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The Duke o0f VWVellington was an Anglo-Irishman who,

throughout his career, was aware of the problems
posed for the British state by the Irish Catholics in
their campaign for full political rights. This was

the <case even when his career remocved him from
immediate contact with Ireland and her problems.
This thesis traces the evolution of his attitude to
the Catholic question from his period of office as
-Chief Secretary for Ireland fto the end o©f the
Liverpool administration, when he resigned from the
cabinet for reasons at least in part connected with

this issue. The context within which Wellington's
views developed, in British domestic politics, in
Anglo-Irish and in International affairs is
discussed, as far as is relevant. Particular

attention is paid to the issue of 'securities' which
was central to the debates on Catholic relief
throughout this period.

The main conclusion is that Wellington, although a
member of the Anglo-Irish ascendancy, and closely
connected with those opposed to Catholic relief, was
never rigid or purely repressive in his attitude to
the Catholics and Catholicism. In particular he
hoped through an understanding with the Papacy to
reach a once for all solution to a question in which
religion, nationalism, the sovereign state and many
other factors interacted with great complexity.

iv



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I would 1like to thank my supervisor, Dr. Edgar
Feuchtwanger, for all his advice and assistance over
the past five years, and also my adviser, Professor
Fred Mather. I would particularly like to thank Dr.
Charles Esdaile for his support and encouragement,
and for pointing me towards the Peninsular diaries
used 1in chapter seven. Many other members o0f the
History Department at Southampton have also helped me
at various stages, for which I am grateful.

I am grateful for the advice and assistance 1

have received Irom Dr. Chris Woolzar aand tas staif of
the Southampton University Archives, particularly
wnen [ was familiarising myself with the cataloguing

systenm, and Wellington’'s handwriting. The staff at
the many other archives I have visited in the course
of this work were also helpful.

I am grateful to the University of Southampton
Committee for Advanced Studies for granting me a
research studentship to undertake this work.

I would 1like to thank my friends and colleagues
in the Academic Registrar's department for
encouraging me to keep going, and my many friends at
Highfield Church for their prayers and support.

I am very grateful to my husband Keith for bhis
help with the 'technical' side of producing this
thesis

Finally, I would like to thank my parents for
their help with proof-reading, and for  their
encouragement and support. This thesis 1s dedicated

to them, with love.




ABEREVIATIONS

The following abbreviations have been used in the

references:

Add. Mss. Additional Manuscripts, British Library.

e

bi Freserved at

Dropmore. Historical Manuscripts Commission Report
ref, no. 30, edited by W. Fitzpatrick, 10 wvols.,

186=2-1627.

JA The Journal of Mrs Arbuthnot, ed. by
Francis Bamford and the Duke gif Wellington, 2 vols.,

1850,

RM Richmond Manuscripts, National Library of
Ireiand

FPDls Parliamentary Debates, First Series.

PDzs Parliamentary Debates, Second Series.

wD

W ingt i i3 i i s, compiled

VND . S res S 4

5 W i , f(ed. by
his sony, 8& vols. 1867-80.

VP Wellington Papers, Southampton University
Library.

vi




WSD 1 ' _ SI ane

Wellington K.G., (ed. by his son), 14 vols. 1858-72.

vii




INTRODUCTION.

When Arthur Vellesley was elected as member of
parliament for Trim in August 1791 Irish Catholics
ware excluded by law from all official positions of
authority within the country, and from the exercise
of political power. They were denied the franchise,

prohibited from sitting in parliament and on

Corporations, and were not permitted to act as
Sheriffs, to be called to the Bar, to be appointed as
Judges, or even to serve aon Grand Juries. They could

noct serve in the higher ranks of the army, or in any
offices of the State,. Only since 1782 had they been
rable to hold freenold land, to be schaoclimasters or to
act as legal guardians of children. Tais was the
iegacy ©of the legislation passed at various times
during the religns of Villiam III and Queen Anne in
order to protect the Protestant settlement made after
the 16998 revolution, when Catholics were seen as the

greatest enemy of the State.

Wellesley's periocd as an Irish member of
parliament. did however see some significant changes
in the position of the Irish Catholics. Under
pressure from the English government, who feared that
Irish Catholics excluded from many of the privileges
0of citizenship might be 1inclined to join faorces with
France during the Revolutionary Wars, relief acts
were passed 1in Ireland which gave the Catholics a
significant share 1in the political nation. The
franchise was opened to them, as were several of the
offices and positions of political power from which

they had previously been excluded. They were not,




however, admitted to seats in parliament, or to the
higher government offices, and S0 significant
grievances remained. Vith the passing of the Act of
Union 1in 1801, the Catholics’ campaign for full
political equality acquired a central place in
British politics. In 1829, when the Duke of
Wellington <(as Arthur VWellesley became in 1818) was
premier, a Roman Catholic Relief Act was passed.
This was a major change 1in the position of the
Catholics, although 1t was by no means the end of the

Irish question in British politics.

There have been several detailed studies caovering

f
o

the development of Catholic agitaticn for politica

rights during the nineteenth century, including

‘s
The Catholic uestiopn in Eritish Politics, 1320 o
1830, Thers have alsc been many excallent

blographises o0f VWellington's life as a politician, not
least Elizabeth Longford's W¥Wellington, Pillar of

State, and more recently Thompson's Welllngton After
Vaterlao. Little attention has, however, been paid

to Wellington's personal attitude to the Irish
Catholics and their cause before his premiership,
beyond establishing that he was not simply a
reluctant convert to the cause in 1829 as a response
to the threat from the New Catholic Association.
This thesis examines the development of Wellington's
thoughts on, and approach to, the Catholic questicn
from the beginning of his political career to the end
of the Liverpool administration, in the context of
the growing importance of the Catholic question in
British politics.

Between the passing of the Act of Union and his
becoming Prime Minister in 1828, Wellington appears




to have been for much of the time on the periphery
of the Catholic question. Although from 1807 to 1809
under an anti-Catholic government, he served as Chief
Secretary for Ireland, a post in which it was
impossible to avoid some involvement 1in the affairs
of the Irish Catholics, he did not publicly identify
himself with either the Catholics or their opponents.
Hig involvement in the Peninsular War, and later with
the Army of Occupation in France, took him out of
British politics for some years, and he had little
time then to devote to thinking about the Catholics'

claims. He did, however acquire a reputation for
falirness towards the Catholic "mYawvitaanes oOf the
countries 1in which he served. On his return to
England, while serving as Master General of the

Crdnance in Liverpcoi's government, he spoke in cnly
ong debate on the subject, the first after his
return. In this speech he appeared, at least on the
surface, to identify himself with the anti-Catholic
party, and thus naving made his mark, hs
to make the public declarations of oppositi

Catholic emancipation, and contented himseif with

silent votes.

WVellington's correspondence, and accounts of his
conversations with his perscnal friends make it
clear, however, that his lack of public involvement
and reputation as an opponent of relisef belied his
keen interest in the question. He was in fact deeply
concerned that something should be done to bring an
end to the continued agitation by the Irish, and to a
legser extent the English, Catholics, and their
parliamentary supporters. Unlike many of the latter,
however, Wellington was mnot ‘'pro-Catholic' in the
sense that he believed that the concerns raised by

opponents to relief were unfounded; nor did he




consider that the wishes of the Catholics 1in this
matter must be paramcunt. Rather he accepted that
there was a potential danger +to the Protestant
establishment from Catholic relief, in the
independence of the Catholic Church from the Sitate,
and 1its connections with the Papacy. He was,
therefore, to place more emphasis on the question of
securities for the Protestant Church as an
accompaniment to Catholic relief than on the actual
isgsue of rellief itself, which he was 1nclined to
consider rather as a matter of political expediency.
To Wellington, the vital aspect of the gquestion was
to find the most appropriate method of guarding
against the dangers posad by the Catholics and their
Church, and this was central to his thinking on the

subject throughout his political career.




CHAPTER ONE

ARTHUR WELLESLEY AS CHIEF GSECRETARY FOR IRELAND,
1807 TO 1809.

From 1ts outset the Duke of Portland's ministry,
which took office in March 1807, was clearly
associated 1in the political mind with anti-Catholic
sentiment. As the successors of the Ministry of aill
the Talents, who had resigned rather than pledge that
they would not raise the Catholic question again,
it was generally assumed that they had taken this
pledge as a condition of office. It was also
rumoured that scome of ftThe men who took high office
with Portland had been instrumental in encouraging
the Xxing to take the stand which had led to the
resignation 0f the Talents ministry. Pamphlets
against Catholic emancipation proliferated throughout
the country, apparently provoked by the attempt by
the previous ministry +to introduce a measure of
concessions, and the ministry was accused of
fermenting anti-Catholic feelings among the populace.
The decision to call a general election apparently to
make the most of the excitement raised in the country
further confirmed their reputation as the ‘'No FPopery'
ministry. It was as part of this administration that
Arthur Wellesley took his first political post, as
Chief Secretary for Ireland.

Wellesley was the first Anglo-Irishman to hold
this post since the Union. Many Anglo-Irishmen were
renowned for their strong anti-Catholic stance. They

were stimulated in their feelings by a reverence for




history. which reinforced ftheir awareness of

special position within the land, and thelr
separation from the native Irish. Determinsd o

uphold the Protestant ascendancy,
maintain the exclusion of all Ca
political power, lest their positi
be threatened. - Vellesley had
class, and had served as an alde—-de-camp

Buckingham and Westmcocriand at

centre of ascendancv DO

the fhreat of impeachment.™ Whils he did advise
Grenville on various military mati=srs, hs avoldsd
party politics and spent most of Lhis ftime 3sceking
active emplovment with the army He had left Irzsland
an unknown soldier and returned relatively well
known, after serving with distinction in India. As

Governor of Mysore he had proved to be a good

administrator, capable of dealing with pecoie of a
e foe) 1% R

different religion and culture. It was provably this
ablility, rather than his Irish origins, which

suggested the appropriatenass of his appointment. ™
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Family connections reinforced his proven talants,

and made his accession to fthe government desirable

The Velleslevs, led by the talented Marquis
WVelleslev, were currently uncommitied 1in terms of
political allegiance. Although ftThe Marguis was a

brothers to accept office confirms this. *

In accepting office Arthur Welleslsy made oo
specific reference to the Catholic guestlon. In a
letter %o his brother he insisted taat his primary
Tem f aocaent i 5 4=y e —- = = T m o .
reason o ACCeDT LD Tiae SOS1I 100 Was oD au>me e
balieved that it would be Len=flicial o K
career. He also later commented that 1f he had

refused office the government would have Dbeen 1n
great difficulties in Ireland, and thus he had felit
unable to decline it.® This was because he DbDellieved
it to be his duty to serve the Xing whenever and
wherever he was called so to do, r
personal preferences. It was not, h
anticipated with much pleasure, for althcocugh he made
no political comment on the subject, it is clear from

his personal correspondence that he would not have

~3



relished living in Ireiand or dealing with the Irish.

For example, he2 had informed Olivia Sparrow that he

would prefer his wife *to make her home in England
because ‘'Ireland [would]l not be a fit residence for
any woman of this generation,' and if he had to leave
her he 'shoulid feesl the same kind of uneasiness avoutn
her 1f she 1lived in Ireland that [hel should oo

b

leaving her in a camp in the ensmy's country.’
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Certainiy his views were not publicly known. o7 hLe
had neither spoken nor voted on the 1ssue. 1t

that when he accepted office he chose, with the
agreement of the cabinet, tc keep his views on tue
Catholic question hidden, presumably o malintaln the

This may have applied +to Wellesley alsd, a&s o2
appears not to have sSpoken in pariiaament on tas
guestion during the 1868 debate on the subject.

The Irish government did contain some notzd

anti-Cathalics: John Foster was re-appointed as
Chancellor of the Exchequer, and William Saurin
became Attorney General. There had, however been a

sincere effort +to retain the pro-Catholic William
Plunket 1n the latter office, and +the Solicitor
General, Charles Bushe, favoured concessions. Hence

there does seem to have been an attempt to hold a




balance of opinions. This may have basen prompted by

the desire to avoid provoking the Catholiics
unnecessarily. There was a general fear that unrest
in Ireland might encourage a French ianvasion. The

danger was perhaps increased becauss the Fortland
ministry was replacing one perceived as favoural
the Catholics; when Camden had replaczed Fitzwilliam

as Viceroy, he shortly afterwards had to deal with a

violent rebellion, in 17G8. There waere alsc other

Catholics, but who
and on whom, theref

tSuch an admini

more control over

oprinciple, two soldiers, unvledzsed oo Irish politics,

waera a natural choice for ftroubled times.

Irish governments tended to fluctuats Dbetwsen
those pianning concillatory policies and thoze
determined to wuphold the existing systen. Despite

the apparent neutrality of the exacutive guovernment

Portland's Irish ministers were firmly in the latter
camp; no alteratiocons in ftThe existing laws were to
take place while Richmond was at the he=ad. The
Richmond/Wellesley government was not, however,

intended to be repressive, and it was stipulated that
S

the Catholics were to receive all the ben

laws already passed in thelr favour.® Wellesley's
first task in Ireland was to maks the government's
position clear to the Catholics. In an interview




with Lord Fingall he emphasised *that the Catholics

ware ‘'‘not to expect any farther conoessions, that the

present government were determined not to recommend
any to the Parliament, but <that the existing laws

would be administer

(3]

4 with mildness and good temper
and that the Roman Catholics woulid be considerad by
the government in all arrangements in which The law

allowed they shou
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at this stage of his career must be understocd.

meetings, or to infiltrate meetings, to iniflusnce
their decisions. He did, however, dutifully xeep

well informed about their proceedings.

In the daily tasks of his office Wellesley oiten

used his authority in +the Catholics' favour, in
accordance with the existing laws, and 1in order %o

keep the peace. For example, he dissuaded the Dublin

fus
<O




Clergy from petitioning the king to thank nim for
resisting the Catholic claims. He worked tTo prevent
the Eniskillen militia from commemoratinzg the battis
0f Vinegar Hill, and thus reviving old animosities
He sought to recommend Catholics for army and navy

ie it
precedent ©of consulting Lord Kenmare, a Roman
Catholic, regarding the presentation to hils liviag at
Cabircomery. Notably WVWellesley refussd Lo
the Duke of Cumberiand's suon to a position in Dubliin,
R — - = - — P e B A - - = R S 0o o .- e -
because he was a violent anbti-Zatholis N We2 &y =3
what wa plaasa of cur moderaticn, Welleslzy
declared, 'but no one [wouldl Selileve a3 LI we Smpidy
such a fellow. '
Wellesley's conduct in these situatiocons may havs
led some t©o believe him mor:s Ifavourable t Tae

R a
conciliatary attitude to the Catnolics, it draws an
important demarcation line; his behaviour WaS
constrained by the laws currently in operaftion. Thils
holds the key to VWellesley's attitude to Ireland and

the Irish Catholics during his Chief Secretarysinip.
As a soldier he was accustomed to giving and obeying

orders. Now as an obedient s
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was concerned only to administer the laws according
to his brief, and to perform the duties allocated to

Ty

him, however mundane or disagreeabl
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his vie it was his duty ‘'to cbey, and tg s2e that
others obeyed, the laws. it rested with the

Government and the legislatura to chan

them', ' and this was how he perceived his task a3

Chief Secreatary.

the law would be clear to aili.

On other occcasions

had been dismissed fro:
for making a vioclent sSpead

the grounds that Giffar

legal, involving no

*Though he might hava urged thess= soinions
indiscreetly ... that wasz not a reason why he shoulid
be perpetually excluded from office. '’ Similarly he

Privy Council, despite the latter's notorious
antipathy to the Catholic claims. e maintainsd that

it was usual for the person holding <the office of

Judge of the Prerogative Court to be a member oi the




Privy council; ‘the learned gentleman may have
allowed his zeal for the established church to carry
him 1into language too warm, and perhaps 1ndiscreet,
but that was no reason why he should not be called to
the service of government.''# If a person were
legally qualified for an office, Wellesley saw no
reason why he should be deprived of the opportunity
to serve simply because the appointment was disliked

by the Catholics and their supporters.

