manly fanaticism
that made them martyrs. I heard their words of devotion to their
country as with firm step and unyielding heart they left the dock,
and went down the dark passage that led them to the place where
all hope closed upon them, and I asked myself again, “Is there no
way to arrest this? Are our best and bravest spirits ever to be
carried away under this system of constantly resisted oppression and
constantly defeated revolt? Can we find no means by which the
national quarrel that has led to all these terrible results may be set
right 7 I believe, in my conscience, we have found it. I believe that
England has now the opportunity of adjusting the quarrel of centuries.
Let me say it—I do so proudly—that I was one of those who did something
in this cause. Over a torn and distracted country, a country agitated by
dissension, weakened by distrust—we raised the banner on which we
emblazoned the magic words, ¢ Home Rule.” We raised it with feeble
hand. Tremblingly, with hesitation, almost stealthily we unfiirled that
banner to the breeze. But wherever the legend we had emblazoned
on its' folds was seen the heart of the people moved to its words,
and the soul of the nation felt their power and their spell. Those
words were passed from man to man along the valley and the hillside,
Everywhere men, even those who had been despairing, turned to tha

banner with confidence and hope. Thus far we have borne it. Iti

for you now to bear it on with more energy, with more strength, and
with renewed vigour. We hand it over to you in this gathering of the
nation.  But, oh ! let no unholy hands approach it. Let no one come
to the help of our country,

¢¢ Or dave to lay his hand upon the ark
Of her magnificent and awful cause,”

who is not prepared never, never to desert that banmer till it flies
proudly over the portals of that ¢ Old House at Home”—that old
house which is associated with memories of great Irishmen, and has
been the scene of many glorious triumphs. Even while the blaze of
those glories is at this moment throwing its splendour over the memory
of us all, I believe in my soul that the parliament of regenerated Ireland
vill achieve triumphs more glorious, more lasting, more sanctified and
holy, than any by which her old parliament illumined the annals of
our country and our race.

I have the honour, Sir, to move the first resolution :—

That, as the basis of the proceedings of this Conference, we declare our conviction

that it is essentially necessary to the peace and prosperity of Ireland that the right of
domestic legislation on all Irish affairs should be restored to our country.
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Mr. RONAYNE, M.P., seconded the resolution. He said—Mr. Chair-
man and gentlemen—1 feel highly honoured by the distinction you have
conferred upon me to-day—an honour I did not expect when 1 came up
to Dublin. I did not take part in public life for the last twenty-years,
and I hesitated a long time before joining the Home Rule movement.
I was a simple repealer, when simple repeal was the form in which
Ireland demanded the restitution of her nationality. I was a rebel in
’48, and my justification for being a rebel—and my justification for the
disaffection of my country against the parliament of England is, that she
has taught us for centuries that it was the first duty of Irishmen to evade
the laws which she enacted against us and our country, and to resist them
if we could. She has taught us for centuries that the only mode of
obtaining concessions from her of what was just and right was by
disaffection and resistance. I have read the history of my country, and
I have been led to this conclusion. I have seen that every concession
made to us has been made, not voluntarily, or from a sense of justice
and equity towards us, although both the jastice and the equity of these
concessions have been admitted after they have been achieved. Redress
has always resulted not from justice, but from agitation pushed to the
verge of civil war. Now, any country that governs another in such a
manner and upon such principles, is a government no people worthy of
freedom can exist under, and that no people can respect. Such laws
and the executors of these laws ¢ cannot expect and do not deserve the
confidence of the people.” In the words of Mr. Gladstone such a
government as that should never exist in this country. I have stated
here the reasons why I was a rebel, and sympathised with every rebellion
that has taken place in Ireland. It was not till after twenty-years’ retire-
ment from public life that my friend, Mr. Butt, did me the honour of
consulting me upon the Home Rule movement. He found Ireland in
the last extremity. He thought it was the moment to unite all classes
and creeds, and he spoke to me upon the subject. I went into
parliament at his request to aid this movement, hoping that the result
would justify those who lead the people back once more to the paths of
constitutional agitation. What is the state of Ireland at the present day,
and after seven hundred years of connection with England? The
suspension of the Habeas Corpus Act, the taking away the liberties of
the people. Repression on their part, turbulence on ours, turbulence on
account of repression, repression on account of turbulence. In thi3
description lies the whole history and aspect of the relations that have
continued from first to last to exist between England and Ireland. Sir,
I am for peace, I am for law, I am for order, and religion. It is in the
interests of all these that I have joined the Home Rule movement. I
intend to be loyal to it, and to support it to the best of my ability. I
have been greatly shocked with the ignorance even of the most en-
lightened men in England regarding the legislation and the manner of
legislation in the British parliament with respect to Ireland. Let me
allude to a circumstance which will give a forcible exemplification of
that ignorance. There is a distinguished ecclesiastic in England, and
one who for the deep interest he feels in everything affecting the Irish
people is remarkable for great ability, respected and regarded by the
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Irish people beyond any other Englishman. That is Archbishop
Manning. The Archbishop, only a few days since, was describing the
action of the German parliament with réference to a measure of law
introduced into that assembly by Bismark against the Catholics of Ger-
many. I am not introducing this from a sectarian point of view, but to
illustrate my argument. Bismark brought in a law—founded on a sus-
picion of their treason—against the Catholic clergy. He was taunted
with not having procured the evidence of that treason, and he replied that
he had no evidence, but that they should take his word for the state of
things on which he based his motion.  Archbishop Manning remarked
in reference to this, that no such thing could take place, no such act
could be done in the parliament of England, using these remarkable
words :—* I say that for this reason. When the great Minister of the
empire, standing up before parliament, was challenged to produce the
proof of his accusation, he could produce no documents. Challenged
again and again to bring proof of these allegations, he brought none but
this, ‘You must trust my word.’ Brethren, we live under a par-
liamentary system in which we understand how free men speak in the
light of day. No man may be accused unless good proof is brought
against him, and any minister, however powerful, who should stand up
here and say that you must take his mere word that a large body of your
fellow-subjects are conspiring treasonably, and should bring no better
proof would not be listened to. The honesty of Englishmen and the
justice of free men would absolutely refuse to hear the black charge of
treason brought against a body of men without proof of the fact. Never-
theless, without proof of the fact, without document, without evidence,
and upon the trust of a word, that in the darkness of official knowledge,
hid away somewhere in the recess of a bureau, there was proof which
could not be produced, the legislature passed laws of a kind, which I will
presently describe.”

Now Mr. Butt is my witness that the liberties of the Irish people were
suspended in the last parliament under exactly similar circumstances. Yet
the Marquis of Hartington came down to the house to move his Coercion
Bill. He gave no proofs of the existence of crime in this country.
But he stated that he had letters from stipendiary magistrates and others.
“When challenged again and again to bring proofs of his allegations, he
brought none, but said you must take my word for it.” The very fact
that one of the most enlightened men in England, who had watched
Irish legislation and Irish affairs with sentiment and feeling, more than
were displayed by any other man in England, should yet show himself
5o utterly ignorant of the real state of the country, disclosed a condition
of things which furnished the very strongest arguments for the move-
ment in which we are embarked. After the manner in which that bill
was carried, and no matter how the laws might affect us, or how they
may be carried out under a Viceroy who is the representative of a party,
the feeling of every man present must be, that the people of Ireland are
treated with contempt and disrespect in the Engish parliament, and that
they are unable to secure the assertion of their rights in that assembly.
We have no party there to represent us—no press to report us. Our
arguments never reach the English people—they are not listened to by

6
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the representatives nor reported by the Press of England. That is not
the way to treat us. I have no quarrel with the English people ; their
sins against Ireland are sins of ignorance, not of intention. Our quar-
rel is with the government, and against the system which has prevailed
ever since England claimed possession of this country. The measure
of Mr. Butt will solve the difficulties of the situation. I think we wil
maintain what is the sentiment of the Irish people—what they contended
for with England when England and Ireland were Catholic, as well as
when England and Ireland were Protestant and Catholic—that is the
nationality of Ireland. And I see no way but that proposed by Mr. Butt,
by which this great end can be obtained, consistently with the mainte-
nance of friendly relations between the two countries.

The resolution was then put, and passed by acclamation.

Mr. J. MARTIN, M.P,, proposed the next resolution as follows :—

II.—That, solemnly re-asserting the inalienable right of the Irish people to self-

government, we declare that the time, in our opinion, has come when a combined and
energetic effort should be made to obtain the restoration of that right.
He said:—1I am going to support that resolution, which I have read, and
I am going to support the whole series of resolutions. But, Mr. Chair-
man I owe it to my own political reputation—small as it is—to say
frankly in this important and representative assembly of my countrymen,
that, if my individual opinion were to be followed, my individual opinion
would be that of a simple Repealer. I consider that simple repeal, in
the present altered circumstances of. this country, and of the relations
of . the two countries, would obtain for us all that we require. But I
give my assent heartily and thoroughly to the plan that has been put for-
ward, because, in the first place, that scheme,in my opinion, has already
obtained the assent of the great mass of the Catholic people of Ireland;
because I believe that it will obtain the assent of the great majority of
the Protestant people of the country; and because I am very hopeful
that the combined people of Ireland—Catholic and Protestant—will
prove able to persuade the English people and their parliament to grant
us this measure of home government that we demand under the name
of Home Rule ; because I believe that this measure of home govern-
ment—this new arrangement of the relations between the two countries,
will operate sufficiently for the interests—for all the interests of the
Irish people; because I think, if carried into effect according to the
principles enunc1ated in these resolutlons, it will be honourable to the
Irish nation ; it will be consistent with the dignity of the Irish nation,
and it will be safe for all its interests ; and also, because, as to so much
of the rights and prerogatives of the Irish nation as are by this scheme
of Home Rule to be left under the jurisdiction of an imperial parlia-
ment, in which we shall be represented ; I consider that those are only
the same rights and attributes that, under the old system, were practically
left together to the control of the English parliament, and the English
Privy Council and Ministry.

I have said already, and I will venture to say again, while I most
ardently desire that we should be connected with England by the
Crown—by the Sovereign of England, ruling as a constitutional Sovereign
in Ireland, as he or she does in England, having her constitutional
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authority limited and exercised in Ireland as it is in England—while
I desire that that connection should be maintained and established,
because it would save us from revolution and all the perils of revo-
lution, and because it is that to which, from our traditions and our
education, we are accustomed; and while I desire that connection
to be maintained, I say, the less of any other political connection
that we should have with the English people the better I should be
pleased. I say that frankly, as my individual sentiment, but I repeat
that I loyally and cordially accept this scheme of Home Rule as being
a scheme that is already accepted by the majority of the Irish Catholic
population, and that I confidently expect will be assented to by the Pro-
testant population as well, and because I believe we have the means in
bur own power, if we choose to exert them, of obtaining this great poli-
tical change peacefully, without war or revolution.

Before I sit down I will make a remark on the 8th of these resolu-
tions. I confess that it was with some hesitation that I gave my assent
to this resolution. It is a resolution by which we consent to empower the
imperial parliament to interfere in certain important concerns of the
internal affairs of Ireland, requiring us, Irish, to bind ourselves that we
shall not attempt to disturb the titles to landed property that have been
established by the Revolution of 1688, and that we shall not attempt
to establish religious ascendancy in Ireland. I confess that it struck
me as somewhat of a lowering of our national dignity, that we Irish
should volunteer to assent to such a restriction of our own sovereign
rights, when, as we know perfectly well, the English people have not
established religious equality in their own country. They have religious
ascendancy there, and that they will have as long as they please. As
to the titles to land, I consider it as practicable, and as likely to be
attempted, to disturb the existing titles to property in Ireland as that
the titles to property in England that were established by the Norman
Conquest would be attempted to be disturbed. But I assent to this re-
solution because it seems to be required by a great number of my Pro-
testant fellow-countrymen—because it is expected that our fellow-
countrymen will have all their fears removed when such a guarantee as
this is offered them—a guarantee the strength of which they cannot
doubt, seeing that the whole power of England, the whole power of
the English empire, will be arrayed against Ireland if Ireland attempts
to violate it, and because I know, and feel in my heart and conscience,
that there is not a Catholic (if there is, I never have met the man) who
desires anything more for his own Church but equality and liberty.
After this explanation of a personal kind, and referring to the speech of
my friend, Mr. Butt, for the general reasons which have led me to
approve of this scheme, I formally propose the second resolution.

R. P. BLENNERHASSETT, M.P. (County Kerry), said he would content
himself with formally seconding the resolution. It seemed to him that
the Conference had such great and arduous labours before it that it was
by no means desirable that their time should be occupied in discussing a
resolution on which, he believed, they were unanimously agreed.

O’CoNNorR Powkr (Tuam), said—I am anxious to avail myself of
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the opportunity afforded me to identify myself thus publicly with the
principle of self-government for Ireland. It was fit, proper, and just, at
this great meeting of Irishmen, that Mr. Martin should deal generally
with the series of resolutions submitted, as the Irish people all over the
globe are anxious to know his views on this great question, and to hear t
clear and unmistakable declaration he has made that he is heart and so
in the movement for establishing a Federal Irish Parliament. It must give
the people confidence in this movement when a man like Mr. Martin iden-
tifies himself with it, for, as long as one spark of patriotism animates the
Irish heart, and one noble inspiration remains prompting the Irish soul,
admiration of heroic self-sacrifice to the name of John Martin will li
in their hearts. It appears to me that there are some consideration
which have been overlooked by the mover and seconder of the resolu-
tion, that it would be well for us to call attention to before the resolution
is put from the chair. The resolution re-asserts our ancient right, and
" declares that the time has come for united action, without which that
ancient right cannot be successfully asserted. When I read the first
part of the resolution, I was forcibly reminded of the last great period of
Irish history, when Irish nationalists, conscious of their own dignity, and
of the position which was due to their country, asserted the same right
which we are assembled here to assert. I think it is worth our while to
contrast the circumstances under which Grattan, in 1782, asserted the
inherent right of the Irish people to legislative independence, and those
under which the Irish leader of the present day, Mr. Butt, comes for-
ward to assert the same right. Remember, gentlemen, when Grattan,
on the floor of the Irish House of Commons, moved the Declaration of
Rights, he used these very important words, “This is the birthright
which we claim for our countrymen, and which we will not yield but
with our lives.” Why was this declaration made? Simply because
Grattan knew he could rely upon the bayonets of the Irish Volunteers.
The Irish people are now asserting similar rights, without any bayonets
to enforce them, and we will be curious to see in what manner the Eng-
lish nation will receive the demand. ' It strikes me forcibly that if
English legislators cannot be convinced of the necessity of granting this
measure, and if the stern voice of justice, raised by the majority of Irish
members which we shall send to the English parliament, should be
drowned in the clamours of bigotry, and if the English Government
should refuse to concede the demand now made without the bayonets of
the Volunteers, the Irish people will conclude—and it is the only logical
conclusion—that, while nothing can be expected from England through
. a sense of justice, a great deal can be wrung from her fears. I submit
that it is not for the interests of the permanent union of these countries
that such an idea should again take root in the Irish mind, and I believe
that if the hopes of conciliation which the eloquence of Isaac Butt has
raised should be disappointed by English bigotry, I believe it will not
be in the power of any man, English or Irish, to stem the torrent of
Irish indignation, or prevent the Irish people from taking the very first
opportunity that may present itself to assert their rights. I regret the
absence of the Irish aristocracy at the Conference to-day. I venture to
think that if they would closely examine this question, they would find
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that there were considerations connected with it which should induce
them to take their stand in favour of the popular cause, in view of the
eventualities which might arise if they attempted to oppose the advance

of Irish freedom. We know there is another party to the discussion of .

this great question which it would be a great oversight on the part of
the representatives of Irish Nationality assembled here to-day to over-
i look, and that is the Irish Americans. Five or six millions of the Irish
people, who were driven from their homes by aristocratic tyranny, com-
bined with foreign oppression, are anxiously looking across the wide
waste of waters at the progress of the Home Rule movement. * They

are men of peace,” said Mr. Maguire, and he went among them. ¢ They .

are men of high character,” said Mr. Maguire, and he took great pains
to inform himself upon the subject ; they are men in whom the social
virtues, so characteristic of the Irish people, have been developed to the
highest possible degree. They are men who, out of the savings of their
hard industry in America, have sent millions of pounds sterling to their
famished relatives in Ireland ; and it is a subject worthy of the conside-
ration of English legislators how they can conciliate the Irish nation in
America that is looking so anxiously across the Atlantic to see how this
great question will be solved.  Therefore, I submit that it is the interest
of the Irish aristocracy, on the one hand, and the English people, on the
other, to recognise the justice of these demands ; that it is the interest
of the former to take their natural place at the head of the Irish people
and lead them to victory in the glorious cause ; and of the latter to con-
cede that our demand is just and right, before the Irish American nation
might be tempted to take the adjustment of Ireland into its own hands.
And we have a very important reason for asserting this inalienable right
of our country to a separate parliament. Mr. Butt glanced at it in
reading the declaration of Lord Clare, when he said that he could bring
forward a large amount of historical argument to justify the position he
assumed. I want no argument from history. When I come to your
city, and proceed to examine its architectural beauties, from the old
Parliament House which, as Meagher said, lends an Italian glory to the
metropolis, to the sw.tely edifices which were once the abodes of Irish
gentlemen, and ask when was the time that saw the birth of those noble
monuments of Irish genius, Irish enterprise, and Irish industry, I will
be told it was when Ireland possessed an independent parliament, and
when she had the armed manhood of the Volunteers to guard her. I
will conclude with expressing the hope that, as the lyre of Moore sounded
the watchword of the national party, that watchword will be taken up by
the Irish heart here to-day, and by the Irish race all over the globe :—

¢¢ Erin, thy silent tear ne’er shall cease,
. Erin, thy languid smile ne’er shall increase
Till, like the rainbow’s light,
Thy various tints unite
And form, in Heavm s sight,
One arch of peace.”

Nicuoras D. Murpay, M.P.—I very much regret that circumstances
will not permit me to have an opportunity of hearing the various
speeches that will be made upon this important subject, because T

——————
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have to attend a public manifestation ih my native city to-morrow
morning, arising out of circumstances there. I, therefore, trust I will
be excused if I prematurely intrude myself upon the deliberations of
of this meeting. I attend here this day to act with you in common for
the purposes for which we are now assembled—namely, to reconstruct
our native parliament and our native government here ; and as we are
all met with the same object, it will be necessary to hear whatever
views may be expressed upon the subject, however divergent some of
them may appear to be as regards plans. It appears to me that we are
met here for practical purposes—for the purpose of business—and,
therefore, in referring to the past history of Ireland, not merely to ring
the changes upon the confessed wrongs which this country has suffered
at the hand of England, but to endeavour to ascertain, by the light of

- history, the contrast which exists at the present time in the social and

constitutional position of Ireland, and that which she held during the
years of independence. For I believe it will on such consideration be
apparent that although from the date of the Act of Legislative Union
down to this moment, the desire for the restoration or, at all events, for
the establishment of a domestic legislature for domestic affairs, never
ceased to occupy the Irish mind, yet the political and social anomalies
then in existence, many of which, however, have since been happily
and some but lately extinguished, rendered the success of what we now
are seeking for not alone practically impossible, but were the principal if
not the direct causes which led to the rebellion of 1798, the abrogation of
the constitution of 1782, and the exclusion of the bulk of the Irish people
from the political benefits of the constitution itself during the brief period
of its existence. MTr. Butt, in his magnificent speech, has referred to this,
as, indeed, to almost every branch of the subject; but you will bear
with me if I repeat some portion of the topics which he has entered
upon. It is asked why the Irish people should ask for restoration
of their domestic parliament when they had one already, and that parlia-
ment had failed? That is a question that was often thrown in our
teeth. But, let me ask, what was the constitution of the parliament of
1782? How were the bulk of the people situated with regard to the
benefits of the constitution? That constitution was one which was in
the possession of one dominant and governing class, and that class
divided into two antagonistic sections, united in one point—namely,
the refusal to the bulk of the Irish people of all constitutional privileges.
Could it be possible, even if the Union never had been carried, that
there could be, with such a parliament, unreformed as it was, constituted
as it was, peace and prosperity existing in the country? Parliamentary
reform was refused—relief to Roman Catholics was refused. In one of
the first meetings of the Volunteers they passed resolutions denying tbe
Catholic claims. Parliament refused parliamentary reform, and hence
out of that arose the United Irishmen, with Wolfe Tone at their head.
As to approaching the question of tithes and church-rates, much less
dreaming of the abolition of the political ascendancy and status of the
Established Church, no such thing entered into the wildest imagination
under the Constitution of ’82. Why? Because there was no reform,
because the people were not represented. That being the case, what
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was the condition in which the British ministry found Ireland when
they passed the Union. They found in the parliament two parties in
possession of it—one called the English party, and the other the Irish
party. The first sided with the minister, because they thought they
would get the upper hand of the other party. The other party were
the most strenuous opponents of the Union, and although they would
not grant Catholic Emancipation and parliamentary reform, still they
sided with Grattan and other patriots—not for improving the bulk of the
people, but for preserving their own hereditary power. It is, therefore,
perfectly obvious that even if the opponents of the Union had been
successful, and that the act had not been passed, yet the parliament of
1782, as then constituted, would not have represented the feelings,
opinions, and interests of the great mass of the Irish people, and that
while the great question since in the main part disposed of, remained
unsettled, neither peace, contentment, nor prosperity could be hoped for
in the land. Those who will refer to history, and to the writings and
speeches of the day, will find that I have stated the matter correctly.
There is a curious pamphlet especially, entitled, “Pro and Con,” pub-
lished in 1800, which I wish to mention publicly, for it contains all the
arguments for and against the Legislative Union. It says—

A review of the origin and progress of the parliamentary system of Ireland will
clearly show that, as well as the system of government, it is also in itself radically
vicious ; that it cannot subsist in its present shape, and can only be remedied by either
Reform or a Union with Great Britain. At a time like the present, when the pruning
knife of Reform has been changed for the axe of demolition, so that the smallest inlet
to innovation admits a torrent sufficient to destroy the fabric, which it was the design
to secure, no thinking man will wish to have recourse to the former means. A union,
therefore, remains as the sole remedy. The parliamentary constitution of 1782 had
the same radical vice with that of James I. It did not embrace the body of the people,
and its effects were to render the government of the country impracticable to the ex-
ecutive Minister, unless carried on by a system of corruption commensurate with the
extent and power of the aristocracy. -

These were the opinions of the day with regard to the parliamentary
constitution of 1782. Whether the Irish parliament would have settled
the question of reform or the status of the Established Church, it is un-
necessary to inquire, but the fact is indisputable, that until those
questions were removed out of the range of political contention, the
prospect of an union or an approach to an union amongst the various
classes constituting the Irish nation was utterly hopeless. Hence it was
also that in the absence of such a settlement, a powerful and weighty
mass of opinion amongst. the Irish Liberal party subsequently stood
aloof from the agitation for a domestic legislature in Mr. O’Connell’s
time, and even as it is now, it will require the utmost prudence and
moderation, the most perfect candour, and the absence of all ambiguity,
to bring together and weld in one cohesive mass the weight of social in-
fluence and educated position with the great body of the people. And
now, Sir, why have I referred to that? Because, although the Irish
parliament was a failure, the people of Ireland are not to blame for that.
The Irish people had no representatives, but give them the parliament
now, and they will test the matter. That will be an answer ; but it is
10 answer to refuse Ireland a domestic legislature for the management
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of her own affairs because from circumstances which don’t prevail at
present, the Irish parliament did not do what it might. So far from the
parliament of 82 having failed being a reason why we should not look
for a domestic legislature, it was the reason why we should, because the
people now have vote by ballot and every means by which they can send
the men they like to represent them, and if we had the restored con-
stitution of 82 we would be able to work it out constitutionally. I wil
not trouble the meeting with regard to the fact, which is practically con-
ceded, that the exigencies of the imperial parliament are not capable of
attending to Irish affairs. No honourable member who has had any
experience of the working of the English parliament can pretend to say
it 1s capable to manage our affairs, nor has it that amount of information
which 1s necessary for a parliament to have in dealing with local matters.
Curiously enough, in my researches on this subject I came across 2
matter which may not be generally known. In 18co the statesmen of
the day in dealing with this question fouud staring them in the face the
very objection which we have met here to-day to consider—namely, the
incapacity of the imperial parliament to attend to Irish affairs, and the
grievous wrong that would be done to the Irish people by having them
relegated to Westminster instead of having them transacted in Dublin.
In the Castlereagh correspondence I found a most remarkable letter
from the Duke of Buckingham to Lord Castlereagh. The Duke of
Buckingham was twice Lord Lieutenant of Ireland, and therefore no man
could have a better knowledge of the inconvenience that would be caused
by the proposed union. Writing on the 26th of December, 1799, he
says :—

But a doubt, e?]ually prominent, is that respecting your trials of contested election,
which cannot with a semblance of justice be brought from the county of Donegal to
Westminster. Nor do I conceive it essential to the unity of parliament that those trials
should be holden in Great Britain, or even by a committee of the House of Commons,
when the cry of justice and expediency is so strong the other way. T do not lean

equally heavy on the appellant jurisdiction being transferred to Westminster, because
evidence is never h upon causes of appeal.

That is a very remarkable letter, for I think it admits the principle that
home legislation is necessary to carry out local affairs. What does the
Duke of Portland say? In the Cornwallis’ papers there is a letter of his
of the 24th December, ’98, which he repeats in #o#idem verbis the words
of the Duke of Buckingham, but he goes further and suggests a remedy
which never has been carried out—some regulation of the civil bill court,
and taking evidence before the assistant-barrister. I repeat again that
this shows the English statesmen saw the objection to the project, but,
in their fear lestany new impediment might be brought in they abandoned
it. It shows the attention of the British minister was directed to what
we are now complaining of, and certainly the time has now come when
the people of Ireland are in a position to ask legitimately for the resto-
ration of their constitutional independenee. We have now growing up
—and let no man deny it—a great middle class, men who were the back-
bone of Ireland as they were of England ; and will it be said that they
are capable of knowing under what circumstances they are able to legis-
late for themselves, and how and in what manner the thing should be
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donef Though abstractedly I cannot agree with the idea or definition
of Federalism in the way I understand it as applicable to the relations of
Ireland with Great Britain, yet, being altogether against repeal pure and
simple, I wish to bring the advantages of Féderalism into unison with the
constitution, and to carry out the plan which Mr. Butt has formed. As
I understand it, Federalism is this—¢that two or more states, each being,
as it were swi jurés and competent to contract, each being in a measure
independent of the other—each in the enjoyment of its own autonomy,
asit is termed—deem it expedient for their mutual advantage, and with
a view to their common protection, to enter into an agreement, whereby
a supreme governing power, embracing the general interests of all, is
constituted, and that an authority is delegated to or conferred on such
supreme power, to watch over, regulate, and guide such general interests;
but that the particular or internal independence of each such state is not
to be interfered with, save so far as it may be necessarily subordinate to
the general interests of the whole.”

Well, Sir, if I am correct in this, my idea, what is the very first ele-
ment or groundwork of a Federation. Why, a state of things which as
regards Ireland and Great Britain, does not exist, and never since the
time of legal memory has existed. In fact in order to carry out the
scheme, it would be necessary to pre-suppose a state of things which is
in existence, and therefore, in my opinion, the proposition is untenable.
For this reason, principally, I declined to sign the requisition for this meet-
ing, but my presence sufficiently testifies that the object in view is the
same as that sought to be obtained by the form of a Federal Union.
But T don’t want to go into the abstract question. I agree with the
objec twhich we are met to carry out, but_my idea is that it can be carried
out by reconstructing the Act of Union, embracing all the object which
so-called Federalism can embrace, and that we should in fact have the
Constitution of ’82 revived, so far as regards domestic legislation. Another
matter arising out of that regards the royal assent to bills. I don’t
think there is any objection to reviving that principle, if it was thought
It could in any way facilitate the question, and on that subject I think
I'will quote for you the authority of one of the greatest opponents of
t}le Union—one of our greatest constitutionalists—namely, the last
Speaker of the Irish House of Commons, John Foster. He, in his speech
against the Union, adverted to this very principle, namely, the absolute
necessity of preserving the political connection between Ireland and
England, with a view to preserve the constitutional independence: of
Ireland, He alluded to the Act of ’82, and to the constitutional veto
given to the Sovereign, and said :— :

“Under that act (1782) no bill shall pass into a law in Ireland till it be returned
under the great seal of Great Britain, not leaving the connection or bare junction of
the two kingdoms under one Sovereign, as it is said, but making the British Minister
inswerable to the parliament of Britain for any law passed in Ireland injurious to
“‘F empire, or tending towards the separation of Ireland. This act does, indeed, cer-
inly create a theoretic difference in the constitution of the two kingdoms which ren-
dersthat of Ireland inferior to the other—yet it is a difference not injurious, but
Recessary from the situation of Ireland in the empire.”

These are the words of the Right Hon. John Foster, but I do not
think this meeting would be disinclined to hear the words of Mr. Butt,

7
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who is the most prominent leader of this movement, and whom you
heard address you in such a magnificent speech this day—words not,
spoken at a great public meeting, but emanating from the quietude
the study, and which, coming from the enlightened and experienced
mind of my hon. and learned friend, will claim your most earnest atten-
tion. I think they completely support me in the position I have taken
up. In his work on “ Federalism,” page 58, Mr. Butt says :— )
“]1 have observed that no act of the Irish parliament became law until the royal
assent had been signified under the great seal oF Great Britain. If our position is to
be the same, this same assent might still be required under the imperial great seal. If
any one sees any security in retaining such a provision, I, for myself, would have no
objection to its being retained.”’
I think Mr. Butt and the Speaker of the old House of Commons appear
to run on all fours with regard to that. My own opinion is that, m ex-
plaining practically and fairly with regard to the English people what we
are looking for—namely, the restoration -of our constitutional inde-
- pendence—it is expedient to run in the old lines of the constitution;
and if we find the great Speaker under the constitution of '82 laying it
down, and Mr. Butt, the leader of this movement, taking it up, ought
we not adopt it, as Cutran, Grattan, and the old constitutionalists
adopted it? At the same time, by the constitution of the English House
of Commons, as it at present exists under the Reform Bill, with the
franchise thrown open, with the power which the House has achieved in
modern days—everybody knows the effect of that House upon the assent
of the Sovereign. What is the assent of the Sovereign? The assent of
the Sovereign is nothing more or less than this—the advice she
receives from her responsible ministers through the Prime Minister.
And who is the Prime Minister? He is nothing but the emana-
tion of the will of the majority of the House of Commons. He
dare not give an advice against the opinion of parliament. There-
fore,{I have no doubt in my own judgment that in any scheme
you adopt you should adhere to the expression of opinion by
Grattan with regard to the assent to bills in the Irish parliament by
the Sovereign under the old regme. I conceive that if the same
principles agreed upon and adopted by Grattan and the framers
of the Constitution of 1782 for the preservation of the connection be-
tween Ireland and Great Britain be now applied to Legislation for the
domestic affairs of Ireland, and that the nature and extent of those
domestic affairs are properly defined, the power to make laws thereon
should be vested in the Queen, Lords aud Commons of Ireland. I
believe'if an arrangement carried out on this principle is frankly accepted
as a_final arrangement by the Irish people at large—that if what, with
all due respect and without the slightest intention to offend, I may
venture to call mistaken patriotism ceases to preach the doctrine that
this or any other arrangement of a like nature, will be accepted or con-
sidered merely as a means to an end ; that no arriere pensee or suspicion
of such shall be permitted to exist, and that the just influence of all
classes, and each of them respectively according to its legitimate weight,
and the undue preponderance of none, shall be proclaimed and accepted
as the desired result; then, I believe, that an important and influential
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portion of the community who have hitherto stood aloof and without
whose cordial participation this movement cannot hope for ultimate
success, will be ready to take their place and state their adhesion to it.
It is useless to disguise the fact that a considerable proportion of what
are termed the well-to-do and moderate classes in this country and in
FEngland have been, for the time, antagonistic to the idea of what they
conceive to be meant by “ Home Rule ;” and I must be pardoned for
saying, and I say so frankly and above board, that it is not difficult to
account for their feeling. Although the programme of theHome Rule
Association expressly disclaims the idea of separation from England,
and although its members can point to that programme, and say _they
are bound by that and not by what people say, yet the fact is notorious,
that from the commencement of the agitation of the subject and down
to a comparatively recent period, great masses of the people at public
meetings, and some prominent writers and speakers as well, gave ex-
pression to ideas which, if they meant anything, necessarily pointed to a
separation from England and an unconquerable aversion to that country.
I believe no men felt more annoyed at this than the guiding men, gene-
rally speaking, of the Home Rule Association itself ; because they felt,
as all must do, that nothing was so well calculated to do mischief and
prevent sound public opinion from actively aiding the movement. How-
ever, I sincerely hope and trust that the result of this Conference and in-
tercchange of opinions may be, that a practical result will be arrived at
and that it will be unmistakably shown, that while our desire is to have
Iish opinion, through its representatives, empowered to frame laws
for its internal affairs and interests in a native parliament, it is ready to
uphold and sustain the integrity of the United Kingdom.

As regards the proposition for a simple Repeal of the Union, and the
restoration of the, same legislative powers, as existed prior to 1800, I,
_for one, cannot consent that Ireland should be deprived of her voice in
imperial legislation ; believing that she is entitled to share in the benefits
as well as to accept the responsibilities of the empire. I therefore, now
simply, ask this_question. Ought there to be any difficulty, if the voice
of Ireland so demands, in remitting to its own hands the legislation for,
and management of its domestic affairs, and can there be any rational
doubt or danger to the integrity of the united empire under an arrange-
ment as to domestic legislation founded on the principle of 17822
What would be the result? The constitutional independence of Ireland
in domestic legislation, and the firm political union of the United King-
dom., I quoted to you the words of the last Speaker of the last Irish
House of Commons. Permit me, if not trespassing too much upon
your patience, te quote for you a few words of the great Irishman,
philosopher, and statesman, Edmund Burke. He was writing in 795,
when the principles of Republicanism and sepiration were abroad. He
says: ¢ Ireland |constitutionally is independent—politically she never
canbe so. It is a struggle against nature. She must be protected, and
there is no protection to be found for her, but either from France or
England.” 'Well, at the present day many may add ““ America.” Be 1t
s0. Still it would be protection, and therefore not independence. It
would be complete isolation or a separation from England, and a de-



1

52 . The Home Rule Conference.

pendence on a foreign power. Now, Sir, I have given my views, what-
ever they may be worth, as a contribution, in part, towards the delibera-
tions of this important representative assembly. I have felt it my duty,
although not a signatory to the requisition, to be present at, and so take
part in these deliberations, and I have done so with the greater readi-
ness, because I assume I believe that the earnest object of this Confer-
ence is to find a modus vivends, and to arrive at some practical result in
carrying into effect and embodying in substance a principle upon which
we are all agreed.

Mr. BurT, in replying to certain observations of Mr. Murphy, ex-
pressed indebtedness to that gentleman for having raised a discussion
on the question before the Conference, for it was by full discussion that
correct conclusion was secured. There was no important difference
between Mr. Murphy and himself. If he understood Mr. Murphy aright,
that gentleman thought it would be well to adopt a declaration that they
were willing to insert in the federal constitution a provision that Irish bills
should be approved-of under the Great Seal of England or rather of the
United Kingdom. In the tract which he published three years ago at
_ the commencement of the movement for federalism, he stated on this
subject : “ If any one sees any security in retaining such a provision, I,
for myself, would have no objection to its being retained.” He need
not point out that under the plan of a simple repeal that power must be
reserved to the English Privy Council. Under a federal system, if re-
served at all, it would be reserved to an imperial privy council. He
retained the opinion he had formerly expressed, but he thought it
would be unwise in the Conference to make any declaration on the sub-
ject. He thought the question was not one for discussion in the present
assembly. He thought it was for England to put that proposition for-
ward, and he hoped it was with the English parliament they would ere
long be negotiating it. If the English prime minister were to say, “I
will give you Home Rule, provided you accept the action of the Privy
Council,” that would be the time for considering the matter. Now, Mr.
Murphy appeared to be of opinion that the Volunteers had resisted any
concessions to the Roman Catholics. He (Mr. Butt) would venture
to read for the Conference resolutions adopted by the Volunteers’ con-
vention which met in the church of Dungannon, on the 15th of February,
1732. Theymet to declare that no power on earthbut the King, Lords,and
Commons of Ireland could make laws for Ireland—but they added to
this two resolutions :—

¢¢ Resolved—(with two dissenting voices only, to this and the following resolution).

¢ That we hold the right of private judgment in matters of religion to be equally
sacred in others as in ourselves.”

‘¢ Resolved therefore,

¢ That as men and as Irishmen, as Christians and as Protestants we rejoice in the
relaxation of the penal laws against our Roman Catholic fellow subjects, and that we
conceive the measure to be fraught with the happiest consequences to the union and
prosperity of the inhabitants of Ireland.”

What the Irish parliament would have done if it had not been destroyed
‘Mr. O’Connell had emphatically told them. In the debate in the Dublin
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Corporation in 1843, one of the charges he brought against the Union
was that it had delayed the passing of Emancipation for thirty years.
These were his words :—

‘“The next ground on which I object to the Union is this, that it delayed the
achievement of Catholic Emancipation for nearly thirty ycars.”

““But for the Union we should have been emancipated by our Protestant fellow-
countrymen long before. In 1778 they restored the Catholics to the equal enjoyment
of all the property they then held, and enabled them to acquire long terms for years
inlands. In 1782 the Irish Protestants restored the Catholics to the capacity of
acquiring every species of freehold property, and to enjoy it equally with Protestants.
In 1792 and 1793, the learned professions were, to a certain extent, opened to Catholics
—the grand jury box—the magistracy—partial rank in the army—were all conceded by
the Irish Protestants to their Catholic fellow-countrymen. But, greatest of all, the
elective franchise was restored. Under these circumstances but for the Union, full
and complete Emancipation would have been conceded before 1803.”

This was the testimony of Mr. O’Connell in 1843 ; and let them re-
member that Mr. O’Connell was not speaking as they were, of matters
of history, which-they knew only from reading. He knew what the
Irish Protestant parliament was. He had grown to manhood under its
protection ; for two years befoie the Union he was a member
of the Irish Bar. While living in the personal experience of the action
of that parliament, he expressed the same sentiments that he did in
1843. In 1799 Mr. O’Connell attended a public meeting of the
Catholics of Dublin to protest against the Union. He (Mr. Butt) had
heard him quote his own words from a report of that meeting, after an
interval of more than forty years. These were the words spoken by Mr.
O’Connell in 1799, when the Irish parliament was still in being:

‘It is my sentiment, and I am satisfied it is the sentiment, not only of every gentle-
man who now hears me, but of the Catholic people of Ireland, that, if our opposition
to this inglorious, insulting and hated measure of Union were to draw down upon us
the revival of the penal laws, we would boldly meet a proscription and oppression
which would be the testimony of our virtue, and sooner throw ourselves once more on

he mercy of our Protestant brethren than give our assent to the political murder of our
country. Yes, I know—I do know—that, although exclusive advantages may be
ambiguously held forth to the Irish Catholic to seduce him from the sacred duty which
heowes his country—I know that the Catholics of Ireland still remember that they
have a country, and that they will never accept of any advantages as a sect, which
would debase and destroy them as a people.”

He (Mr. Butt) earnestly wished that the Protestants of Ireland would
lay those words to their heart, would remember that they had a country,
and resolve never to accept of any advantages, as a sect, which would
degrade them as a people.

There was another point to which he would allude. He did so with
the most sincere respect for Mr. Murphy. He thought that gentleman
had done wrong in speaking of meetings at which ¢ separation” had been
advocated. He (Mr. Butt) knew of no such meetings. He had attended
more meetings than any man here. He had spoken at meetings of
advanced politicians, and he could say with truth that he had talked to
these assemblies the doctrine of friendship to England, of taking a
message of peace to England, and he had never encountered a senti-
ment of opposition to these views. Over and over again, at great
popular assemblies of five, ten, or twenty thousand people, he had
enunciated these sentiments of peace and friendship with England, pro-
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vided only England did justice to the Irish people, and there was no!
occasion upon which he was not received with cheers as loud and
as enthusiastic as had greeted him to-day in that room. ‘Very recently
a full conference of the societies, composing the English Home Rule|
Confederation—a conference largely composed of men who held what
were called advanced opinions, bad refused to listen to and had excluded
from their combination—men who had refused to adopt the scheme of
federation, as defined by the Home Rule Association. These were the
sentiments of the great masses of the Irish people. They were not
responsible for what any individual might say in any place. It wasa
monstrous injustice to the nation to mistake the maniac declaration of|
any man for the voice of the Irish people. He defied any advocate of
separation to stand up in any popular assembly and dare to utter his
doctrines without being promptly and peremptorily discountenanced.
He deliberately said this, and he might go to-morrow among ten thou-
sand of his fellow-countrymen and be received none the less enthusias
tically because he had made such a declaration. Indeed, he might say,
as regarded the topic his friend, Mr. Murphy, had alluded to, thatit
was magnifying into importance the insignificant ravings of individuals.
The men who felt strongly that any alternative would be better than
the continuance of things as they are, felt also that, in offering an
honourable settlement, and offering it in perfect good faith, the Irish
people had not abandoned the natural rights of the nation. But they had
united, as one man, in a peaceful and constitutional struggle. Men
who had despaired of success by any constitutional means, and thought
they could only reach it by revolt, were ready to go with the Home
Rule movement peaceably and constitutionally.

It might be, that there were many Irishmen who would adopt the
language of Lord Plunket, and say,

““For me, I do not hesitate to declare that if the madness of the revolutionists were
to tell me, you must sacrifice British connexion, I would adhere to that connexion
in preference to the independence of my country. But I have as little hesitation 18
saying, that if the wanton ambition of a minister should assail the freedom of Ireland,

and compel me to the alternative, I would fling the connexion to the winds, and clasp
the independence of my country to my heart.”

He (Mr. Butt) earnestly trusted and confidently believed that no such
alternative would ever be presented to the heart and conscience of any
Irishman. They were struggling to put an end to this for ever. Home
Rule sought to reconcile the British connexion with the freedom of
Ireland. That was possible. The whole Irish nation united in the
effort peacefully to attain it, and not the least ardent and zealous in that
effort were those who had been willing to risk their lives in despair of
all hope for the peaceful succour of their country.

Mr. Butt read the following letter from Lord Ffrench :—

¢ Elm Park, November 18th, 1873
“DeAR MR. BUTT,—Allow me to thank you sincerely for your very kind commi-
nication, and to express my regret that in consequence of the effects of illnessIam
unable to attend this Home Rule Conference, although the object is certainly in accord-
ance with the sentiments which I conscientiously entertain. 1 trust that you and tbe
other highly respected gentlemen referred to will have the kindness to accept this
assurance of my regret, that, though it would be much more agreeable to my feelios
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to comply with any request coming from them or from yourself, I am still unable to
meet the wishes so kindly expressed on this occasion. I have no doubt that public
opinion in England as well as in Ireland will be very considerably enlightened and
favourably influenced by the important proceedings of this great National Conference,
There is now in my opinion every reason to expect that the result of the next general
election will insure success of the movement for an Irish g.rliament on a federal prin-
ciple, which would include all the benefits which could reasonably expected from
an unqualified repeal of the statute by which the legislative union was so unjustly
enacted, and at the same time afford Ireland the great advantage of being duly repre-
sented on all imperial questions. With best wishes for the successful result of this
occasion, believe me, very faithfully yours,
FFRENCH.”

" He (Mr. Butt) added, a letter had been received from Lord Francis
Conyngham, regretting that he was unable to attend the meeting. Lord
Robert Montagu, who, as is now publicly known, when a member of
the conservative government, had actually prepared a plan for a federal
union between the two countries, had written privately to him expressing
his hearty good wishes for the success of the movement.

Mr. MurpaY, M.P.—One word of explanation. Mr. Butt completely
misunderstood what I said with respect to some parties at some meet-
ings talking of separation, and thereby preventing a number of people
from joining the movement. I expressly stated that so far as the Home
Rule Association went there was a fundamental rule against it. I
never fora moment dreamt of such a thing as that at any authorised
meeting of the Association, or where there was a delegated chairman, or
anything of that kind, separation was discussed, but I said that at the
inception of this movement at some places the idea was thrown out, and
I believe one of the good effects of this Conference will be to effectually
dissipate all such insane notions.

Mr. RoNAYNE, M.P.—With regard to a meeting alluded to by Mr.
Murphy, a meeting, where, it is said, some dissent was expressed towards
the Home Rule resolutions, I wish to state that there were on that occa-
sion twenty thousand people assembled. The principal speakers on the
platform advocating the Home Rule programme, had risked their lives
for Irish nationality. There were a few amongst the people there who
would not have the Home Rule resolution, not because they were op-
posed to it, but because they wished that Amnesty should be the only
Question of the day ; but the twenty thousand people there would not
llstep to any disturbance when Home Rule was in question, and they
carried the Home Rule resolution unanimously. But I would be sorry to
$2y, as Mr. Butt has alreadysaid, that the Irish people gave up their rights
on this Home Rule question. I know, Sir, they have reserved to them-
selves the right, if this Home Rule question is not honestly carried out
by the leaders who have charge of it—if it is not received fairly and justly
by the English people—if it 1s healed in the manner foreshadowed in the
English Press and the speeches of English statesmen, they rgserve to
themselves the right, as Grattan did, to seek redress by other means.
Referring to the 6th of George I., rendering the Irish parliament de-
pendent on England, Grattan said, ¢ If I had lived then I should have
made a covenant with my conscience to seize the first moment of rescuing
Ty country from the ignominy of such acts of power.” Now, I am sure
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that the act which not only left Ireland dependent on England, but
actually annihilated the Irish parliament altogether, is a far more igno-
minious act, and I hope that all here, and those Irishmen whom we re-}
present will make a covenant with their consciences if England does not
do justice to us on this question “to seize the first moment of rescuing

their country from the ignominy” of the act of union.

The Rev. Mr. Quaip, P.P.—There was a resolution come to at the
commencement of the meeting, that no gentleman, except he had an
amendment to propose, should put himself forward, and that the amend-
ment should be put in writing. Now, gentlemen have come forward and
taken up the time of the meeting not exactly with the purposes of the
meeting, and alluding to matters that really have no connection with it.
Nothing should be said here likely to create a sentiment-of dissatisfac-
tion, or lead to divisions, and I don’t envy any gentleman who would do
or say anything to promote such results. I say the people of this
country have a perfect right to reserve to themselves the means by which
they will gain their independence, if it be not fairly granted to them.

The chairman then submitted the resolution, which was passed unani-
mously.

The MAvoRr of Cork said—Since I came into this room I have been
asked to move the third resolution. I do so with pleasure. The reso-
lution is in these terms—

That, in accordance with the ancient and constitutional rights of the Irish nation,
we claim the privilege of managing our own affairs by a parliament assembled in Ire-
land, and composed of the Sovereign, the Lords, and the Commons of Ireland.

This, gentlemen, is an eventful occasion. I can only say for myself
that, in common with every Irishman I see here, I accept the responsi-
blhty entailed. I have come to this meeting at some personal trouble
and inconvenience. It was only on Sunday night I arrived from a
country that, like Ireland, is struggling for its constitutional liberties—I
mean France. I left the people there much disturbed -and in great
commotion in reference. to the future of their fair and afflicted land.
Now, as to the resolution I have proposed, it would be idle for me to
advert at length to it after the exhaustive treatment it has received at
the hands of Mr. Butt. It is not my intention to refer to past history to
show the base means by which our liberties were wrested from us. To
do so would be a waste of-time. I prefer taking up the subject as it
would present itself to an intelligent foreigner arriving on these shores.
What will he find in the record of the 70 years that Ireland has. been
ruled by the English Government? Will he not find during this long
period the alternation of the struggle against the lash, and the lash re-
imposed? Will he not find, in sad detail, the seasons of famine and
misery and depopulation? Further, will he not see, at- certain decen- -
nial periods, that Ireland is deprived of the constitutional liberties of
which England is so justly proud? Irishmen have ne right to that
which ought to be the birthright of every free man in a free land, the
right to carry arms. The Irishman has no right, as the Englishman has,
to the privacy and sacredness of his dwelling ; at the word or warrant of
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the English Executive, his house may be entered at any time by the
police ; in a word, what would raise a rebellion if attempted in England,
must be submitted to in unhappy Ireland.

- Weare now engaged in this noble effort to obtain the privilege of manag-
ing our own affairs, by a parliament assembled in Ireland. Now, Sir, 1s
thereanythingunreasonableinthatclaim? Weseeknot toinjure Englandin
any way. We seek only to benefit Ireland. Has not Ireland the nght to be
governed by constitutional ministers for Ireland, advising her Majesty
the Queen? Has not Ireland the right to have Irish measures discussed
in Ireland, and by Irishmen? Is there no reason for that beyond
Ireland’s indefeasible right? We have heard from Irish members to-day
a sketch of how we are governed—of the times at which Irish measures
are discussed, the manner they are dealt with, and the general indiffe-
rence and apathy of the English people towards Irish questions. I
would put it to any unprejudiced man whether, having regard to the
existing state of things, it can be said Irishmen have in the Imperial
Parliament as fair a chance of having their grievances redressed as
Englishmen? It is impossible to say so. The details we have heard
to-day prove that. The organs of public opinion in England are misled,
or reject the utterances of Irish opinion, not daring to let them be heard,
and the English ears are closed. Now, Mr. Murphy has alluded to some
differences that agitate the national mind. I would ask does he or any
one else remember a movement in which there were not some shades of
opinion? But it is clear what our duty as Irishmen will be. Every
man working with a party is bound to follow that party as long as it
does not interfere with his own honourable convictions, and our duty as
Irishmen to-day is, no matter what shades of opinion we represent, to
fuse them in one whole for Home Rule. There may be matters of
detail which I could not personally accept ; there may be other matters
that others would not accept ; but it is, I repeat, our sacred duty to sink
these minor differences, and to march forward in the cause of our
nationality. I do believe myself that it is when years are gone by that the
importance of this meeting will assert itself. I have taken some little
part in the politics of my native country, and I feel that there never yet
was a time that needed more than at present the perfect calmness,
prudence, and forbearance of Irishmen. I have in my time seen some
struggles to right Ireland by physical force. I see men here to-day, men
of honoured names, whose idea at one time was to remedy the grievances
of this country by physical force. I am glad to see these men now joining
this constitutional movement, because I have always held the opinion
that any effort to separate or disturb the connection between England
and Ireland could only end in misfortune to Ircland. If I had held a
different opinion I would have joined an armed movement for the sepa-
ration. I did not join it because I thought it hopeless. In relation to
Home Rule, two questions have to be considered. Hitherto we have
been divided into a great many sections. Qur effort should be to unite
these sections. I am a Roman Catholic by conviction, and every one
belonging to me has been brought up in the Roman Catholic faith ; but
L have not lived the time I have in Ireland without being perfectly con-
scious of the excellence of my Protestant and Dissenting fellow-country-
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men. I look to the past history of my country, when the Protestants
held power, and I acknowledge with gratitude the boons they conferred
upon my co-religionists. And I ask my Protestant fellow-countrymen
to accept the belief that even if, in the representation of Ireland, there
was a numerical superiority in the Catholics, good feeling and harmony
would prevail. Many things that formerly existed to excite animosity
have passed away ; and I would ask them confidently to rely that no
effort would be made to promote Catholic ascendancy, one aspiration
alone animating all—namely, the common benefit of Ireland. Another
point to be considered is the effect on Home Rule of English opinion.
I am an Irishman to the core of my heart, but I have not been so long
connected with Englishmen without appreciating the excellence of the
English character. I do believe we should convince Englishmen—and
see no difficulty in the task—that it would benefit England to accord to
us this federal union which we seek, and if we do that, I believe that
Englishmen will support us, seeing that we ask only what is our due—
the right to manage our own affairs, and do the best we can for the in-
terests of our country, increasing its trade, developing its manufactures,
encouraging its enterprise. I will not detain you longer. I have no
doubt that the question of Home Rule is merely one of years, and I say
of years because in every great effort of this kind time is neededito re-
move prejudices, to combine opinions, to work conviction. That the
question will triumph cannot be doubted. I have great pleasure in
moving the resolution.

The Hon. CHARLES FrrRENCH, M.P. for Roscommon, said he accepted
with very great pleasure the high honour which had been conferred upon
him by asking him to second the resolution. After the eloquent way in
which it had been proposed, and considering the speakers who were to
follow him, he would not detain the Conference by any remarks of his.

The Rev. T. O’'MALLEY.—I wish to say that in my opinion the reso-
lations on the paper are not sufficiently distinct. There ought to be be-
fore the country something more concise. In general phrase there lurks
some fraud, and the more completely we put our mind, and all the
thoughts of our mind before the country, and the more completely you
put out of the mind of the people that in what you put forward there is
any arriere pensee, the more fully we impress upon the public mind every
essential particular of the purpose we aim at, the more surely we shall
secure for ourselves the grain while the chaff shall be scattered to the
winds. Bearing this in mind, I think that we ought to put before the
country a very distinct programmme. Though I say a programme, it
would, perhaps, be better to adopt the word “ platform ” on a very large
basis. It has occurred to me that the very best and most accurate form
into which we put that platform would be a parliamentary bill. I have
prepared such a one, I will not read it in full, but I will give a short de-
scription of it. The title of my bill is—* A bill to amend the political
relations of the sister countries, Great Britain and Ireland,” and my pre-
amble is as follows :—* Whereas, the Irish people put forward a claim to
a separate Irish parliament, the management of their own affairs, and
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urge that claim with such force, and upon such solid grounds, as it
would be imprudent to disregard.” I have added another “ whereas,”
it is “ whereas it is apparent that the single imperial parliament cannot
discharge, with due efficiency and the necessary dispatch, the legislative
functions accumulating upon it from year to year ; it is expedient that
some measure be adopted to lessen the pressure upon parliament, and
so facilitate the public business ; be it, therefore, enacted.”

Then, gentlemen, I go on to say what shall constitute the English par- .
liament, the Irish parliament, and the Scotch parliament, and what is to
constitute the third estate necessary to complete the legislative power of
the national parliament in England, Ireland, and Scotland. I then go on
to constitute the imperial parliament, and point out of what exactly the
latter is to consist. After that, I constitute national administrations.
Then, I show the legislative powers of the federal imperial parliament,
a restraining clause, and the federal imperial judicature.  You all know
that the Zmes, the leading political organ, when the question of Home
Rule got well under weigh, put its opinion. The Zimes—the political
barometer of England—said, “ It is quite impossible that any of the
friends of Home Rule, lay or clerical, can have formed any conclusive
or intelligible scheme for Home Rule. They fail to give a special, or
even a plausible form to this too familiar craving. They do not even hint
at the necessary correlative, Home Rule for England, or for Scotland, or,
still less, Home Rule for Great Britain.” The Scofchman, the political
barometer of Scotland, of October 8th, says—¢¢ Whatever kind or amount
of Home Rule be given to Ireland must of necessity be given to England
and Scotland.  If Irish questions are withdrawn from imperial parlia-
ment, so must Scotch questions and English questions. It would be to
have Irish questions dealt with by some sort of exclusively Irish parlia-
ment, and Scotch and English questions by a parliament in which Irish-
men stand with Englishmen and Scotchmen.” A later utterance of the
English political barometer of the zgth of October was—** If the demand
for Home Rule proves really to be the demand of the Irish people, we
shall be compelled seriously to consider in what way it may be yielded
to them with least mischief, and to devise the various checks and safe-
guards on which it would be necessary to insist.” I believe my bill
does what is required, I will propose the following amendment :—

That this bill, with the resolutions, be referred to a committee issuing out of this

Conference, to consist of members of parliament and ex-members of parliament here
present, with liberty to add to their number as many other members as they may think

expedient.
_Mr. RONAYNE, M.P.,said in order to give an opportunity for its discus-
sion he would second the amendment.