Wellesley's emphasis on ‘'the law' coloured his
attitude <to the Catholic college of Maynooth. On
several occasions he was critical of the institution
because government had virtually no control over its
operations; 1t was totally independent of, and was
therefore all but acting cutside of, the law.'” He
-therefore had no wish to encourage the institution or
to see it expand. He did not deny the principle that
it was appropriate for the government to help to
provide education for the Catholic priesthood, but
did, however, feel +that, in return, the government
should have some influence over the <college's

proceedings.

In the debates in 1808 on the subject of the
Portland government's decision not to proceed with a
significant increase in the Maynooth grant, Vellesley
took a very reasonable approach in support of the
decision. He maintained that figures showed that
sufficient numbers of priests were already being
supplied by Maynooth and other seminaries, so that no
expansion of the «college was required, and also
emphasised that it had never been intended that the
institution should be supported solely from public
funds. '® He was here clearly speaking as the

government's official spokesman on Irish affairs, for

13




this line had been adopted 1in cabinet in order to
persuade those members who were favourable to the
Catholics to accept the reduction in the proposed
grant.'® Other supporters of the reduction, including
some ministers, however, argued on more fundamental
grounds; Perceval, for example, insisted that 'it was
no part of religious toleration to make a provision
for the education of the tolerated sect', while
Duigenan declared that if anyone would move for the
total abolition of the Maynooth grant, he would
willingly support it!=¢

The reduction in the Maynooth grant, particularly
in view 0f many of the speeches made by government
supporters, coupled with the apparently anti-Catholic
appointments of Duigenan and Giffard, added to the
-opposition's perceptions of the ministry as avowedly
anti-Catholic. The combined effects of these
measures also clearly affected the attitude of those
in the cabinet who favoured the Catholics, Canning,
for example, confided to Richmond his great dislike
0f Duigenan's appointment:

'Taken by 1itself, it 1is full of evil, but coupled
with Maynooth, it gives a new character of hostility
to that measure, which, alogne, it might not have
exhibited. It is wvailin to assure the world, or the
House of Commons, that the two things have nothing to
do with each other. They do tell upon each other,
and so strongly that, had the Maynooth reduction been
in all other respects right, it would, in my cpinion,
have become wrong from the single circumstances of
Duigenan's contemporary honours.'®?

As far as VWellesley was concerned, however, each
measure was to be treated on 1its own merits. He
always had clear reasons for his support, unrelated

to the wider scope of the Catholic question.

14




Wellesley's concern to uphold the existing laws,
which directed his attitude to the Catholics, also
affected his approach to the agrarian disturbances
which were an everyday part of 1life 1in Ireland.
While he recognised that the nature of conditions in
Ireland meant that often those who committed such
offences had 'some reason fto complain,' 1t was his
basic principle that 'he who breaks the law must be
considered in the wrong, whatever may have been the
It was in his view essential 'to make the people af
the country feel that the public peace [could notl be
violated and the law broken ... with impunity', =
he worked hard on measures to put this into practice.
He constantly urged the magistrates and peace-
nfficers to action, and as an extraordinary measure
-introduced stipendiary magistrates from outside
districts, belleving that they would be more Iinclined
to act against offenders. He put much effort 1into
the planning of the Dublin Police Rill. He supported
Special Commissions in disturbed districts, to punish
offenders as an example to others, and was also a
strong advocate for the introducticon and maintenance
of an Insurrection Act. He called frequently for
more troops in Ireland, to assist with peace—-keeping,
even though he must have been aware of the desperate

need for soldiers on the continent. =4+

Wellesley was all too aware that, in general, the
mass of .the Irish population did not share his
concern for the law. He implied that they 1lived
totally outside the law, with no regard or respect
for 1it. They were hostile to the government, only
waiting for a suitable chance to overthrow 1it.
Within a few weeks of his arrival in April 1807, he

informed Hawkesbury that 'no political measure which

15




you could adopt would alter the temper of the people
of this country. They are disaffected to the British
Government ... we have no Strength here but our
army. * This was not a fleeting opinion; in December
1808, he 1nsisted that Ireland was 'always liable to
the effects of conspiracy.'=% Information received
from informants about the progress of disaffection in
the country, the general hostility to 'the government
and to the English connection', and the expectation
of a French invasion which would liberate the people
from both, only served to fuel such feelings.*% Given
the European situation, the prospect of serious
upheavals in Ireland tock on a greater significance,
and could not be ignored; it was only nine years
since the French had taken advantage of an Irish
rebellion to execute a landing 1in +that country.
.Ireland was the weak spot in the United Kingdom, and
would provide an excellent base from which Bonaparte

could launch an attack on the mother country.

It is now generally contended that there was no
real danger of such an attack after the Battle of
Trafalgar; this conclusion is, however, reached with
the benefit of hindsight. To those living in 1807
the Treaty of Tilsit marked the beginning of a new
threat to the United Kingdom, as by its provisions
Bonaparte attempted to build up his naval power.
Canning was convinced that he aimed at an invasion of
Ireland or Scotland. The subsequent British
expedition to Denmark, and the efforts to keep the
Portugese fleets out o©of French hands show how
seriously the threat was taken. Even these setbacks,
however, did not dissuade Bonaparte, and further
French plans for a grand naval alliance in May 1808
were only set aside because of the Spanish uprising.

There were also problems with the British navy; old

16




warships were beginning to decay, while new ones were
being constructed out of unsuitable wood. The
British navy's fitness for further intensive service,
and 1its ability to defend the country against

invasion can certainly be questioned. =7

Living in Ireland in these troubled times,
Vellesley often spoke of the possibility of invasion
by the French. He believed +that this would be
welcomed by the majority of the populace, who would
give full support to the French. The operations of
the British army under these circumstances would be
‘of the nature of those in an enemy's country in
which the hostility of +the people would be most
active.'=% The international situation, and the
possibility of invasion gave him the opportunity to
give considerable attention to military matters,
which he no doubt found preferable toc the endless
requests for places and pensions which made up his
daily routine. He therefore spent much time on

matters relating to defence, planning positions for

fortifications, and neans of communication and
supply. He also drew up a detailed plan for the
defence of Ireland in case of i1invasion. On a more

personal note, he recommended that he should be given
an appointment to the staff of the army in Ireland,
to be used 1if necessary. He bhoped that his
preparations, as well as serving in case of an
emergency, night also dissuade the rebellious from
expecting any success. For example, in speaking of a
planned System of fortifications along the coast he
declared that this would be of wvalue even 1f <the
French never came; it would give the British
government ' a secure footing' 1in Ireland and would
be 'a check to the spirit of revolution and rebellion

which prevails among the disloyal, by pointing out to

17




them clearly the impracticability and small chance of

success of their plans.'=®

Wellesley's concern with defence 1s primarily a
feature 1in his correspondence during 1807, and early
1808. By July 1808 he saw invasion as less likely,
for Bonaparte had no army free to assist the Irish.
He was still concerned that Bonaparte might try to
divert British attention from Spain by using
agitators to stir up rebellion in Ireland, although
he was convinced that this could be dealt with more
easily; he had no fear of Irish rebellions in which

the French were not directly involved.®«

In all types of agitation, unrest, and talk of
rebellion, about which Wellecley received
information, the Catholics, as the majority of the
population, were clearly implicated. For example
James Trail expiliained +that when his informants

referred to 'the people', he interpreted this as 'the

Catholics'. The lower orders of Catholics were
regarded as ‘'universally disaffected' in November
1807. Information from a Frenchman stated that

Frenchmen in Ireland were working with the priests to
organise the Catholics, and that there was 'not a
Catholic in the militia, should the French land that
{couldl ©be counted upon.'™®! Reports were often
circulated that the French wera particularly
interested in the Catholics, especially after the
Pastoral Address of the French Bishop of Quimper in
June 1807 became publicly known. This Address drew
attention to the ‘'suffering' of the Irish Catholics,
under the ‘tyrannical oppression' inflicted by
England, at the same time as Bonaparte was aiding
the Catholic religion, and appointed prayers to be
sald in churches 'tao pray God to put a stop to the
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persecution which +the Catholic Church of Ireland

suffers, '=#

In this atmosphere of suspicion it was nat
surprising that VWellesley ©began to question the
Catholics' motives for their political action. Only
in one letter, to James Trail, did he openly express
his suspicions. In May, Trail sent him a paper from
Lord Melville, 1in which Melville recommended that
copies o0of a paper from one of the Cardinals,
describing Bonaparte's treatment of the Pope should
be circulated, in order +to turn the Catholics from
the French. In a2 scathing reply, Wellesley insistead
that Melville totally misunderstood the situation:
'‘lthe proposall] proceeds on an erroneous principle;
viz that the Roman Catholics in Ireland are a party
in the state acting on a principle of religion. Now

‘I think that the history of the two last centuries,

[

and particularly that of the last twenty years wil
prove clearly +that they are a religious party
combined for political purposes and objects, and that
with [veryl few exceptions, they are indifferent upon
the fate of their religion.' He went on to explain
that Melville's idea would have had a great effect if
the Catholics were ‘'more concerned about their
religion than their politics.' However, in this
instance, 'it [wouldl be found that they laugh at the
Pope, his guards, and Cardinal Capone and only

increase their admiration of Bonaparte.'=#®

Wellesley cannot have meant his statement
literally, for he must have known many sSincerely
religious Catholics. He was, however very much aware
that the benefits now sought by the Catholic body
ware solely secular; they were uniting to campaign

for political, and not for religious motives. If
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they were 1nclined towards the French, 1t would be
for the fulfilment of +their political aspirations,
and not for reasons connected with religion. The
fact that Daniel O'Connell and other Catholics had
also taken part in the beginning of agitation for the
repeal of the Union also increased his wariness.®+
He was concerned that, when added to the independence
of their Church from the State, the growth of the
Catholics as a political group could be dangerous, as
a threat to law, order, and stability. This attitude
directed much of Wellesley's future thinking on the
Catholic guestion, for he was always to see the
matter as a political, rather than a religious issue.
It also influenced his attitude to the question of
the royal veto over the appointment of Catholic
bishops, which was first seriously proposed in the
1308 debate on Catholic relief, and which was to
dominate discussions on this gquestion, in various

forms, for the next thirteen years.
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CHAPTER TWO

THE BEGINNINGS OF THE VETO CONTROVERSY, 1808 TO 1808S.

The debate on 25 May 1808, on Grattan's motion
for a committee of the whole House of Commons to take
into consideration  the petition of the Irish
Catholics, was noted for its moderate and reasonable
tone. Unlike in 18095, when several of the speeches
had been directed towards pointing cout the errors of,
and dangers in the Catholic religion', those opposad
to the motion did not ground their opposition
’primarily upon issues of principle. The discussion
rather centred upon the wisdom or otherwise of
bringing forward a discussion at that time; Canning
and Castlereagh for example opposed the consideration
0of the question at +that time, contending that a
discussion would not conciliate Ireland as Grattan
hoped, but would rather have the opposite effect.=
Supporters of the government contended that the Whigs
were making the Catholic claims a party issue, by
csetting the question of relief aside while they were
in office, but raising the matter while in
opposition, 1in order to embarrass the ministers.
The Whigs however held that the question was being
brought on at that time not by a party, but by the
whole Catholic body of Ireland.® There was also much
discussion as to whether or not any pledge, explicit
or otherwise, had been given to the Catholics at the
Union that their claims would be granted.#
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In the House of Lords the tone of the opponents
of relief, while still generally moderate, was more
uncompromising. Sidmouth, for example, referred to
the ‘objectionable tenets! of the Roman church,
‘which had ever been the handmaid and instrument of

oppression. Lord Hawkesbury, the main spokesman for
the government, made his position wvery clear; he
opened his speech by emphasising that his opposition
‘did not rest on time and circumstances, but on
principle ... founded on his conviction that a
protestant government alone was consistent with the
law and constitution of the British empire.'® Therse
were, however powerful speeches in favour of the
Catholic claims. Grenville, for example, sought to
reassure the House about the nature of the Catholic
religion, and to emphasise that the Cath of Supremacy
did not prevent the granting of concessions. The
Bishop of Norwich also declared his support for
relief, for the first time, and thus distinguished

himself from his fellow ecclesiastics in the House.

It was in the context of these debates that the
subject of the veto was first raised in parliament.
This issue centred upon the manner in which the Irish
Catholic bishops were appointed. At that time, when
a2 bishop died, the other bishops of the province
selected the three most suitable candidates for the
aoffice; this list was sent to the Pope, who usually
chose the first to be the new bishop. W¥ith the wveto,
the government or monarch was permitted, at some
stage, to pass Jjudgement on the sultabllity of the
candidates, and was thus given a say 1in the
appointment. In general, those referring tao a veto
had in mind one of two schemes, involving either a
negative or a positive interference 1in the electoral

process. The negative scheme granted the right to
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object to the name of the person selected by the
bishops to be put forward to the Fope. The positive
power actually granted to the government or monarch
the right to select the new Dbishop, perhaps by
choosing one from a list presented by the bishops of
the province, Either of these schemes might be
accompanied by a Concordat with the Pope, to
regularise the position of the Catholic church within
the United Kingdom, and/or a scheme for paying
the Catholic clergy by the State, in order to 1link

them more closely with the government.

Advocates of the veto believed that either scheme
would counter the arguments against Catholic relief
stemming from distrust of the Papal nomination of the
Catholic hierarchy, which admitted the authority of a
foreign power in the country. This distrust and fear
was even greater while tThe Fope was under the control
of Bonaparte, and there were fears for the safety of
Ireland as regards an invasion. 'Bonaparte (hadl
control over the Pope, the Pope over the Catholic
Clergy 1in Ireland; and the Catholic Clergy over the
laity ... it [feollowedl that Bonaparte {hadl control
over a very large proportion of the army and navy.'®
By curtailing foreign influence in appointments to
the epliscopate in Ireland, the veto would 1limit
eimilar control over the laity, ensuring that the
bishops power would be used to support the government
and British interests. The veto would ensure that
only those  loyal to the State would be appointed, and
would also tie the hierarchy to the State, rather
than leaving them independent of 1it.

The history of the first serious consideration of
such a proposal in 1799, when certain Irish Catholic
bishops were brought to accept in principle the idea
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of a royal negative, has been well documented.” In
that instance, the first approach had been made by
the government. In 1808, however, propasals seem to
have emerged initially from the Catholics themselves,
originating with the aristocratic members of the
Catholic Committee in January or February 1808.
Reports clearly represented the plan as conceived by
the laity, to be put forward by them to the clergy.®
Vhen Lord Fingall Dbrought the Catholic petition of
1808 to England, discussions were held concerning the
veto with Ponsonby and Dr. Milner, the agent of the
Irish Catholics in England, and Vicar Apcostolic of
the Midland District. At this stage, the latter gave
his support to a scheme for a negative veto, and
implied that the Irish Catholic bishops would accept

it.®

Fingall had first apparently offered the Catholic
petition to the Duke of Portland. ' His refusal to
present it placed the advocacy of the Catholic claims
in parliament firmly in the hands of the Whigs. Now
out of office, they were no longer constrained to
avoid the question. Moreover, a discussion oOn
Catholic relief was likely to give them a chance to
embarrass governmental supporters of the question,
and perhaps thus praovoke disunity. Grenville and
Grattan therefore presented the Catholic petitions in
parliament, and were prepared to move motions upon
them

In the debate, the subject of the veto was first
raised by Grattan, who announced that the Catholic
body had themselves agreed that ‘'in the future
nomination of bishops, His Majesty (mightl interfere
and exercise his royal power, by putting a negative

upon such nominations; that ... no Catholic bishaop
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shall be appointed without [his]l entire approbation.'
Unfortunately, however, he went further, and in his
enthusiasm, remarked that this proposition would make
the Church of Ireland and the Catholic Church 'as
one', with 'the king at the head.''’ Ponsonby
similarly got carried away, and, claiming Milners'
authority for his statement, outlined in detail a
proposal to give the Crown a positive and uniimited

interference in appointments, which he claimed would

give 'the real and effectual nomination to the
Crown'. He insisted <fthat appointments to the
Catholic episcopate 'should finally rest with the
king.''* He also, however, mentioned the possibility

of the Crown having a negative interference in
appointments. There can be little doubt that both
men made their statements with the best intentions,

canvinced that the Catholics were agreeable to the

veto, and that their cause would benefit Ifrom a
public airing of the proposal. In the House of
Lords, LLord Grenville was nore cautious, merely

referring to an 'effectual negative' for the Crown
over appointments to Irish Catholic bishoprics, to
which the Catholics of Ireland were ‘'willing to

accede. ' 1

The day after the debate in the House of Commons
it became clear that there had been a
misunderstanding, for Milner, who had not Dbeen
informed that the subject was to Dbe raised in
parliamenf} produced a written protest against
Grattan's and Ponsonby's applications of his
statements. He did, however, continue +to avow his
belief in the acceptability of a limited negative.
The details of the misunderstanding, and how this may
have occurred are not of particular importance in

this context; what 1s mecre significant 1s the
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response of the Catholics' parliamentary advocates,
and the Catholics themselves, to the proposals put

forward.

The initial reaction in parliament was
favourable. Although motions were defeated by large
majorities in both Houses, the general feeling was
that the debates had gone well for the Catholics,
particularly as a result of the introduction of the
idea of the vwveto. Whitbread informed Grey that the
announcements in both Houses had made ‘a great
impression', and this sentiment was echoed by
Grenville.'® Grenville was also encouraged by letters
from two of the more conservative Irish bishops, Dr.
Troy and Dr. Dillon.'® These letters, which assured
Grenville that the earliest opportunity would be

"taken to discuss means to assure the legislature that

'none  but loyal and peaceful subjects' would be
appointed to Irish bishoprics, seem  genuinely
friendly, and willing +to consider the proposals.

Both Troy and Dillon had been signatories of the 1790
Resolutions, and at this stage they had no reason to
believe that the other bishops did not share their
views. Both also wrote letters to Milner, in favour
of the wveto. G. O'Brien is therefore unjustified in
seeing in the letters 'frosty gratitude and indignant
assurances' that only loyal persons would be

appointed to bishoprics.'#®

The problems began when reports of the debate
reached Ireland. The 1799 Resolutions were not
public knowledge, and when inaccurate reports of
Ponsonby's speech attributed to him a wish to see the
king as head o0of +the Catholic Church, Catholic
opposition to the veto scheme developed rapidly.

Scome historians have seen the 1influence of Daniel
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0'Connell already at work 1in this opposition: '’
However, although his first reported speech in the
Cathollic Committee was made in this year, there 1s no
evidence that he was at this stage anything more than
an ordinary, 1f extremely talented, member of the
vocliferous group of middle class Catholics which now
formed the backbone of the Dublin Committee, and took
a leading role in the opposition to the veto.'® This
group formed the more forceful and dynamic section of
the Committee, and was beginning to take the lead in
its deliberations; under their i1influence the more
passive policy recommended by the aristocratic
Catholics had been set aside, in favour of the
regular presentation of petitions to parliament, and
to their lead 1is attributed the more faorceful
language of the 1808 petition, in comparison with

"that of 1805.

It was suggested at the time that opposition to
the veto was largely rooted in the determination of
this group not to accept anything put forward by the
traditional, aristocratic leaders of the cause, and
some historians have echoed this view.'® It is more
iikely, however, that they rejected the veto bacause
they were genuinely determined to resist any further
links between England and Ireland. The proposal for
a wveto was percelved as a governmental ploy to
control, and surreptitiously to destroy, the Catholic
Church in Ireland. The independent Irish hierarchy
wWas a symbol of thes autonomy of the Irish Catholicz
Church, the last thriving sign of national life and
freedom.** Bishops appointed by the government wauld
be tied more toc the State than to their flocks, and
Ireland's 1links with England would be increased.
Appointments could alsa be approved more for the

benefit of the State than the church. The manner in
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which the veto had been represented by the Catholics'
parliamentary advocates showed its dangers, even in

the hands of well-meaning Protestants; 1in the hands

of the anti-Catholic government, the consequences
were not to be contemplated. =’ Subsequent events
support this interpretation, for members of this

group were to reject the wveto on national grounds,
even after PFPapal sanction was obtained for the

principle of a royal negative.

That the Catholics were right to be concerned about
the interpretations which Protestants might give to
the wveto may be sSeen in the immediate, informal
reactions of the Irish government to the House of
Commons debate. The praoposal of the veto was even
sufficient to catch the interest o©of +the Duke of
-Richmond, who suggested to Wellesley that 1t could be
used as a basis for the payment of the Catholic
clergy by the State. He did not, however, relate
this to the granting o©f any concessions to the
Catholics. In reply, VWVellesley remarked that he
could see no problems with Richmond's suggestions;
the only difficulties he foresaw were not with the
Catholics, but with the ‘red-hot' Protestants, lilke
Perceval, who would reject any concessions at all as
leading to further demands. He mentiocned also the
'general objection' which some people had to raising
the question during the king's lifetime.=%® Vellesley
tocc made no reference to concessions to the lay
Catholics‘in return for the wveto, but rather, 1like
Richmond, connected this only with payment for the
clergy. Given his great distrust of the independence
of the clergy, he naturally saw a great benefit in

thus connecting them to the state.
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The strength of general Catholic opposition to
the veto rapidly showed that there would, in fact, be
considerable difficulty in 1implementing any such
scheme. Opposition was stimulated by attacks in the
press against those who spoke in its favour.
Pamphlets were circulated, extolling the virtues of

the free hierarchy, and the evils of any interference

by the government.®¥ The lower clergy also stood up
for independence. This clerical opposition to the
veto was perceived in various ways. Some represented

the clergy as taking this stand because of their
close relationship with their flocks; the clergy
needed to support the laity's stand because they
relied upon them for finance. It was alsc held that
the laity were in fact being stimulated in their
opposition by the clergy, who wished to remain

independent.#%

It was against this background that the Irish
bishops met, in September 1808, to come to a joint
decision on the matter. Before this meeting, Milner
had visited Ireland, and had spoken to some of the
bishops on the subject. Despite the vehement
opposition to the veto, Milner was convinced that, at
this meeting, the bishops would decide to support the
proposal.** He was, however, greatly mistaken. Many
0of the younger bishops opposed the proposal on
principle. Others were probably motivated by a desire
to prevent a split in the Catholic body, or to
prevent the hierarchy from sinking in the public
estimation. Instead of giving their approbation to
the veto, the ©bishops formally recorded their
‘decided opinion' that any changes to the manner in
which Catholic ©bishops were appointed would be
'inexpedient’. They did however also pledge that

they would continue to recommend to the Pope only
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such men as were of ‘'unimpeachable 1loyalty and

conduct' to fill Irish Bishoprics.=#

Naturally the Catholics' parliamentary advocates were
angered by the bishops' attitudes, as their
credibility was threatened by this apparent
duplicity. Matters were made worse because it was
not entirely clear whether the bishops' resolutions
were 1intended as a rejection of the veto per se, or
under the present circumstances. Milner and Troy
contended that the latter interpretation was correct;
there would be a different attitude if the government
were not decidedly hostile to their claims. =Y This
did not, however, mollify the Whigs. Grenville was
furious with the 1line the bishops had taken. He
complained angrily that while most people believed
‘that the Catholic hierarchy led their flocks ‘in
tlind submission,' the truth was far different; the
bishops were 'men afraid to avow what they have done;
driven by mere newspaper cilamour from nmeasures which
they, or at least a considerable part of them, have
deliberately sanctioned; disclaiming their friends
and stocoping to their assailants; and at last wording
their resolves in such terms as may convey to one
party the impression that change would be inexpedient
at the present time, and to the other that it is so0
only under the present cilircumstances.'=* Generally
the Vhigs were agreed that the Catholic cause had
been greatly damaged by the rejection of the veto,
temporary - or otherwise, and were convinced that
little could be done for the cause in parliament

unless the bishops withdrew their resolutions. =¥
Vhile the VWhigs caomplained, the majority of the

Catholic body in Ireland rejoiced in the stand thelir
bishops had taken, and the hierarchy received many
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addresses of support and votes of thanks. By
contrast, supporters of the veto were denounced as
‘traitors who [wished]l to sell their religion', and
who were willing 'to transfer the spiritual authority
of His Holiness the Pope to a Protestant King.'®® In
some areas those who could be influenced were put
under considerable pressure to withdraw thelr support
for the measure; attempts in Kilkenny and Louth to
get up an address toc Fingall, in approbation of his
conduct and the proposal of the veto failed dismally,
presumably because of this pressure. Vetoists found
that their businesses suffered, and, in Kilkenny, the
refusal of three Catholic partners in the city bank
to sign a petition praising the bishops led to a run
on that bank, the lower classes refusing to accept
notes from i1it.= Fingall and his party, hawever,
‘continued to support the proposal, and it rapidly
became clear tThat there was a serious division of
copinion within the Catholic body, which it would be

very difficult to reconcile.

WVellesley was out of Ireland, serving in
Portugal, while this opposition to the veto emerged.
On his return, he was very suspicious of the
developments which had taken place, as he was
concerned that these were lilkely to lead to
disturbance and lawlessness. He saw dangers even in
the divisions within the Catholic body. Although
some suggested that the splits within the Catholic

body were likely to lead tao conversions to

Protestantism, Vellesley maintained that the
divisions would lead in the long run only to greater
unity of sentiment within the body, ‘and that
sentiment the most vioclent.' The oaoffer of the veto

had never really meant anything.®% Extrapolating from

his views of Irish Catholicism as expressed to James
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Trail, it may be assumed that he believed the
Catholics to be playing a political game. The veto
may have been proposed with the deliberate aim of
stimulating an adverse reaction, and thus raising
national consciousness. The Catholics' actions
simply confirmed his views that they were united not
as a religious, but as a political party. He was
fuelled in these views by letters from some of his
regular correspondents. Edward Littlehales, for
example, informed bhim that +the proceedings of the
Catholics should be viewed not as ‘'‘merely a schism
among the laity and clergy,’' but rather as 'likely to
tend to disturb the peace of [thel country',
primarily because the disagreement was dividing the

lower and upper classes from each octher.®@

Wellesley's written comments on the veto

proposal and its consequences are limited. Although
he received much information on the subject, and
occasionally actively sought it, his main

preoccupation at this time remained the establishment
and maintenance of the public .peace. His

correspondence is particularly <concerned with a

violent outbreak of agrarian disturbances in
Limerick and Kerry. He was also busy catching up
with the routine work of distributing patronage. It

was 1in the context of the veto question that
Vellegley commented that it was not his job to change
the laws, and because of this he maintained that he
'‘did not - think much about ({(the wvetol 1in those
days' ., =+« Although this was a comment made in
retrospect, it fits in with his general attitude to
his duties. Consideration of the veto proposal was a
matter for the British government; unless he were
told otherwise, his job was simply to deal with the
realities of 1life in Ireland, and to keep the peace.
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There 1s, however, one document which, despite
his comments to the contrary, does show that
Wellesley gave some thought to the question; in 1808,
he set down his views on the subject in an outline
for a pamphlet, written for J.W. Croker.=*% The
pamphlet implies that Wellesley marshalled his
arguments to counter a pamphlet by J.B. Trotter,
presumably his O ukhy
Catholic Question, which was published in 1808. This
entry dinto the world of polemics seems out of
character for Vellesley. It may be presumed that
this was a private document, written for the benefit
of a friend, within which bhe felt free to express his
own opinions. Wellesley was probably prompted to
reply by the tenor of Trotters' arguments. Trotter
argued against the veto from a nationalistic
'standpoint, viewing 1t as an attack on Irish
independence. Given Wellesley's belierf in the
importance of the British connection and the Union,
together with his concern to uphold the existing
laws, it would be natural for him to oppose anything
which, even indirectly, strengthened Irish
nationalism. P.8. O'Hegarty rightly states that
WVellesley 'always saw the National question behind
the Catholic question.'®% When the veto was opposed
on national grounds, his suspicions were aroused, and

he wished to see the record set straight.

Wellesley, 1in this pamphlet, <¢laimed that it was

ridiculous to see the veto as an attack on national

independence. The Papal appointment of Dbishops
necessitated an interference by a foreign power in
the country. Vhile such interference existed, a
country could not be truly independent; autonomy

could be established only by freeing that country

from the foreign power, 'It has been conslidered
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desirable in every country,' he wrote, 'to free the
executive power from the exercise of the power of the
Pope; as the first step towards establishing the
independence of that country from foreign domination,
and the freedom of the people.' Every other country
in Europe had achieved +this without seeing the
alteration as a threat or as diminishing
independence. Rather it was seen as a gain. Only in
Ireland, he complained, was it suggested that 'to

free the country from all interference on the part of

any foreign power, and to place all power ... in the
hands o©f the lawful King of the country, is an
invasion of liberty and independence.' He entirely

opposed this view, rather believing that the greatest
threat to independence was ‘'the continuance of the
existence of an establishment not known to the law,
‘the individuals comprising which are appointed by a

foreign pawer'.

From his English standpoint the position was
gself-evident: the veto was a spiritual matter for the
Pope and the Catholics, and a political one for the
government and parliament. Never was it an issue of
national independence! The discussion had only been
slanted in this way in order to create disturbance.
It is clear from his arguments that, for all his
awareness of Irish national feeling, he did not
understand it. He did not appear to grasp that,
while he saw the only ‘foreign power' in Ireland as
that of the Pope, the Irish regarded the British
government 1in this light, and wished to keep their
church out of these foreign hands. Other nations, in
negotiating Concordats with the Papacy to limit the
Pope's role in the appointment of bishops obtained
the right of appointment for themselves; for the

Irish, however, the decisions would be in the hands
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of another country. As an Englishman, Vellesley

could not comprehend these feelings.

The pamphlet also reflects Vellesley's concern
for the law, for in it he sought *to establish the
basis upon which the vetoc could be brought into
action in accordance with the existing laws. He
contended that any attempt to give the king a royal
veto would be illegal at that time, for although the
Catholic Church and its clergy were tolerated, their
existence was not recognised in law. If the veto were
to be introduced, the first step must be to give the
Catholic Church some establishment in law. Without
this, 'the power vested in the Crown ... would be
illegal, as it would be to appoint a person to fill
an office, the existence of which the law did not
‘recognise. ' Without this legal recognition, there
would be no way to compel the Catholics to accept a
bishop chosen by the government, and they would be
legally entitled to select someone else themselves.
WVellesley was also concerned that the laws of the
Catholic Church should not be neglected. He was
convinced that any formal discussion of the veto must
commence not with the laity, but with the Pope, to
whom, in law, the right of appointment belonged; the
arrangements ‘'‘must be settled by the Pope, and can be
settled by no other person whatever.' Under all
circumstances, the constituted authorities must be
obeyed, and established chains of command followed,
even 1f to ignore them might bring Dbeneficial
consequences. From this standpoint, the issue did
not concern the laity at all, except that it would be
very difficult +to exercise the power of the veto

without the Catholics' consent.
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In the pamphlet, although he was aiming to refute
a particular type of opposition, WVWellesley did not
declare himself to be an advocate of the wveto.
Remembering his concern about the existence of the
Catholic Church as an independent body, however, he
doubtless would have welcomed the introduction of he
veto as an opportunity for the Church to be brought
within +the ©bounds and under +the control of, the
State. The veto would be one way of overcoming the
'secret power' of the Catholic Church in Ireland as
it then existed, outside the law. The views he
recorded here, and the impressions he had formed of
the Irish Catholics during his Chief Secretaryship
ware to remain with him during his absence in <the
Peninsula. They were also to be a great influence
upon his approach to possible solutions to the

Catholic question, in the future.
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CHAPTER THREE

CABINET FORMATION AND THE CATHOLIC QUESTION, 1809 TO
1812.