Mr. PETER GILL, of Tipperary, said he was one of the deputation re-
presenting a hundred and fifty thousand men from a county which never
was backward when patriotism required its services. They regretted ex-
ceedingly that their members were not present to represent the feeling
of the people and constituency of Tipperary. ‘He understood, and it
Was believed in his county and throughout Ireland, that this great and
Important meeting was called together to know whether the Irish nation
had confidence in the Home Rule Asgociation, and to give expression
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to opinion on the subject. He himself was here to give expression on ‘
behalf of the men of his county to their entire confidence in Isaac Butt.
They knew of necessity that there were many matters of detail which it
was impossible for a Conference like this, congregated from every county
in Ireland, holding various political opinions—some advanced, according ‘
as they lost confidence in agitation, others beginning to hope out of the .
future—to go into these matters of detail. There was one great fact
known to Ireland, whether they called this movement one for Home
Rule, self, govemment, or the restoration of their plundered rights, they ‘
were unanimous in the maia point, and he would ask them to waive all
petty matters of minor detail, and he would ask them not to give the
English press and the sneering aristocracy ah opportunity of venting
their ill-will against them. The history of Ireland was too well known
to the humblest peasant in the country to need reference here. The ‘
great and gifted O'Connell implanted it in the breasts and hearts of his
countrymen, and showed them the innumerable wrongs inflicted on them
by the accursed act of union. On this great question which brought
them together, the feeling of the men of Tipperary, and of Limerick,
and of the country was that they should not now go into the details. |
They should prove to the English people, the aristocracy, lords, and
commoners that the voice of Ireland is unanimous for the restoration of
her native parliament. The first ingredient fora Home Rule parliament
was to send 105 Home Rulers in at the next election. What man
could look round here and not say that this was indeed an Irish parlia- |
ment. He would pronounce the noble gathering, the first sitting of the
Irish parliament, with Mr. Butt as the premier. As to the resolutions,
the three first were the fundamental ones. The feeling of the country
was to get us home legislation, and avoid any subject on which there
could be even the least misconception, or which would cause what the
enemy would designate a division. They should in receiving those re-
solutions be united like brothers, for it was time for them to unite in the
name of their fatherland, in seeking the noble object they had in view.
,They asked not entire separation—they asked only to be England’s
companion—her sister—an object of love, and not of fear.

The Hon. E. R. Kiné HarMAN.—I do not rise to detain this meeting
for any length of time, after the very able and eloquent speeches, and after
the last gentleman, who has touched upon a very fundamental point. I
rise in the spirit of the principle which that speech contains, and not in the
character of an opponent of Father O’Malley’s, but simply in the hope
that there will be no species of division amongst us. I am the more
emboldened to address myself to the Rev. Father O'Malley to ask him
to withdraw his amendment, not only from the deep respect with which,
as a man, I regard him, but also because he is a thoroughpaced Home
Ruler. Any one who knows him must know the respect due to him,
both from his high-mindedness and clear-sightedness ; and when I ask
him to withdraw his amendment, I do so, not because I think his bill is
objecttonable, but because we do not think it expedient now to go into
th ese matters of detail with which it deals. We have come here to say
that Home Rule is a matter of vital necessity, not only for this country,
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but for Great Britain; and let us put it forth to the world that we are
not split up by any small matters of detail. Let me remind him of the
old story of the bundle of sticks ; it was impossiblé to break them in a
bundle, but when the little twigs were separated it was easy to do so.
Let us stand together, and I defy the world.

Rev. T. O'MaLLEY.—]I am sure there is no person in the room but
will give me credit for being the last man to occasion any discord. In
obedience to the wish of my worthy friend, if my motion is supposed
to lead to any discord, I have no objection at all to withdrawing it.
Only, gentlemen, with this understanding, that 1 presume that my bill
will appear in the newspapers as part of the proceedings.

Mr. KENELM DiGey, M.P.—Mr. Chairman, I do not intend to make a
speech on this matter. I rather ask for information, because I think
that we have now arrived at an important stage in the proceedings,
when the third resolution is proposed, which I consider to be the most
critical of all—that which speaks of the restoration of the Irish House
of Lords. I wish Mr. Butt would kindly inform this Conference, with
greater detail than he was able to do at the conclusion of his very
eloquent and lucid speech, the plan of action upon which he thinks a
restored House of Lords would work. We have to consider that
they are a power—I speak of those of them who are not absorbed
in the English House of Lords—that they are powerful through
their hereditary right of legislating. We are living now in a demo-
aatic age.  ‘There are prejudices against even the existence of the
English House of Lords, be they just or be they not; but I do
think that the public opinion of England—and I will say the public
opinion of a great many Irishmen—would be against restoring the here-
ditary privileges of legislation to irresponsible men. Such would be my
opinion ; but, as a true Irishman, I certainly would yield my own opinion
to that which would be decided by the majority of my countrymen.
But I would want this explanation from Mr, Butt—Does he intend, in
his proposed scheme, that the restored House of Lords should have a
dual action—that they shall be in the same position here as the members
of the Irish House of Commons—that they should legislate here and
legislate in' England also ?

Mr. O'NEeiLL DAuNT.—In imperial matters.

Mr. KeneLM Dicsy.—I ask for that explanation ; and I ask also, sup-
posing that that is Mr. Butt's scheme, has he considered the immense
preponderance of one party in the Irish House of Lords. 1 think,
roughly speaking, they would number 100 men of one body against not
more than five or six of the other. I apologise for troubling you at
present, but these remarks I have not offered in any captious spint.

Mr. Burr—Mr. Chairman, I rise, so far as my friend, Mr. Digby 1is
concerned, with great pleasure to answer his question, and I confess at
once that this question of the Irish House of Lords is one of the difficul-
ties attending any proposal for a parliament in Ireland.

For myself I am not now called on $o consider this question for the first
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time. In the tract on federalism to which I bad occasion to refer in my
opening statement, I entered upon a very full discussion of this question
of the Irish House of Lords. I have within the last few days carefully
read over, and I abide by the opinion which in that tract, published three
years ago, I expressed. I admitted then, that *if there be a part of the
plan in which there is a temptation to propose new constitutional pro-
visions, it is in relation to the upper legislative chamber.” But I think
now, as I thought then, that it would be most unwise of us to omit from
our proposal of an Irish parliament, the essential ingredient of a House of
Lords, or to propose in the constitution of that house any substantial
departure from the principles upon which from ancient times it has been
framed. Let us consider this subject, as I think we ought to consider it,
without reference to the opinions we may entertain upon the abstract ques-
tion, whether a House of Lords ought to have a placein the constitution.
We are not framing a new constitution, but asking for the restoration of an
old one. It follows from the very nature of that demand, that the less
change we propose in the existing order of things the better. We abide by
things as they are—we seek to bring back our old constitution as it still
exists in the united parliament. To seek any essential alteration in that
constitution, is in reality to propose organic change. We ought to decline
to entertain the question on the ground that the making a demand for our
ancient constitution is not the fitting occasion even for the discussion of
organic changes. We are asking for a national parliament,and of that
parliament a House of Lords is an essential part.

In this T agree with Sir Charles Duffyin that memorable letter from which
I quoted in my opening statement. If we propose changes in the British
constitution, we at once invite the opposition of all those in England and
Ireland who - desire to maintain that constitution as it is. More than
this, we divide ourselves. My friend, Mr. Digby, objects to a hereditary
chamber. There are those who entertain strong opinions in its favour.
Are we to determine this question between them before we join in a
national demand. This is to engage usin a contest between ourselves
for constitutions, instead of uniting us in a claim of national right. The
only way to avoid this is to abide by things as they are. If it be found
that the House of Lords is an institution unsuited either in Ireland or
in England to the progress of events, nothing we can do now can pre-
vent in either country, the accomplishment hereafter of a change. But
again, I say this is not the time or the opportunity for the proposal of
organic change.

But furthermore, we must not forget that we are resting our claim upon
historic right. But the only parliament to which historic right gives us
a title is one of which a House of Lords is an essential part. We cannot
say either to our own countrymen or to Englishmen, that we will rest
our claims upon historic right as far as it pleases us, and no further. We
must either abandon the ground of historic right, or we must include in
our claim of right, the restoration of the Irish House of Lords.

I do not hesitate to say, that apart from these considerations, my own
individual opinion, if I had a choice, would be in favour of retaining the
House of Lords. I would resist any proposal to abrogate it, even if that

_proposal were made at a proper time. All questions of this nature are
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to be determined not by abstract theories of government, but by a regard
to all the conditions which make up the fitness or unfitness of institutions
for the country with which we have to deal. Tdo not enter upon the argu-
ment of this question, I say we are not to decide it. But one observation I
cannot help making. If you had an Trish parliament without its House of
Peers, whilst the English parliament retained its ancient chamber of the
Lords, believe me that in the present state of feeling in these countries,
your Irish parliament would be looked on as an inferior assembly. If
there were no other reason, at all events, while England retains the in-
stitution of an hereditary peerage, Ireland ought not to give it up.

In thus restating my opinion upon this question, I am not answering
the question very fairly put to me by Mr. Digby—which s this : by what
means do I expect that our Irish House of Peers will be brought to work
harmoniously with a popularly elected House of Commons ?

1 might, perhaps, wish that this discussion had not been raised, but it
has been most fairly and properly raised, and I am bound to reply most
fully to the question that has been put.

I will ask Mr. Digby to remember that with the re-establishment of
the Irish parliament the ancient prerogative of the Crown of creating
peerageswould be restored in all its integrity. Among the unconstitutional
innovations of the act of union was a provision restricting the exercise
of this prerogative. Three Irish peerages must become extinct before
her Majesty can create an Irish peer. This restriction would no longer
exist. I hope the uecessity would never arise, but my friend, Mr. Digby,
cannot forget that in 1832 the existence of this prerogative, without its
actual exercise, was found sufficient to reconcile the great conflict between
the English people and the English peers.

But with reference to this we must look to the actual state of the Irish
peerage. It does not follow that all Irish peers could make out any
claim to sit in the Trish House of Lords. Many of them were not created
to be peers of parliament, or with the remotest intention that they should
ever sit in an Irish House of Lords. This is plainly the case with all
the peers whose peerages were created since the Union. At the time of
their creation there was no Irish House of Lords in existence. The
only right conferred by these patents was the right of voting at the
election of peers to represent Ireland in the imperial parliament. That
night would remain ; so would the rank and the title. But no claim exists
which would call on us to givethese patents an effect which it was never in-
tended they should have. No peer whose peerage has been created since
the act of union would have any right to sit in the Irish House of
Lords, unless her Majesty in the exercise of her prerogative created him
apeer of parliament.

The same principle clearly applies to the peerages which were created
at the time of the Union to reward the men who destroyed the Irish

. parliament. The act of union received the royal assent on the first of
A\lgust, 1800. But the Union under its provisions was not to take place
until the 1stof January, 18o1. In the interim the royal prerogative as to the

. creationof Irish peers remained unaffected, and it was used—sorely against

 the will of the king—to fulfil the promises of peerages, which had been
| made to bribe the men who voted for the Union. . These peerages were not
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conferred to give any right to sit in a parliament which was not intended
to be reassembled. I trust no man will ever take his seat in an Irish House
of Lords by virtue of one of those titles of infamy and shame. In point
of constitutional and even legal claim they are in no better position than
those whose patents have been granted under the provisions of the act
of union. It was never intended they should sit in an Irish House of
Lords.

But even of the peers created before the act of union there were many
whose representatives would scarcely make any claim to be allowed to sit
in the Irish House of Lords, They were peers created merely to reward
English services. Take, for instance, the peerages represented by Lord
Hood, Lord Hotham, or Lord Clive. The original grantees of these peer-
ages had no connection whatever with Ireland—the present holders have
none. The peerages were granted to reward distinguished services of men
in whom it was thought undesirable to confer an English peerage—they
were granted not to enable these men to sit in the Irish House of Lords, but
simply to give them a title. If we limit the right to those whose ances-
tors had seats in the Irish House of Lords, we would exclude the Union
peers and their descendants, the peerages created since the Union and
thoes men who had been created Irish peers without any connection with
Ireland. This being the case, and taking into account that since the
Union 97 Irish peerages have become extinct, there would be not more
than 70 or 8o Irish peers. I do nothesitate to say that this state of things
at once not merely leaves it open to the Crown, but calls upon the Crown
to fill up the ranks of the House of Lords by new creations, and that those
new creations would be made upon the recommendation of the first Irish
ministry—a ministry virtually responsible to the Irish parliament, the
representatives of the feelings and wishes of the people. Therefore, I
say that, without any straining of the prerogative or any undue exercise
of it, you could at once place in the House of Lords a large number of
men perfectly fit to be there—men of liberal opinions, and with sympa-
thies with the majority of the Irish nation.

But, Sir, I answer further that I believe it would be impossible for an
Irish House of Lords, even were it less liberally constituted than it will
be, to set itself in opposition to the will of the Irish nation, while you
had an Irish ministry controlled by an Irish House of Commons. The
conflicting forces of the constitution in Ireland, as in England, would
harmonize themselves. And let me say as to the unhappy antagonism
that now exists between différent classes in the country, that I believe it
would be greatly removed by a home parliament and free discussion, and
you would not have in the upper classes the same estrangement from the
people you have at present. I believe this would result from Home
Rule.

It is impossible to estimate the effect upon the character and conduct
of all classes of the nation which would be produced by the consciousness
that the nation had its destinies in its own hands, by the feeling that we
must adjust our differences by arrangement between ourselves, and not by
an appeal to the arbitration of an alien power. An aristocracy taking its
place in a national parliament would soon become influenced by feelings
and motives very different from those which may be indulged in by men
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placed in the miserable position in which the Irish aristocracy are now.
Those who for the first time felt that they had a real power of action
would also feel the real responsibility of its exercise. In the very ne-
cessity of vindicating their acts in an Irish assembly, even of their own
order, the peers of an Irish parliament would learn to respect that public
opinion to which, in every such vindication, they must really appeal.
And brought thus into daily contact with the public opinion of their own
country they would, of necessity, become sharers in the national senti-*
ment and feeling. I have no fear that an Irish House of Peers will ever
mar the working of an Irish constitution.

I am unwilling to refer again to my own published views—but yet to
borrow from what I have formerly written is the most excusable of plagi-
arisms, and it may at least show that I am not speaking upon matters of
which I have not carefully thought. I am quoting from that tract on Fede-
ralism, to which I fear I have already too often referred. In this it will
be seen that I made other suggestions. After referring to the peerages
conferred before the Union upon persons unconnected with Ireland, I
continued :—

““But even of the remaining peerages a large number are represented by absentee
proprietors. It would not be an unreasonable law which would prohibit any peer
from taking his seat who had not been resident in Ireland for a certain period before
he did so. We should, of course, restore to the Queen that old prerogative of creating
Irish peers, of which by the Union the Sovereign was deprived. It would be essen-
tial, considering the circumstances of Ireland, that no objection should be offered to
the granting to the Sovereign the power of creating life peerages, with the privilege of
sitting in the House of Lords. I am sure that we could thus form an Irish House of
Peers, in which the resident nobility of Ireland would take their place in the council
of the nation, which would, as a deliberative assembly, maintain the fame and character
of the country, and in which the Irish aristocracy could learn, as the English have
done, to sympathise with us, or, at all events, to yicld to the enlightened and de-
liberative opinion of the country while they exercised the powers of control over rash
legislation, which it is the province of a second chamber to possess.”

I entertain those views still,. and I have not the slightest doubt that an
l;ish House of Lords would work harmoniously with the other orders of
the State. . o

If I rightly understand the other question put to me, I answer it by
saying that as I propose to leave the constitution of the imperial parlia-
ment in all respects undisturbed, the whole body of the Irish peerage
would be represented in that parliament exactly as it is now. Itap--
pears to me that we would be entirely departing from historic precedent,
and giving up the strong vantage ground upon which we stand, if we
shrank from meeting this subject boldly, and saying we must maintain an
Irsh House of Peers. (If you omit this from your parliament you are not
going back to '8z, you are giving up your ancient rights. If you do, you
would set against you all the advocates of an hereditary chamber) ; and
thirdly, I say you would be introducing the very difference of opinion
which ought not to be introduced into our demand for our national rights.

i [§ay our demand should be for our old Irish parliament, so far as it
eusts. We ought not to change that. If we entertain an objection to
this portion of our old parliamentary constitution we cannot refuse to can-
vass other portions or to discuss each of the thousand crotchets that may
anse, but I ask the Conference boldly to say that we abide by our demand

9
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for our ancient rights. We enter into no discussions upon other matters at
present.  This is not the time, this is not the occasion for raising them.
I have already said that if there was any part of the constitution which
would invite us to propose new things, it was exactly the House of Peers.

-Still I believe it is necessary, to avoid doing so, and I hope the Con-

ference will be of opinion, that in view of the enormous disadvantages
arising from discussion upon this subject—remembering that no person
here in assenting to this resolution, in the slightest degree compromises
any opinion he may have, or is bound to abstain from giving to that
opinion any effect he can—we ought to advocate the maintenance of the
British constitution as it exists at present in Ireland—Sovereign, Lords, and
Commons—it is the old constitution and our ancient right—modifying it as
far as we can within the limits of the ancient landmarks. I have pointed
out some modifications which are forced upon us by circumstances—
modifications which I believe are entirely consistent with the principles
of our old constitution. I have shown you that all thesé circumstances
make it absolutely necessary in order to meet the requirements of the
constitution, that one of the first acts of an Irish Ministry would be 'to
advise her Majesty to exercise her ancient prerogative by making a large
addition to the Irish House of Peers. I hope, however, the Conference
will think that this is the wisest course for us to adopt at present, and
leave it to the wisdom of Irishmen in our own parliament to find out the
means of bringing the constitution to a harmonious working. I am not
afraid of it if the difficulty should arise. ‘

Mr. NaGLE (Queenstown), said—I consider this a matter of detail, to
be arranged hereafter. We should lay down the broad principle in the
Conference and leave the details open for future consideration. With
that view, I move as an amendment that the resolution end with the
words—‘“ manage our own affairs by a parliament assembled in Ireland.”

Mr. C. G. Doran, T.C. (Queenstown)—I beg to second the amend-
ment, and my reason for doing so is that I learn from Mr. Butt that sucha
body does not exist, and it would be futile in us to attempt to restore
the body that depnved us of our liberty. Those who are acquamted
with the history of the Union know the part that the Irish House of
Lords played in depriving us of our liberties. I believe the first thing
we should do is to secure Home Government for Ireland, and Tet
the details of the government be managed by the people of Ireland
afterwards. I have confidence that in this assembly sufficient intelli-
gence and power should be brought together to manipulate and to create/
any form of government that would be found most useful to the people
of Ireland. By the conduct of the hereditary peers our country has been
deprived of its population. Within our own memory thousands and
millions of people have disappeared from our land, and the hereditary
lords of Ireland did not come forward to keep them in the country. [
believe you should stand upon your own dignity. You have created an

opinion, and you are sustaining that opinion against the lords of Ireland,
because if they had it in their power you would cease to exist asa
national assembly in the Rotunda. You had it before, and you ought
not again have anything to do with an hereditary upper chamber in this
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country. If you must have a second chamber, let it be the same as in
Canada or Australia. We want local government. If we have that,
we will find in time that it will itself regulate whatever else is necessary.
At all events, let us not define any course of action which we might take
in regard to the constitution of the House of Lords afterwards. I there-
fore beg to second the amendment.

Mr. A. M. SuLLIVAN said—Sir, very reluctantly I rise at this late hour
to take part in this discussion, because it has been the anxiety of the
members of the committee of management that our friends from the
country should be heard as fully as possible upon this subject. But the
amendment moved by the respected chairman of the Queenstown Com-
missioners is one of vital importance. I rise reluctantly, because we had
better meet it at once, clearly and decisively. It is a legitimate amend-
ment, and one worthy of being considered. It raises a_topic which excites
considerable interest throughout the kingdom, and I am very glad it has
been raised here, in order that we may thresh the matter out finally,and
have done with it. Mr. Digby, the member for the Queen’s County, in
his query, raised exactly the same consideration. Are we, or are we not,

.to claim our ancient constitution, consisting of a House of Peers ? orare
we to consider ourselves what Thomas Davis has declared we are not—a
sandbank thrown up by the waves of yesterday, and not an ancient -
nation claiming its historic rights? Now, if we were a new community,
starting with a clean page to open—if we were a new territory like the
United States of America, having to shape our own constitution and our
organization, I, for one, would sympathise with Mr. Nagle. I am
not a believer in the abstract theory of hereditary wisdom, when we
have surrounding us proofs of hereditary folly. But observe the unwis-
dom, I had almost said the fatuity, of allowing yourselves to be attracted
off by those theoretic considerations to an attitude fatal to your national
demand. Wise men engaged in a serious conflict like this will narrow
down to the narrowest possible dimensions the points of controversy,
and you should narrow the question down to this head—what we once
had we must have again. Now, gentlemen, look at the unwisdom of
overloading your programme and cumbering your hands by incorporating
with your demand every theory of political organization that the spirit of
the age may have thrown out. For instance, there is a strong desire,
both in England and Ireland, to alter the present constitution of the
electoral districts in the country. Men ask why Portarlington, with
eighty or ninety voters, returns a member, and Kingstown and Queens-
town, with their great populations, remain unrepresented. But should
we cumber our national demand with this question of electoral districts ?
And just as wisely might we cumber it with a demand for a democratic
upper chamber. The English nation would greatly desire to see us led
away by many of these attractive philosophical and political theories.
The very men who would use against us the excuse that we were going
in for destroying the aristocratic feature of the British imperial constitu-
tion are the very men who would be delighted to hear us say we would
not have our ancient constitution in the shape in which it roused the
admiration and fealty of Grattan and the Volunteers of 1782. I have
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not risen to make a speech, but to offer a few arguments, We do not
want set speeches on Home Rule and nationality. This is a business
meeting for the interchange of practical suggestions, and not for the pur-
pose of declamatory eloquence. In reply to Mr. Doran’s first argument
that the House of Lords does not exist at all, I would say neither does
the Irish House of Commons. His second argument was that the Irish
House of Peers voted in the majority for the Union, but so did the Irish
House of Commons ; and if we are not to have the restoration of our
liberties, because corruption did its work among the Peers and Com-
mons, then are we condemned to stand by in perpetuity. Mr. Sullivan
concluded by earnestly calling upon the Conference to demand the
restoration of the national legislature, as-it formerly existed.

Mr. Nagle said Mr. Sullivan had taken up his amendment rather
too warmly. He simply wanted them not to pledge themselves in refer-
ence to the future parliament of Ireland. He assumed that the Con-
ference was merely for an interchange of views. He merely made the
suggestion that they ought not to be precluded at a future time from
making a suitable second chamber, or upper chamber for Ireland ; but
if it in any way militated against the object of the meeting, or created mis-
conception, he was quite willing, with the consent of Mr. Doran, in whose
judgment and zeal in the national cause he fully confided, to withdraw
the amendment.

Mr. Ronayne—I would like to know doés Mr. Doran intend to have
an Upper House of the same constitution as they have in Canada. IfI
recollect aright the constitution of Canada provides that the senate shall
be appointed by the Governor-General, and I do not think that would be
an improvement here.

Mr. Doran—I have great pleasure in withdrawing the amendment
For this reason, that by seconding it we elicited the opinions of the Irish
nation upon the subject. Such discussions must lead ultimately to our
independence. I feel great pleasure in withdrawing an amendment,
which I have seconded merely from the best possible motives.

The Chairman stating that the amendment having been thhdrawn,
the resolution was put and carried unanimously.

The Conference was then (about 5.30) adjourned to eleven o'clock
next morning,

RUER




SECOND DAY,
19¢% November, 1873.

The Conference re-assembled at half-past eleven o’clock, and the
Chair was taken by ,
W. Suaw, M.P.

The CHAIRMAN, in opening the business of the day, announced that
the Conference would adjourn for refreshments for half an hour at half-
past two o’clock, after which the afternoon sitting would be commenced,
when it was hoped the business of the Conference would be finished. The
Conference had already gone through some most important resolutions,
in which the principles of the Home Rule movement were to a great ex-
tent embodied. They were now coming to the consideration of resolu-
tions of equal moment, and he hoped the meeting would discuss them in
the earnest and orderly manner whtch had marked the proceedings of
the day before. The Chairman continued—There was a remark in yes-
terday’s issue of the leading organ, the Zimes, whichI feel it my duty to
contradict. That remark was to the effect that we canvassed for signa-
tures for our requisition during the past two months. Now,Iamin a
position to give that statement a most decided contradiction. The cir-
cular was sent out in the ordinary way to the gentlemen of the country.
I can say for the county Cork that if we had canvassed in any way,
instead of 2,000, we could have got, I am sure, 20,000 of the bone and
sinew of that great county to sign the requisition. We are also told, as
usual, that the respectability of she country is not in the requisition. We
know, as I said yesterday, that the respectability of a country never leads
in any political movement. They are waiting and watching; they are
notagainst us. Itis quite a mistake to assume, as these writers do, that,
because their names are not down upon the requisition, they are against
us. Nothing of the kind. Fewmenhave had more opportunitiesthan I have
had of seeingand speaking to gentlemen of the middle and better classes of
the country. I never lose the opportunity of discussing the national
question with them, and I can say emphatically that they are as fully con-
vinced as we are of the necessity for some great and vital change. They
admit our plan to be sound, wise, and prudent ; but they are frightened,
as Mr. Butt said, by a fantastic imagination of what would happen if such
or such an event comes to pass. Now, any one who knows the people
as most of us do—and I speak from the conviction of a life-long inter-
course with the people of the south of Ireland—must know how utterly
unfounded any alarm of this kind is. I have been honoured with early
and lasting friendships with Roman Catholic gentlemen, and I would never
think for a moment that they would be capable of taking any advantage
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may be in Australia or the far West of America. In every part of the
world it is a notorious fact that Irishiren. wker ther leave their country,
do not leave the love of it behind them. Now. it is a remarkable fact
that, as far as we can learn, no instance can be pointed to in which
any section of our countrymen, in Ireland. Scotland. Ergland. or in
any other distant portion of the world kave dissented from those prin-
ciples. It is unnecessary, therefore, for me to inform them of these
principles—they do not require it. I will therefore just lightly touch on
one or two other topics. I heard yesterday in this room-—we have all
heard it in other places—the difference between simple repeal and
federalism. Nothing pleased me more, and it must have struck the
mind of every one present with pleasure, that, although conscien-
tious difference of opinion, arising from old traditions and associations,
naturally affect the minds of some gentlemen here, they were all ready
to give up their special opinions and throw in their lot with this
movement, expressed as it is in this resolution. What finer example of
patriotism could be witnessed than that which we saw in Mr. John
Martin yesterday, who came forward saying that he could not give up
any single conviction of his life, and though he did not and could
not, he would do all he could to help our noble movement. A
tespected Irishman, whose name when I mention it will be received with
acclamation—I mean Mr. P. J. Smyth—upon a very public occasion
expressed himself exactly in the same terms—I allude to the Waterford
banquet. He stated on that occasion, as Mr. Martin stated yesterday,
his conviction that if he was called upon to give a preference he would
select what some people called simple repeal, but at the same he suid,
“I will not obstruct this great movement; I will join with you, I will
help you, I will throw my lot in amongst you.” I believe that as far as
this question is concerned the case is settled. I believe the simple
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of the future as against our property or liberties. No; I could not think
it for a moment. No man who knows the Catholic people of Ireland
could believe it. Iam certain they would not take such an advantage—
if such as this could occur—at the dictation of any power in the universe.
Gentlemen, we are not going to carry this movement at a bound. We will
take some time to accomplish our great work. Meanwhile gentlemen
who have not yet joined us will, I hope, see that their co-operation would
be for the general good, and that they would be perfectly safe in joining
the movement. .

Rev. J. A. GavLerartH, F.T.C.D,, in proposing the fourth resolution,

said—Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the Conference, I think that busi-
ness will be best forwarded by speakers on the different questions con-
fining themselves as briefly as possible to the subject entrusted to them..
I have been honoured with a resolution, which I shall now read. Itis
the fourth resolution which you will find in the printed list that was put
into your hands yesterday. It is as follows :—
- That, in claiming these rights and privileges for our country, we adopt the principle
of a federal arrangement, which would secure to the Irish parliament the right of
legislating for and regulating all matters relating to the internal affairs of Ireland,
while leaving to the Imperial Parliament the power of dealing with all questions
affecting the Imperial Crown and Government, legislation regarding the colonies and
other dependencies of the Crown, the relations of the empire with foreign states, aud
all matters appertaining to the defence and stability of the empire at large, as well as
the power of granting and providing the supplies necessary for Imperial purposes.

Sir, I confess that if I were called upon to expound to an assembly such
as this the principles of the federal relation that we propose, I should
decline the task, because I believe that many others with whom I am
associated could do it better than I could. Happily for me the task is
unnecessary. The principles of the federal relation which we propose
have been placed before you yesterday by Mr. Butt in so clear a manner
that it renders it quite unnecessary for me to follow him in detail. We
are all thoroughly agreed and satisfied that the present state of relations
between this country and England ought to be altered—altered, not only
for the purpose of increasing the future prosperity of this country, but also
with the view of ensuring the future safety of the British empire. I have no
right, Sir, to obtrude any particnlar opinion of mine upon a meeting like
this ; but I candidly and openly avow that, over and above that strong
and unflagging love of country, which I believe every man here will give
me credit for, that the chief reason that induced me to throw my poor
efforts into this movement was the consideration of the safety and the
stability of the British empire. No captain can safely lead his ship into
t 'y man in that ship is determined to

no more unsafe experiment than for a

on unless he is satisfied of the good-

a it.” If he approaches a contest with

of the men that he leads are not with

ical moment, his efforts are paralysed,

but defeat. Now, I love the British

- own country. Notas well. IfIam

mptly do so, but while I openly avow
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that T love that empire, I cannot conceal the opinion that its most serious
source of future danger is Irish disaffection. If there be any one subject
-upon which all men in Ireland are agreed, we find it in every newspaper,
we hear it from every speaker, whether he be a Fenian in the South, oran
Orangemen in the North—whether it be the Daily Express, the Nation,
or the /rishsman—there is one thing on which all men in Ireland are
agreed, and that is that Ireland is disaffected. Let no man say that I
propound a dangerous sentiment because I boldly and openly state this.
There are many men outside this Conference who will severely blame
_me for making this public statement, who, nevertheless, are circulating
it themselves every day and every hour. Therefore I think I may
assume that it is a fact agreed upon by all men in Ireland, and that it
is the foundation of our desire that there should be an alteration
in the present state of the relations which unite us with England. We
come forward, honestly and sincerely to propose a plan—a rational and
feasible plan—by which these alterations may be effected, and as a con-
sequence of which Ireland, instead of being a rotten, disaffected branch
will become a solid, steady stone in the foundation of imperial prospe-
rity.  Sir, the resolution I hold in my hand contains nothing new. For
three and a half years the principles we now advocate havs been before
Ireland—before the world—in the hands of every Irishman, whether he
may be in Australia or the far West of America. In every part of the
world it is a notorious fact that Irishmen, when they leave their country,
do not leave the love of it behind them. Now, it is a remarkable fact
that, as far as we can learn, no instance can be pointed to in which
any section of our countrymen, in Ireland, Scotland, England, or in
any other distant portion of the world have dissented from those prin-
ciples. It is unnecessary, therefore, for me to inform them of these
principles—they do not require it. I will therefore just lightly touch on
one or two other topics. I heard yesterday in this room—we have all
heard it in other places—the difference between simple repeal and
federalism. Nothing pleased me more, and it must have struck the
mind of every one present with pleasure, that, although conscien-
tious difference of opinion, arising from old traditions and associations,
naturally affect the minds of some gentlemen here, they were all ready
to give up their special opinions and throw in their lot with this
movement, expressed as it is in this resolution. What finer example of
patriotism could be witnessed than that which we saw in Mr. John
Martin yesterday, who came forward saying that he could not give up
any single conviction of his life, and though he did not and could
not, he would do all he could to help our noble movement. A
respected Irishman, whose name when I mention it will be received with
acclamation—I mean Mr. P. J. Smyth—upon a very public occasion
expressed himself exactly in the same terms—I allude to the Waterford
banquet. He stated on that occasion, as Mr. Martin stated yesterday,
his conviction that if he was called upon to give a preference he would
select what some people called simple repeal, but at the same he said,
“I will not obstruct this great movement; I will join with you, T will
help you, I will throw my lot in amongst you.” I believe that as far as
this question is concerned the case is settled. I believe the simple
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repealers, as they were called in the days of O’Connell, and in the
debates that occurred at the time, have all resolved, without exception,
on throwing in their lot with us, and working for a federal union with
Great Britain. Now, when I mention the mame of O’Connell, I men-
tion it as a Protestant Irishman, with the sincerest respect and venera-
tion. There is not 2 man whose name in the page of Irish history
can excite more admiration in my mind than the name of O’Connell.
He did not emancipate me, buf he emancipated those that I love.
His whole conduct as an emancipator was that of a noble and brave
man struggling with herculean energy against a difficulty which he
finally overcame. As a repealer he failed; a second triumph, and of
such a magnitude, was too much for the lot of one man ; nevertheless,
he led forward a movement which was only short of success, and which
it did not please Providence to allow him to pursue to the end. I hope
it may influence the minds of simple repealers living at a distance to
know, as Mr. Butt showed them yesterday, that this great man looked |
upon the federal arrangement with Great Britain not only with favour,
but with distinct approbation, very publicly expressed. I shall take the |
liberty to add one quotation to that which Mr. Butt used yesterday.
1t is from a letter written to the Kerry Examiner. That paper opposed
O’Connell when he publicly approved of federalism. He wrote in '
reply :— T ‘

¢You say,” said O’Connell, “‘we have been robbed of mationality, and we, repealers, |
demand its restitution in all its pre-existing amplitude. A parliament sitting in
Ireland, and not daring to think on matters of imperial policy, would be converting |
Ireland into one great borough, and constituting our parliament a municipal corpora-
tion on a large scale. This is not the sort of parliament secured to us in 1782.”
¢ Now see,” said O'Connell, ¢‘ how you mistake the fact. That was precisely the |
parliament secured to us in 1782. It was, as you say, a parliament sitting in Ireland
to govern only the affairs of Ireland. As to its not daring to think on matters of -
imperial policy, thought is free, but it certainly could not, and, therefore, did not, dare
to acf on matters of imperial policy. It had no kind of power or control over, or
interference with, the colonies, or with the treaties between Great Britain and foreign
powers, or with the appointment of British ministers—that is, in point of fact, with
the nomination of the executive powers in the country.”

Is that not the very doctrine that Isaac Butt proclaimed in his noble -
speech yesterday? 1In a letter to the Repeal Association of the 8th
November, 1844, O’Connell says :— .

“I will never take less for the Irish nation than what it had before the Union—that
is, final legislation and judicial authority in Ireland. But if I can, in addition to her
legislative independence, procure for her by means of a federal arrangement, a direct
interference as to foreign treaties and a direct unequivocal power in colonial manage-
ment, I will not refuse the advantages and authority which may be tendered to Ireland,
as additional links in the connection with Great Britain.”

Therefore, no one need tell me that Daniel O’Connell, whose name is
revered by every Irishman, differed in one jot or one iota from the pro-
position we now make to the Irish people. We always derive encourage-
ment in any plan we prosecute from the approbation of great men. If
we find, as in this case, that Daniel O’Connell approved of our plan,
what greater encouragement can Irishmen have than to go on with the
plan that had such a sanction? I could, if time permitted me—but I
will not venture to occupy you long—go through a long list of names
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and authorities which ought to satisfy reasonable men that under present
circumstances a federal arrangement with England would be best for
both parties; but I now wish to bring before the meeting a quotation
which possesses peculiar interest. It is the opinion of an Irishman of
great genius and character who has lately departed from amongst us—I
mean Charles Lever.

It may not be known to the members of this Conference that he took
a deep interest in our movement, and was from conviction and love of
country a genuine Home Ruler. I hold in my hand a paper, it is
labelled on the back, “ Home Rule; author’s proof.” It was written
and revised by Charles Lever for Blackwood’s Magazine,; but he went so
far in expressing this sentiment that it-was suppressed. It was too much
for Blackwood. It came into my possession by his desire. I never pub-
licly read any passage from it before; but I am sure that there is no
gentleman here that will not be glad to hear a few honest words in
favour of Home Rule from Charles Lever. The paper is a long and in-
teresting one-——one of the series so well known as the “Q’Dowd Papers,”
in which, with brilliant wit and choice words, he touched upon all the
political topics of the day as they passed before him, and amongst
others Home Rule. I should also tell you this—that in many private
communications with my respected and revered friend, Charles Lever, 1
found that he was thoroughly with us. Now his opinion was worth
something, as there were few men in his time who had a larger or more
varied experience of life, not only in this county, but on the whole con-
tinent of Europe. Lever says :—

‘“ When Mr. Gladstone proudly asks, Why Irish interests cannot be discussed and
debated in an English parhament ? the simple answer is this, that, when so discussed
they must always be subordinate to the fortunes of party, and considered far less with
reference to Ireland than to the benefit of Mr. Gladstone or Mr. Disraeli, and thus the
small and local measures which are so vital to national prosperity, but so insignificant
to party success, meet with little attention and no respect.”

There are members of parliament here, and they must recognise the
accuracy of this picture, They must have often heard this expression—
“ Ah, what's all this about? It is a mere Irish row. What have we to
do with it? We wish it was swept off the face of the earth, and you
with it ? I believe this is a common sentiment—a common form of
speech of English members in the assembly in which our vital
interests are dealt with.

In the following passage he describes the utter incapacity of an Eng-
lish parliament to deal with our affairs :—

“ Mr. Gladstone sneeringly tells us that of Home Rule all he knows is the state-
ment, ¢ That there is a vast quantity of fish in the seas thal surround Ireland, and that
if they had Home Rule they would catch a deal of these fish’ Now, all I say is that
~ if we bad a parliament in College-green such a contemptuous summary of our national
grievances would not have proved so perfectly safe as a burst of contemptuous
eloquence as it proved at Aberdeen. :

“The grievance alleged by Ireland is the same as that declared by Hungary—that
lncal questionsare treated by an imperial parliament with reference to the exigencies
of party, and not the necessities of the land they pertain to. Mr. Deak never pro-
tested against the ability or the competency of his Austrian rulers; all he said was,
‘You have enough to do of your own. To carry many things you desire, you are
forced to do, or to omit to do, much that Hungary requires. We, who live lower

10
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down the Danube see a variety of things to which we attach importance:and
value that, measured by your imperial standard, could not be so estimated. Leave us
then to deal with our own concerns, and, so far from being angry at the request, bless
your stars that you have so much the more time to give to the objects that are dear
to you.” This was the Hungarian contention. We are the smaller people and the
poorer; but we have a number of interests that we understand better than you can,
and, above all, we have a people whose sympathies, and even prejudices we shall
consult in legislating for them in a mode that all your superior knowledge and im-
perial intelligence would never arrive at. 'Will you not see, then, that we know where

the shoe e nches—the remedy we ask is not to try how we can walk in an old pair of
yours | t we want is to suit our own feet, and not to march in a step that does
not become us.”

In another passage he defends the Irish parliament :—

% The favourite arguments against Home Rule in Ireland are—first, those derived
from the traditions of an Irish parliament; and secondly—more flattering—from
recent Irish incompetence. Now, of that House of Commons, in which were Flood,
Grattan, Hely, Hutchinson, Parsons, Ponsonby, Yelverton, Curran, and Plunket,
with scores more only inferior to these great men, it is hardly necessary to say that in
eloquence, debating power, general knowledge, and patriotism, it would not dread a
comparison with that greater assembly whose debates are our daily reading. The
very worst thing I know of that parliament was that you were able to corrupt it.
And when one remembers the number of poor and needy men there were—men of
high abilities and narrow fortunes, with all the conscious power of intellect, and all
the present penury of small means, whom you could not corrupt, and who clung with
the fidelity of despair to the sinking vessel of their country—it is to their eternal credit
that they resentedp your offers and refused your seductions.”

Now, Sir, it is a pleasure to me, and to every one here it must be a
great satisfaction to read these words of our illustrious countryman when
we find ourselves surrounded with puny whipsters who get up in public
places and speak of this parliament in dishonouring terms. It is a
satisfaction to our minds to find a man like Charles Lever speaking
approvingly of that parliament, which, if it contained the infamous
Trench of Woodlawn, contained also Bully Egan who came up number
one hundred and eleven, and pitched Kilmainham to the Devil. And
what is it that the Irish parliament is charged with ?—with corruption.
I am soiry to say that the charge must be admitted ; but who is it that
makes the charge? It is the vile seducer, and ill it comes from the lips
of the seducer when he speaks of the fallen condition and the lost state
of the victim he has ruined. But they speak as if they were never cor-
rupted themselves. They speak as if those things were never known in
the English parliament. I will not trouble you with a list of their
corruptions, for it would keep you here a long time. I think it would
keep you to the hour for luncheon. Parliamentary corruption in the
way of buying votes, I suppose, always existed, inasmuch as human
nature is much the same in all places and at all times; it was first
reduced into regular practice in the English House of Commons in
1690, under the great and good King William the Third. The man
found himself in a great difficulty—he was very near going to leave the
country—as King Amadeo did Spain the other day—and the Speaker of
the House of Commons, Sir John Trevor, went to his Majesty, and said,
“T will settle the difficulty if your Majesty will give me a purse of
£100,000,” and the king consented. That is the beginning, or at
least the earliest instance I can lay my finger on, of what I call
regular, systematic parliamentary corruption. Who will be so audacious
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as to tell me that that system has not more or less defiled the English
parliament ever ‘since. Do they forget the evidence of their own his-
torian, Macaulay? What does he say? I think I remember the words
exactly, “ It was as notorious,” he says, “as that there was a market for
cattle in Smithfield, that there was a market for votes in the English
Treasury.” ’

What did Sir Robert Walpole say?  That he knew the price to a
sixpence of every man in parliament, and that that was the way he
intended to manage them, and did manage them. Who was the man
that helped, in the most laborious, and, I am sorry to say, efficacious
way his friend William Pitt, to carry the resolutions through the English
House of Commons, the object of which was to rob us of our nationality?
~—Dundas, the first Lord of the Admiralty. In 1804, three years after
this, when he occupied the post of First Lord of the Admiralty under
the title of Lord Melville, his name was struck off the Privy Council,
much to the regret of his friend Pitt, who could not, however, help him.’
Why? Because he robbed the public money. Mr. Whitbread had
him impeached, and his bosom friend, Mr. Pitt, was obliged to advise
His Majéesty to expel him from the Privy Council, for what? for
putting the public money in his pocket. Let no man, therefore,
tell me that we are corrupt above all men. I am sorry to say that there
are bad men in Ireland as well as in England, in Scotland, and elsewhere;
but my opinion is that human nature is much the same everywhere and
at all times, and that if we had a parliament in Ireland, which, I trust to
in God, we soon shall have, it will be necessary for every man standing
about me to take very good care that none of their representatives
shall be corrupted. The purity of parliament depends, not on the men
in parliament, but on the men outside of parliament. Sir, I hold in my
hand a book, from which I shall read. It gives me peculiar satisfaction
to draw the attention of this Conference to one or two passages. In the
year 1843 our respected friend, the leader of this movement, Isaac Butt,
held a great controversy with Daniel O’Connell, and, as is usual, he ac-
quitted himself with great ability. It is a curious thing that even then
there were latent in his mind the very ideas that he propounded to you
yvesterday. The very objections that he made against simple Repeal
were the very ones that influence him now in bringing forward a scheme
of federal arrangement which is free from objection.. Now, one of the
signal failing points of the old system of '82 was the want of a constitu-
tionally appointed ministry. What do I find here? Mr. Butt, thirty
years ago, stated, by way of objection to O’Connell’s plan as a solid and
irefragable objection—

“In England (said Mr. Butt) the Sovereign had no power of refusing her assent to
any measure passed by both Houses of parliament, but she did this under the advice of
ministers responsible to that very parliament, by the advice of an English Cabinet, and
this was the practical check upon the exercise of the Crown ; but by the boasted Con-
stitution of 1782 the Sovereign of Ireland exercised the right of assenting to or rejecting
bills passed by the parliament of Ireland, not by the advice of any ministry responsible
to, or in any way dependent upon, the Irish parliament, but by the advice of a minister
solely responsible to, and solely dependent on, an English parliament.”

Now, is there any difference between the doctrine Mr. Butt proposed
before you yesterday and the doctrine he held thirty years.ago when he
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was combating the great Liberator, O’Connell, on this point ?  After |

the division was taken in the Dublin Corporation—and they were all for
Repeal -at that time; God bless them, as they are all for it now—after the
division in the Corporation, there was a meeting of the Repeal Associa-
tion, and O’Connell gave them a pleasant account of the whole business
that had occurred in the Corporation the day before. Doing- this, he
could not well pass over the views of Alderman Butt. I willread to you

" what O’Connell said, for it shows that O’Connell, like Moses, was not.

only a great leader of the people, but a prophet. In reference to Alder-
man Butt’s speech, O'Connell said :—
¢¢ I watched to see if he would say anything that would commit him against being the

friend of Repeal hereafter, and I have the satisfaction to tell you that Alderman Bautt
is as free to support Repeal, if he should think fit to do so, as I am.”*

Then he pays Mr. Butt a compliment :— ,

¢ A man of his genius must have had some yearning for his native land ; and though
the word Ireland may not sound as musically in his ear as in mine, depend upon-it
that Alderman Butt 1s in his inmost soul an Irishman, and that we will have him
struggling with us for Ireland yet.”

So you see that O’Connell was not only a great leader of the people,
but also a true’prophet.

It is well, gentlemen, that the first series of resolutlons should be
moved and seconded as briefly as possible. I have done the work I in-
tended by reading the few passages I have submitted to your notice, and
in making some comments upon them. I have only now to add that our
strong and fervent desire, and as I believe the strong and fervent desire,
notwithstanding the numerous contradictions to the contrary of the
whole Irish people, is to be friends with England, to take our full share
in the support of the Empire, and to stand by England, if she be in diffi-
culty, as we expect England should stand by us, supposing we were
in difficulty. But we do not want to stand in an unequal position
with England or any other nation in the world. If they make us friends
we will be to them good friends and strong friends. If you want to
make good friends try and make your neighbours your friends—the men
who live next door. Do not look for friends in distant places, for they
may fail or they may forget their opportunities for rendering service;
they may cease to be friends or they may lose the power to help. Make
friends of your neighbours. Now, we are by position and tradition
neighbours of England. We have helped them. There is not a field in
which a British victory was ever gained in which Irish blood was not
shed on England’s side. We will help them again. But it cannot be, I
solemnly and emphatically say, it cannot beuntiljustice be done to Ireland.
What is the fatuous policy of England’s ministers? They run through
the world to make friends. At present they are endeavouring to make
friends of the Fantees—a set of black fellows on the Gold Coast. Would
it not be better to make friends of the 150,000 Tipperary men, with every
one of whom, my friend, Mr. Gill, declared he had a personal acquaint-
ance. With those 150,000 Tipperary men I would be satisfied to go
with Mr. Gill and clear the world before me. I say the safety, the sta-
bility, and the integrity of England and her empire depends essentially
upon her making friends of gallant Tipperary and the other thirty-one
counties of Ireland
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_ Rev. THOMAs O'SHEA:—I say truly this is the proudest and happiest
day of my life. I feel honoured in being associated with my rev.
friend, Professor Galbraith, on the same platform, and supporting the
same resolution. You see there are some things upon which Maynooth
and. Trinity College can go together. I was put to another resolution,
but they transferred me to this because I have been in the habit of acting
with ministers of other religions. I have stood on the same platform
with gentlemen of the Episcopalian and Presbyterian churches. At
-Newtownards, Bronshane, Banbridge, and Downpatrick, westood together
—as we did at Limerick, Kilkenny, and Cashel of the Kings. And the
cimax of all was when under the shadow of that obelisk on the historic
Boyne—monument of the triumph and defeat of Irishmen—drowning our
feuds in its waters, with clasped hands and hearts we drank to the union
of Irishmen—Q’Connell used to say: “ This is a great day for Ireland ”
—poor O’Connell ! yet not so, for he is not dead. To live in hearts we
leave behind is not to die. His spirit animates us—it is enshrined in
your hearts—yea, more (pointing to Mr. Butt), the mantle of the great
political prophet has fallen on our leader, who in every thing, save name,
is O'Connell—possessed of his spirit, patriotism, and eloquence, her-
culean figure, and colossal genius. We are making history ; when the
gentlemen who attend this meeting go home they will long re-
member this day, and tell of it to their children, whose children’s children
wil in time to come, cherish the recollection of what took place in
this historic room, the scene of so many of the glories of Ireland. Our
success will mainly depend on our union—the union of North and South

* ~the union of Protestant and Catholic. I have not the least doubt of
the success of our movement. There are two points in the resolution.

One is that we have a right to a parliament in Dublin, leaving to the
mperial parliament the right of managing all foreign affairs, imperial and
colonial concerns, the administration of the army ; the making of peace
and war, Well, we have a right to that parliament, and of that right I
gveno proof. I have only to indentify. Res clamat Domino suo. 1 claim
my property. It is my own. It was filched from me ; it was more than
fiched—it was not stolen, but it was taken by violence, as a purse is
tzken by a highway man, with a pistol and bullet at the forehead of his
victim. What did they do? They came to the household—intending
to plunder—they bribe its guardians and its servants. The master was
}Hmself sick—sick after the unfortunate rising of '8, which they fomented.

They bribed the servants, and they did more—they paid the servants
they bribed with the master’s money. They did more. They brought
a revolver—a, six-barrelled revolver—and placed it to his temple, and
told him to surrender the jewel dearest to his heart. Is not this what
they did? While they were bribing the Lords and Commons and cor-
Tupting them, they had 130,000 horse, foot, and artillery at the heart of
Ireland, It is under these circumstances we lost our parliament, and if
aybody asks me what we ought to do, I say we have pothing to do
but to identify that property, and thank God we have thousands still
living who remember that parliament. We remember the parliament,

and we have a right to it—-it is our own and we ought to get it. Well

Sir, they did more than that. They found the servants were not base
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enough directly to rob the master. What did they do then? They
bribed the servants to give up the keys to others, and the men who were
ashamed and who shrank from laying a parricidal hand upon their country
and upon their fatherland, surrendered the keys to Scotchmen and to
Englishmen, to captains and to majors in the army, and these were the
" men who actually slew Ireland. Bad as these men were they would not
do the job themselves, but gave the instrument to others to do it.
Gentlemen, the next thing we require is that we shall deal and deal ex-
clusively with Irish affairs—that with the internal affairs of Ireland the
English parliament shall have nothing to do. We shall have our pros-
perity in our own hands. We shall have the reclamation of the waste
lands in our own hands. We will have our fisheries in our own hands.
We will have in our own hands the deepening of the beds of the rivers,
which badly want it this year at all events, We will have the embank-
ments of the shores of those rivers in our hands ; and another thing we
will have in our hands is that we will be able to purchase the estates of
the absentees, and to give them the full value of them. Thére are other
things that can be done in England—the Irish parliament will have
nothing to do but look after the affairs of Ireland, studying her happiness
and prosperity, and thinking and examining how best they can promote
all the interests and wishes and supply the wants of the people whom

they do understand, and for whose prosperity and happiness they do feel |

interested. Mind the subjects will be discussed before the Irish people
—in the presence of the people of Dublin and the people of the provinces
who will come up, it may be on return tickets, to hear the debates. Oh!
how different these debates will be from what I witnessed one night in
the British Commons, when the extravagant conduct of a not over upright
Judge was under discussion. There your representatives have to address
a cold, unwilling, prejudiced, and hostile audience, who are four to one

against them. In College-green they will be addressing a warm-hearted

sympathising audience in the genial atmosphere of their native land, and

the approving plaudits of their fellow-countrymen. The imperial par-

liament, according to the resolution, is to have the exclusive manage-

ment of all imperial questions, colonial questions, and questions touching

all foreign matters. Well, I think that is right, and I tell you I gave the -

subject all my judgment. I devoted to it all my heart, and after giving
the question as much consideration as my poor ability enabled me to give

to anything, I have come to the conclusion that federalism is decidedly -
better, more permanent, more substantial, more honourable, and more |
feasible, because more acceptible to Englishmen, and evidently better

calculated to consolidate the union of the two countries, than Repeal.

Now, as to Repeal, you have heard the statement of O’Connell, read
by my reverend friend. ILet us remember that if an English minister |

proposed to go to war with the best friend of our country, Ireland would
not have a single voice in the matter, nor would she, in fact, have a
voice in any question of peace or war, or indeed, in any topic nearly
touching the interests and glory of an empire of which she would yet form
an integral part. I want her to have a voice in all these things. I ask
you, by whose ability and by whose genius were the great glories of which
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England boasts—by whom were they won? Have they not been won
by the money, the blood, and by the generals of our country? I want
to know is the country which gave birth to Gough, and the still greater
Arthur, Duke of Wellington—is the country which gave birth to him
who conquered the conqueror of the world—to have no voice in the
question of peace and war? Are our countrymen to be shut out from
all situations of honour and emolument—and I think that these situations
are very good when they are not procured at the price of one’s country
—are we, I ask, to be shut out from all situations in the colonies and in
India? I think we should not be so shut out. I would remind you
that while we had the genius of Grattan, of Flood, of Curran, and Plun-
ketinthe Irish House of Commons, we could glory in Burke and Sheridan
in the English Commons, whose genius did not pale before that of Fox
and Pitt, and we can still produce as brilliant a galaxy of genius. Iam
entirely in favour of federalism, because I want to have a government
which will be responsible to the Irish people. T want to have an Irish
administration, and not to have a Lord Lieutenant or a Chief Secretary
who does not even know the geography of our country—who does not
know whether Galway is in Kilkenny or Kilkenny in Clare, and whose
first speech was to express his incompetency. We do not want a man
who is good enough for Ireland, but fit for nothing in England. I would
have an Irishman wherever an Irishman will suit, and have every position
which he could fairly fill open to him. :

Well, gentlemen, this is a great question. It is an arduous and diffi-
cult question.  But you have put your hands to the plough and I hope
you will not look back. I am almost delighted that it is an arduous
question because the greater the difficulty the greater will be the glory in
surmounting it. It is an arduous question, but it is the grandest question
that ever engaged the heart of a country. No question so vital to the
country’s happiness and prosperity and loyality could be submitted to
the Irish nation, than that of a parliamentin College-green. I hope that
¢very man here will go home and be a missionary and an apostle of
Home Rule. I hope every man will be a recruiting-sergeant making re-
cruts for Home Rule. I hope that the Protestants and Presbyterians
on the north of the Boyne will do what I will try to do on the south of
the Boyne, and that there will be a patriotic and holy rivalry between the
North and the south to see which will do most to forward this question.
Look to what the country was and to what it is. In the time of O’Con-
tell the population was nine millions, and now it is scarcely five millions.
Did the decrease take place under a parliament in College-green or in
. Stephen’s ? It was said there was a famine. There was a famine,
but there was as much corn in the country as could feed double the
Population. There wasa cotton famine in England during the American
%ar, but did the people perish or starve? As Archbishop Hughes said,
they starved upon beefsteak. No, they took care of their own ; but they
ought to have taken care of our people, too, when they took upon them-
selves to govern and legislate for us. We have had a positive loss of four
millions of our people. Can you realise what four millions of people
ae? Itis a larger population than most of the independent States in
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Europe—than Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Switzerland, and Portugal.
In addition to that, we have lost what would have been the natural in-
crease of population, for if there had been more people there would have
been more marriages, and with more marriages there would have been
more people, and instead of five millions we would haye at least a dozen
millions of people, and there would have been sufficient food in the
country for them all. Where are these four millions we.have lost?
Many of them lie in graves, coffinless and shroudless; but, though
shroudless, they will rise in a garb of glory yet. They are scattered over
America, and they are going there still in a greater ratio than ever they did
before. They are going away at therate of 80,000 a year, and in the first,
seven months of this year we have lost more than last year. We must
do something to stem the tide, or the landlords themselves will have, in-
stead of tenants, only a few herds, or they must become herds themselves.
At present agriculture is dying out, and we will soon be at the mercy of
other countries for corn. I do not believe there is a single man in the
country who is not a Home Ruler in his heart. Every man must be so.
It is one of those things that is engrafted in the human heart, the love,
of country—the spirit of freedom is ineradicable, indestructible, and in--
extinguishable : naturam expelias furch tamen usque recurvet. As to there
being disloyality, I say disloyality and disaffection cannot be put down
effectually until the yearning for Home Rule is gratified. In every new
generation of men you will have people springing up as they did in ’43
and in ’66. You will have Fenians, because youths cannot see far before
them—they don’t see the sinews of war are wanting, but they are willing
to lay down their lives for their country. They become resolutely dis-
contented. Now, they would not join any disloyal movement if they
had a parliamant in College-green. They would then be glad to form
part of a great empire. England would be a great guardian of our in-
terests, and open a great field for our talent and for our young men. This
is a glorious country. It is a country worth struggling for—worth making
a final struggle for—making a struggle in which we are determined “No
surrender I’ Look at our harbours, where all the fleets of the world can
ride in safety. They were never intended by God but that one day or
another they should be utilised. I believe that Ireland will be yet the
emporium of trade between the old world and the new. Look at our rivers
capable of turning the machinery of the world—the coal fields of England
may fail, but the water-power of old Ireland shall last as long as the
dews and rains of Heaven. Allthe trade and commerce of the world
will pass through Ireland. Have hope. Look at the state of the
nations of the world. Look at the state of France and Spain and of the
new empire of Prussia? They are all in a bad way. Look at the state
of Italy. These States are going to the bad, as the nations did at the
breaking-up of the Roman empire, and I firmly believe Ireland wil
civilise them yet, and I believe more than that—1I believe it is Ireland that
will evangelize them yet, and God knows they want to be evangelized
out of some of the Communism which is amongst them. They say we
are not fit for self-government. Not fit for self-government ! The nation
that produced Grattan, and Curran, and O’Connell, Plunket, and Canning
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—the nati®n that gave O’Donnell to Spain and MacMahon to France !
Hope on, hope on.
‘¢ The nations are fallen, but thou still art young ;
sun is but rising when others have set,

Thy
And thou slavery’s gloom o’er thy morning hath hung
noon of freedom shall beam round thee yet.