Britain's involvement in war on yet another
front, with the commencement of extensive campaigns
in Portugal, and then in Spain, did not remove the
Catholic question from the centre stage in politics.
It continued to be of great interest and importance,
not only as a subject for discussion in parliament,
but alsc in the wider sphere of general politics. In
a period of political instability, when changes, and
‘rumgurs of changes, were rife, the question came o
play an important role in the various attempts mads

to form successful administrations.

In 1809, Canning and Castlereagh, both leading
members of Portland's cabinet, fought a duel. This
was the culmination of a serles of events which had
begun in March of +that year, when Canning had
initiated manosuvres to secure Castlereagh's removal
from the War Office. The succeeding machinations,
including Canning's personal bid for the premiership,
have been frequently recorded in detail:? As a
result, Castlereagh, Portland, and finally Canning,
all resigned. Consequently, what had been a stable
and fairly strong administration, was reduced to a
state of desperation. As Liverpool commented in a
letter +to Arthur VWellesley, ‘it 1is painful to
reflect, that a government which had nothing serious

to apprehend from 1its enemies should be brought to
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the point of dissoclution by the divisions of its

LI

friends.

The Portland government had been formed in the
midst of a furore involving the Catholic question,
and the rump of the cabinet who met to discuss the
future of the administration, found themselves
confronted by the same 1issues when they tried to
strengthen their parliamentary position. The cabinet
met on 18 and 19 September 1808, and, after much
discussion, it was resolved to inform the king that
their only hope of gaining support was in seeking to
unite with Grey and Grenville, with a wview to
‘forming an extended and combined administration.'3
Naturally the proposition was not popular with the
king, who refused even to contemplate negotiations
without an assurance from the Whigs that the Catholic
questien weuld aet be raised, Cnce again  he
proposed to demand a written pledge to this effect.
Perceval well knew the effect which such a demand
would have; he therefore tried to steer the king away
from taking this step, while at the same time calming
his worries. He emphasised that Grey and Grenville
must recognise from the very nature of the government
that Catholic relief could never be one of 1its
measures. He insisted that such a coalition would be
the best way tao prevent the issue from being
pressed. The present ministers would always refuse to
accept any measure of relief - therefore Grey and
Grenville would not be able to force the point
without bfeaking up the government. By contrast, if
the present men tried to carry on alone, and failed,
they would not be able to protect the king from the

Vhigs' measures.*
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The king was finally brought to agree, and on
22nd September he 1informed the cabinet that an
approach could be made. He did not accede
graciously, for his letter laid much stress upon the
reluctance with which he accepted their proposition.
and emphasised that he would not be bound by the
results of the negotiations. All was to depend upon
whether he could be protected from pressure over the
Catholic question. Further proceedings would be
impossible 'unless means {[couldl be found to secure
him against a renewal of attempts to which he [couldi
never submit.'’ In an emotional appeal to the
cablinet, he declared that his principles upon that
issue could never be set aside. To do so would be to
abandon his duty to God and his country, and to set
at naught his family's honour. He was determined to
‘stand fast, whatever might be the result of that

tenacity.®

Recalling the Opposition leaders’ attitude in
1807, and thelr persistence in the Catholic cause,
the success o0of any negotiations therefore seemed
doubtful. Perceval's letters to Grey and Grenville,
inviting them to consider forming an 'extended and
conmbined administration’ bore no fruit, and no
deliberations Dbetween the two parties toock place.
Grey refused even to go to London, convinced that any
Junction would be totally impossible! The
Opposition leaders appear to have misunderstood
Perceval's approach, 1interpreting it as a request
that they should join his government, rather than as
an invitation to discuss the formation of a new one.
Although Perceval later disclaimed this, his
explanation came too late. The king had seen their
replies, and took the opportunity to decline any

further communication with them. Expressions used by
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the +two leaders, however, make 1t clear +that the
intransigence of both sides over the Catholic
question would have prevented much further

discussion.

In his letter to Perceval declining further
communications, Grenville based his decisidﬁ upon his
aversion to 'the principle of the Government ... and
to the circumstances which attended its formation'.®
This comment was understood to refer to the
government's attitude to the Catholics. The VWhigs,
including Grenville himself, had always been
concerned about the political dangers which could
arise 1if negotiations raised the Catholic question,
and Grey regretted Grenville's comments, as
prematurely introducing the subject.” Grenville
however later explained to Grey that he had felt it
essential to refer +to the question, despite the
dangers. He made +the comment as a statement of

nciple, being determined not to take office again

e

r

o

by

vithout a clear explanation on the issue. He also
pointed out that the Irish Catholics would have been

critical of them 1if no mention had been made of their

claims. Moreover, he had felt it important to be
open about the issue from the very beginning. ‘The
advantage which the Court has on this subject,' he

declared 'is cone of which we cannot deprive them; and
in such a state of things, the more directly we
appear to meet it the better I think it is both for

us, and for the cause.'®

Ferceval deplored Grenville's comments as
unnecessarily raising the question. By commenting
upon the 'principle' of the government, he felt that
Grenville had shown his intransigence upon the

subject: ‘I[Bringingl it forward in such a way not
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only to preclude the possibitity of our negotiation
with him going on, but so as to confirm the King in
all his alarms that 1if [Grenvillel should return to
power, he would again harass the mind of his Majesty
with the renewal of it {the Catholic question.]' The
king took a similar line, understanding Grenville's
declaration as ‘'avowing the intention of bringinag
forward the Catholic question whenever he shall have

the means of so doing.'¥®

Grey entirely concurred with the position taken
up by Grenville. He too maintained that he could
never take office under any engagement not to bring
on the Catholic question, whether expressed or
implied. To do so would mean total loss of honour.
If this excluded him from office during the king's
lifetime, then he was prepared to pay that price. He
was, however, ready to satisfy the Xing's mind by
providing securities, even 1f these were of no
practical vwvalue. In his view, it would not Dbe
desirable to carry the question without the provision
of the veto., '® Grenville also emphasised the
importance of appropriate securities. He explained to
Hodson, Principal of Brasenose College, Oxford, that
‘In every consideration which [he hadl ever given to
the subject, the security of the establishment [ hadl

been one of the leading and most prominent features

to which [hisl] attention [hadl been directed.'!'! He
also enshrined this principle in bhis Letter to Lord
Finpgall, published the following year. All was

clearly set for a major clash between +the anti-
vetoistical Irish Catholics, and their avowedly

security-conscious parliamentary advocates.

By taking their stand on the Catholic question in

1808, even as modified by the emphasis on securities




the VWhigs had identified themselves more clearly as
the party of the Catholics. Although some, like
Tierney, questioned the advisability of condemning
themselves to perpetual opposition over the issue,
most accepted that the group would not take office
unless able to propose something for the Catholics.
By contrast, the shaky administration maintained by

the king after the attempted coalition acguired a

more decidedly anti-Catholic complexion. Although
Canning and Castlereagh had opposed the comnsideration
of Catholic <claims 1in 1808, they were known as
favourable in principle. They were now in

opposition. Portland, who had never expressed any
opinion on the issue while at the head, was replaced
by Perceval, well known for his vociferous opposition
to the cause. The accession of Marquis Wellesley was
not seen as a gain for the concessionists, for his
views were not widely known. Indeed, Plowden viewed
him, and his Dbrother, Wellesley—-Pole, as greatly
adding to the administration's anti-Catholic
character.'® Ferceval's government saw themselves as
the last bastions of the king's conscience, against
those who would try to force concessions upon him.
It was therefore their duty to stand by him, despite

all the difficulties they faced.'®

The mnew government appeared to be a weak and
hopeless one, containing few men of proven talents.
Attempts to strengthen the administration by the
accession of Canning, Castlereagh, and Sidmouth all
failed, and 1its weakness was still very apparent
when, in October 1810, the king became mentally ill.
However, during the proceedings for a regency, which
were set 1n motion on 31lst December, Perceval's
parliamentary reputation was greatly enhanced. Men

on all sides came to admire his determination in
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adhering to Pitt's Regency Plan of 1788, despite the
great opposition he faced. The premier's personal
character and abilities carried the government's
arrangements through parliament, and this in turn
encouraged more support for the administration. This
was not, however expected to change the government's
fate in the long-term. The Prince of Wales had been
a close friend of Fox, and his personal friends were
opposed to Perceval's policies, particularly
respecting Ireland. The prince was presumed to

favour emancipation, and few people expected him to

maintain hi=s fathar!

Fith anti-Catholic
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ministers in office. Throughout January 1811 there
were coaonstant speculations about this anticipated
change of ministers. The regent made it clear in
many ways that the government did not have his
confidencs. He held secret communications with the
‘Whigs and his friends, while Grey and Grenville

busied themselves planning potential cabinets. '+

Nevertheless, despite all expectations to the
cantrary, the prince announced on 4th February his
intention to continue the ministers in office. He
made it clear, however, that he had not changed his
attitude towards them; his actions were to be
attributed to his abandoning personal preferences in
favour of loyalty to his father.'  His decision was
probably to be attributed both +to reports of the
king's impending recovery, and, to a lesser extent,
to his quarrel with the Whig leaders over his reply
to parliament accepting the regency. The regent
feared that placing the Whigs in office might lead to
a set-back in the king's health once he heard of the
Change. Already publicly unpopular, he c¢ould not
further risk his position by doing anything which
might be interpreted as harming 'the good old king'.
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Moreover, the VWhigs' attempts to assume control of
his actions before they were even officially
appointed as his ministers irritated him, and perhaps
for the first +time, led him to question his
relationship with this group.'”®

The prince's decision naturally upset those who
had been counting on assuming office. Friends
favouring Catholic emancipation warned that such
actions could lead to great injury to Ireland.
Their hopes were not, however, entirely destroyed.
The regent gave no indication that Perceval's
reprieve was anything but temporary, and continued to
discuss future arrangements with his friends.
Nevertheless the premier tried hard to make himself
acceptable to the prince. His position was helped by
"his high standing in parliament, and his reputation
for honesty. His policy seemed to have good resuits,
and the atmosphere gradually thawed between them.
Despite many clashes, often caused by the regent's
persistence in making appointments without consulting
the cabinet, their relationship developed more

smoothly than anyone had expected.

The Catholic question, 1in the form of the Irish
government's over-zealous and independent proceedings
against the Dublin Catholic Convention, threatened to
destroy the developing equilibrium. However, on both
occasions when the issue was raised (February and
July 1811)> the regent was willing to accept all the
government's decisions. The prince's friends and the
Vhigs were very worried by the situation. Moira
warned him that perhaps the ministers were indirectly
trying to make it possible for themselves to remain
in office, by involving the regent in a conflict with

the Catholics. Thomas Grenville tried to excuse the
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regent by suggesting that he did not personally agree
with the government's actions but was allowing his

ministers freedom to pursue their own policy.'”

The major problem for everyone involved was that
no one actually knew the regent's current views on
the Catholic question. As a friend of Fox, and a
focus for opposition to George IIl's Protestant
ministers, 1t was always assumed that he favoured
concessions. Certainly the Catholics placed much
hope in him, and many expected that the regency would
result in the granting of their claims. Daniel O
Connell announced, in March 1811, that 'to the kind
interposition of...the Prince o0of VWVales he locked
forward for the full and speedy extinction of
[Catholicl slavery. {His] past conduct...assures us
that those disabilities which distinguish the
Catholic from the Protestant can no longer
continue.'’™® The Catholics continued to express such
views as long as was at all feasible, not wishing to

appear to doubt the prince's beneficence.

The continuance of Perceval's government,
however, introduced doubts, for the regent was thus
identified in the public eye with the views of that
party. The regent was in a difficult position. To
uphold a position favourable to the Catholics while
acting as the focus for opposition was one thing; to
espouse such an unpopular cause when holding real
authority was quite another. He knew of his father's
great popularity, and must have wondered whether his
conscientious stand on this question had brought him
to that position. What then would be the result if
he, already unpopular, were to openly declare 1in
favour of the Catholics? However, without losing the

good will of the Irish Catholics, and appearing to
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abandon all his former promises, he could hardly
renounce them as soon as he gained any authority. He
therefore seems to have played a vacillating game -
not necessarily from malicious or deliberately

double-dealling motives, but from fear and indecision.

As a result, many contradictory reports
circulated concerning the prince's opinions. On 2nd
December 1811, it was reported that the behaviour of
the Irish Catholics in continually pressurising him
had made him determined to do nothing which might be
interpreted as conceding anything. The supplier of
this information interpreted this as a declaration of
intent to keep the present ministers; a decision, he
said, to be attributed to the regent's laziness and
timidity. However, the same writer announced later
“that, while the prince was annoyed with  the
Cathalics, he still intended to help them. '™
Nevertheless, he continued to keep Perceval in

office, despite the availability of pro-Catholic

alternatives. The Whigs soon began to suspect that
his aim was to ‘'play for time' and avoid the
question. Grenville expected him to announce that it

would be 'indelicate' to do anything on the subject
in the king's lifetime.=¢ All this time the prince
was coming into claser contact with the Pittites, and

appeared to be finding them increasingly acceptable.

Uncertainty respecting the regent's views almost
certainly  aggravated reports that the cabinet was
about to break up over the issue. The major split
was rumoured to be between Perceval and Marquis
Vellesley, who did agree on very little during their
service together. However, in a document written by
Richard Wellesley's son, detailling the grounds of

these disagreements, no mention is made of the
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Catholic question. Perceval told Wellesley Junior
that they had never exchanged a word on the
subject.=! Although 1t has been suggested that
Vellesley resigned over the issue 1in 1812, he never
mentioned this when explaining his conduct; his
decision to resign was probably rather the result of
disagreements over arrangements for the regent's
household. = Having tendered his resignation,
however, he did announce in cabinet his intention to
speak in favour of the Catholics in a forthcoming
debate. That the issue was not a major point of
contention among ministers can be seen 1n Perceval's
reply; the premier accepted the decision without
argument, commenting that Canning had also disagreed
with them over the issue, yet such differences had
never caused the break-up of the government!*“" There
is no indication, therefore, that the c<cabinet was

racked with dissensions gover the gquestion.

Marquis Wellesley's tender of resignation
followed by his decision to speak in favour of the
Catholics may have been a deliberate play for the

premiership as the end of the regency restrictions

approached. Since 1811 he had been seen as a strang
contender for that paosition. He was preferable to
the present ministers because he held views

favourable to the Catholics, and to the Opposition
leaders ©because he supported the Peninsular Var.
Soon after first offering his resignation VWellesley
set out to distinguish his views on the question from
those of both Perceval and the Whigs. He stressed to
the prince that, 1in contrast to the premier who
considered the existing laws to be beneficial, he
viewed the restrictions on the Catholics as ‘evils
in themselves', which should be abolished.®*< He also

however distanced himself from the Opposition who, by
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glving notice of a motion on the state of Ireland
when even the Irish Catheolics were prepared to let
the 1issue rest, seemed anxious to press the question
with unnecessary Thaste. By contrast Wellesley,
although anxious for the regent to declare his
concern for the Catholics, was working towards
gradual concessions. ##% He also maintained that

nothing could be granted unconditionally.