THE O’Conor Don, M.P., said :—Mr. Chairman and Gentlemen, it
would have been unnecessary, so far as I am concerned, for the gentle-
man who has just interposed between me and the meeting to have made
any observation on the desirability of our confining our remarks within
a small compass, for I felt to-day in coming to this meeting, looking to
the large number of resolutions which had to be proposed, and to the
serious inconvenience which delay might cause to gentlemen who had
still to address you, that it would be incumbent on me, in anything T -
had to say, to confine my observations within the very smallest compass,
Fortunately or unfortunately, as the case may be, it is not necessary for
me to trespass on you at any length, because on a late occasion I had
an opportunity, in addressing my constituents, of expressing at some
length my views on the great question which has brought us here to-day ;
but, as one of those unfortunate individuals whose woes Father O’Shea
has so vividly pictured to you, it may not be considered inappropriate
that I should say at least a few words; and I feel it the more an obli-
gation on my part to do so, because, to a certain extent, the observations
which I made at no remote period to my constituents have been in cer-
tain respects misunderstood. I do not mean to say there has been any
wilful misrepresentation of my views. I have no complaint to make,
indeed, of the comments that were offered on the observations which I
thought it my duty a fewweeks ago to make public. But still,as I have said,
misapprehensions have arisen as to the views which 1 then propounded.
Now, if these misrepresentations existed regarding me in my private
capacity, I would consider myself guilty of most unwarrantable intrusion
nasking the attention of this great Conference to any comments made on
my remarks. But holding the posmon I do, as a representative of an
important constituency, 1 feel it a duty to them, if not to myself, to
address you to-day. On the occasion I have alluded to I felt bound to
call attention to some of the difficulties which existed in the way of the
proposed plan of a federal arrangement for Ireland. I felt it my duty
Inan especial manner to call attention to some of the difficulties con-
nected with the restoration of the Irish House of Peers. Let not gen-
tlemen rush to the conclusion that I am about to raise again the discus-
sion we had yesterday evening on the reconstruction of the Irish House
of Peers. I would have been glad yesterday to have had the opportu-
nity of addressing you on that subject, but at the time the other
speakers had done with it, I felt that, if I intruded then, I would have
prevented any progress bemg made, and therefore, as really in this fourth
Tesolution, and in the third which we had before us last night, the real
essence of this plan consists, it may not be inappropriate that I should
say anything I have to say at this stage of our proceedings. I do not
admit that I created or unnecessarily raised any difficulties, the difficul-
ties I alluded to were there before I spoke—they are there still—but I

IX
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pointed out certain difficulties with respect to the reconstruction of the
Irish House of Peers, and those difficulties were difficulties not alto-
gether arising out of the particular opinions held at present by the
actual possessors of the Insh peerages. They seemed to me to be
difficulties inherent in the position of our hereditary legislative house
under a federal arrangement, especially under a federal arrangement to
which the great classes from which the peerage is selected, aswell as
the individual peers themselves, were not very favourable, repudiating,
in fact, the great powers and privileges which it was proposed to confer
on them. But since I spoke in Roscommon I have seen it represented
in the public papers that, on account of this difficulty, I recommended
that the Irish people and their leaders should sit down with folded arms
and do nothing until they got unanimity amongst the Irish peers and
Irish aristrocacy in favour of this movement. It is hardly necessary for
me seriously to repudiate such nonsense. I never dreamt of our waiting
for unanimity, on the contrary, the great difficulty that I feared was the
very existence of unanimity. Unanimity in a representative form of
government is never expected. I do not expect it in an Irish House of
Commons. It does not exist in the imperial parliament. I would say
that the very essence of constitutional representative government, and
that which gives it stability and health, and strength, is the wholesome
rivalry between parties which produces those results which have led me to
believe that constitutional representative government is the best form that
‘has ever been tried in the universe. It was not the want of unanimity
amongst the members of the Irish peerage, or the classes from which they
. are selected that I thought would be our difficulty. It was, in reality,
the existence of unanimity ; for, in spite of a letter which our respected
friend, Mr. Butt, read to us yesterday from a certain Irish peer, I may
still say that unanimity appears to exist amongst them against receiving
the privileges which this scheme of federalism would confer on them.
But I have not, as I said in the commencement, alluded to this subject
with the view of raising again a discussion which might occupy a great
deal of time, and which was dealt with last night ; I have alluded to it
for this reason—that I was told that because I raised objections to the
plan of federalism that had been laid before the country it was my duty
to propose an alternative scheme, and whereas, I did not altogether
agree to the programme laid down by the Home Rule Association, I
was bound to propose another. Now, gentlemen, I deny that obliga-
tion. First, because I deny that I have stated I am in opposition to the
programme laid down by the Home Rule Association. I have shown
difficulties, but I have pointed to the weak places as a friend, not as an
enemy. I have done so in no captious spirit of criticism, but quitc
the contrary. But, supposing that I did disagree with the whole of your
programme, and that still I were favourable to the principle of self- |
government for Ireland, would I be. bound to propose an alternative
scheme? I say that if I did so in the present stage at which this
movement has arrived—if I did so I would be acting the part of a traitor.
I can imagine no coyrse more hostile to this movement than the raising |
of amendments or the proposing of alternative schemes ; and I believe .
any one in favour of the general principle of self-government, though
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cannot concur in all the details proposed, would act the part of an
nemy if he were to put forward his individual views and move amend-
nents to resolutions, or raise difficulties, which would give the enemies
of the general principle of Home Rule an opportunity of saying we
|were divided. I, therefore, decline to move any amendment to this or
'any other resolution that has been placed before this meeting. I cannot
concur in the sentiments I heard expressed by the Rev. Thaddeus
O'Malley yesterday—that the fault of the programme laid before this
meeting was that it was not sufficiently detailed. Now, if I were inclined
to criticise it, my criticism would be exactly in the opposite direction.
There are in many of these resolutions forms, terms, and expressions that,
if T wished it, I might perhaps severely criticise. There are some of
them, perhaps, drawn up in a form which if submitted to me for my in-
dividual signature for approval I would not be able to give it. But am
I on that account to get up and raise dissension here? No, certainly
not. Ilook beyond the mere form and terms that appear in the reso-
lutions. They will be forgotten in the course of a very short time; but
the principle that this great national Conference met here to-day to
affirm—the principle that the existing form of government is unsatis-
factory, and that some form of self-government for Ireland is de-
manded—that principle will remain. And, being a supporter of that
principle, having held it many years ago—in fact, from the moment
that T entered into public life—having held the belief that the imperial
parliament, as at present constituted, was in many ways unfitted for
the discharge of the duties that were imposed upon it—I have no
notion to-day to ride off upon a matter of form, upon details, or even,
if you will, upon the absolute question of federalism as a remedy. I
listened with great attention to my most respected friend, Mr. Martin. I
may say that there is not a single Irish member for whom I entertain
a higher respect than Mr. Martin, and I have listened, as I have
said, with great attention to his speech yesterday, and I find that he,
like many others, is in favour of simple repeal. I know there are
many who are in favour of simple repeal, and some who believe that,
even as a means towards federalism, simple repeal ought first to be
granted, and that an independent Irish parliament, and an independent
Ireland would be better able to arrange the details of a federal sys-
tem than we are at present. But I heard Mr. Martin express his
readiness to give up his own individual opinions, and not insist upon
them, because he was in favour of anything that, according to his
views and opinions, wou]d give some form of self-government to Ireland,
consistently with preserving the bulwarks of the constitution, and con-
sistently with preserving all recognised and proper rights. Well, I am in
favour of the same principle. I am in favour of any scheme which will
secure to my countrymen a more extended power over the laws which
regulate their own affairs, any system that will secure that further con-
trol—consistently, of course, as we all here admit, with the preservation
of law and order, and the rights and security of property. These are
my opinions. Holding these opinions, as I said before, I will not move
any amendment on the present occasion. I will not raise any other
hostile scheme. I think we have not arrived at that stage in the pro-
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the scale of Home Rule his ancient historic name, his position as the
representative of a great county, and, what is no mean thing at this pre-
sent moment, the experience which he has derived from his earliest
youth in parliamentary warfare. Well, gentlemen, I was glad to hear
him say to-day that he shared in principle with the movement ; that, if
he had criticised it in his speech to-day, or if he had criticised it at any
time, it was as a friend—in fact, that if he looked for the chinks of our
armour it was that he might repair these, not that through these he
might injure our cause. 1 did not know from his speech exactly how
far he feels committed to these resolutions, but I think that in any case
the declaration that he approves of the principle with which they dealis
of the greatest importance. As to myself, I will say I feel with respect to
the resolution now before the chair that it expresses all my own sentiments.
As to some of the others—for example the third—I perhaps shared the
doubts which I heard Mr. Digby yesterday express, but I am ready—as
I have seen that Mr. Smyth, Mr. Martin, and many men far more emi-
nent than I are ready—to merge my views in the common interest o
this meeting. I consider myself fully and entirely pledged to the reso-|
lution now before the chair. I have observed that some speakers, here
and elsewhere, have suggested doubts of the feasibility of carrying this
movement to a successful conclusion. I look upon these as perhaps
our best frieids. When a man wishes to build a tower it is but prudent
on his part to estimate the cost, and to know whether he can finish it—
at least we have the very highest authority for so saying. I think, there-
fore, we should regard what is our power. Some say the wealth of the
country is not with this movement. To a certain extent I admit the
truth of that proposition, but only to a certain extent ; but supposing it
to be true, what is the history of all great movements? What is the
history of the Reform movement of ’32? What is the history of the
Corn Laws? What of the Ballot Bill? Have not all these movements
been commenced by a few great thinkers—have they not become asso-
ciated with the feelings and instincts of the people—and have not the
men who own property only come over to those movements at the last
moment? Necessarily the last moment, for when they come over the
movement has ceased to be a movement, and becomes the law of the
land. Well, I think in the present case we have ample reasons for
hoping for success. We have got undoubtedly the masses of the Irish
people with us. I see no reason why we should not have, too, the
English people with us. At the present moment power has been trans-
ferred to an enormous extent to the hands of the working classesin
England, and I may say to the manufacturing working classes. Isit
_ not their interest that we should have Home Rule? I will not weary
you now upon this matter, because the point has been but too often
discussed as to whether Ireland would or would not be improved in
industrial respects by having a federative legislature to watch over its
development, but I want to point out of what enormous consequence
it is to the working man in England that it should be developed. At
the present moment a large proportion of the people go every year
abroad. They flow in a large stream to America, but a portion of that
stream finds its way to the English manufacturing districts. I speak ad-
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visedly of the manufacturing districts, for every day I have been told
by labouring men in England and in Ireland that the Irishman gets
less agricultural work in England, and is obliged to go into the foun-
dries and factories, or on the railroads of England. That is a fact,
and has become annually more and more so for the last two or three
years. He there competes with the Englishman. Now, a very small
proportion of Irishmen competing with Englishmen increases the supply
over the demand for labour, and effects very largely the rate of wages.
We have seen how a small increase in the demand for coal over its
supply has increased the price to an almost inordinate extent. On
nothing is the Englishman so sensitive as on points affecting his wages, -
and I fully expect that when it is explained to the English working
man how the development of the industrial resources of Ireland will
free him from an almost unfair competition, that we will then have the
whole bone and sinew of the working classes with us—that they will
join us, and help us to carry our cause~—with the aristocracy, if possible ;
if not, without them.

Mr. A. M. SurrLivan.—I consider it of vital importance that the meet-
ing should be recalled to the resolution actually before the chair, and that
we should all distinctly understand that this is the federal resolution of
the series ; that it raises, now and for ever, in this movement the exact
platform upon which we are undoubtedly to go forward with the national
demand. This is the time and this is the place for any man to speak
now or be for ever silent. To speak now, or, if he be present here,
to be for ever silent if he refuse to speak out in Conference with the
Irish nation upon this question ; for let no man in this hall think that
it is permitted to him, after this resolution passes without his honest,
outspoken, manly dissent, to think that he has reserved to himself, by
any ambiguous speech, the right to go outside this meeting and take up
a dubious attitude towards the national claim of this country, We
welcome the expression of honest dissent. We invite criticism ; we
welcome it. We call that man a friend who points out a danger which
may lie before us. But, while we thus welcome and invite criticism, we
demand—Ireland demands, and Ireland will exact it with a public
penalty—that the man who criticises shall satisfy the nation that he
naises the point in good faith.

Now, gentlemen, it is necessary, lest the spirit in which I speak
should be misunderstood by the meeting ; but, above all, lest it should
be misunderstood by the honourable gentleman who rose early in the
sitting—it is necessary, I say, that I should refer to him by name, and
set myself right with him. I allude to the honourable senior represen-
tative of Roscommon, who bears a name honoured and loved in Ireland.
L have myself for him the most unbounded respect for his personal high
character, and because he is the owner of a Celtic title older than that
of the Guelphs and Bourbons. If The O’Conor Don has had to com-
plain that criticism or misunderstanding waits on his remarkable and
most able speech, let him know that it is because of the eminence of
the position his countrymen have assigned to him, and because they
expect from him a hearty support that no mere policy of negation will
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satisfy them. They look to him, and properly so, to take the place
The O’Conor Don should take—to speak with no uncertain voice, and
to leave no one individual in doubt as to what he does believe and
what he does not believe. And, Sir, I will say it was his duty then,
it is his duty now, to leave no man in this room under any doubt as to
how far he endorses the resolution which is now before the chair. The
O’Conor Don has pledged himself to assist this Conference ; his word
is his bond ; it is a pledge of honour stronger than that of many English
politicians. I accept it implicitly and unreservedly. His high personal
character and the traditions of his family are well known, and what he
has said he will loyally observe. But in this he falls short, not only in
his speech, but on the present occasion, in not letting us know where
exactly he stands on this present question.

Now, Sir, I will read for him and for the meeting exactly the resolu-
tion to which we are speaking. First, then, he adopts the principle of
a federal arrangement. Surely, he adopts it or he does not. I have
no doubt he does, from the declaration he made, just as Mr. Martin or
Mr. Smyth did, in sinking his individual preference for another form,
and declaring his plan to be one which the country may, with honour
and advantage, accept as the satisfactory settlement of the question.
The O’Conor Don is bound to an acceptance of the resolution so far,
at all events. The next proposition of the resolution is, ¢ Which
would secure to the Irish parliament the right of legislating for and
regulating all matters relating to the internal affairs of Ireland, while
leaving to the imperial parliament the power of dealing with all questions
affecting the imperial crown and government legislation regarding the
colonies and other dependencies of the crown,” and so forth. We are
confronted with a danger which it is essential to deal with, and at this
table. It is no secret to The O’Conor Don that we are taunted with
being revolutionists in disguise ; that it is hurled against us every day
that we meditate the overthrow of the throne, and are merely disguising,
under constitutional language, objects hostile to our hearts. Conse-
quently, this is the time to constitute a platform sufficiently distinct as
to preclude even the possibility of such misunderstanding, yet sufficiently -
broad as to include men who may differ from us in matters of minor
detail. It is essential that we should settle this point, and we cannot
allow it to go forth that we are not one—that those whom we represent
are not one with us in every proposition—in each of our four proposi- -
tions. You must say yea or nay to them, for, as men of honour, you
will each be bound to accept these propositions as they stand, as they ‘
leave this assemblage, and no man is free, unless he makes an amend- |
ment, to say he does not loyally accept the resolution. Now, there is
not a man in all the land whom I, for my part, am so heartily ambitious to
see at the head of this movement as the Chief of Roscommon ; andI -
put it td him to take his place, and throw in his lot with the Home |
Rule movement. The Irish people reverence social distinctions and
historical distinctions ; and, when they are honourably won, there is no
people in the world so proud to see their natural leaders, if I may use
the expression, in their natural places as the Irish people.

Wwill you bear with me if I go a little into the argument uponthlS
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federal scheme? I undertake to demonstrate anywhere—I must speak
briefly, for we invite ample discussion—but I say that it is as demon-
strable as any proposition in Euclid, that the federal scheme proposed
in this and the next following resolution offers to Ireland a better con-
stitution, infinitely better than the constitution of 1782. Now, Sir, it
was my lot within a few years past, in looking at some historical records
for some historical purposes, to come upon documents and letters
regarding the Union period, which startled me with this fact, just then
little known in Ireland, that the liberties of Ireland were lost in 1800
because we had not federalism ; and I undertake to show that it was
because we had not the scheme which Isaac Butt has proposed that the
Union was accomplished in 1800. The settlement won in ’82 by the
armed Volunteers carried within it the seeds of its own destruction.
No great moral reform, accomplished by force, has been accomplished
properly. What is won by force on the one side, and conceded by
weakness on the other, carries with it a reservation on the part of the
conquered party, when its hour comes round, to reverse the scheme,
and take back, in the moment of power, what was wrung from it in the
moment of weakness. I am not afraid to say, dearly as I love the
amed men who met here in 1782, that it is to be regretted that it was
under the pressure of their arms and bayonets the national liberties
were restored, and that, for this reason, that it was, under an
English minister, irresponsible to the Irish parliament, and irre-
movable by the Irish parliament, that this country was governed.
Now, gentlemen, ask yourselves what would be the case in England
tomorrow if the English people had merely a national parlia-
ment, with an irresponsible and irremovable ministry? Could the
liberties of England be considered safe for a single hour? Suppose
the English people had their parliament to the fullest extent, but with
the minister sitting in Berlin under Bismarck, and subject to him, and
unaffected by any vote in Westminster, could the liberties of England
be safe under such a body? Now, Sir, because the Irish parliament
had no Irish minister responsible to it, the liberties of our country were
in constant peril ; and I will tell you what was in peril also—the con-
nexion between the two countries, and the safety of the empire. Perfect
dualism in government exists, I believe, only between Sweden and
Norway. Ours was an imperfect dualism. Perfect dualism has two
things—independent and separate parliaments, and independent and
separate administrations. Now, Sir, no doubt the Irish parliament had
apower which this resolution does not propose to‘commit to the new Irish
parliament. Let that be known and accepted, or rejected. We desire to
conceal nothing, and we wish considered what some of you may think
adrawback in Mr. Butt’s scheme. The Irish parliament had power to
Stop the supplies, which Mr. Butt’s scheme does not propose to give to
the new Irish parliament. '

Mr. Butt—For imperial affairs only.

Mr. Sullivan—For imperial affairs only. That is the only difference
between the old Irish parliament and the new, as is now proposed. I
Speak on this point for an important reason. As long as the English
feel that it depended on a chance majorityin the Irish parliament bring-

12
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ing them to a dead-lock and stand-still, they saw it was necessary for th
security of the empire to destroy that parliament, unless there was su

a safety valve for the danger as Isaac Butt proposes. If I were an hone:
Englishman I would say that the connection between the two countri
could not possibly exist while power remained in the Irish parliament
stop the supplies for imperial purposes. The two parliaments came in
collision in the year following the independence of 1782, and there we
meninit who saw that the solution—the honourable and safe solution
the question—was not the one taken by the English minister, the annihi-
lation of Irish liberties, but some such scheme as is now proposed by Mr.’
Butt. Mr. Fox saw the plot and the danger of not having a responsible|
Irish Minister responsible to the parliament in College-green, and in a
private letter, written on the 13th April, 1782, he said :(—

¢¢ He (the Duke of Leinster) describes the want of concert and system which comes
from the want of such a thing (a Cabinet) to be very detrimental in every respect, and
particularly in parliamentary operations, where those who wish to support Government
often do not know till the moment what is the plan proposed, and, consequently, are
wholly unable to support it either systematically or effectually. Another great incon-
venience, which he attributes to this want, is that the Lord Lieutenant, not having.
any regular ministry to apply to, is driven. or at least led, to consult Lees and such
sort of inferior people, and by that means the whole power is (as it was here) centred
in the Jenkinsons and Robinsons, &c., of that country. Nobody is responsible but the
Lord Lieutenant and his Secretary. They know they are to go away, and, consequently
all the mischiefs ensue that belong toa Government without responsibility. ¥have not -
talked with any body upon this, nor, indeed, had time to think it over myself, but it really
strikes me as a matter very well worth weighing. and I wish the Duke of Portland and
you would turn yoar minds to it, especially if, as I take for granted, this idea was sug-
gested to the Duke of Leinster by other considerable men on your side of the water. [
have only stated it to you as it strikes me upon first hearing the thing broached.” ‘
The same great man, writing to Lord Holland, 19th January, 1791,
against the Union, said :—

“You know, I dare say, that my general principle in politics is very much against the
one and indivisible, and if I were to allow m a leaning to any extrems, it
would be that of federalism.”

Sir, we are come to-day to redress and remedy the evils and to make
securily against the dangers that wrought the destruction of our liberties
in 1800. Even yet, with 500,000 armed men to win your liberties back
again, they would not be safe unless we had a minister responsible to
the Irish parliament. To havean English cabinet in London controlling
the Irish national legislature, while that legislature had the granting of
supplies, and as the only safeguard against the despotism of a London
minister, the adoption of a course never resorted to in a well-governed
country, save once in half a century—the stopping of supplies—such a
principle would destroy the strongest constitution. By our proposal we
give the power of voting supplies for imperial purposes to the English
parliament, and receive from it the incomparably greater advantage of a
responsible Irish minister, removable at the will of the Irish people, and
assert that the legislation of that parliament shall be final and conclusive
as regards internal Irish affairs. In conclusion, I will say one word as
to the objection raised against federalism twenty or twenty-five years ago.
There is federalism and federalism. The federalism that alarmed and re:
pelled the judgment of the patriots twenty-five years ago was a federalism
that would allow the imperial parliament a veto upon the conduct of
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affairs in College-green. That is a federalism we would resist to the last.
We will have no federal scheme that will call upon the Irish parliament
to subject its decision to the revision or control of anybody. And in the
face of the fact that there are members of parliament who have attempted
to hold, I say, a dubious and hostile attitude on this question—who
have won their seats from too confiding constituencies by talking about
local government, when what they mean is a sort of enlarged grand jury
—in the face of such a peril this resolution must not leave it free to any
such men to delude the nation. We must know exactly how far he pro-
poses to go with self-government. Is he for having Irish legislation in
College-green final in local affairs ? That is the measure of our cause ;
and in the face of the great lawyer, and in the face of insinuations that we
are rebels, I conclude, as I began, by calling on The O’Conor Don to
step forward and avow what he means.

TaE O’CoNor DoN then came forward, and said :—Mr. Chairman and
Gentlemen—After the appeal with which Mr. Sullivan has concluded, I
am sure the meeting expected I would rise again to address them. Let
me say in the first place that I made no complaints of the comments
that appeared on the speech that I delivered in Roscommon. I have
no reason to make complaints of these comments. They took a hostile
view, to a certain extent, of the sentiments I gave utterance to; but I
frankly confess there was nothing in them of which a public man had any
reason to complain, and I thank the writers of the articles for the compli-
mentary manner in which they spoke of me personally. But now I am
called upon by Mr. Sullivan to state distinctly whether I accept, at the
present stage of the progress of this movement, seriatim, this proposal of
federalism. I am not a man who ever endeavours to conceal his opinions.
When it has been unpopular to express them, I have not dreaded that
unpopularity. I say, then, that if you propose at the present moment,
with the feeling which exists in Ireland amongst the upper classes—
amongst the class which possesses the wealth and property of the country
and to which, through means of a House of Peers, absolute control over
all the laws of the country would be entrusted, if you propose at the
Present moment to establish the federal constitution aimed at in these
resolutions, and that I were asked did I believe that, this would
tend to the peace, prosperity, and tranquillity of Ireland, I would
feelin my conscience obliged to answer, no. Itis not my fault if any
discussion arises here to-day upon this point. I did not raise it, but
being raised I do not shirk it. I am not prepared to say that I would
force on the Irish aristocracy rights and privileges which they repudiate,
or that this federal constitution which conferred these privileges could
ever work until their co-operation was in the first instance gained. Iam
perfectly ready to accept this scheme of federalism as soon as the feeling
of the country will be such as to permit it to work. I am ready to assist in
promoting the cultivation of that feeling. I am ready also to express my de-
cided opinion in favour of Irish self-government, and I am ready, if the ex-
pression of it is of the slightest value, to say that I believe the great ma-
jority of my countrymen have accepted this particular proposal. If you
go beyond that, and tie me down at the present moment to say that I
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believe the adoption of it under present circumstances would lead to the
peace, prosperity, and tranquillity of the country, and if I were to answer,
“Ido, I join in that belief,” at the same time seeing the difficulties
which I do see, and if in private conversation these difficulties were
raised, and I were obliged to answer to my friends, * Oh, after all I do
not see my way to meet these objections,” I say if I were to adopt this
course, I would be adopting a treacherous course, and it is a course cer-
tainly I never will be guilty of adopting. I don’t care whether this state-
ment is popular or not. I never will court popularity at the expense of
my convictions, and when Mr. Sullivan tells me that I am bound in
honour if it differ from this resolution to say “ No,” or if I agree with it,
bound in honour to say *‘ Yes,” with the greatest respect for him—and I
have great respect for him—I thank him for the complimentary manner
in which he referred to me—I say I am the judge of my own honour;
and I say that as long as I am in public life I will never attempt to
deceive. I don’t want, when I may differ on certain points from my
countrymen, to rajse dissension and disturbance by going into all the
points of difference. I am ready to go with them as far as I possibly
can. I have told you what I am ready to support, but beyond that it is
impossible for me, holding the conscientious convictions I do, to go ; and
no attempt to gain any passing popularity would induce me to say what
I do not feel.

Major O'REILLY, M.P.—MTr. Chairman and Gentlemen—My friend,
Mr. Sullivan, said that frankness in this assembly of Irishmen is a duty
which we all owe. I have never shrunk™from expressing my opinions
elsewhere, where Irish opinions were unpopular. I shall never conceal
or palliate them here or elsewhere. Therefore, agreeing with him that
this resolution raises in substance the very question that we are here to
consider I wish to state as shortly as I can the opinions which I hold
on the matter. As the opinions of an individual, they are of no value
whatever. As I have the honour of representing an Irish constituency,
and must, to the best of my ability, speak for them elsewhere, it is right
that I should give those opinions free utterance here. I am not going
to argue the question. I think our time is too short, and I shall have
to argue it elsewhere. I merely wish to state briefly and clearly my own
individual convictions. In the first place, agreeing as I do, fully and
thoroughly in the substance of this resolution, and I believe it to be a
vital one, I agree with my friend, Mr. Sullivan, in his preference for a
federal arrangement, and am no advocate for simple Repeal ; and I may
say in great measure for the reasons which he has given. Now, Sir, I
have weighed as carefully as I can, to what I am bound when I assent
to the substance of this resolution. I wish to raisg no caviling on words,
but I hold by the substance and meaning of it, not, perhaps, by every tittle
of the letter. In the first place, it is right that I should remark that, as
Mr. Sullivan has well said, there are “federal arrangements and federal
‘arrangements,” and the word conveys every degree of combination be-
tween separate governments, from that which exists between Norway and
Sweden, and that which exists between the different portion of the
"Inited States, and that which exists between the different portions of the
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Dominion of Canada. In that long scope my meaning tends to the latter
part of it. I look to an arrangement similar in principle to that which
exists in the two last instances that I have quoted. Now, Sir, I doclaim
for the Irish parliament what is advanced here, and I will not tie myself
down any more. I think my friend, Mr. Butt, will not tie himself down
to @ particular constitution of the future House of Lords of that parliament.
Ido claim for that parliament the exclusive right of lesislating ; and when
I say legislating, I mean legislating finally on matters relating to the in-
ternal affairs of Ireland. If I wished to raise a verbal criticism, I would
only say that I would limit it ; I believe the resolution intends to limit it
to matters concerning Ireland exclusively. Now, Sir, again I hold that
the second part of the resolution means substantially this, that the
imperial parliament, in which Ireland shall retain her full representation
and her full share, shall legislate exclusively and imperially, and in the
last resort on all matters which concern the empire, shall provide for the
government, for the maintenance, for the defence of the whole empire,
and shall by its authority and power raise the means, whether financial
or otherwise, for the government and for the defence of the empire.
That is the plain ordinary meaning which attaches to the substance of
the resolution. In that I agree, neither further nor less far. I agree
with my friend, The O'Conor Don, most fully, that when we agree in
substance it is undesirable to raise discussions on details, I abstained from
speaking on some of the previous resolutions, which appear to raise, if
they do not really raise in too stringent language, the question of the
constitution of the future assembly. I did so advisedly, and it is only
necessary that I should repeat for the moment what I have said, that I
do not bind myself to a restoration of legislative power to the present
body of Irish peers. Now, Sir, I have said, as shortly as I can, what 1
hold to be desirable, and what I shall aim at. I fully agree with my
fnend, The O’Conar Don, that there are immense difficulties in the way}
that those difficulties will not be lessened by ignoring them, but are
rather best met by those who bring them forward, who point them out,
and who try to seek the remedy for them. I shall endeavour to do this.
I'shall not endeavour to hasten or precipitate the solution of the diffi-
culties. It is better calmly and leisurely to examine them, to trust to
time—I mean no lengthened time for their solution ; and to join with
all who agree in principle in aiming at a common goal, though we may
differ as to the means, though not in substance, as to the road by which -
it is to be attained.
The Conference here adjourned for luncheon.

On re-assembling,

Mr. FERGUSON, of Glasgow, spoke in support of the resolution. He
said that every gentleman should be the judge of his own honour, but
the people should be the judges of their own duty. He had listened
with satisfaction and pleasure to the speech of the hon. member for Ros-
common, who was fairly and properly brought before the assemblage by
Mr. Sullivan, and he was happy to say he thought it was the speech of
an honest man. But there were many honest men who were not up to
the point of Nationalism which this great occasion demanded. If they
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required proof of the necessity for Irish members meeting their consti-

tuencies as Mr. Butthad done at Limerick, Mr. Mitchel Henry at Gal-
way, and Mr. Lewis at Derry, they had a proof of it that day. It wasa
fine thing to bring these gentlemen before their constituencies, and before
assemblages of Irishmen, to teach them, not what their honour should
be, but what the people wished. He held it was not possible to allow
the question of honour to militate against this great movement, and
thought that any of their representatives with whom such considerations
weighed should retire from their positions in favour of those who would
be more the exponents of the wishes of the people. Honest men,
chiefly in the humble walks of life had been preparing for this great oc-
casion to make it possible for all lovers of their country to proclaim in
favour of Home Rule, which really arose out of the necessities of the poor
man. He maintained that the Association offered a platform for recon-
ciliation to all parties in this country. In accomplishing this purpose
were they to have the reproach cast in their faces by hon. gentlemen
that because ¢ the wealth and intelligence of the country” had scarcely
condescended as yet with kid gloves to delicately touch this question,
they, forsooth, must pause until the thing had become a success, and
then at the eleventh hour they would condescend to join them? They
welcomed, at the eleventh hour even, all honest Irishmen who joined
the movement. Most welcome, said they, to any man who came in
even at the eleventh hour to join them. Some there were in this move-
ment who worked quietly, while others worked more publicly ; but he
believed there were none of them that would not be willing to step back
and give proper place and position to the gentry of Ireland if they came
forward. What was his right to address the meeting? Simply the right
of an Irishman possessing the esteem and confidence of many thousands

of his countrymen in Scotland, and yielding to none in intensity of devo- -
tion to the dear old land. He regarded the discussion that had just

taken place as the most important expression of public opinion that had
taken place In the meeting since it commenced, for outside that assem-
blage were thousands of men beginning to talk of their being nothing but
a whitewashing establishment. He would not detain them longer, but
he could not master his feelings of indignation at any attempt there
brought forward to show that because gentlemen of intelligence, wealth,
and position had not chosen to touch this movement they could not
look forward to success. The people’s day had come, and they would
find the people’s men. He hoped that amongst the foremost in the
Nationalists’ ranks would be the name of the gallant young gentleman
who had shown honesty, ability, and courage to-day by telling what
were his opinions, even though they were unpopular. There were other
gentlemen besides The O’Conor Don who should take this into
consideration, There were men in the national movement who would
fight at the hustings against those who first held back and then came
forward, and indicated that it was the force of Home Rule outside, and
not of conviction, that changed their opinions,

Mr. Burt, M.P,, said the discussion had come to a point at which he
ought not to remain silent. They had by the first resolution affirmed
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that it was essential to the peace of Ireland—not that they should be at
rest—but that their ancient right of self-government should be restored.
They then affirmed—and every man at the Conference assented to it—
that solemnly re-asserting the inalienable right of the Irish people to
self-government, they declared the time, in their opinion, had come when
a combined and energetic effort should be made to obtain the restoration
of that right. If any man believed that the time had not come, his time
for saying so was before the Conference solemnly pledged themselves
that it had. With the greatest respect for the honourable member for
Roscommon, he ought not to have been a party to that pledge if he be-
lieved the time had not come for the effort. He (Mr. Butt) could
understand gentlemen saying Home Rule was a very good thing, but
the time for it had not come. He remembered that when a greater thing
than Home Rule was presented by an inspired apostle to a heathen
governor, he trembled when he said—¢Paul, I will hear you when a
more convenient time comes,” and all the theologians had marked that
the more convenient time never came. He (Mr. Butt) did not under-
stand that patriotism was to be for ever in the pawlo post future tense.
The real question was, should they make the struggle for their rights now?
The Irish people had determined they shall, and it was his duty to the
country to say that no matter what ancient ancestry—no matter what
exalted character—no matter what great ability any man could bring
when he sought the suffrages of a constituency—the real question would
be—¢ Are you ready to aid the Irish people in their grand struggle for
independence ?” He believed The O’Conor Don would be ready to aid
them, and if he did, the value of his adhesion would be increased by the
courage and the manly honesty he displayed in avowing his views that
day. At the same time he asked the Conference to remember that they
were pledged to the principle that the time had come for making the
effort for the restoration of Ireland’s rights. Any man who dissented
from that ought to retire. He ought not to have come there at all. The
only question really before the Conference now was whether in making
the effort on which they had already resolved they should adopt the
federal proposal or not. That question, indeed, might be said in strict-
ness to be concluded by the Requisition which sought a Conference of
those who were favourable to the principle asto the best means of carry-
ing the project into effect. He was proud to say there were present
friends like Mr. Martin and Mr. Smyth, who, if left to their own opinion,
would say it was wiser to make a demand for simple Repeal, but who in
the belief that circumstances had committed the country, acquiesce and
co-operate in the demand for federalism. If any person thought those
who maintained that demand were leading the Irish people astray, and
that'Repeal should be claimed, that person should not have signed the
requisition and attended the Conference. At the same time he thought
it well to have theJquestion discussed. He would therefore advise the
meeting to waive the terms of the Requisition, with the object of affording
an opportunity for the discussion of that question if any one desired to
niseit. A suggestion was made by Alderman Nagle, of Cork, that the dis-
cussion should be hurried over, as the delegates wanted to go home. If men
wanted to go home, instead of preferring to wait and take their part in a
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great discussion like the present, it was a bad omen for the country. He
(Mr. Butt) might perhaps venture to say that there was no one attending
there at a greater personal sacrifice than himself. And if to elicit the
opinion of the Irish people, if to have the principles of the measure dis-
cussed, and the honest objections of a single true heart fully considered—it
were necessary for him to remain there a week, he was cheerfully content to
doso. He asked the meeting whether they were prepared to rescind the
second resolution of the series. Did they agree with those who owned that
the condition of Irish affairs was very bad, but argued that my Lord This
or my Lord That was not in favour of the project, and it would be better
to wait a little—till the parish priest or some othes gentleman who had
influence with his lordship should have tried to bring him over ?—till
the men who said that when the whole of Ireland was united, then they
should be very happy to join also? If that were the opinion of the
meeting he was satisfied that the resolution should be rescinded. But
it was the instinct of all present that they should seek for emancipation
from slavery. Then they should stand by the resolution, and yield to
no man who should tell them they ought to wait, and that the success of
their movement would not contribute to the peace of Ireland at present.
The peace of Ireland! The peace of Ireland was the peace of slavery
and death. Ireland was wasting, dying before their eyes; herjpublic
opinion was demoralized. The grasp of the robber was on her throat.
Let her rise now or be for ever fallen. Let them listen to no man who
told them that the hour of slavery was not the hour when freedom should
be sought. Irishmen were slaves while they were denied the right of
managing their own affairs, If any man were content with this let him
leave them.

¢¢ Who so base as be a slave,

Let him turn and flee.”

And was there ever a more favourable hour than the present? They
saw three English members of parliament stand up in the face of their
constituencies to declare to them that the time had come for giving
Home Rule to Ireland.

Mr. Butt dwelt at length upon the favourable aspects of the day, and,
observed that in proposing the resolutions, he had endeavoured to
point out the differences between simple Repeal and a federal arrange-
ment. He said that Mr. Sullivan was incorrect in saying the latter
scheme originated with him (Mr. Butt). It was not so, for federalism
had been proposed in various forms before he had brought it forward.
He and his friends merely simplified the project into a formula in which
it might be submitted for acceptance by a practical, business-minded
people like the English., But he would say again, if any person pre-
sent were to contend that, under the circumstances, the federal scheme
ought be abandoned in favour of Repeal, that person should be heard ;
and, inconvenient as it might be to recede from the opinions he had
expressed, to go back to England and tell them that, in the proposal
which he had submitted to them, he was wrong, yet, if any man
could convince him that the cause of his country would be better
served by undoing all that had been done, and beginning anew by
substituting Repeal for federalism, he (Mr. Butt) would be ready to
adopt that course. ’
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Mr. Butt said it was absurd to pretend that any discredit was sought
to be thrown on the illustrious men who had wrung from England the
constitution of 1782 ; and said that up to that time Irish freedom was
but gradually forming itself. He had no doubt that, had the parlia-
ment of 1782 lasted, a federal arrangement, which was hinted at by
Fox and spoken of by the Duke of Leinster, would have been carried into
effect. The only point upon which the present resolution asked the
Irish people to surrender any right possessed by the Irish parliament,
was the right of voting supplies for imperial purposes. He thought his
friend, Mr. Sullivan, had exaggerated that right, because the refusal of
supplies by the old Irish parliament would not, in former times, have
stopped a single war with England, nor would it now. Could they
refuse to contribute to imperial expenses? O’Connell thought not, and
in one of his projects of Repeal (he did not think it necessary toread it),
it was a part of the Repeal arrangement that there should be fixed the
contribution of Ireland to all imperidl expenses. It was impossible to
escape it. How would they determine what share Ireland would pay of
the National Debt? How did they expect the English parliament to
deal with them, or leave it to an Irish parliament to determine whether
they should contribute anything to the payment of that debt? The
things that had passed since 18oo—the seventy-three years of partner-
ship—inevitably required that they should have some kind of partnership
continued, even to wind-upt he affairs of their partnership, disastrous as it
was. Apart from every other consideration, simple repeal was impossible.
When he said that simple repeal was impossible he did not advert to
any difficulty or supposed difficulty in the way of carrying such a
measure. He meant that it would be impossible to re-establish the
Irish parliament by a statute simply repealing the act of Union. The
effect of this would be to send them back to the state of things that
existed the day before the Union was passed. This might have been
done for some years after the passing of the Union. It could not be
done now. The lapse of time prevented it. The bodies that returned
members to the old Irish parliament had passed away—there was nobody
now to represent them. The old parliament of Ireland to be elected
under the old law, could not, by any possibility, be convened. ‘Some
new provisions must be enacted to enable the Irish parliament to meet.
Even if it were possible, no one would propose to convene a parliament
returned by the old nomination boroughs. They must go to the im-
perial parliament to settle their constitution and their new House of
Commons.

It was vain, therefore, to say that, in practice, they could treat the
act of union as a nullity, and ignore the authority of the imperial parlia-
ment. If the question were to be argued as a matter of right, the
position that the act of union had no authority could be easily main-
~ tained. He (Mr. Butt) believed, with Lord Plunket and Mr. Saurin,
that the act of union had never any authority—that tried by the rules of
international and constitutional law it was void. If ever it had authority,
when the Protestant Church was disestablished, that authority was ipso
facto extinguished. The articles of union expressly represented that the
maintenance of that Church should be an essential and fundamental
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condition of the Union. Upon the very terms of these articles, by the
very statute which enacted it, the moment that condition was broken,
the Union was dissolved. All this would be unanswerable if the question
were one that could be treated as a question of law, and be submitted
to an legal tribunal to be determined by legal principles. If the act’
of union could be dealt with as a deed between parties—if the question!
could be brought before the Common Pleas it would unquestionably be |
held that, by the disestablishment of the Irish Church, the Union was

cancelled and dissolved ; in the Court of Chancery it would be set

aside as obtained by coercion and fraud. In both courts it would be'
held to be beyond the power of the parliament which professed to pass

it. But whatever might be the grounds of impeaching the validity of the

Union, necessity compelled them to say—

¢¢ Fieri non debuit factum valet.

Theymust accept the constitution of the Irish from an actof the imperial
parliament. If they did this there was no difficulty in carrying out in
the same act of parliament the terms of a federal arrangement between .
the countries. But one thing was plain, that to have an Irish parlia-
ment at all, they must, as a matter of practical sense, do something .
more than simply repeal the act of union.

If he (Mr. Butt) were asked by what means he hoped to camy a
federal arrangement such as he proposed, he believed it would be
carried if Ireland at the next election, sent eighty true men faithfully
to press the demand of the Irish nation for Home Rule. There
would be a moral power in such a declaration of the national will—in
the support which that demand would receive from the Irish people
wherever they were scattered over the face of the globe.

Coercion was out of the question when backed by physical force.
English ministers—he would not say statesmen—might flatter the pride
of some bungling constituency by saying that they would meet the Irish
people by drawing the sword. He (Mr. Butt) would not be provoked to
answer that by threats; but there was no minister ever yet charged
with the responsibility of English interests who would advise his Sove-
reign to draw the sword upon the Irish race. But by that power he
believed they could settle their terms as well as if they had an Irish
parliament to settle them.

The Conference must now, definitely and clearly, choose whether they
would accept, as their demand, the federal proposal which was now sub-
mitted to them, or adhere to the old proposal which was termed, not quite
accurately, simple repeal. It was simply impossible to go forward without
settling the question one way or the other. They were taunted with hav-
ing no programme. He believed he had written nine letters to the Zimes
explaining what he did mean, but nine times over the Zimes went back
to the old story that they did not understand it. With reference to the
draft of the bill suggested by the Rev. Mr. O’Malley on the previous
day, he (Mr. Butt) confessed he could not understand it; and they
might as well propose to the English parliament to assent to a railway
to the moon as to assent to it. The value of the plan now proposed
was that it scarcely changed anything. He thought a House of Lords,
even with hereditary titles and power, was a wise element in the con-
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stitution, but he did not wish any man to take that opinion. If the
House of Lords was an .obstruction, public opinion would change it
in Ireland, and they might trust to the parliament they had modified
by time. It would no longer be a parliament of the minority—it would
no longer be a parliament of borough-mongers. Having said this, he
would ask them, was it not essential that they should pass some resolu-
tions as to what plan they would adopt? What did they want? asked
the Englishman. Did they want, it was inquired, a federal arrangement
or simple repeal? How could he return to tell Englishmen that he did not
know? and could they call this a Conference of Irishmen, and not come to
some decision as to what they wanted? Without violating confidence,
he might say that he knew that, when O’Connell indicated a lganing
for federalism, even after his imprisonment, both among the Whigs and
Tories in the Castle of Dublin, the movement was considered far more
formidable than Repeal. They formed a plan—and the fact came to
his knowledge in a curious way—to circulate tracts in the spirit of
extreme nationality, inveighing against O’Connell for lowering the
Irish flag. If they took up the English newspapers of the day they
would find they contained bitter taunts against O’Connell for having
deserted Repeal ; and he (Mr. Butt) knew, for he had the elements for
forming an opinion, that these articles were written to sow the seeds of
distrust amongst the Irish people, and drive O’Connell back from his
position of federalist. Federalism came to Englishmen in a different
form from Repeal. He was quite sure it had attracted many Irishmen
who would never have consented to Repeal. The question raised, in
O'Connell’'s day, was really never decided ; and, though O’Connell
abandoned federalism, it was because the schemes proposed were
mock schemes, and his (Mr. Butt’s) conscientious belief was that if a
scheme, such as they put forward now, was then advanced it would have
been accepted. There was scarcely a Corporation in Ireland but had
received it as federalism, the resolutions of the clergy had received it as
such, and the most illustrious in the Church of Ireland, the great Prelate
of the West, had given his assent to it as federalism. He proposed
now to them to pass this resolution. It was a necessary corollary of
the second one.  What the people of Ireland wanted was a parliament
of their own in College-green. Nothing short of that would satisfy
them. He was bound to say—his duty to his country required that he
should say it—that men who could not go honestly with them had no
business there. The man who joined them, and was not prepared to
go with them, was not of them ; and, he would say, was not of the
Irish nation. Let that man stand by, and let them do what they could
without him. Even though he might have the position of a patron, let
him not realise Dr. Johnson’s definition of a patron—* He is one who saw
usstruggling in the water without helping us, and is one who when we had
saved ourselves without him, comes forward and encumbers us with his
aid” In conclusion, he asked every man present to remember that he
solemnly joined in pledging his country before the civilized world to the
demand for the restoration of her ancient rights ; and if, having agreed
to the second resolution, he could not now give them something better
than the federal arrangement, let him retire or dissent.
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Sir JouN Gray, M.P., said he rose with great reluctance to claim their |
attention for a few minutes. Every man, no matter how humble he might
be, no matter how insignificant in the body politic he was, had a cha-
racter to sustain, and dear above all things, in that character should be
his political consistency and political honour. After the speech which
had just been made by Mr. Butt, he found it impossible, great as was
the disadvantage of following him—to sit silent and not offer a few ob-
servations in reference to the statement he had made. But let him not
be misunderstood. He desired to vindicate himself, and not in any
way to controvert what had been said. Mr. Butt had drawn a distinc-
tion between simple repeal, as he called it, and federalism, as defined in
the resolutions. There could be no doubt that federalism has not hitherto
been defined with the clearness, distinctness, and accuracy, and, as he be-
lieved, with the same correctness as it was in the resolution before the
meeting. But, as one who had been a repealer nearly forty years ago,
and who continued to be a repealer from that hour to this, who was a
repealer that day, and would be a repealer until Repeal was carried, he
felt bound to vindicate his own consistency and vindicate the honour of ‘
him who was his teacher, at whose feet he sat for many years, and who |
now lies in Glasnevin, by saying that he was never opposed to federal-
ism, and that it was from the lips of O’Connell he learned federalism.
He believed if O’Connell were alive to-day he would be a most ardent
advocate of federalism for Ireland. His (Sir John Gray’s) chief reason
for trespassing upon their attention at that moment was that he had been
asked by many persons in that hall why he who had so long been a re-
pealer could be a federalist, and he wished t6 give them the reason why
he was a federalist by stating that as a repealer, he was always a federal-
ist. What does simple repeal mean? He feared very few of those who
sought to draw a broad distinction between * Repeal” and “ Federalism”
clearly understood that the act of 1800, which merged the Irish legisla-
ture in that of Great Britain, should be “ repealed” before a federal con-
stitution could be established. Federalism included repeal of the Unton,
but simple repeal did not include federalism. Repeal was but a first
step tosecure to Ireland locallegislative independence, and federalism was
in his opinion the form of the settlement sought after in order to render
Irish legislature perpetual. At the very best, with all the difficulties put
before the chair by Mr. Butt with clearness and force, simple repeal
would simply mean a return to the sfatw quo in 1800. . Was that what
they wanted 9 Was that what the Irish people wanted? Was that what
they had any chance of getting? He agreed with Mr. Sullivan when he
said that if he were an Englishman he would say no to such a proposi-
tion. As an Irishman anxious to render an Irish parliament free, and
potential, and anxious to render the Irish parliament perpetual, he would
object to it if it were offered him to-morrow, because he believed that
simple repeal would give them the weakness of '8z, would give them
the dangers experienced in ’85, and would give them all the risks of a
regency question should it ever occur again, and would give to an Eng-
lish minister, whenever his hour of strength came, the power to strangle
their liberties and destroy their national legislature as he did in 1800.
Mr. Sullivan had quoted some writings of the great Fox to indicate that
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he, with some of the patriots of ’82, thought that perfect federalism would
be better for Ireland—far better and far more clear and permanent than
the settlement of ’82. He, too, had been looking over the records of
those times, and he was sure there were many there who had read the
debates on the Union with better effect than he did—but he believed
there was no subject dwelt upon with more force and more effect by
Castlereagh and Clare than the fact that in the constitution of '8z Ire-
land had no provision against a possible and probable rupture with
England. The wisdom and prudence of the statesmen of that day, who
looked deeper than the mere surface of an act of parliament, showed
them that it was almost impossible, whenever the likelihood of such an
occurrence arose, to avoid a rupture, except by some arrangement that
would separate imperial from local business, and give to Ireland a per-
fect, absolute, independent control over her own affairs, and a potential
voice n the affairs of the empire of which she formed a part. No doubt,
bribery, corruption and force, had their effect upon many members of the
Irish parliament at the time, though he believed there were many honest
en among them ; men who acted for the protection of the empire,
because with them nothing weighed so much on their minds as the danger
impossible to be avoided by the state of the constitution we then had, of
drupture with England. One word dropped from Mr. Butt which he
%23 sure was not meant as a taunt against the repealers who were also
federalists, :

Mr. Butt—Not at all. :

Sir John Gray said he was sure of that, but he felt it necessary to
State 50, lest it should go abroad that the repealers had given up some-
thing. They gave up nothing. They would achieve a great gain by
getting Federalism instead of simple repeal. They would get strength
In the empire, and power to influence its councils, and get a ministry of
their own which the independent parliament could control. He re-
gretted having occupied so much of their time at that late hour by these
observations, but the consciousness of what was due to his own consist-
tocy mduced him to ask permission to state that upon federalism he

d never altered his opinion.

e had conversations on the subject with O’Connell, which he could
N0t repeat ; but he knew what the views of the great Liberator on the
Subject were, and what it was that caused him to give up the discussion
of federalism at the time he ceased to discuss it. O'Connell wrote
uch and spoke more in private upon that subject. On the very first
Occasion that probable future ministers began to meddle at local legis-
-~ tion for Ireland, when approaches were made he entered into the
Getails included in the one word “ Repeal,” and would have followed

m out, had not federalism been decried as a project for subordinating

the Irigh parliament. He would not dwell upon the discussion raised,

- Ad the way the eroneous idea of a subordinate parliament was pressed

“pon the public. ‘He could, however, state without any violation of

PMivate confidence that it was not the difficulties of true federalism, but

tCause of the sand strewn in his path that O’Connell ceased to publicly

Wvocate federalism. He (Sir John Gray) hoped they would have no
thrown in their path in carrying their project to a perfect success.
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The Very Rev. DEAN O’BriEN, D.D., V.G, said he had determined
to be a listener, and no more, until in-the course of the afternoon some
things had been said, and perhaps over-said what the speaker meant,
and some statements had been made regarding the manner in which
great public movements acquired success. He believed federalism was
a thing that had been on the lips and in the hearts of many who had
never spoken of it, simply because. the resolutions of men’s minds were
brought forth by time, and the thing that was not going to be practicable
was not discussed. Mr. Butt would bear him out in saying, at all events,
that they had 1,600 witnesses to the Irish views on that subject five years
ago. In what was called the Limerick Declaration, 1,600 priests stated
that until Ireland had the restoration of her legislature, peace, concotd,
and happiness became utterly impossible ; and this legislature was de-
fined to be a federal arrangement, by which Ireland, instead of being
England’s weakness, would commence to be her strength. He thought
they had a tolerably good representation of the Irish people in that large
number of clergymen, not after the Home Rule movement began, but
long before, when they gave a stimulus to the Home Rule feeling, out
of which the Home Rule movement grew. It was very well said here.
yesterday and to-day that, after all, action was the representation of
feeling, and far more true what Mr. Butt said, that there never could be'
true legislation unless it represented the convictions, the passions, and
the feelings of the people, whose sentiments were more potent than their
reason. As a witness to the feelings of the Irish priesthood at that time,

- he thought himself bound to rise and declare their convictions, as re-
presenting the millions of Ireland, that federalism was the settlement!
which they ambitioned, and which they believed would have the result
of making Ireland what she ought to be. Every one would regret the
position taken by The O’Conor Don, if it really was his position. Ifthe
happy results of nationality could not be obtained until all classes joined
in demanding it, that union of hearts was to be effected only by discus-
sion, earnest labour, and constant exposition of our views. The union
of classes was to be obtained by labours like the present, patient, tolerant,
and intelligent ; and, in fact, success presupposed such union—so that
The O’Cenor Don’s scruple ought to resolve itself into the necessity of
universal effort at present, to secure future moral unanimity—not into a
reservation which seemed to deprecate all work whatever now.

What principally induced him to rise however was that his friend, Mr.
Butt, asked him to say a few words on this resolution, and some acci-
dental circumstances rendered him, perhaps a good witness to the
principles of federalism. He recollected thirty-five years ago, he was in
Canada, and every one knew that rebellion was the normal state of the
Canadian mind at that time. He recollected the rebellion of Papineay,
and amongst its greatest men he heard the declaration that that state of
the public mind was to be universal unless Canada was allowed her own
autonomy, to govern her own destinies, to have her own nationality.
The Very Rev. Dean O'Brien pointed out that the difference of religion
between the inhabitants of Upper and Lower Canada did not prevent
them from now cordially working for the good of their common country,
and, as a result of the altered state of things which now exjsted, he stated
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that Howe, the arch-rebel of 1838, and one of his (Dean O’Brien’s) most
devoted friends, recently died Governor of Novia Scotia. He pointed
to his watch, which contained an inscription stating that it was presented
to him by a few repealers in America, in 1845, and concluded by declaring
that his sentiments since then had undergone no change, and that he
he hoped to see the triumph of the national cause before he was called
to his Maker. He had been edified not only by the intelligence and
good temper exhibited, but by the manliness with which speakers with-

" drew sentiments when they found them incompatible or inconsistent
with the movement. It was well said that those they sent to parliament
were not to represent themselves, but their constituents. Seven hundred

_years had not been able to destroy thgir aspirations for liberty. They
were making public opinion, and, he believed, making- it well. In this,
the nineteenth century, they may well wait the power of mind over
mind in. the battle of ideas, until those now against them should grasp
their hands, and all Irishmen should stand together.

‘Mr. SLATER, of Longford, apologised for coming to enunciate his
_opinion as a simple country gentleman. They desired to give no uncer-
tain sound of that which they felt within them. That movement,
beginning with small things, had now reached a climax. It had gone
.abroad through the length and breadth of the land, and had found
. response in the heart of the nation, which would not be satisfied until
it is thoroughly successful. He was glad to find that there were some
members of Parliament there who are what they ought to be. When
they came there it was not to speak-a few words of doubtful meaning.
They never had such freedom of election as now, and it will be the
people’s fault if they do not at the next election put in good repre-
sentatives. He believed this to be a reasonable, rational, and feasible
movement. They did not desire separation from England. The arrange-
ment respecting the House of Lords was a matter which could be left over
until they had their own legislation in their own hands. That is the
principle they contended for, and which he desired to support, for,
he believed this country has not been justly governed. A public
board -in this city had, by economy, accumulated {100,000, and the
Chancellor of the Exchequer ordered it to be transferred to the British
Treasury. The expenditure of this country in London for the last
year in promoting railway bills and legislation of various sorts was
upwards of £600,000. That money had not been spent in encou-
raging the industry of the Irish people. He had been informed that
the first item in the bill of expenditure for the construction of a small
railway was no less than £7,000, to be spent in that overgrown
Babylon—London. Was not that a state of things calling for redress?
But these were only a drop in the ocean compared with their difficulties.
They should put into practice the French motto, * Aide-toi et Dieu
taidera ;” in other words, “ Help yourself and God will help you.”