The debate on Fitzwilliam's motion on the state
of Ireland in the House o0f Lords gave Wellesley a
perfect opportunity to declare his opinions publicly.
His views were shared, and even more emphatically
stated, by Canning in the Commons. They expounded
the view that it was possible to support the Irish
government's actions, oppose unlimited and immediate
‘concessions, and yet still be in favour o©of the
principle of emancipation. They hoped to imply that
such was the view the regent took of the question,
and that 'consequently...the government had no ground
to reckon on him implicitly, nor the Catholics
ultimately to despair of him.' The regent did
apparently concur 1in these vwviews, and was later
reported to be delighted that people had expressed

his sentinments in both Houses of Parliament.=%

By their speeches, both Canning and Wellesley
felt that they had put themselves forward as the
basis for a potential ‘'middle-ground' government.
They Dbelieved that the debate had provided the
regent with perfect public grounds to separate from
Perceval. In addition, as ministers had now been
forced +to declare their opinions it would become
very difficult for Perceval to strengthen his
government with any but anti-Catholics, unless he

were prepared to lose face by giving up the extrene
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position he had taken. This strengthened the views
of the 'moderates' against the existing government.
Canning felt however that to secure their position 1t
would be necessary for the regent to make an approach
to the Opposition, and have it refused. Then, with a
weak ministry, and an Opposition which declined
office, parliament and prince would turn willingly to
the only real alternative. In this situation,
Canning was convinced he could control the Commons.
He would have support from the existing Opposition on
the Catholic question, and from the present ministers
on other issues, including the war. Canning and
Vellesley even Dbegan considering their potential
cabinet ministers, always placing much stress oan

members' attitudes to the Catholic questiaon. =¥

Wellesley must have been much encouraged by the
regent's refusal, after Castlereagh declined toc taks
his place in the Foreign Office, to allow FPerceval to
approach the Sidmouth group, and also by the prince's
insistence that he <(Wellesley) continue in office.
However, although the prince refused to confirm
Perceval as premier, or allow him to state that the
government had his confidence, it is almost certain
that by that time he had decided to change neither
his ministers, nor the status gquo on the Catholic
question. He had Tbecomne used to Perceval's
efficiency, and always disliked change. While still
professing himself in favour of Catholic concessions,
he began to claim that the issue should be postponed
during the king's lifetime. A regent  merely
administered the country in the name of the king.
He, therefore, must consider himself as restrained
by the Coronation Oath from making concessions,

because the king had felt scruples upon that point.#®
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Naturally he no longer wanted a government which

would agitate this subject in any form.

There is no evidence that +the regent ever
considered seriously at this stage the third cption
as represented by VWellesley and Canning. He had
another scheme to enable him to maintain the present
system without appearing to abandon blatantly his cld
friends and the Catholics. On 13 February 181z, he
authorised +the Duke of York to approach Grey to
invite him, and Grenville to 'strengthen {(hisl]
hands, and constitute a part of [his] Government,'
with the aim of creating 'a wvigorous and united
Administration, formed gn the most liberal basis'=*
WVellesley had advised the necessity of such an
approach, to avoid giving the public the impressicn
"that the regent was neglecting pledges supposedly
made to old friends. However, the impetus and
reasoning behind +the approach at that time was
probably provided by Castlereagh, who had refused to
replace Wellesley while the future of the government
was uncertain. He had suggested that, if the regent
had decided to continue Perceval's administration, he
should try to persuade some of his old friemnds to
join them, for ‘'without +this, the political world
would not suppose [hisl] decision taken to stand by

the Government'.# <

Rumours o©f +the regent's intentions had circulated
before the letter was sent, and from the first the
WVhigs were suspicious of the plan. Many of their
doubts stemmed from their new distrust of the regent
and his motives. Grenville referred to his ‘'utter
disinclination to such an undertaking, grounded on
(his] total want of confidence in the Prince's

steadiness and good faith.'®! In expectation that
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the prince's aim was to trap them in some way, Grey
and Grenville had decided by 6 February, to reject
any such proposition. Rather they would insist that
a strong government could not be achieved except by a
‘union of sentiment on all the important gquestions of
the day between all those whom [the Prince calledl to

his service' ®=

The tenor of the 1letter certainly gave the
approach the appearance of insincerity. It was not
calculated to provoke a favourable response from its

recipients, for it was filled with rejoicings over

successes in the Peninsula, and praised the
gavernment who had 'honourably distinguished
themselves' in support of +the war there.™¥ Such

comments would hardly influence Grey in favour of the
plan. Nor was it clear what form the junction was
intended tao take. The VWhigs, and the prince's
friends, understcod it as an invitation to join the
existing administration, which they could hardly
accept. #« The presentation of the letter to the
V¥higs by the anti-Catholic Duke of York provided

further grounds for suspicion.

Despite evidence to the contrary, the regent
insisted that he had wanted the junction to succeed,
and that he had refused +to confirm Perceval as
premier in order to encourage negotiations.®# If
this were so he did not make it clear to the Whigs
until much too late. The regent appears to have
played his usual hand, refusing to commit himself
clearly to one course of action and follow it
through. Given his tendency to vacillate, it is
unlikely that he did plan to mislead the Whigs, and
the letter probably did express a genuine wish to

connect his personal friends with the government of
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his choice. He must have known, however, that, given
the political situation, this was unlikely to
succeed. It may be conjectured that the plan was a
final attempt to rekindle Whig 1loyalties to his
person by recalling his past relationship with them,
without losing the Pittite government, or Dbeing
forced into a decision on the Catholic issue. They
would decline the junction, yet return to their old
friendship with him. The Whig reaction to the
approach, however, coupled with their comments upon
his insincerity during the Catholic debate, destroyved

the last vestiges of this relationship.

The Whigs' reply made it obvious that they would
not compromise on the Catholic question. They
returned a determined refusal at once, declaring
their total opposition to all the government's
measures aifecting Ireland, and their determination
to recommend the repeal of Catholic disabilities as
their first duty cof office. A junction was rejected
on the grounds of basic differences in principle;
the gulf between ministers and Vhigs was so great
that it would be impossible for either side to serve
together with honour.®* By making such declarations
they were effectively excluding themselves from
office if the regent finally decided against
concessions. Thus, more even than in 1808, the Whigs
identified themselves with the Catholics. Their reply
was, 1in general, approved by everyone, including
ministers.. The Irish Catholics were delighted, and
many  aggregate meetings coupled resolutions of
determination not to support Perceval's ministry with

votes of thanks to Grey and Grenville.®”

The regent's approach to the Whigs, and their

refusal, threw the political world into turmoil
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again. Those who saw such an offer and refusal as a
necessary preliminary to the formation of a middle-
ground government must have been delighted with the
result. Canning and VWellesley must have Dbeen
especially pleased with the Whigs' stress upon the
Catholic question; if the regent intended to form an
intermediate government of his own friends, the
Opposition's intransigence would be a strong point in
its favour. Wellesley must have anticipated a
summons to form such an adnministration, but no caill
came. Instead, his expectation turned to fury, when
Ferceval was continued in office! Confirmation of

Perceval's premiership led Wellesley to tender his

resignation agailn, an offer which was this time
accepted, much ta his disgust. The Marquis
pronounced bitter tirades against the regent,
"accusing him of false—dealing, trickery, and

treachery, and rudely declined on offer, direct from

the prince, of a place in Ireland.=®=

Wellesley was even more humiliated to find his
place now taken by Castlereagh. Even 1in this
arrangement the Catholic question played a role.
Castlereagh reserved to himself the right to take his
own line wupon that subject.™®¥ Rumours began to
circulate that the issue had been set aside as a
government guestion, and every member was to act as
he chose upon it. Jupp, in examining Irish members'
votes on this question gives some indication that
this was  indeed the case, as several individuals

voted for the Catholics who were otherwise supporters

of Perceval.“® Roberts also argues that this was the
government's policy after this time.4? However, the
question did not officially become 'open' under
Perceval. It was not specified as government policy

that every cabinet member was free to act as he
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pleased upon the issue. Perceval explicitly denied
that such was the case; while members differed as to
the basic principles underlying the question, and
held their own views 1in this sense, all were united
in considering it inexpedient to make concessions at
that time. As the cabinet all concurred in this
there was no reason why they could not continue to
serve together. As for individual members of

parliament, several had made arrangements with the

Irish government to vote for relief, perhaps to win

influence with the Catholics, to please their
constituents, or to help with their own electiocn
prospects, +# While a large majority in the Commons

orposed concessions 1t was possible to do  this,

without risking defeat.

The failure of the approach to the VWhigs
contfirmed Perceval 1n office, and also ended the
regent's close association with the Whigs and the
Catholics. The decision in favour of Perceval moved
Canning and VWellesley specifically 1into oppesition,
particularly because of the government's attitude to
Ireland. The regent's perscnal friends also warned
him that to continue Perceval in office would lead to
convulsions in Ireland. Nevertheless, the prince was
not to be swayed. In Perceval, he had found a
minister who would not raise the Catholic question.
While the government argued that concessions were
inexpedient many moderate concessionists were likely
to agree, 'and the issue would be kept quiet. Thus
the regent haped toc keep out of the limelight on the

issue.

That the regent was well satisfied with bhis
Pittite government was . confirmed after the

assassination of Perceval, on 10 May, 181z, After
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the initial shock, rumours immediately circulated as
to the prince's intentions. However, the regent did
not take +this event as a chance to form a new
administration. Rather he prevailed upon the

weakened remnants of Perceval's government to

continue in office. The cabinet members, although
recognising their weakness, agreed to make the
attempt to continue, providing that the regent

entirely supported them.“+ Believing that additional
strength would be necessary for even the chance of
success, the new government, under Liverpool, planned

an approach to Wellesley and Canning.

The scheme, however, foundered upon the rock of
the Catholic question. Canning and Wellesley now
stressed the importance of considering the question
‘as much as did the Whigs. On 17 May, when Liverpool
saw them individually to discuss the plan, both
immediately requested to know what would be the
government's stance on that issue. The premier
explained that his opinions, and those of his
colleagues, remained unchanged. Canning's reply in
these circumstances was firm, rejecting the
proposition solely on the grounds of disagreement
over the Catholic question. Wellesley also stressed
this issue in his answer. He contended that for
Liverpool to approach him was to imply that no
difference of opinion or principle prevented them
from working together, whereas in fact, he differed
totally from ministers regarding the Catholics.
'Without any other obstacle, therefore,' he declared,
'this alone compels me to decline the proposition.'
He also criticised ministers’ attitude to the
Peninsular VWar, and contended that the time had come

for an extended administration to be formed which

60




would both pursue the war vigorously, and support

moderate concessions to the Catholics. 4%

Liverpool did not give up. Rather, in a letter
to Wellesley on 19 May, he tried to counter the idea
that he and his colleagues opposed concessions in all
times and circumstances.“+® It has been claimed that
this documen®t offered Wellesley and Canning freedom
of action on the Catholic claims.“” This cannot,
however, necessarily be inferred from the caontents,

for Liverpool still insisted that, as under Perceval,

the cabinet were united in rejecting any
cansideration of the question in present
circumstances. For himself, Liverpool denied wishing

to shut out the Catholics permanently, as a matter of
principie; he wished to hear specific proposals as to
‘"which laws were to be altered, and what securities
were to be required, but as yet had heard nothing to

satisfy himself on these points.

This correspondence did not alter the outcome of
negotiations, except to sour relations, Vellesley
made a cutting reply, asking how Liverpool could
expect to hear specific propositions 1if government
always resisted inquiry into the issue, and
questioning his sincerity 1in denying a wish to
exclude permanently the Catholics as a matter of
principle. ## The +tenor of this reply naturally
displeased Liverpool. Wellesley further damaged
himself im the eyes of the government by the great
haste with which he ©published his 1letters to
Liverpool. Moreogver, a statement of his reasons for
resigning was also published, containing insulting
references to Perceval. Consequently, when the
ministers' defeat on Vortley's motion  for an

efficient administration made 1t necessary for them
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to resign, and the prince authorised Wellesley to
plan an administration, they refused even to discuss
the issue. Vellesley laid down two principles as the
basis for his scheme: strong prosecution of the
Peninsular War, and intermediate proceedings on the
Catholic guestion. Political principles however were
not the issue in this instance. All former ministers
were so0 outraged by VWellesley's actlions that they

were determined not to serve under him. ##

It might appear strange that the regent was
apparently now prepared to accept Wellesley's
stipulations in favour of the Catholics. He probably
took the view that Vellesley's limited schemes were
at least preferable to those of the VWhigs, who
pressed for total concessions at every conceivable
‘opportunity. By this stage the prince had been
further distanced from the Whigs by thelr attacks
upon him in the wake o©of his decision to retain
Perceval, and he therefore no longer wanted these men
in power. He appears to have accepted Vellesley's
principles with the hope of persuading some of his
0ld ministers to continue to serve, as their presence
might minimise, delay, or even prevent any
concessions. The regent clearly had no intention of
including the Whigs even in the intermediate scheme,
as he instructed WVellesley 'not to connect himself
with opposition, for if he did, he [the regentl] would

have nothing to say to him. '#®«

Despite these strictures, Wellesley did approach
the Whigs, and finding them delighted with his stress
upon the Catholic question, anticipated that

negotiations with them could bear fruit. However, on

24 May 1812, the prince further expressed bhis
hostility to the Whigs, and his wish that Wellesley




unite with Liverpool. The regent accepted
Wellesley's principles, yet would neither authorise
him to form an administration on that basis, nor
allow him to negotiate officially with the Whigs. He
still hoped to <continue a substantially Pittite
ministry, and on 25 May, again tried to persuade
members  of the former government to accept
WVellesley. Liverpcol and his colleagues however
persisted 1in their refusals, even when the prince
asked them to give their opinions in writing, as
individuals. These documents show how far opinions
were also crystalising on the Protestant side. Those
oppeosed to concessions stressed their differences
with Wellesley on that subject as a major reason for
their refusal. Those more inclined to the Catholics

tended to state more general objections. ™!

Finally, on 1 June, Wellesley was authorised to
form an administration. The prince still showed
reservations as to the Catholic question, desiring
WVellesley ‘that he would be very careful not to
engage for anything more than a full and impartial
consideration of the subject', although agreeing to
recommend to parliament whatever the cabinet advised
on the issue.®# Qfficial negotiations with the
Vhigs, however, proved fruitless, when the leaders
refused to accede to Wellesley's planned distribution
0of cabinet offices. At the time, and subsequently,
they faced much criticism for their decision.
Roberts, however, suggests that, in fact, the whole
approach was a trap by the regent designed to
discredit the Whigs for refusing, and provide a
reagon for causing Vellesley's commission to fail,

s0o that he could return to the Pittites.®*
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Roberts attributes similar motives to Moira's
later approach to the party, which collapsed over
arrangements for the royal household: Moira had
originally planned to form an administration with the
Pittites. Feeling that he could not appear
deliberately to exclude the Whigs, he therefore made
an approach guaranteed to fail, in such a manner as
would add strength to his government. Moira appeared
to stand a good chance of forming an administration,
for he was a long-standing friend of the regent.
However, the regent's clear wish +to retain his
Pittite ministers meant that the attempt collapsed.®*
The regent's approach to Moira might appear
unexpected, given his desire to postpone the Catholic
question, for Moira fregquently urged the importance
of concessions, and had even broken with the prince
‘at one stage over the issue. The prince may however
have hoped that the Pittites would be more prepared
to serve under Moira than under Wellesley, because af
the former's personal relationship with himself, and
thue would be there +to prevent the government
adopting Catholic relief as a measure. These hopes,
however, praoved illusory, as Liverpoeol declined
office because of differences of opinion over the
Catholic question, although he was willing to support

Moira's government out of office.*®*%

Failure of all negotiations meant that the prince
was now free to return to his o0ld ministers. The
attempts, and failure, to put the wishes of the House
of Commons into practice gave the ministers a far
greater chance o0f success, as other alternatives had
proved unworkable. Few members of the House at this
stage would have preferred a totally Whig
administration, pressing for reform and Catholic

emancipation. ‘At last...lthe regentl had got the
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Government he had all along been endeavouring to
establish; Perceval's government without Perceval, a
government that would pursue the war with vigour, and

leave the Catholic question alone. '®#

The administration now formed under Liverpool was
to remain substantially the same until 1822. A large
degree of this success may be attributed to
Liverpool's decision to designate the Catholic
gquestion an ‘'aopen' one, no longer a governnent
measure., The discussion o©of the subject was to be
‘left free from all interference on the part of the
government,' and every government member was to be
‘left to the free and unbiassed suggestions of his
own conscientious discretion.'®” There were praobably
several reasons for this decision. The former
'negotiations had shown the ©problems in getting
mempers for administrations designated either pro or
anti Catholic, and had also revealed the importance
now placed on this issue by both sides. Liverpool's
solution eased this situation. Castliereagh explained
that they had also been influenced by the growth of
opinicn in favour of the Catholics in parliament.®#
They may have designed this system so that a victory
for the issue in the House would not be a defeat for
the government. This system could also appeal to the
moderates of both sides. Protestants could feel that
the issue was unlikely to succeed without the full
support of government. The pro-Catholics were
prepared T to serve in such an administration,
imagining that their presence would be a sign to the
Catholics that they would be treated fairly.

Reactions to the arrangement were mixed. Creevey
expected it to lead to the passing of some form of

concessions, arranged by Liverpool and Eldon.
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Richmond deeply regretted that no strong Protestant
government could be formed, and expected dreadful
consequences from the arrangement. Canning and Peel
deplored the measure, regretting that the government
did not hold a decided opinion upon such an important
subject. GCthers, however, were certain that the
decision would strengthen the government against its

v

poclitical enemies.®® The system was at least to
prove a lasting one, and was to prevail until 1829,
when Wellington's cabinet decided in favour of
concessions. Under its cover, Liverpool was to
weather many storms raised over the issue, and
survived the continual agitation of the question,

which was a major feature of parliamentary 1life in

this period.
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CHAPTER FOUR

THE VETO AND THE CATHOLIC COMMITTEE, 1869 TO 1811.

Throughout 1809, the majority of the Catholic laity
and lower clergy continued violent denunciations of
the wveto, and those who advocated it. By November
1809, Charles Butler reported that merchants,
peasants and lower clergy viewed it 'with a degree of
horror' difficult for the English to conceive. He
was convinced that ‘'every attempt to conciliate the
Irish to it will only serve to inflame them to a
degree of fury.' His correspondence with the VWhigs,
however, made him realise that, although a few of the
Catholics' parliamentary advocates saw the veto as a
matter of little importance, the majority were
convinced that parliament had the right to require
some such provision before granting emancipation.
Grey in particular, continued to stress, not only the
need for securities in general, but the centrality of
the veto in any arrangements. Without  this

provision, he could not be satisfied.=

Tierney tried to convince Grey of the importance

of securing the Catholics® agreement to their
measures; 'I do not see the use of talking about it
[securities] until we see what securities the

Catholics are disposed to give, for unless they are
satisfied as well as the King with what is proposed,

we shall not advance a step towards the main point -
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the removal of religious dissensions, and we shall
entangle ourselves in new and unnecessary disputes.'®
Grey, however, continued to advocate the wveto,
declaring in its favour in parliament in Jumne 1810.

He clearly expected to decide what was good for the

Catholics, whether or not they shared his views. He
was not alone in this. Thomas Grenville, for
instance, wanted his uncle to declare Catholic

acceptance o0f the veto as a sine gqua mnon of his
presenting their petition.* It has been suggested
that the Whigs were keen to enmphasise the wveto not
only because they saw 1t as beneficial in itself, but
also because they did not wish to open themselves to
the charge of inconsistency by rejecting it, ance

they had recommended it 1in 1808-08, and because the

<

had no wish toc be seen as pandering to the directives

of the Cathalics.®

Other Whigs however wished to avoid too much
stress upon the veto, lest it prove to be a barrier
to emancipation. Grenville himself never emphasised
it as a specific measure once the Catholics had made
their opposition clear, although he was initially
furious with them for rejecting 1it. However, he
always stressed the need for a general measure of
security, especially once he had become involved in
the competition for the Chancellorship of Oxford.
His concern to publicise his views on the subject
led to the publication of a pamphlet, A lLetter from
Lord Grenville to the Earl of Fingall, in January
1810. Roberts views this letter as a declaration
specifically in favour of the veto - the declaration
for which Grey had asked in 1808.% However, the
pPamphlet dces not explicitly 1insist that Catholics

accept the vwveto. Rather it is an explanation of




Grenville's own actions, and a plea to the Catholics

to understand the Protestant position.

In the letter, Grenville explained that he
supported Catholic emancipaticon in the belief that it
would bring peace and harmony to Ireland.
However, to aobtain this result, 1t was necessary to
satisfy both Protestant and Catholic. Hence, total
emancipation must be coupled with ‘'provision...for
the inviolable maintenance of the religious and civil
establishments of [thel United Kingdom. '” The veto
was one way to achieve this. Grenville stressed that
such a scheme had been discussed at the Union, and
had been proposed by the Catholics themselves in
1808. He lamented their rejection of the
proposition, which he was sure had hindered their
cause. Nevertheless, he was still sure that
something could be achieved; not all Catholics
opposed the scheme, and similar arrangements had been
made 1in other countries. The letter, however, never
contends that this is the only acceptable security,
or commits Grenville to 1t in all circumstances.
Rather, he explained, 'To the forms...of those
securities I attach comparatively little importance.
A pertinacious adherence to such details, in
opposition even to groundless prejudice, I consider
as the reverse of legislative wisdom.' Moregver he
also wished to consult ‘every reasonable
apprehension' on the part of the Catholics, as to the

forms these securities should take.™

The letter was also an explanation of Grenville's
refusal to make any motion upon the Catholic petition
he had been asked to present. Drawing attention to
government's and parliament's continued opposition to

concessions, as well as to the difficulties created

73




by the Catholic reaction to the veto, he maintained
that to renew discussions could only aggravate
difficulties. He implied that he would be prepared
to move a motion if the Catholics themselves showed
a more conciliatory attitude. The need was for a
‘sentiment of reciprocal confidence,' and a 'spirit
of mutual conciliation'.® He did not, however,
decline to 1initiate proceedings again until they

accepted the veto.

There is no doubt that Grenville intended <the
letter to distinguish his wviews from the extreme
demands being heard {from Ireland. By emphasising
his concern for the Protestant Church, and refusing
to press the Catholic claims at all times, the letter
placed him in a better light with many Protestants,
"making them more disposed to accept him in a position
of authority. The Bishop of Limerick exclaimed,
that the letter had ‘effectually quieted the
Protestant claims, and the general voice oI the
country is now for a change of ministers,'® Arthur
Vellesley, informed of the proceedings by Richmond,
thought that the letter would be 'one step on his
[{Grenville's}! return to power...as soon as the King
will be disposed by the weakness o0f the existing
Government to make a change.'’'' The Irish Catholics,
however, were furious, both with the letter, and with
Grenville's general conduct; Butler informed Canning

that they considered the letter as a 'formal and

shabby abandonment of their cause.''=

The already excited situation in Ireland worsened
when rumours reached the Catholic Committee that the
English Catholics were determined to force the veto
upon them, despite their rejection of it. Although
the Secretary of +the English Catholic Board wrote
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letters insisting that their main wish was to work in
co-operation with the Irish, a gquarrel broke out
between the two groups. The roots of the furcore lay
in the fact that +the English Catholic Board were
more inclined than the Irish to act 1in accordance
with the wishes of their parliamentary advocates.
Hence, in planning their next petition, their leaders
had agreed, after consultation with Lord Grey, to
formulate a conciliatory statement assuring the
legislature that the English Catholics were ready to
do whatever they could, consistently with the tenets

-

of their religion, to give the security required. A
resolution to this effect was passed at a meeting of
the Catholic Commitee on £9 January 1810, and this
was later put intc the form of a petition.'® The
retition received many signatures, including those of
"three English Vicars Apostolic, excluding Milner, who
was now implacably cpposed tao any form of veto, and

saw this esolution as ¢ at scheme.
s th re luti onceding that h

The English Catholics, and Lord Grey always
insisted that this petition was not a reference to
the wveto in any form but was simply a general

statement issued for the purpase of conciliation.

Moreaver, the Vicars Apostolic, meeting on 20
February 18160, rejected any alteration in the
appointments to the episcopate, without Papal
consent. '+ However, the Irish saw 1t as a clear

declaration of an English intention to accept this
security. Following clasely in the wake of
Grenville's letter, which they interpreted as a plea
for the veto, the danger in such a declaration seemed
clear, especially when Grey, the instigator of the
resolution, presented the English petition on 22
February 1810 with a speech announcing that

Grenville's letter entirely represented his views on
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the security issue.'® By contrast Grattan, on

presenting the Irish petition, on 27 February 1810,

had to withdraw the offer of the veto. A few days
later, the most wvociferous o©of the Irish Catholic
Committee made their views clear, in a firm
resolution: 'As Irishmen and Catholics we never can

consent to any domination or control whatsocever over
the appointment of our Prelates on the part of the
Crown or the servants af the Crown'. The Irish
bishops had met prior to this, passing a series of
resolutions, re-affirming the stand which they had

taken in 1808.16

The bishops' resoilutions were later drawn up into
an address to the clergy and laity ocf Ireland, so
that their views upon the subject could not be

‘mistaken. This did contain a conciliatory resociution

(R

from the Irish side, in which the bishops insiste
that they had never lacked a spirit of conciliation,
but sought merely to maintain the integrity of the
Catholic religion in its entirety.'” Nevertheless,
this spirit was clearly lacking between the twa
groups of Catholics. Dissensions over the English
Catholics' resolution created a deep chasm between
Milner and the other Vicars Apostolic, and also
between the English and Irish Catholics. The
divisions Dbetween vetoists and those rejecting

securities were clearly widening.

The continued unrest over the veto was reflected
in the parliamentary debates discussing the Catholic
petition early in 1810, Several members regretted
the Irish Catholics' attitude, as damaging the
chances of gaining concessions. In the Commons,
Hippisley maintained that the behaviour of some of

the Irish prelates, and the Catholics' attacks upon
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their parliamentary advocates had strengthened the
prejudices of the anti-Catholics. Castlereagh
'‘regretted to find that increased obstacles to the
measure o0f extending further political indulgences to
the Catholics had arisen out of their own conduct and
declarations', and added their attitude to the veto
to other considerations which counted against

discussing the issue at that moment.'#®

Some did still favour concessions without
qualification. Maurice Fitzgerald rejected the idea
that the veto was a ‘'necessary and indispensable
concession on the part of the Catholics,' and
referrad to it rather as a 'very immaterial
collateral part of the question.' He took this

ground because relief 0f the Catholics from political
disabilities involved not the hierarchy. but the
laity. Miibank viewed the demand for securities as
'a mere pretence of those who oppose the Catholics,
to throw difficulties in the way of their success.'
In his wview, the 'inviolable honour and faith of the
Irish Catholics' under Penal conditions was adequate

proof of their loyalty.'¥®

These men, however, were in the minority. The
idea having once been raised, the majority of the
Catholics' advocates now favoured some kind of
protection for the Established Church, although not
necessarily the veto. Grattan, for example, insisted
that some form of security was essential, to place a

check upon the foreign appointment of Irish Catholic

bishops. Recognising that the wveto could not be
obtained, he now suggested another scheme - domestic
nomination - whereby, with Papal consent, new Irish

bishops would be selected solely by those already
holding the office. He claimed that this would not
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deprive the Pope of any of his spiritual functions,
and that 1t was accepted by Catholics in other
countries. Ponsonby also insisted that there was a
dangerous foreign influence from which Ireland needed
to be praotected, and which made it necessary to
secure some control over the Catholic hierarchy.
Catholics should therefore accede to any arrangements
not inconsistent with their religion, 1in order *to

calm Protestant fears.=®

Others saw the veto itself as essential to any
adjustment of the Catholics' pasition. Lord Jocelyn
maintained that without this, he could never consider
granting their claims, for such an action 'would open
a dangerous access for the 1influence o0f France.'
Canning insisted that the government should accept

"nothing Dbut the velto. Moreover, he held that

J

domestic nomination could never be of practical us
without Papal sanction, which clearly could not be
obtained under ©present conditions. Castlereagh
emerged as a strong defender of the veto, being
concerned above all to connect the Catholic clergy
with the State. Some of the British public
apparently also saw the veto as central; Knox
explained that his constituents had instructed him to
agree to a committee only 1if further proceedings

would be based upon the veto.=!

The stress upon securities created a new range of
arguments for the Catholics' opponents. The apparent
novelty of the 1idea o0f qualified concessions was
noted, and the pro-Catholics' recognition of dangers
in concessions was eagerly seized upon. Referring to
the charge of intolerance so often made against him,
Perceval now claimed that, if he deserved such

criticism, so too did Grattan, who also saw dangers

78




in wunqualified concession; 'We may differ in our
application of our principle, but on the principle
itself we are agreed.' Ryder insisted that he could
think o©of no argument against concessions which had
not been expounded in the Letter to Lord Fingall, and
by Grattan.== The Catholics' reaction to the veto
only served to confirm that they could not be
trusted, and Ponsonby's account of his dealings with
Milner further confirmed this opinion.#¥ Noting
this, Perceval questioned the wvalidity of the offer
0of domestic nomination. There was no evidence that
the majority of Catholics would accept the plan, any
more than they had agreed to the veto. If the House
went into committee and decided to grant concessions
under certain conditions, there was no reason to
believe that the Catholics would abide by the

‘decision. @

In wvain did VWhitbread insist that the anti-
Catholics' stress upon securities was merely a red
herring. He implored the House not to be misled by
Perceval's arguments, for the latter would oppose the
Catholics, whatever securities they offered: 'If the
Catholics were to lie prostrate at his [Perceval'sl
feet, and to implore him to name his own terms, his
answer must be 'I can never be satisfied; I can
propose no arrangements; I can accept no terms. You
are men whom I cannot trust, I cannot believe you
upon your oaths.'’ With such a man it is 1idle fo
discuss arrangements, with his consent none will ever
be carried practically into effect., '=% Such
arguments could not, however, obliterate the obvious
gulf between the recommendations for securities, and
the Catholics' unwillingness to co-operate. The
large defeat on Grattan's motion (108 to 213) was
only to be expected.
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In the House of Lords, no ocne was prepared to
advocate unqualified concessions. Although the mover
of the motioni#«Earls{Donoughmore, saw no need for
securities, and favoured concessians without
restrictions, he maintained that the Catholics should

agree to anything which their religion would allow,

in order to satisfy Protestant scruples. Even Lord
Holland, who advocated the cause on grounds of
abstract rights, was prepared to agree to some
restraints upon the Catholics. Grey stressed his

*full and ungualified concurrence' in the sentiments
expressed in the Letter to Lord Fingall.=#® Others

saw Catholic behaviour over the veto as retarding

emancipation. Earl <Clancarty expressed himself
generally favourable to the Catholics, yet as
distanced from them by their recent attitude. He

insisted that it was not for the Catholics to agree
ta, or reject stipulations, providing these were not
inconsistent with religion; 'when they are seeking
indulgences, the State has a right to expect their
submissiaon. *#7 On the anti-Catholic side, Liverpool
insisted that while the Catholics offered no specific
securities no concessions could be made, for to do so
would be fto endanger the State. Eldon echoed
Perceval in stressing the dangers which Grenville
appeared to see 1in concessions. He too believed in
this danger, but would counter 1t by refusing to

alter the laws, @@ At the end of the debate, the
motion was defeated by 154 votes to 68.

Both Houses o©of Parliament thus made their
positions on the security issue <clear. This,
however, did not alter the views of the majority of
Irish Catholics, and the controversy continued.
Another contentious issue was also raised in Ireland

in 1810, when in September the first moves were taken
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to petition for the repeal of the Union. Those who,
like Arthur Wellesley, feared the healing of
religious dissensions 1in Ireland, as likely to lead
to separation from England could loock wupon the
situation with alarm; after the Protestant
Corporation of Dublin passed a resolution appealing
for the restoration of +the Irish parliament, an
aggregate meeting of freemen and freeholders of
Dublin was called on the issue, to which both
Catholics and Protestants were invited. The Whigs
were probably alarmed by these proceedings too, for
they had received information earlier that the anti-
vetolsts were becoming connected with the anti-

Unionists, to form an Irish party. ==

Daniel O0'Connell, now a leading member of the
"Catholic Committee, and a strident anti-vetoist.
piayed a major role at this meeting, being one of
nine men selected to draw up the petition. His
speech on this occasion sounded even louder warning
bells to those who feared united Irish nationalism,
He argued that religious dissensions had been the
cause of the Union, and that the only way to secure

repeal was to abandon thaose differences, in favour of

a united concern for Ireland: '*The Protestant alone
could not expect to liberate his country - the Roman
Catholic alone could not do it - neither could the
Presbyterian - but amalgamate +the +three into the
Irishman, and the Union is repealed....Let
us. ..sacrifice our wicked and groundless animosities
on the altar of our country.'=®< Although the
petition proceeded no further, the meeting was a

challenge to existing authority, and was evidence of

a more militant spirit abroad in Ireland.
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The Catholics also became more militant in their
attitudes. Parliament's refusal to grant a
committee, coupled with the disagreements over the
veto led the Irish Catholic Committee i1into more
forceful and concerted actions. On 1 January 1611,
the Committee ordered the issue of a circular letter,
calling for +the appointment of managers for the
Catholic petition from each county. The aim of this
proceeding was to increase the number of members of
the Committee, in order that the managers of the
petition would be connected with every part of
Ireland. "It ie highly desirable,’ wrote the
secretary 'that the Committee should become the
depository of the collective wisdom of the Catholic
body; that it should be able to ascertain, in order
to obey, the wishes, and <clearly understand the
wants, of all their Catholic fellow subjects. '™ Now
more clearly a united body, the Committee was a more
obvious challenge to governmental authority, and

therefore posed a greater threat.