Mr. JorN MARTIN, M. P., said before the debate closed he wished
to say a few words. It seemed to him that the simple repealers
had been too hardly dealt with. To him the explanation of The
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O’Conor Don was entirely satisfactory. As he understood The O’Conor |
Don, what he conveyed was that, if the question was in his leading
—what was the Dbest form, what the best conditions under which to
unite-the Irish nation in the demand for self-government—his idea
would point to something different, not only in detail, but as to con-
venience and opportunity, yet not different in principle from the series |
of resolutions submitted. Expressing this difference, The O’Conor Don |
fairly and wisely declared that he desired to go with his country. That
was exactly his (Mr. Martin’s) feeling. He was a repealer, but he felt |
that to raise now a discussion on the relative merits of Repeal ». Fede- |
ralism would be worse than useless: it would distract attention and
waste time. He came there to unite with his country in a scheme that |
his country would accept, and which he believed would be honourable |
and safe for Ireland. Not changing his opinion as to Repeal, he was |
still ready to accept the Federal arrangement as safe and konourable. |
The present movement must succeed by being supported by men of all |
opinions. A man can join the movement and yet hold his own opinion.
Several speakers had alluded to the likelihood of assistance being given
to the movement, once we were able to put it on a large national basis,
by friends in America, Australia, and other parts of the world. He was |
glad to say that he had that day received a letter from Cleveland, Ohio,
United States, from a person who represented himself as a member of
a numerous society in that city, asking for information how that associa-
tion could aid the cause by meney or otherwise. In conclusion, he
begged to declare that, holding his own opinions, as he dared do, he cor-
dially accepted the fourth resolution.

Mr. Butr here rose to explain. He said either he must have ex-
pressed himself incorrectly or Mr. Martin must have misunderstood
him if he supposed that he (Mr. Butt) had uttered anything inconsistent
with the principles expressed by Mr. Martin just now. He had simply
said of Mr. Martin and of Mr. Smyth, that, holding their individual
opinions, as they did, if the matter were put to them, they would prefer
the proposal for simple repeal, but, at the same time, without compro-
mising their sentiments in the slightest degree, were ready to join in the
movement for federalism as, under all the circumstances of the time, the
scheme to be pursued.

Mr. F. O’DonnNELL, of London, said a previous speaker had referred
to the great Babylon. Though they had complaints to make against
London, he, as one who was resident in that city, and a public journalist,
might be taken as evidence of the ways of Babylon, and of the views and
opinions of the Babylonians with respect to the great question of Home
Rule for Ireland. With respect to the question of federalism wersus
simple repeal, he was able to say that, were they to press the resolution
in favour of simple repeal, no eloquence, no power of argument, would
persuade the vast majority of the English people that its advocates
sought only repeal, and were honest and sincere in their efforts to secure
only the reform of the existing conditions to that extent and no more.
. The ordinary Englishmen could not understand the proposition coming
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from Irishmen to give up their share in the government of this vast
empire. To the logical, common sense mind of the average British
citizen such a proposition and such an attitude would be simply incre-
dible. The earnestness, solidity, and sense with which the movement
had been conducted up to the present had given the English people
fully to understand that Ireland would never be satisfied with a vestry
in Dublin.  Further, that it was the interest of England that its interest
in Irish affairs should be relegated to such an institution. The act of
union had caused inconvenience to the people of England as well as to
the people of Ireland. In conclusion, Mr. O’'Donnell said that the
withdrawal of 100 members from continual interference in English affairs
would be the greatest benefit to the English nation.

Mr.P. J. SmyTH, M.P., said he would not have risen at all except
that he wished to keep his personal character and his public one clear
before the country. He trusted that the fact of putting his name to the
Requisition—which he did under protest, as Mr. Butt was aware, because
it was not a programme he would have framed—did not preclude him
from entertaining opinions which he had held throughout his public life.
He, like Mr. Martin, was a simple repealer, but he did not think it
necessary to enter there into that question. If it be the feeling of his
countrymen—and from the expression of that Conference he took it so
to be—that federalism was the right thing, was the way to win, he could
only say, as an Irishman, he believed it to be an act of patriotic duty
and of public virtue to say that he went with them. At the same time,
while he abstained from any discussion of that kind at that time, he
hoped he would get credit for all sincerity in avowing his conviction
thatrepeal of the Union was the only logical ground upon which the
nation could stand. If they adopted another ground in the direction
of nationality he would go with them, and he hoped that upon such
ground they would succeed.

The Rev. Isaac NELsoN, Belfast, next addressed the meeting. He
stated he was proud as an Irishman, and as an Irish Northern Presby-
terian, to be present at such a meeting of his countrymen. He remem-
bered that five Presbyterians of Belfast, standing on the Cave Hill,
clutched hands together, and vowed before heaven to devote their lives
to their country’s freedom. “ Who fears to speak of '98 ¥° These men
were unsuccessful ; but lightly might the green turf lie upon their ashes,
and “when cowards mock the patriot's fate, who hangs his head for
shame.” He was sorry to know from the reading of his country’s history
that her condition was this—English intellect and English gold had been
employed to demoralise the people, to degrade them, to buy them, and
to sell them. If he put the stethoscope to the breast of the Irish nation,
he found the pulsations of its heart were what they had always been—
for Ireland’s freedom. There were 105 Irish members of the House of
Commons—honourable and learned men—and he wished to know
were those gentlemen present at that meeting to consider the con-
dition of Ireland? He would riow be satisfied to return to the im-
Patient people of Belfast, and he was sure, and it was a thing to be gra-
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tified with perhaps, that if they but acted with a little wisdom they!
would have the Orangemen with them. He was no holiday talker,
nor was he there to win laurels from the Home Rule Conference.
He was there to do his duty to the people amongst whom God had!
placed him. Mr. Nelson humorously compared the expressions of
many members of parliament with the utterances of the Delphic
oracle, and said he was a Home Ruler, because he was a student and"
read his country’s history. They should agree on the question of the
restoration of the Irish parliament—of the “ Old House at Home.” He!
might tell them that no man could now stand up on the hustings in
Ulster and give them a Delphic oracle answer; and he himself some-
times knew what a man means as much from what he does not say as from
what he does. There was such a thing as ¢ amphibology,” and he would
say to The O’Conor Don that he had left the most important part
unsaid. They had given to themselves the idea that the old parliament
was to be restored, and they were going to consent that it should be
restored on a federal arrangement. He had the fullest confidence is his
Catholic fellow-countrymen. He knew them and loved them. When he
grasped the hand of the great Prelate of the West how did he receive
him—that big heart in the big form? He grasped him by the hand |
with the feeling that he was a brother Irishman, and gave him on going
home, and with a sentence written in it with his own hand, a copy of |
the Word of the Living God, written in Irish. The doctrine which he would |
then preach, as a Christian minister, was glory to God in the highest;
on earth peace and good good-will to man. The rev. gentleman con-
cluded by telling the 105 representatives of Ireland that they would |
have no chance of again going in for an Irish constituency unless they '
supported the demand for the restoration of our national parliament.
The CHAIRMAN.—We must now bring this debate to a conclusion. '
The subject has been very fully discussed. I have done the best I
could in selecting gentlemen to speak who were representative men
from the different districts. It would be quite impossible to hear every
gentleman who might desire to speak on the subject, for if we did our
sitting would not conclude for a week. I will now put the resolution. -
Gentlemen, the resolution upon which you are now called upon to decide
is :— ‘
That in claiming these rights and privileges for our country, we adopt the principle ‘
of a federal arrangement, which would secure to the Irish parliament the right of
legislating for and regulating all matters relating to the internal affairs of Ireland,
while leaving to the imperial parliament the power of dealing with all questions affect-
ing the imperial crown and government, legislation regarding the colonies and other

dependencies of the crown, the relations of the empire with foreign states, and all
matters appertaining to the defence and stability of the empire at large, as well as the

power of granting and providing the supplies necessary for imperial purposes,

As many as are of opinion that the resolution should pass will say
“Aye!” The contrary “No.”

The question was met with loud cries of “ Aye !” from all parts of the
house: and one ¢ No,” from Mr. Mooney.

The Chairman, then, about half-past five p.m., announced the Con-
ference adjourned till eleven o'clock next morning.
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THIRD DAY,
20th November, 1873.

The Conference re-assembled at half-past eleven o’clock, and the
Chair was taken by

Mr. W. SHaw, M.P.

The CHAIRMAN said, that in commencing the proceedings of the pre-
ceding day he expressed a hope that/they would finish that evening. He
was not sorry that they were disappointed in that expectation; for, although
the business of yesterday covered only one resolution, the discussion was
one of the most important that could take place in their Conference.
It was, in fact, a thorough discussion on the real foundations of their
movement. He was amused this morning at reading a statement that
about 200 obscure persons attended that Conference. That informa-
tion came direct from London. It, therefore, takes four ordinary Irish-
men to make one obscure person, because about 8oo attended, as far as
he could judge, and he was not accustomed to exaggerate. That showed
the way in which it was attempted to misrepresent their movement. He
would not say it was done wilfully ; but the word “ obscurity” expressed
exactly the way in which all Irish questions are looked at in England;
not, he thought, intentionally, but naturally, from the prejudices and
purse-proudishness of a big, rich, strong nation that can hardly look
at anything but itself and its own wealth. The Irish nation would give
them an answer—not in words, but at the next general election; and he
had no doubt that, by-and-bye, the English would take their telescope and
begin to see that there are rather more than 200 obscure persons in the
movement.

He had to request that they would endeavour to finish the business
that day. He felt sure that three days were enough to devote to that
Conference. By a little self-denial on the part of the gentlemen who
had something to say, and an effort to condense their remarks, he
thought they could get through their business. One or two resolutions

be proposed were but corollaries to those already passed. They
had decided the principle, and therefore much discussion was not
required.

He called on Sir Joseph Neale M‘Kenna to move the fifth resolution.

SR JosepH NEALE M‘KENNA proposed the fifth resolution. He
said he would at once plagiarize the words of the Chairman, and say that
the fifth resolution, which he had the honour to move was a corollary to
the fourth, The fifth resolution simply affirmed that their plan did not
contemplate nor involve any alteration in the constitution of the im-
perial parliament, nor any interference or disturbance of the prerogative
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of the Crown. Notwithstanding that affirmation, he protested his belief
that this whole plan was the nearest possible approach practically, at
the present day, to the policy of Grattan. In that sense he understood
and adopted this programme. That was what it meant to him. It
meant the assertion, and it would mean the realization, of the right of
Ireland to manage her own affairs, subject, nevertheless, to the Consti-
tution, and to a fiscal and federal arrangement as the basis of their
association with Great Britain as sister realms of one empire. Home Rule
did not mean simplyrepeal of the Union; it meant, in some respects, some-
what less, and in other respects a little more. During the last seventy-
three years—the post-Union period—the relations of the United Kingdom
with all the dependencies of the Crown had been resettled. All the
chief colonies, during that same period, had received constitutions and
parliaments of their own,and it wasduringthat notable seventy-three years
that the East India Company had surrendered its dominions and India
had been absorbed in the empire. Their programme did not ignore
all this. They did not disclaim having participated in the legislation
which had conduced to those results. They did not refuse to continue
—nay, more, they claimed to continue on their present footing in rela-
tion to the empire at large, subject, however, to a fiscal and a federal
agreement, which were matters of detail that had to be hereafter con-
sidered and worked out serfafim. The chief objection that was urged
against their plan was that this fiscal and federal arrangement was
impracticable. The writers in the English press assumed that Great
Britain—England and Scotland—never could be brought to agree to
terms that would be satisfactory to Ireland. Why net? England had
only to be just. But they were not discussing a matter of abstract
theory. Within the last few years Austria had found the means to do,
and had done, this precise thing for Hungary. He could assure them,
and the writers in the English press from that place, that the parallel
between the relations of Austria to Hungary and those of Great Britain
to Ireland was nearly exact. So much alike were they that no intelli-
gent, educated, unprejudiced mind in Europe or America that he ever
came in contact with was able to discern or point to a material dis-
crepancy. He did not mean to occupy much of their time, but he
would wish to explain the salient points of similarity. They all knew
that in 1782 the legislative independence claimed by Ireland was voted
to her by the English parliament sitting in Westminster. That was
their Irish historic landmark—now this was the corresponding Hungarian
one. Just eight years later, in the year 1790, the ancient legislative
independence claimed by Hungary was solemnly guaranteed to her by
imperial edict and all the forms of Austrian law. Similar grievances
followed in both cases. Hungary and Ireland or rather Ireland and
Hungary, for she took precedence for her wrongs, were both robbed or
defrauded of their separate legislatures ; and on the plea, or under the
getext, of political expediency, imperial laws were forced upon each.
e would not trouble the meeting by going through the circumstances
affecting the Irish nation. They all knew how and by what agency the
Union was carried. Neither need he tell them why Ireland, in place of
being a source of security and strength, is a source of weakness to the
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British empire and to every British ministry. But he would show how
the Austrian empire failed when she broke faith with Hungary.

After some years of discontent, Hungary rose in revolt, but rose in
vain. The rebellion of 1848 was crushed in 1849 by Austria, with the
aid of Russia. Might trampled on right, and the worshippers of
successful tyranny all over the globe raised a mighty and exultant chorus
at what they believed to be the final result of the struggle. But though
the Hungarian rebellion was indeed wholly crushed and stamped out,
it was stamped out for Austria in vain, just as in vain the Casars of
ancient Rome attempted to stamp out the Gospel of Truth in the blood
of the martyrs. The parallel was not yet complete. The agonies of
Hungary were not confined to bloody reverses on the field of battle, for
on the 6th October, 1849, the victorious Austrians erected a monster
gallows within the walls of Arad, and before the shades of evening fell,
eleven Hungarian generals were hanged ; whilst, on the same day, the
noble patriot Bathyani—the Geraldine of Hungary—perished by the
executioner’s hand at Pesth. But her victory and her ghastly vengeance
bore bitter fruit for Austria. From that day forth she seemed to become
a prey to misfortunes, such as the fabled Nemesis was said to hold in
store for those who inflicted unrighteous punishments, and such as Pro-
vidence, in all ages, had dealt to arrogant states and empires. Since
then Lombardy was torn from her, Venetia was torn from her, and not
only her primacy, but her position in Germany was utterly destroyed.
And, as if to bring the gibbets of Arad and the execution at Pesth home
to the Kaiser's own door, he had lived to mourn his own brother
crowned with a mock imperial crown, tried, sentenced to death, and
shot by the orders of a republican general who had overthrown his army
on the plains of Mexico.

Passing, however, from that sad episode, let them see what a warning
there was in all that had befallen Austria herself since she destroyed the
native government of Hungary. France wrested Lombardy from her,
and sold or bartered it to Victor Emmanuel, as the price of Nice and
Savoy. Prussia, which had stood quietly by whilst France and Italy did
that job, forthwith bargained with Italy to wrest Venetia from Austria,
and deliver it to Victor Emmanuel, on condition that Italy should attack
Austria in flank, whilst Prussia smote her on the face. An alliance was
quickly brought about, and after many sanguinary battles, in which the
Prussians as invariably beat the Austrians as the Austrians did the
ltalians, the Prussian general dictated terms of peace within sight of
Vienna, making Austria not only surrender Venetia, but forcing her out
of associafion with the other German states, and making her pay an
tnormous sum to save her capital from the conquerors. This was indeed
the irony of fate for Austria—historic Austria—for ages holding together

- Many states in allegiance to the one sceptre, consolidated by civil war
. ad Russian bayonets in 1849, to be dismembered, plundered, and driven
* from the Germanic Confederation by Prussia in 1866. What must Francis

Joseph have then thought ? What might he not have accomplished or
have averted long ere Sadowa had to be fought, if it were not that he
had estranged Hungary by a forced union, and that she not only could
not be relied on as of old, but that her sons were to be found in the
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legions of Prussia? He sorely needed such generals as Kiss and Aulich,
and Nagy Sandor, and Damyanics, to lead his armies ; but alas! they
had penished on the gallows of Arad, in 1849, because they had fought
for their birthright and the freedom of Hungary. All this time there
existed in Austria a strong, unscrupulous imperial sentiment, just as
there was a similar sentiment in Great Britain, and there was an imperial
even in Hungary itself, just as there was a kind of anti-Irish
imperial party in Ireland. The Austrian imperialists maintained that it
was politic, and, therefore, right, that Hungary should nolens wolens be
governed by imperial law, and they flouted the charge of injustice because
they professed to offer her equal laws as an integral portion of the empire.
The upshot was that, bereft of the loyal friendship of Hungary, Francis
Joseph of Austria was successfully attacked by Italy, France and Prussia,
and successfully despoiled by each; whereupon Francis Joseph came
to terms with the national party in Hungary and sent for Francis Deak ;
he entered into communication with the national party in Hungary, and
he carried out an act of justice which was the glory of his reign and the
salvation of his empire. He, with some slight modification, which time
had rendered necessary, restored the ancient constitution of Hungary. '
He conferred on her thereby contentment and peace. To use ourown:
familiar language, he granted her that Home Rule which his ancestor,
Leopold, in 1790, had almost, if he had not actually, sworn to maintain |
for Hungary. Oh! what a glorious day for Francis Joseph and for
Austria, the day on which he abrogated and put away for ever the
hideous policy of Haynau—the policy of the gibbet, the rope, and the
prison—to win back the love of a nation which had been, in former
enerations, equally lavish of its blood and treasures on behalf of his
ouse. ‘
He had dwelt on this subject siniply for one object—to prove in this.
place that the trite and miserable plea of the impracticability of Home
Rule was a subterfuge—that it was an attempt to escape from the political
arguments bearing upon the case. He told them it must be abandoned,
but he hoped it would never have to be abandoned under circumstances
of such humiliation as those under which a similar policy had to be
abandoned by Francis Joseph—not that he ever urged that policy hin-
self, but it had been unjustly urged on his behalf. It was asserted by%
the English papers that if Home Rule was granted this country would
be torn by intestine factions. He would ask what reason was there to
believe that this country, elevated by the possession of her native legis-
lature, would be torn by intestine factions in any other sense than any
other country which had constitutional government might expect to have
occasional collisions? They had been learning a lesson on con-
stitutionalism for some years. England herself had only come to under-
stand its bearing during the reign of the present house. He did not
believe if Home Rule was restored to Ireland to-morrow that we would
be torn with more emotions and passions than prevail in England,
where the party chiefs freely accuse one another of corruption at
one time, and plundering at another, scarcely ruffling the temper of
anyc;nq. Sir Joseph N. M‘Kenna concluded by moving the following
resolution :—
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That, such an arrangement does not involve any in the existing con-
stitution of the imperial parliament or any interference with the prerogatives of the
crown or disturbance of the principles of the constitution.

Mr. M*CArRTHY DOWNING, M.P., said he had the greatest pleasure in
attending the Conference, and he tendered to the Home Rule Associa-.
tion his unmeasured thanks for having called it. The country was
deeply indebted to that body for having kept alive this subject, and
having brought it to the proud position which it held to-day. He felt
the greatest possible gratification at even being able to say a few
words, for he was sure the Conference would not expect that he would,
even if time permitted, speak at such length as would do his health
injury. He had been all his life a repealer. He attended many of the
monster meetings of the great O’Connell. He was a Home Ruler;
for he was but a very short time in the House of Commons when he saw
that the imperial parliament, even if inclined, had not time to give them
laws necessary for the development of the many resources which Ireland
possessed. He admitted that he came to the Conference the advocate
of simple repeal—but a man should always admit when he changed his
opinion and was convinced, and he confessed he was made a convert
since he entered the room. The clear, lucid, and able speech of Mr. Butt
had satisfied him that the programme adopted by the Association was the
only one that the English nation would ever grant. He had come to the
conclusion too—after having some doubts on it—that it would be per-
fectly idle to ask England to give Ireland a House of Commons without
a House of Lords. It was the Lords, Commons, and King they had in
82, and it was the same thing they asked for now. They should re-
member this—that the House of Lords was becoming very unpopular
in England, and that its having put a veto six times on the bill passed
by the House of Commons legalizing marriage with a deceased wife’s
sister, caused a meeting to be called in London to consider whether the
House of Lords should be got rid of or reconstructed. They might de-
pend on it that if the House of Lords became factiously obstructive in
England the English people would at once rectify that matter, and if
rectified in England it would be rectified in Ireland.

It was said, no doubt, that the English people would not listen to this
demand for a federal union. He believed the feeling of the English
people was not understood in the matter. He had many conversations
with English and Scotch members upon the question, and he knew their
sentiments to be this—¢ Satisfy us that you only want a patliament to
manage your own affairs, and do not intend more, that you do not intend
afterwards to look for separation, and we will not only listen to you, but
vote with you.” He could name many of the leading members of the
House of Commons to whom he spoke on the matter. When he pro-
tested that, as far as he knew, he could pledge his honour that there
was no intention on the part of those conducting the agitation, of re-
quiring more than a parliament to manage their own affairs, they said
that they believed this to be his feeling, but asked how could he answer
forothers.” He answered, why not believe others as well as himself?
What more could they have, the honour of gentlemen, and the pledge of
the nation? “ But” added he, “ supposing we deceive you, and try to
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separate from you, do you think the Irish people have not common
sense ? Do they not know that you with your strength and power would
send your vessels to close our ports, bombard our towns, and reconquer
us? Heasked them was not that a sufficient pledge ? They could guard
themselves in every possible way by an act of parliament, as far as an
act of parliament could do it. They asked him, why Scotland is not
seeking Home Rule ? His answer was that there was an agreement, a
regular compact entered into between England and Scotland, agreed
upon by commissioners appointed by both sides to settle the terms. The
first thing Scotland required was that England “should sink her great
name, and that the two nations should be thenceforth known as Great
Britain. Their armorial bearings are carried on their flags; the Cross
of St. Andrew is also emblazoned on their ensigns. It was a union free
and independent on equal terms, and everything Scotland required was
given. Scotland entered into an agreement by the contract—but Ire-
land never did—and yet Scotland shortly after sought to repeal the
Union, and was only defeated by a small majority. The people of
Ireland, from the day the Union was passed, never gave their sanction.
The union of Sweden and Norway had been alluded to. One of the
articles of that small kingdom of Norway is, perhaps, the most perfect to
be found in the constitution of any in the world ; and it is this, that if
any change be proposed in the constitution of Norway it cannot be
introduced in that session of parliament, and there must be an appeal
to the country. If that was done here in 1800, would the Union have
been carried ? Was the parliament that had been entrusted with the
affairs of Ireland justified in destroying the constitution, and handing
over their power to another parliament? What would the people of
England do to-morrow if the House of Commons entered into an
arrangement with France, or any other country, transferring to that
country the management of their own affairs to an imperial parliament
sitting in Paris? Would the minister who did so have his head long on
his shoulders? Two years ago he took up the returns to see how many
bills were introduced into the House of Commons that year. Two
hundred and fifty bills were laid on the table, and of them not more than
six of the slightest consequence passed, not one for Ireland. He thought
that when he became a member of parliament he could do wonders,
and his constituents seem to think so still, for one of the charges brought
against him the other day was, that he did not bring in a bill to compel
Jandlords to sell their properties to their tenants. That may be a very
good bill as regards absentees, and if he had the power he would do it;
but he assured them that the Irish members could do but very little in
a British House of Commons, though they attended from twelve o’clock
in the day until four in the morning. There were many questions before
parliament and the country twenty-eight or thirty years—for instance,
the grand jury system, upon which many committees had reported. He
had the presumption to bring in a fishery bill, merely asking for .£5,000
a year to be lent on the most ample security ; but Mr. Lowe, the be-
nevolent, generous Chancellor of the Exchequer, turned round in the
House of Commons, and, as he has very bad sight, he is always obliged
to put up his glass when he wants to see any one—put up his glass and
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said, “ You want me to give you money on your personal security in
Ireland.” That was the answer. They had a railway bill, with the
security of _£120,000 a year from three baronies, and when they applied
for only .£'53,000, they were refused. The people of England themselves
saw the necessity for a local parliament in England. They had begun
to talk of it. Irish business, they said, had for two years obstructed the
business of England and Scotland. The English people had become
most intolerant in their observations on the subject ; and when he was
spoken to in this tone, he replied, ¢‘Oh, let us go by all means.”

Now, with regard to taxation, it was said, “If you have your own
parliament, remember that you must be prepared to pay a great deal
more than you pay now.” He did not know whether many present had
read one of the papers issued by the Home Rule Association, in which
it appeared that Great Britain contributed to the imperial revenue a sum
of 4s. ofd. in the pound, and that Ireland paid 6s. o}d. on realized
property. That was a return laid upon the table of the House of Com-
mons, which was beyond yea or nay. In the last session of parliament
they might remember that a bill was brought in to re-value Ireland. He
spoke in the presence of gentlemen who knew it, amongst others, his
honourable friend, the member for Kilkenny. Mr. Baxter, the financial
secretary of the treasury, had stated in the house that the bill was essen-
tial and necessary. He admitted it would raise the property in Ireland
by three millions a year, but he said they must do that or withdraw it,
because in England they paid upon the rental, while in Ireland they
paid upon the valuation. He (Mr. Downing) went to the library of the
house, got the last return, and found that was not correct. He found
that 25 per cent. was taken off the rental in England for the purpose of |
taxation. Mr. Peel, then one of the parliamentary secretaries, came
up from the Treasury Bench to him (Mr. Downing) and asked him where
he got that information. He told him, and Mr. Peel were obliged to
admit it was true. While they were paying on the valuation in Ireland, the
rental in England was reduced by 25 per cent. That is blundering and
plundering. That morning he had received the Standard, and in one
of the articlés which he cut out he found a great deal that, he was sorry
to say, was true. It told them that there were only the names of ninety
magistrates, signed to the Requisition.

Mr. Butt—That is not true.

Mr. Downing said he could only tell them that that Requisition
had never been presented, so far as he knew, and he ought to know
something about it—it was not, so far as he knew, presented or carried
to one single town in the West Riding of Cork; and if it was his friend,
the Chairman, had truly said that in the county of Cork alone they would
have got 200,000 signatures. What did the writer further say, and he
was sorry to say it was true. He said, “ Of over 1,000 barristers,
and every barrister is a candidate for parliamentary honours, only eight
unknown had signed it.” There was not 1,000 barristers, he believed,
looking for parliamentary honours, but there were a good many, and
he had not seen one of them there. The bar of Ireland generally
had led when it was necessary. ' They were amongst the men that
resisted the Union to the last, and left burning words that should

15
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animate and guide the bar of the present day. The Stendard ought
not to forget that it was not many years ago—and he recollected it
well—when a petition was sent to the Queen, signed by 430,000
men of Ireland, asking her Majesty to take the opinion of Ireland as to
whether the Union ought to be maintained or not. He said deliberately
that any minister who wished to maintain the Union would yield what
is now demanded by the Irish people. If the refusal of the demand
of the Irish people for the management of their own affairs, be per-
sistently adhered to, what would be the result? A good many who
never before joined in extreme agitations would be led into it—a whole
nation would be ready to assert their rights, There was just one matter
to which he would allude, because he believed it was the intention of
some friends to allude to it, and that was, whether the Conference, or
the Council, of the new League—would lay down whether it would be
necessary to pledge members at the next elections—and he gave his
opinion that it would—or whether the minority of Irish members should
be bound by the majority, which he believed should not be agitated.
He supposed the Council of the new League would give their atten-

tion to the subject of seeking trusted men, and he believed it ought to

be with the Council that the rest of the programme should be left.
He was sorry there should have been a little misunderstanding with
regard to The O’Conor Don. He could say there was no Irish mem-
ber in the House of Commons in whom there might be greater trust
placed. He was one of the most industrious men in parliament, and
he (Mr. Downing) was certain that he would be found in the front ranks
in carrying out their programme. For himself, representing the great
county of Cork, he accepted, in the fullest manner, without any subter-
fuge or without keeping anything behind, what had been done in the
Conference, and would do all in his power, in parliament or out of it,
to make Ireland what she ought to be—a nation.

The CHAIRMAN suggested, as the fifth and seventh resolutions were
corollaries of the fourth, there should be no discussion on them, but
that discussion should be on the sixth and remaining resolutions. He
hoped, however, the subject of parliamentary action would not be dis-
cussed there that day, as he considered that was a question for the
League, and it was one of the most important questions connected with
the movement. He would say nothing against the views that might
be entertained on the subject, but it should be thoroughly ventilated
by the constituencies or by the press, and any decisions arrived at
calmly and deliberately would be thoroughly and fully carried out.

Mr. FErGUsON (Glasgow) directed the attention of the Chairman to
one of the rules, stating that additional resolutions could be moved by
any person after the first series prepared by the Conference had been
disposed of. After that he apprehended it would then be in order to
bring forward a resolution, which a large number of his friends considered
absolutely necessary.