The Irish government was already very suspicious
of the Committee's mneetings. Richmond informed

Liverpool that he had observed the body for sonme

time, and had obtained secret dinformation of its
proceedings: 'The Committee have assumed to
themselves all the forms of the House of Commons,' he
wrote, 'they debate as near as possible in the same
order as the House of Commons debate - they have
regular orders of the day - Regular notices of

motions taken down Dby their secretary in writing,
without which they reckon it irregular to discuss any
question. They have reporters for their debates, and
the Chairman signs all their minutes and proceedings
as the Speaker does those of the House of Commons. ' ®%

Once they appeared also to be balloting for members,
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in a similar fashion to the Commons, the Irish
government felt that a bhalt must be called to the

proceedings.

In the Committee's circular letter the Irish
governmant, including the Law Officers, saw a direct
violation of the 1783 Convention Act, which
proclaimed illegal all bodies of a representative
character, or appointed by delegation. That the
Catholics had always been aware that their
proceedings might be viewed as contravening this act
can be seen in the resolutions establishing the
Committee in 1809, which clearly stated that members
were not representatives of the Catholic body, and
should never assume or pretend to such a raole.=¥
Although the letter of 1811 took the same tone, by
‘maintaining that the Catholics were determined to
violate neither the letter nor the spirit of the law,
and stressing that no form of delegation or
representation could take place, the Irish government

now believed that the law had been broken.

Upon this understanding, Wellesley-FPole, the
Chief BSecretary, after consultation in the Irish
government, yet without any discussion with English
ministers, issued a circular letter to sheriffs and
magistrates, ordering them to enforce the Convention
Act, by arresting those involved in the elections in
any way.%#4 The Catholics at this stage, however,
decided not to proceed with their plans, and the
elections were not held, and a clash between
government and Catholics was thus narrowly averted.
These events might easily have led to a collision
between the government and the throne. News 0f the
Ccircular letter created great problems for Perceval,

who became responsible for defending to the prince,
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and 1in parliament, a decisicon taken without his
knowledge or permission. At this stage, the regent
still had no attachment to Perceval. This display of
apparently anti-Catholic feeling would provide a
perfect opportunity for the prince to announce his
lack o©f confidence in the premier, and dismiss his
government, on the pretext of supporting the

Catholics.

Richmond was aware of the difficulties he had
created by moving against the Catholics at the
peginning of the regency. Nevertheless he insisted
that to have delayed action, and allecwed the
‘elections' to take place, would have been construed
ags a sign of weakness. Moreover, respectable peaple

had stopped attending the Catholic meetings, leaving

‘"them open to the influence of ftroublemakers. Cnce
the government had taken action, the respectable
returned, thus keeping the others quiet. There

simply was not enough time to consult London before
proceedings needed to be initiated. He also
maintained hawever, and Lord Manners concurred, that
it was not essential for the Irish government to
obtain England's sanction in order to enforce the
laws. The Irish government viewed the lack of
cabinet sanction as advantageous. Politicalily, this
independent action disassociated the prince from the
policy they had followed, thus ensuring that his

first personal act as regent would not be recorded as

1o

When Perceval was finally notified of the Irish
government's actions, he approved their policy.
However, he felt that, before the 1letter could be
enforced, it must be submitted to the regent.

Speculation was rife that the proceedings would
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herald the end of the government. The prince surely
would not sanction such actions against his friends
the Catholics? However, on 18 February, the regent
accepted the Irish government's policy. Despite
speculations to the contrary, his decision should
have been expected. He could hardly disapprove of
the government taking action against a group which
had apparently set itself up as an alternative
parliament, even if it were a group united to gain
concessions for the Catholics. As a sgskilled
statesman Perceval probably encouraged this line of
thinking, stressing the Law Offiicers' insistence that
the Convention Act had been broken, and playing down

the 'catholicity' of the Committee.

The Irish government's action was debated in both
Houses of Parliiament on several occasions, the
legality, propriety, necessity and prudence of the
measure all being questioned by the Opposition.##®
Vellesley—-Pole insisted that his action was not aimed
against the Catholics. The Irish government,
although opposing concessions, always acted in a
conciliatory manner towards the Catholics, and hence
had forborne to interfere with the Committee until
such action was essential. People had begun to
complain that the government was doing nothing ta
stop the Committee expanding. Therefore, when they
received a copy of the letter, they could no longer
delay, but had to act at once, to prevent the
elections taking place. They were not acting against
the rights of the Catholics, but rather against plans

for an illegal meeting.®?

The growing spirit of intransigence among the
Irish Catholics was not stifled by the action against
the Catholic Committee, Their petition for
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emancipation presented in the House of Commons by
Grattan, on 20 May 1811 was demanding in tone, and
sought concessions as a right. It stressed that
Irish Catholic soldiers were prepared to die in the
service of their country, yet were not considered
trustworthy enough to hold high military rank. The
petition was very critical of the government. It
stressed that their <c¢laims had three times been
discussed since the Union, yet nothing had been done
for them. Rather, 'men distinguished from their
fellow citizens only by their inveterate and
offensive opposition to the claims of the Petitioners
were raised to situations in the State of trust and
emolument! '## Such statements certainly were not
calculated to win approbation from moderate men oI
either side. Moreover, the petition made no
‘reference to the veto, or any other security. The
petition from the Catholics of County Cork sought for
‘a full and unqualified participation in the benefits

of the constitution.'™®®

In moving for a committee to consider the
petitions, Grattan no longer stressed the need for
securities,. He implied that the Cathalic connection
with the Papacy would be dangerous only if a
Frenchman became Pope, in which instance it would be
necessary toc guard against his influence 1in the
appointment of bishops. Rather, he now made
disparaging remarks about those who socught for
securities: ‘I know there are some who are for
entering into certain stipulations with the Catholics
- this is foolish. You can never gain anything with
a people by conditions: it is the silliest thing on
earth to think of conciliating men by merchandising
their claims.* At the end of +the debate, however,

Grattan appeared to go back on this statement.
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Replying to a challenge from Perceval, he insisted
that he had not changed his mind concerning
securities. He still saw dangers in forelgn
interference, and believed that parliament should
take from the Catholics 'that security which the
State might require.'“® The two speeches should
probably be taken together. Grattan intended to
reject the idea that an offer of certain securities
from the Catholics was a pre-requisite to a committee
to discuss the petition. Securities might Dbe
necessary, but this was a matter to be decided upon
in committee, rather than one to preclude any further

discussion.

In general, the security issue was of far less
consequence than it had been in 1810. In his opening
" speech, Gratitan stressed the bravery and loyalty of
Irish soldiers, and arguments generally focussed upon
the fitness of Catholics for situations of trust.
However, Hippisley, in a long speech advocating the
setting up of a select committee, to 1inquire into
issues affecting the Catholics, continued to
recommend the veto, and insisted that the Catholics
had not rejected this scheme permanently, but only on
grounds of expediency. Lord Jocelyn echoed bhis
speech of 1810, refusing to concede anything until
the Catholics freely offered the veto.®' The lack of

references to securities was pointed out Dby the

Catholics' opponents. Perceval noted the omission,
which, he claimed, ‘was of itself a sufficient reason
for him to oppose +the motion.' However, he did

explain that this was not the sole ground of bhis

opposition. 4=

In the House of Lords there was also an attempt

to play down the security issue. In moving for a
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committee, Donoughmore refused to discuss the subject
at that stage, insisting that this was an issue for
consideration in committee, rather than a point upon
which the possibility of further discussion should
stand or fall. However, he ©believed that the
willingness of +the House to consider their claims
would itself bring the Catholics to a more
conciliatory disposition on this subject. He also
raised the possibility of domestic nomination,.
Lansdowne also denied that the Catholic refusal to
concede securities precluded any discussion, although
without such safeguards parliament could not grant
‘this great boon.'“® By contrast, those opposing the
Catholics who referred to the issue refused even to
consider a commitftee wunless specific plans for
securities were previously proposed or unless the
-Catholics gave up certain religicus tenets viewed as

hostile to the Constitution.

Despite these attempts to turn the discussions
away from this controversial issue, motions for
committees on the subject were defeated by large
majorities in both Houses. The rejection even of a
simple inquiry into their claims further raised the
violent spirit in the Catholic Committee, and plans
were again set in motion to call a meeting of
delegates. On 9 July 1811, at an aggregate meeting
in Dublin, further pians were made to establish a
Committee, including delegates from each county.

On this occasion, the Irish government consulted the

cabinet prior to taking any action.“* Upon the Home
Secretary's advice, a proclamation was 1issued, to put
down the committee, in consequence of which, on 9
August, several men were arrested for acting as

either delegates, or electoars.
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The trials of these men, however, resulted 1in
their acquittals by a Dublin Jury. This roused the
Committee to further action, and unfortunately led
them into folly. They initiated a counter
prosecution of Chief-Justice Downes, which failed
miserably, a clear judgement being given against
them. The government also made it clear that it was
in earnest, and several meetings o0of the Catholic
Committee were i1interrupted by magistrates. On 23

December, this led to the forcible ejection of Lord

Fingall from the Chair of a meeting, and his
subsequent arrest. The feelings of triumph rapidly
melted under such faorce. The Catholic Committee

decided to concede the point, and dissoclived itself.

Nevertheless, the agitation which had been stimulated

was to be continued with equal force, faor the
.Catholics reassembled under a new name - the Catholiic
Board.
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CHAPTER FIVE

A WAY THROUGH THE MAZE: CANNING'S MOTION OF 181iz2.

FPerceval's confirmation in office in 1812 was a
blow to the Catholics. Nevertheless all hope was not
lost, and in April, Lord Donoughmore and Grattan,
both moved for committees to consider the Catholic
claims, still with some expectation of success.
There were some hopeful signs; only three petitions
were presented agalinst the Catholics, while many came
forward in their favour, including one signed by
many of the wealthy Protestants of Ireland. The
arguments used in the debate were not, 1in general,
new, and centred around the dangers to be anticipated
for the country 1f parliament either accepted, or
rejected, the Catholics' claims. The pro-Catholics
proclaimed the likelihood of an Irish revolt 1if no
inquiry toock ©place, and stressed the folly of
rejecting the talents of so many people during a
national crisis. Their opponents, however, saw more
danger in altering those laws laid down in the past
to protect the constitution, and in admitting to
political power those who adhered to religious tenets

incompatible with true citizenship.

It was clear that the majority of opponents to
concessions above all feared and objected to the
Catholic connection with the Papacy; a foreign power
which insinuated 1its way 1into everyday 1ife in
Ireland, via the control exerted over the populace by
the priesthood. Danger was 1ncreased because of

Bonaparte's control over the Pope. Those favouring
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the Catholics recognised these fears, and attempts
were made to lessen them. They contended that the
Papacy had in fact lost much o0f 1ts power and
influence. Grattan recalled the picture of the Pope
dragged a prisoner through Catholic States, while
none of his ‘subjects' raised a hand to save him.
Others, while not denying the i1mportance of Fapal
influence, argued that only concessions could
moderate its impact upon the people. The most novel
speech upon this issue came from Yorke, an opponent
of the Catholics. In his view, Catholics ought to
reject the power of the Pope before any concessions
could be made. If, however, this were impossible,
they should at least remove foreign influence, by

appointing a Pope to live in Ireland!’

If Arthur VWellesley had been in parliament at
this time, he would have approved of several of the
speeches opposing concessions. Notably there were
those alarmed by the increasing unity amongst
Catholics in Ireland. Bankes contended that 'it is
most unsafe to set the seal of success to the bond of
unity.*' Although Catholics were already united, they
were at least a party without political power. Once
granted power, who knew how they would use 1t?
Foster was alarmed by +the Catholics' political
situation: 'a situation the most anomalous that can
be conceived; possessed of great real power; bound

together into one solid mass by a most ingenious

system of machinery; actuated by one mind, and
totally unconnected, indeed studiously dissevered
from the State.' Echoing Wellesley, he drew

attention to the independence of Maynooth, and also
claimed that +the Catholics had acted together o

reject the veto not <from religious, but from

political motives.™




In this debate there were <few mentions of
securities. Grattan appeared to have decided against
them, and claimed rather that the Catholics required
securities against the government's policy in
Ireland! 0Of the pro-Catholics outside the cabinet,
only Hippisley continued to advocate the veto, as
consistent with Catholic discipline. Castlereagh,
casting & vote against inquiry Dbecause o©f the
Catholics' violent behaviocur, lamented their
rejection of this scheme, and thus also appeared in
favour of it.#® Interest in the subject, however, was
minimal. Bankes and Perceval both drew attention to
this lessening interest, and demanded that it should
be made clear what securities would be proposed
bvefore a committee was agreed to. They continued to
stress Catholic rejection of the veto as an
illustration of the unlikelihood of reaching any

arrangement which would satisfy both sides.

The debate shaowed evidence of a souring
relationship between the regent and the traditional
pro—-Cathaolics, and several references were made to
broken promises, and thwarted expectations. Grattan,
for example, proclaimed that the Catholics 'came to
the borders of the land of promise, when behold the
vision of royal faith vanishes, and the curse, which
blasted their forefathers, 1is to be entailed upon
their children.'® In the House of Lords, criticism
0f the regent formed a major part of Donoughmore's
opening speech; the Catholics had placed much hope
in the prince, but found their expectations 'blasted
at the moment of full maturity.' The regency had
issued in not the expected period of conciliation,
but an era ‘unequalled for the easy abandonment of

all preconceived opinions and former pledges.'®
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As in the Commons, the debate 1n the House of
Lords centred upon the danger from foreign influence,
and certain Catholic tenets. The pro-Catholics made
little mention of securities, presumably to avoid
discussion o0of the Cathaolic rejection of the veto.
The anti-Catholics did bring up the issue.
Liverpool viewed the Catholic refusal of the veto as
a sign of their exclusive submission to a foreign
power. Most stress was placed upon the issue by
Eldon. Quoting from the Leftter <t9 Lord Fingall, he
accused Grenville of inconsistency in advocating
concessions in the debate, having previously insisted
upon Catholic acceptance of the veto as a sine gua
non of his support.” Grenville, however, maintained
that his letter had been interpreted wrongly. He did
not see the veto as essential, but rather as a matter
-of little consequence; general discussion of the
question shouid not depend upon the offer of
securities, This statement was in line with the stand
which he and Grey had taken in January 1812, when
they had insisted that they had given up the veto as
soon as they realised its effect upon the Catholics.”™
This was a slight exaggeration on Grey's part, for he
had continued to advocate the veto in 1809; he had,
however, given up the measure several years before

this speech.

In neither House were the pro-Catholic arguments
decisive, and both motions were again defeated, in
the Commons by 215 votes to 300, and in the Lords by
102 votes to 174. Before the Commons debate, Perceval
had issued a call of the House, intending tao set the
question at rest by obtaining a decided opinion upon
it. These defeats should have achieved this.
However, the pro-Catholics were far from discouraged,

for the majorities had been large. Grattan commented
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that 'the Cathclic claim has been supported in both
Houses by minorities that promise success.'® The
general tenor of the debates, and the lack of
petitions presented against the Catholics alsc
indicated a mellowing of opinion. In this situation,
Canning determined to take advantage of these
developments by making a motion to insure Ifurther

consideration of the question during the recess.