The CuarrMAN said Mr. Ferguson was quite right. He only meant
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that the discussion should not grow out of any of the resolutions. After-
wards it could be discussed, if there was time, and all he hoped was that
they would come to no hasty decision.

Sir PATRICK O'BRIEN, M.P., said he hoped the Conference would
permit him, as one of those connected in former times with the
question which had now been so greatly revived, to say a few words.
He believed, with the exception of Mr. Butt, he was the oldest mem-
ber of parliament present, and was anxious to have an opportunity
there, as he wished he should elsewhere, of identifying himself with
the thought that was the dream of his youth, and that now in mature
years he should see brought forward in a definite form, when the people
of Ireland would throw aside all party politics and bickerings, and should
only know themselves to be Irnishmen. Sir Joseph M‘Kenna, in the
speech which he had the pleasure of listening to that morning, gave them
an historic account of the struggles of a gallant nation to recover its
liberties. He (Sir Patrick O’Brien) thought he was about to mention a
famous incident that once occurred, when the people went forth to meet
the monarch that professed a fidelity to them they believed real, they
cried aloud—* Moriamur pro rege nostro.” He trusted that they would
always be true to the Irish nation, and the spirit of disaffection would
soon disappear, and that when the hour of their deliverance arrived,
they, with one heart, would cry—* Moriamur pro nostro rege.” He
trusted that what was true of the Hungarian nation would be true of the
Irish nation, and above all things did he hope that the divisions which
had torn their dear country would be thrown aside—that Protestant and
Catholic, Whig, Tory, and Nationalist, forgetting all their differences,
would be united in the common cause which brought them there. He
could not see why they would not think, as was said by a great writer,
that the inner consciousness which would come to a man that he was
doing everything for his countrymen was a greater favour and interest to

. him than any idea of self-interest. This question of Home Rule, he
+ believed, was one which required only to be ventilated, to have them
, tmited as one nation. The question of Home Rule had not been before
* the intellect and feeling of the Irish nation but for some three years
past, and therefore it was not for them to assume that those who had
not rushed forward at once would not yet approve of their movement.
It was not a question raised at the hustings at the last election, and they
¢ Were not to assume that those who might not now be with them would
Dot gain faith in them, or would oppose the public opinion. The Con-
ference should recollect that with the famine came a depression of every-
thing like popular opinion in Ireland. Since the time of the famine this
Question may have been kept like a lamp in some silent fane—but
: Home Rule had not been presented to the intellect of the whole Irish
| Dation as he had said. In order to accomplish their object they should
acttogether in a spirit of thorough, entire, and complete conciliation—
looking to the points of junction between their opinions, and not picking
out minute points of difference. The present revival of Irish feeling, after
long depression caused by the famine, had only been in existence for
three years ; but he believed that, at the next Conference held here, the

|
|
|
|



116 The Home Rule Conference.

large room, so intimately associated with like events, would not be
sufficiently large to contain the overpowering and overwhelming num-
bers who would take part in it. By that time opinion would be
developed, their cause would gain additional strength, and their demand
being strong, emphatic, and united, he hoped and believed it would be
all-powerful.

Mr. BLENNERHASSETT, M.P., said he should only ask the Conference
to bear with him for a very few moments. Indeed, he felt so deeply
the value of time at this stage of their proceedings that he should not
rise to address them at all, did he appear there simply as a private
individual, but he felt that this was an occasion on which every man
who professed to represent an Irish constituency was called on to declare,
in clear and simple language, his views on the greatest of Irish questions,
and in what spirit he was prepared to act in support of these views. He
was an advocate of self-government for Ireland, and he believed the
federal principle, as explained in the resolutions which he held in his
hand, to be the most reasonable, the most practicable, the most honour-
able, and the most desirable form in which that self-government could
be obtained ; and, as an Irish member of parliament, he there declared

and avowed that he considered it his first and paramount duty in

that position to aid and support this movement by every legitimate
means in his power. Nothing could be more pleasing to every real
well-wisher of this movement present than to see the good feeling and
the kindliness which had been displayed, and the readiness of many,
who held strong opinions of their own to unite, and work cordially with
others. This was the spirit which must prevail, not only amongst the
Irish people, but also amongst ‘their representatives in parliament, if
they were to do good and useful work. He agreed with what his hon.

friend, Mr. Butt, said in that great speech, which recalled the noblest
traditions of Irish eloquence, that members of parliament should not be
tied up here to any definite course of future action. They could not |

reduce their members to the position of mere delegates without degrad-
ing the whole character of their representation and weakening its force ;
but this should be well understood—that every man who went to parlia-
ment as a representative of the great principle of Home Rule for Ireland
should not be a man that was willing to sacrifice everything to his own
crotchets. Mr. Ferguson said yesterday headid not want men to go to
parliament to represent themselves, but to represent the country.
“They did not want men to go to parliament to represent them-
selves ; but they did not want men to go to parliament to represent the
country, who did not, at the same time, represent the honest conwic-
tions of their own consciences; and let every constituency remember
that, no matter how honourable 2 man might be—no matter how eloquent
—no matter how gifted—no matter how honest—if he was not able to
unite with others, to work with others, to concede at the right time and
in the right way he should nat be sent to parliament to delay to the Irish
people the restoration of their right to self-government. He felt very
strongly that the conviction of the justice of the principle of self-govern-
ment to Ireland was not of itself sufficient to justify a public man in join-
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ing thismovement. He should also have a belief that the success of the
movement was fairly practicable. Any public man who advocated a
movement—no matter what it might be in its abstract theory-—which he
believed to be impracticable was committing a great public crime. He
was destroying the confidence of the people in their public men and in
constitutional government. He there avowed his conviction that, in
his opinion, this movement was not only desirable, but that it was
eminently practicable. He believed they had only to think of the
reasonableness and justice of their demand to be assured of that. He
believed that there was a strong good sense in the hearts of the great
middle and lower classes of England to which they could successfully
appeal in this demand. If they only acted together faithfully, honour-
ably, and honestly in this great cause, the end was nearer than was
expected ; but let him say this, that, if through jealousy, if through false-
hood, if through. treachery, if through division, this great constitutional
movement should fall through, no greater responsibility could fall on
the heads of any men than would descend on the leaders of the Home
Rule movement of to-day. They should remember that in applying for
the restoration of their Irish parliament on the federal principle, they
were simply claiming for themselves that which every Englishman
prized as his birthright—the right of constitutional government, the
nght of a nation to be governed by representatives reflecting the views
and opinion of the people. This was not a place for making speeches,
but a Conference to discuss-the principles of a great question, and the
mode of action most desirable. Yet he would say this, whatever were
the sneering comments of the English press on the Conference, he
believed this was an occasion which, in future centuries, would be looked
upon as a great occasion in the history of this country. They had heard
agood deal of history in some of the speeches, but they not only learned
history, but were making history that day. England had meddled and
muddled, England had “ plundered and blundered,” to borrow a phrase
from éne of her own statesmen on Irish affairs. When would she gain wis-
dom from disappointment, and experience from failure ? When would she
leam the simple truth, that every people were best able to understand and
manage their own affairs? He believed England was learning that
lesson now—was learning' it from that Conference, and, he believed
further, that before long, her statesmen would put the lesson into prac-
tice. And, when Ireland had asserted her rights, and England had the
wisdom and justice to intrust to the Irish people the responsibility of
their own future, then and not till then would England find peace,
security, and satisfaction in her relations with this country—then and
tot till then would the Irish people, awakened, encouraged, ennobled,
nse to the full realization of their glorious destiny as a free and emanci-
pated nation.

Dr. GRATTAN said he had for fifty years taken an active part in the
public affairs of Ireland. He had been an uncompromising repealer,
and to the end of his life he would hold to his opinion on .that point;
but he desired to express his cordial and entire concurrence in all the
Proceedings of the Conference, and in all the sentiments that had been
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uttered. He avowed that he was a convert to the principles of federal-
ism, and would do all he could to aid in obtaining a federal arrangement.
O’Connell entertained much the same views. The Liberator, at a public
meeting, alluded to the project of a federal compact ; he mentioned the
word “ federalism,” but it was not well received, and he verily believed
had it been at the time put forward by O’Connell, it would not have
been accepted by the Irish people. Now they stood under very different
circumstances. He freely admitted that at one period he objected to
the idea of an Irish House of Lords, but he had changed his opinion on
that subject. His political creed might be simply stated. He there
declared that no power under Heaven ought to have the right to make
laws for Ireland but the Sovereign of these realms, and the Lords and
Commons of Ireland. That was at the root of all their proceedings;
and he believed if their movement was wisely, prudently, but firmly
carried out, their triumph was secure.

The Very Rev. DEaN M‘Manus, P.P., said he would not abuse
the indulgence of the meeting, for he remembered the significant
words used by Sir Patrick down there, and indorsed by another Paddy
up here, that this is not the place for speechmaking, or to show a man’s
industry in climbing up these heights and bringing down from parliament
magnificent, but sometimes very valueless, flowers. He was there a
witness, and would stand a cross-examination, even were it the prime
minister himself who undertook it, charged with a new doctrine of qua-
dratic equations and fluxions that was ‘expressed there by saying that
they had an assembly of about 200 obscure individuals yesterday—
he was there to bear testimony to the chairman, and to that highly re-
spectable meeting, that the men of the Connemara are sound to the
heart’s core, and to testify that some months ago when they received a
message from those who, like Nehemiah of old, concealed the sacred fire
of patriotism and sent them a message that awakened every spark of
love of country in the men of the far West, that the clergymen of Con-
nemara were the first as a body to answer the call made on them on that
occasion. The echoes of the hills of Connemara give no uncertain
sound. He feared they would have need to test the legal talent of
the leader of this movement, Mr. Butt, in defending them against a
prosecution for conspiracy, for he pleaded guilty to the existence of a
conspiracy between the hills of Connemara and the hills of Kerry in
testifying their readiness and willingness to use all legitimate means to
have their country restored.

It was delightful to find such harmony between all ranks and creeds
and denominations, as the speeches he had heard there exhibited. On
the political platform they were all Irishmen. On Sunday morning they
may wend their way to their respective places of worship, some with
affected or real sincerity, looking on the ground, though it often happens
that no one sees so much as the person who keeps looking down.
Coming events cast their shadows before them, and if the future House
of Commons, sitting in College-green, should be conducted with the
dignity, capacity, firmness, and patience, that they had seen evinced by
their chairman here, he believed it would be necessary to have a com-
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.petitive examination between the dignified characters of the British
House of Commons and the Irish House of Parliament. What infor-
mation was he to carry to the 26,000 men and women who were waiting
to hear him next Sunday ? They were fully determined not to be cheated
or duped by either apathy or treason from any quarter. They had been
frequently cheated, but, as far as they were concerned, there would be
no faltering, or flagging, or treason, or treachery, within the bounds of
the diocese of Tuam. He felt a pride in avowing that he belonged to
Tuam, and a feeling similar to that which gave vigour and elasticity to
the soldiers of Alexander, and as ¢ Milstes sub Alexandro’ was the modest
boast of every red-coated soldier in that army, they were proud to be
¢ Milites sub_Joanne! He would take home a true message to the far
West, where nature had done everything that could be expected, and
where man and government had done nothing. The people of Conne-
mara are becoming the instruments of retribution, even in this world,
for they were allowed to die by the British government. They died of
famine, and of disease consequent on famine, and their graves were made
on the floors of their own homesteads. He gave them no exaggerated
picture, and drew but a faint outline of the suffering of the good people
of Connemara during the years of famine, when they were abandoned
by the paternal government. There were 500 tons of yellow meal in
the government stores of Clifden, while the dogs were crunching the
skulls of the famine victims on the highway. There were two companies
of soldiers guarding those stores, and they were profitably employed in
drinking whiskey, got by giving out the meal themselves. They said
they had the best right to the commissariat of the day, and they allowed
the poor people to starve. He, therefore, came forward on the part of
this people to tell the Association that they would have the co-operation
of the people of Connemara. Need he say that John of Tuam is a
guarantee of their perseverance? He had no book of retractions to
write. If they wanted additional proof they had it in their beloved re-
presentative, Mr. Henry, whose motto was that no power on earth shall
have, or ought to have, any power of making laws for Ireland but the
Sovereign and the Lords and Commons of Ireland. Was he to tell his
people they may elect a second member who would not go the whole
hog, and say “I am a Home Ruler, and shall continue so.” He could
not but distrust the man who says “ I am Home Ruler, but I won't take
that pledge.” It looked as if he were before-hand looking for a safety-
valve for his own escape. If the social doctrine be sound, and if they
belong to a society in which the minority should be swayed by the ma-
jority, where is the. necessity of saying I will reserve a little ground for
my own calculations hereafter”? Any man who was convinced of the
necessity of Home Rule ought not to follow any zigzag course. At the
commencement of the last session of parliament there were only six or
eight members of parliament to come forward to fight their battle. Where
were the rest? They had a right to put the question. Mr. Henry had
inaugurated a new system of political tactique—that of going from place
to place throughout his county and giving an account of his stewardship,
foran honest representative was not afraid to meet the men who sent him
to parliament. Why shofild they despair of the success of the present
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movement ? The illustrious Archbishop of Tuam had said that when
O'Connell came to manhood he found his country not alone paralysed,
but prostrate in the sleep of slavery. O’Connell took up the trumpet of
liberty, and he climbed up one of the lofty hills of Kerry, sounded a
blast, and woke his countrymen to life and liberty, and they sprang to
their feet disenthralled and emancipated, breathing the breath of life
and recovered liberty. O’Connell had more difficulties to contend with
in his time than they had now; and what had been secured by him by
steady, increasing, unswerving honesty and perseverance, might be ob-
tained by them. He believed the names of the men who had even
remotely promoted the present movement would live for ever in the
gratitude of the people. He had only to say in conclusion that the men
of Connemara would be found ready and willing to co-operate with them
in their movement.
The resolution was then put from the chair and passed unanimously.

Sir JoHN GRrAY, M.P. said he thanked the Conference for the kind and
cordial greeting that had been accorded him. He wished, inthe first place,
to say that he had not risen to make a speech or to trespass much upon
their patience. He had rather risen to place before them a resolution of
a business character, and then leave it to the members of the Conference
to discuss that resolution and determine whether or not they should adopt
it. The young and gifted member for Kerry said in his address to them
that day that they were making history. He (Sir John Gray) would go
a little further and say that he thought they were renovating a nation.
In that historic room they had enunciated what had been called by
Mr. Butt their national claims—they had enunciated their natural rights ;
and he hoped before they separated they would adopt sech a course as
would secure the final achievement of these rights. They had said,
almost in the words of ’82—not that no power hath, for they had
wisely avoided saying that—but that no power ought to have the
power to make laws to bind Ireland save the Sovereign, Lords, and
Commons of Ireland. That he took to be the sum and substance of
their declarations for the past three days; and, assuming that they were
resolved to carry those—their claims—into effective recognition, he
had now to propose a resolution the effect of which, he thought, would
be to render permanent those rights when they had achieved them.
Perhaps he was going a little too far in saying that this resolution, or the
adoption of it and the carrying of it out, would in itself have that effect;
but it would tend that way, and it would be for the people themselves,
having adopted this series of resolutions and carried them out, to take
care that the resultant nation should be perpetuated. This resolution
which had the honour to propose had that for its object and Dbeing a
strictly business one, he would read it at once :—

That, to secure to the Irish people the advantages of constitutional government, it is
essential that there should be in Ireland an administration for Irish affairs, controlled,
according to constitutional principles, by the Irish parliament, and conducted by minis-
ters constitutionally responsible to that parliament.

A responsible minister is the first essential of constitutional liberty.
If they had a parliamentary constitution without a ministry responsible
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to that parliament, without a ministry that would conduct the affairs
of the”nation in obedience to the will and in accordance with tbe
votes of that parliament, any liberties they might achieve would, like
those achieved by their forefathers in 1782, be swindled from them
on the first opportunity that offered. Without such security and such
protection there could be neither strength nor permanent life in
the constitution. He would not trespass long upon their time, but
he would read one or two extracts, which he thought would give
some explanation of the principles enunciated in the resolution. One
of these quotations, though coming from an enemy, was worthy of
their special attention. It was an extract copied from John Foster's
copy of the #Irish Debates.” He quoted it from a speech delivered in
the House of Commons, on the 5th February, 1800 :—

““Nor were these the only objections to our present mode of connection. It had
been often and justly complained of in that hanse that the ministers of this country,
acting as they did under a British cabinet, were not responsible to the Irish parliament,
from the moment they should withdraw from the kingdom, unless by a derogation of
our independence we were to impeach at the bar of the English legislature those who
had offended against the Irish constitution.”

A stronger definition of absolute subservience, of absolute slavery, of
absolute weakness, of the total absence of power and independence,
it would be impossible to pen than these words, and they were the
words of Lord Castlereagh when séeking to carry the Union, taunting
the Irish members who adhered to the nationality of their country
with the inherent weakness of the constitution which they were wish-
ing to uphold, and showing them the impossibility of their having
legislative independence under it. It was'with the experience and
the knowledge of that in the minds of the individuals who prepared
the series of resolutions submitted to the Conference, that they came
to the conclusion that it was necessary to have a declaration such as
he had read, that there should be an Irish ministry responsible to the
Irish parliament, and through them amenable to the Irish people. He
said yesterday in the few hurried words which he thought essential for the
purpose of indicating the opinions of the old O’Connell Repealers—and
he was sorry to say there were not many of them living—that he was not
content with the constitution of ’82. He was proud of that constitu-
tion so far as it went. It was a declaration of the sacred and inalienable
right of the Irish people to be the sole makers of laws to bind Ireland,
and almost in his inner heart he venerated the men who achieved for
the nation the independence it then acquired.

It was a great step in advance, it was a glorious step in advance, for
it declared in words which were embodied in acts of parliament, that
the Irish Lords and Commons and the Irish Sovereign could alone make
laws binding Ireland. That constitution did great things for the country,
it did great things for the trade, the commerce, the art of the country. '
1t elevated the minds of the people, it gave them nobler ideas and nobler
aspirations, and fitted them for liberty, but it did not secure that liberty,
for while Ireland claimed legislative independence, the laws made by
the Lords and Commons of Ireland could be intercepted and rendered
void by the Privy Council of England. TUnder that constitution no
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power save the King, Lords and Commons could make laws to bind
Ireland, but the King, Lords and Commons of Ireland could not make
laws for Ireland without the concurrence of the Privy Council of England,
which was independent of the Irish legislature. Had the advisers of
the Crown on Irish affairs been responsible to the Irish legislature, the
Union never could have been carried. Ministers would have been
impeached, and the very fact of its being done would have saved the
parliament of Ireland. Such as the constitution of ‘82 was, they enjoyed
it for only eighteen years. But not having a responsible ministry, con-
trollable by the votes of the two houses of parliament, appointed
by the Sovereign, but amenable to the Irish nation, with their con-
stitution they ceased to enjoy that liberty which it professed to give.
He would not dwell longer on the resolution than to tell them that the
doctrines it contained were those held by some of the men most revered
as simple repealers. They were the doctrines held by O’Connell, who
always thought it would be necessary when they had an Irish parliament
to get back, not merely the constitution of '82, but more than the con-
stitution of '82—to obtain the right to make laws for Ireland irrespective
of the caprice of a British ministry, and the right to have a ministry,
each and everyone of them responsible to the Irish parliament. He
had said that men whose memories are cherished in the inner heart
of Ireland held this doctrine. In 1845 the Repeal Association
issued a request to parties who were anxious to enunciate the true
doctrine of Irish independence as sought for by repealers, to
send in repeal essays in competition for large prizes, offered to the suc-
cessful writers of those essays. Four essays offered were selected out
of fifty, and he would read a sentence from the one that obtained the
first prize. The value to be attached to it was not merely that the
opinions expressed were to be found there, but that the persons selected
by the Repeal Association, with O’Connell at its head, to judge of and
determine the merits of the repeal essays, gave the first prize to an essay
in which the doctrine of the resolution he had the honour to propose
was clearly and distinctly expressed. The essay was divided into
chapters, and, under the head “ Form of Constitution,” he found these
words :—

“ This principle, of course, requires that the Sovereign of Ireland should be
advised upon Irish affairs by a minister responsible to the Irish parliament only. /»
the constitution of 1782 mo such provision was made. The royal assent to Irish bills
was given under the Great Seal of England, thereby leaving no efficient control to
the Irish parliament.”

Now, no such provision, existed in the constitution of ’82. Again the
writer says :—

¢ As I would permit no control in Irish affairs to a British minister, 7 necessarily
contemplate the formation of an Irisk cabinet.”

He (Sir John Gray) alluded to men selected as judges—these men
were Thomas Davis, John O’Connell, and William Smith O’Brien. He
might add that the fourth essay selected was an one which ably advo-
cated federalism as the form of constitution best adapted for Ireland.
He feared he was trespassing too long upon their time, But before he
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would sit down he would ask permission to make reference to a few
words that fell from his friend, Mr. M‘Carthy Downing, when he spoke
of the possibility of a parliamentary action being decided there. He
(Sir John Gray) did not think the time had arrived to do that.

Mr. O'Connor Power rose to order. The chairman had decided
that this question should not be discussed in connection with the reso-
lution, but it had been introduced by speakers whose object seemed to
be to forestal the arguments in favour of an additional resolution to be
submitted.

Sir John Gray said he would relieve his friend from all difficulty. ‘

He rightly adhered to the decision of the Chairman, that parliamentary
policy ought not to be discussed in connexion with the resolution before
the chair. He had not said more than that the time-had not come for
it; but he would tell them what the next sentence was going to be. He
would tell them what he thought had come—the time for electoral policy
to be determined on by the Conference. They had declared that the
time had not come for the formal assertion of their rights. But how
were they to seek to win them? The Conference could do nothing but
declare what those rights were, but there were others outside, scattered
through the length and breadth of the land, in whose hands had been
placed the power to give force to the resolves of the Conference. The
true policy to be determined on by the electors of Ireland, if they be
true, as he was sure they all were ; if they be steadfast in their pledges
and to the principles of the Conference, as he was sure they would be
—would be to declare how the resolutions were to be carried into effect,
and how the Irish constituencies were to bear themselves and conduct
themselves when selecting the members of the next House of Commons.
He joined the Conference early in its proceedings. He hesitated for
some time. He did it deliberately and thoughtfully, and with some
.amount of anxiety as to the future. He asked himself, were they to have
meetings, were they to have Conferences, were they to have “ patriotic”
speeches, and nothing more? Mr. Chairman, they had too much of
meetings—meetings that brought forth no fruit. ‘They had too many
conferences that brought forth, some of them, the bitter fruits of dis-
appointment. They had had conferences that gave prominence to
men, only that they might be worth purchasing, and betray the
cause they were pledged to uphold. They had this sworn. They
bad heaven appealed to. They had another place appealed to.
He asked now, as one advanced in years, and, unhappily, having
had sad experience of the past—he asked the influential men who left
their homes at great sacrifice that they might take part in the proceed-
ings of that day, was that to be the result of this great national Confer-
ence? He asked them—he asked the country through them—were the
constituencies throughout Ireland, were the electors of the different
counties and the different boroughs of Ireland as earnest as they were ?
Would they endorse their opinions? Would they accept their constitu-
tion? Would they resolve to bind themselves together as brothers
pledged in heart, pledged in soul, pledged before heaven .and to each
other that they would not vote for a single man at the coming election

who did not accept the one broad platform—Sovereign, Lords and -
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Commons, the only power to make laws for Ireland. He was no
unmindful of the many good laws that were passed in England, and h
was sure there was not one of them would say a word to hurt the sensi
bility of or to indicate ingratitude for these laws to the English people
They had done much, chiefly for themselves, it was chiefly with a view
to advance their own interests that they enforced cheap bread—carried
reform, disestablished the Church, extended the franchise. If the Irish
people had reaped benefits they felt thankful for them, but they were
not content to be mendicants at the gate—they must be self-ruling,
thoroughly independent, with the link of the Crown maintained by a
federal union, which would give strength to the empire; but, above all,
give permanent security and freedom to their native land.

- Mr. DENis O’CoNoR, M.P., said he accepted the duty of seconding
the resolution, with great pleasure, as it gave him the opportunity of
saying a few words in reference to the great question they had assembled
to consider. Were he merely a private individual, he should content
himself with merely seconding the motion. But as the representative
of an influential constituency, and agreeing with the Very Rev. Dean
MacManus that representatives should not be afraid of expressing their
opinions, he availed himself of the opportunity of addressing the meet-
ing, and through the meeting his constituents, to let them know what
his opinion was with reference to the great question of Home Rule.
The eloquent champion of the movement, Mr. Butt, had stated that three
principleswere involved in the question. The first was, that every man tak-
ing part in the Conference was pledged, in the first instance, to Home
Rule. Secondly, that every member present was pledged to the declara-
tion that the time had come for seeking Home Rule. The third was the
principle put to every member present, that of federalism as the basis
upon which Home Rule should be constituted. For his part he declared
fearlessly that-he was in favour of Home Rule. When he looked around
upon such a meeting as that now assembled, and saw the position to
which the question had attained, he declared his conviction that the
time had come for action. He was in favour of Home Rule before he
entered parliament. Five years of parliamentary experience in the
House of Commons had more than ever convinced him of the necessity
for Home Rule. He was not one of those who suggested that the
movement should pause in its career, because the influential people

. of the land had not come forward to join it. He did not believe such
a suggestion had been put forward at the Conference, though some
persons thought it had. If such a suggestion had been put forward, he,
of all people in the room should be the last to adopt it ; for this reason,
that in 1868, when he contested the representation of Sligo, had he had
to wait till supported by the ¢“kid-gloved gentry ” of the county, he might
have been addressing the Conference, as he did to-day, but it would be
as an advocate for Home Rule, not as member for Sligo.  Finally, upon
the third point, the adoption of the federal principle. ~He gave his
cordial adherence to that principle. If he had any preference for any
other scheme he would think it scarcely advisable, in the interests of
Home Rule, to put it forward. He would think it excessively foolish,
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He found the federal system adopted by the Conference, with the
approbation of the leaders of the movement, who had given it a careful
and patriotic consideration.

Mr. BermiNGHAM, P.L.G., King’s County, spoke to the resolution.
He said he had brought the question of Home Rule before a board of
guardians representing 80,000 people, and it was unanimously approved of.
At the election which followed, every one of the guardians was returned,
a proof that the sentiment they had expressed at the board was endorsed
in the country. He concurred in the federal system, because he thought
itinvolved more than the restoration of the parliament of 1800. The
Catholic under it would have complete emancipation, which they had not
in 1800. The time, he thought, had come when the Catholic clergy and
the people south of the Boyne, and the Protestant and Presbyteriin
dergy and people north of that river should unite and come forward in
acommon struggle for the welfare and salvation of their native land.
There was no period of her history when the country was reduced to so
low a condition as during the past seventy years. For 2,000 years Ire-
land had some form of government of her own. When her kings assem-
bled at Tara, and even during the 700 years domination of England,
Ireland possessed some form of government, independent or dependent.
The time had come to end the only lapse that has occurred in the con-
tinued existence of the national constitution. Mr. Bermingham denied
that Irishmen were unable to legislate for themselves, and pointed to
the signal instances of brilliant talents exhibited by Irishmen as generals
and statesmen in Australia, Canada, and other portions of the globe.
If the two colonies named had recently obtained independent parlia-
ments of their own, surely Ireland’s claim, with a prescriptive right of
Over 2,000 years, was much more urgent and irrepressible. The unani-
mity which had characterized the Conference throughout its deliberations,
suficiently proved that Irishmen were capable of uniting and combining
on questions of administration and government. When the disunion
and discord of Communist, Royalist, and Republican, distracted France,
It was the grandson of an Irish exile—the illustrious MacMahon—who
was brought forward to reconcile the breach in the State. Mr. Ber-
lingham asked what would be thought had Ireland done—what it
¥as not possible for her to do—had invaded England, had deprived her
of her constitution, stripped her of her legislature, subjected her to an
alien system, reduced her to slavery, ruined her trade, destroyed her
wealth, and degraded her in the scale of nations—would not the whole
world cry out against the course taken by Ireland as a crime against
humanity and civilization, as an act avaricious and tyrannical?

Captain KirRwAN said—May I, Sir, depart a little from the spirit of
the resolution before the table, with which I thoroughly agree, and say

. afew words upon some questions which have been raised at this meet-
ng. Mr. Butt, in his opening address, made a very remarkable state-
Ment—that he believed that the Catholics of this country 