Canning recognised that there were great
difficulties involved in initiating a motion for
Catholic relief. Those who introduced the discussion
were always opposed not only by those who rejected
concessions outright, but also by anyone who saw any
difficulty, however slight, in the terms of the
motion. He also saw problems with the traditiocnal
"motion to refer the Catholic petition to a committee.
For the former reason, success was unlikely. If the
motion were carried, however, then the government
could choose its own time to use its majorities to
defeat the bill. The only possible solution, and his
plan, therefore, was to introduce a motion which
would receive the votes of all who were not opposed
to concesssions on principle, enable parliament *o
express the opinion that the claims should be
considered, and 'impose upon the executive government

the task of bringing forward the Catholic claims.''®

This being the general aim, Canning specifically
planned to force Perceval into an explicit statement
as to what declarations the Catholics would have to
offer before government would grant their claims. On
6 May 1812, therefore, he gave notice that he would
in that session be bringing in a motion for an
Address to the regent, asking that the recess be used

to consider the nature of the securities which might
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be required from the Catholics if further concessions
were decided upon. '’ This reflected Canning's
personal interest in the security issue, and was an
attempt to secure the support of all who shared his
views, or refused to consider the main question until
this point was settled. It would also remove any
appearance of pandering to the Catholic Committee.
Throwing the onus upon the executive government could
gain the votes of government supporters who might
have previously opposed inquiry in the belief <that
the issue was merely a party question, forced on by

the Cpposition to embarrass ministers.

The motion, however, was never debated in this
form, for before the date fixed for the debate, the
political scene was altered by Perceval's death, and
-the formation of the Liverpool government. It may be
presumed that Canning saw these events as affecting
significantly the Catholic question, perhaps altering
the balance 1in its <favour. Although 1t would be
useful to obtain a declaration about securities from
any government, it would bhave had more impact 1if
obtained from Perceval. Liverpool's decision to give
up the issue as a government question would deprive
the declaration of much of its impact, 1f it were
aven possible for a government thus constituted to

consider the issue.

Under these circumstances Canning therefore
returned to his general aim,; to attract the votes of
all not opposed to concessions on principle, and to
provide for the future discussion of the issue when
the political situation had settled. During June he
discussed the wording of his motion with VWVellesley,
and alsoc sent a copy to Liverpool, in the hope that

the premier would make alterations which would enable
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him to support the motion. Although Canning did not
succeed 1in gaining Liverpool's support, the pro-
Catholic members of government did make some
suggestions which they believed would make the motion
more acceptable. Canning was also concerned to get
all possible support from the Opposition, who had not
approved the terms of his original motion, on both
political and constitutional grounds, and gave them
an opportunity to comment on his motion; the mention
of securities was apparently removed from the

resolution at their behest.'# The final result was a

ct

motion that the House would, early in the nex
session, take into consideration the laws affecting
the Catholics, with a view to a *final and
conciliatory adjustment' which would be 'conducive to
the peace and strength of the United Kingdom; to the
stability of the Protestant establishment; and tc the
general satisfaction and concord of all classes of

his Majesty's subjects.' '#

The motion was introduced on 22 June 1812, in
what augured to be very unpromising circumstances.
The previously favourable atmosphere had been
disturbed by the increasingly strident tone of the
Irish Catholics. On 18 June at an aggregate meeting
0of Dublin Cathelics, several strong resociutions were
passed, implying criticism of the regent. They
recommended Catholic freeholders not to support
candidates who refused to pledge themselves against
the government, and 1in favour of Catholic claims.
Moreover, they insisted that 'any arrangements or
conditions which might be connected with Mr Canning's
motion 1in the House of Commons would have no
influence on the conduct of the Catholics of Ireland,
as they were determined +to obtain their freedom

unconditionally.''#
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Unfortunately for Canning, reports of this

meeting first reached London on the day of the

debate. The Catholics' declaration could easily be
understood as a threat, perhaps to browbeat
PRy iamERt IRER CroRting SWONCIRSTIRR without
conditions. This could not but be an advantage to
the Catholics' opponents, Canning, however,

incorporated these resolutions into his speech as
points in favour of his motion. He referred to the

meeting as a symptom of the continuing discontent in

Ireland created by the unresolved state of the
Catholic question. To prevent such gatherings the
question should be immediately considered in
parliament, the only appropriate place for such
discussions and decisions. The aim of his motion was

to see the question considered in such a manner as to
put an end to such violent language by referring the

discussion to a future time of peace.'®

In his opening speech Canning directed his
arguments against those who rejected further
concessions as an innovation and danger to the
Constitution. He emphasised that the many
relaxations already made to the Penal Laws had
proclaimed the Catholics to be loyal citizens, and
that the granting of the franchise had admitted them
to political power. Above all, he stressed the
necessity which 1lay upon thaose refusing additional
concessions to prove that there was danger to the
Church or Constitution in granting any further
relief. In allowing Catholics the franchise they had
already given them political power. Much, therefore,
had been granted. Now his opponents had to show that
previous concessions had been harmless to the

Protestants, and satisfactory to the Catholics, ‘but,
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that a single step beyond the point at which we

stand, is danger and destruction.'’*®

In the debate which followed, the majority of
speakers favoured the motion, in speeches o0of a
moderate tone. Both sides avoided discussing the
general principles of the question, which had been so
often heard, and there were no long quotations from
ancient documents, or attacks upon the Catholic
religion. Opponents of the measure contented
themselves with deploring the lack o0f specific
security plans, and insisting that the Catholics

would never be satisfied wunless everything was

granted to them. 7 The majority oif Whig pro-
Catholics now favoured unqualified concessions.
Castlereagh., however, insisted upon securities to

guard against foreign influence, although he denied
that he sought for anything inconsistent with
Catholic religion. Canning himself accepted that the
security issue would be important in the final
settlement, but insisted that *to raise the subject
prematurely would merely 1lead to misunderstandings
and irritations. He was however firm in countering
Protestant demands that the Catholics take the
initiative on the issue. The formulation of such
plans was the duty and the prerogative of

parliament, '#®

The main fear of the opponents to relief was
that in presenting the House with such a motion,
Canning's aim was to +trap people into accepting
concessions. Nicholls referred to it as a 'specious
resolution', to delude the House 1ntoc a pledge in
favour of concessions.'® Canning's motion did
attract the votes of those who wished to consider the

question in the future, without pledging themselves
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to go further. Wilbraham Bootle argued that a vote
for the motion promised no more than this. Bankes
followed a similar line, although he appeared more
reluctant to take any further steps. Both however,
emphasised that their decision at the next stage
would be greatly influenced by the type of securities
proposed. Vansittart, the Chancellor of the

Exchequer, believed that to vote against the motion

was to vote in favour of perpetual exclusion. He
refused, however, to countenance the idea of
admitting Cathaolics to political power, and
recommended only minor changes, such as admitting

them to higher ranks in the army.#

In summing up, Canning deplored the 'feebleness'
of his opponents' arguments. This clearly reflected
the general opinion of the Commons, as, for the first
time, a motion in favour of the Catholics passed the
House, and with a large majority (235 to 1086). Why
was Canning successful, when Grattan had failed
only two months previously? Firstly, the minority on
Grattan's motion had been very large, and only a few
vaotes were needed to sway the balance. The motion
was specifically designed to catch the votes of all
who did not want to exclude the Catholics
permanently. Canning's argument was also effective
in drawing attention to the logic of further
alterations. Moreover, Canning had never advocated
the Catholic claims in all circumstances, and his
willingness now to bring on a motion may have
convinced some pecople that the time had come to
tackle the issue. The apparent change in public
opinion, shown by the lack of petitions was also
instrumental 1in securing votes. Wellesley-Pole, who
shocked the House by announcing his adherence to the

Catholic cause, gave this as an important reason for
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announcing his support. He also stressed his
previous 1loyalty to Perceval, declaring that bhis
death had set him free to speak in favour of
concessions. =’ Similar opinions may have influenced
other voters. These feelings must have been very
general, for a motion introduced by Richard Wellesley
in the Lords, and fought along similar lines, was

defeated by only one vote.

It soon Dbecame clear that despite the
government's open stance, and the stimulation given
to the cause by the success of Canning's motion,
ministers would not interfere to Thelp the Catholics.
Wellesley-Pole had resigned as Chief Secretary, and
declined another office under Liverpoocl, in mid-May.
This was partly out of loyalty to his brother, but
-also because he feared that his past reputation might
lead people to believe that the government was
pledged to permanent exclusion of the Catholics.™ ¥
His successor, Robert Peel, appointed in July was a
strong Frotestant, who made his opinions very clear
in the Commons. His appointment, coupled with the
continuance of Richmond as Lord Lieutenant
strengthened +the Protestant mnature of +the Irish
government, and indicated that whatever parliament

had resolved, the Catholics could expect no support

from <that quarter. Furthermore, on 29 September,
parliament was unexpectedly dissolved. It was a good
time to go to the Country. The harvest had been
good, and things were generally peaceful. News of
the VWar effort was also good.=®® However, although it
was never mentioned, it was hard to avoid the

impression that the dissolution was partly to appeal
to the Country against the Commons' pledge on the

Catholic qgquestion; a new parliament would not be

bound by Canning's resolution.




Degpite the government's actions, there 1is no
doubt that many pro-Catholics saw the success of the
motion as the herald of emancipation. Their
opponents shared theilr views, and believed that their

only hope was to stimulate public opinion against

concessions. They feared, however, that people were
tired of the issue, and would not come forward.
Eldon wrote to Swire, 'It is toc me abundantly clear,

that unless the country will express 1ts sentiments

on the Roman Catholic claims...and that tolerably
strongly ... the Church is gone. I fought the battle
again this winter ... but I cannot fight 1it,
successfully, alone, with a country sunk in
apathy. '=< He need not have feared. Protestant

reacticn, probably unexpected by pro-Catholics, was
swift and powerful. It became clear that the lack of
-petitions in 1812 had not been due to an accepltance
of Catholic claims, but to apathy, or to a trust that
parliament would continue to reject concessions.
Several of the petitions subsequently ©presented
pointed out that previous silence on the subject had
been because the petitioners had trusted the
legislature tao deal with the question.=% Once they
realised that silence was taken for acquiescence,
they made their opposition clear. The many petitions
which poured into the House, from December 1812z, were

an indication of the Country's interest in the issue.

With the slightest chance of success for the

Catholics, the wheels of opposition were put into

motion. The Church used pamphlets and preaching to
point out +the dangers in concessions, while meetings
were called to organise petitions. Pro-Catholics
tried hard to counter these attacks, and arranged

for famous supporters to speak at meetings, and for

the publication o©f sermons and pamphlets on the
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subject of religiocus toleration.=% The English
Catholics themselves were not idle in attempting to
allay Protestant fears, and Butler's Address to the
Protestants of Great Britain was produced for this
purpose. Although the English Catholic petition
denied the necessity for securities, it was

conciliatory, leaving the decision to the ‘'wisdom of

the legislature', and trusting them that nothing
would be asked which was inconsistent with the
Catholic religion.*” By contrast, the Irish
Catholics toock a very strident tone. From the

beginning, O'Connell cast doubts upon parliament's

sincerity. On 6th July he warned against believing
that concessions would soon follow. The ©people
should not believe those who were ‘hackneyed in
duplicity and treachery'. He was always viclent

against the possibility of conceding securities,
which he considered an insult to the Catholics, and

to Ireland.®* Catholic meetings produced resolutions

supporting his stand.

The agitation came to a head on 25 February 1813,
when Grattan's motion for a committee to consider the
Catholic claims issued in a four day debate. Few of
the arguments used on either side were really new,
but reverted again to the impossibility or otherwise
0of Catholics taking a full part in the Constitution,
because of their religious beliefs. This emphasis
was probably the result of the wvarious pamphlets
produced since the success of Canning's motion, which
had stirred religious controversy. It was also
suggested that the aims of Canning's motion could not
be fulfilled in the present climate; 1in the face of
Protestant opposition and continuing Catholic
violence a 'final and conciliatory adjustment' could

not be found.="
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In his opening speech, Grattan stressed the
importance of maintaining the Protestant succession
and Protestant Church, explaining that the
inviolability of these institutions would be
reaffirmed in the preamble of the bill he hoped to
bring in. The security issue was important in the
debate.Grattan and friends were criticised for naot
declaring specific security plans, especially to
protect against Papal encroachment. It was true that
few had anythihg specific to offer on the issue.
Plunket, who was very critical of Catholic claims for
unlimited concessions, advocated state payment of the

Catholic clergy, and some safeguard against foreign

interference. However, on the latter point, he had
nothing specific to offer. Only Hippisley had a
"clearly arranged plan, yet he maintained that a

4

Select Committee was necessary before this could be

put into practice.®¢

Despite all the criticisms, however, Grattan's
motion was still successful. It may be presumed that
members of parliament felt that the time had come to
attempt to find a sclution for a problem which took
up so much parliamentary time every year, and risked
the devélopment of serious religious controversy in
the country. A study of the petitions presented may
also give an indication as to why Grattan was
successful. Two hundred and nineteen petitions were
presented on both sides during this period. The
majority of these were opposed to any alteration in
the laws. However, forty-two petitions were presented
which, although counted in the House of Commons
Journal as petitions against the Catholic claims, in
fact agreed to concessions, providing that proper

securities accompanied the measure. Many 1in this
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category came from meetings of Irish Protestants, who
were Xkeen to refute the 1idea that they agreed to
unqualified concessions, yet accepted alterations
with securities. Parliament may have seen this as an

indication that a settlement could 1indeed be made to

satisfy the Irish Protestants. Moreover, of those
petitions rejecting all concessions, forty-six
represented solely tThe views of the clergy.®’ It

might have been thought that the opposition to the
measure had been stirred simply as a religious
contraversy, whnich would die away 1f parliament

actually decided to set the matter to rest.

With one successful moticn behind him, Grattan
next introduced a motion in committee to form the
basis of a future bill. This in effect advocated the
"removal oI civil and military disabilities from the
Catholics, with such exceptions as were found
necessary for the security of the Protestant
establishment. This toco was condemned as vague, even
by supporters such as Castlereagh. It was however
explained that the time had not yet come to reveal
specific plans, and Grattan expressed himself willing
to include any suggestions for securities which were
not incompatible with the Catholic religion.®® This
resolution too was adopted, and plans were made for
the introduction of a bill, the first chance of

relief for the Catholics since the Union.
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CHAPTER SIX

FIRST CHAXCE OF SUCCESS: GRATTAN'S BILL OF 1813.

The bill was brought into the House of Commons on 30

April 1813. Grattan had been working on it since
December, aided by several Iirish friends, and by
Butler, but  without assistance from any irish
Catholics. This was to lead to much criticism Iron
0'Connell.’ The Whigs had been discussing the bill
since Decemzer. Grey and Grenville had by this stage

decided that securities were unnecessary, presumably

r noting the Irish Catholics' unremitting
oppo=sition T2 them. They were, however,prepared to
admit their usefulness for easing Protestant fears.
They had agreed, therefore, that it would be best to
introduce a simple bill, in line with their
principles, but to allow others to add the securities
they felt necessary; repeal coupled with ‘nonsensical
conditions' was of more use than continued exclusion.

Grenville fzared, however, +that the Catholics had

cecome tog furious  on the  subject to  accept
conditions Irom anyone.® He probably hoped that no
conditions would be imposed, so that the Catholics

would have no occasion for further controversy.

As introduced at this stage, however, the bill
seemed designed to satisfy their demands for simple
repeal.® The anly major securities were a statement
in the preamble that the Protestant Succession and
Church were to be established ‘permanently and

inviolably', and a long ocath to be taken by Catholic
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office holders. This cath was designed to counteract
Protestant suspicions 1in relation to the Catholics'
allegiance to the Pope and the State, and to reassure
them about the nature of <certain tenets of the
Catholic religion. On taking this ocath many
positions were to Dbe opened to the Catholics,
including seats in parliament. The only exceptions
were the offices of Lord High Chancellor, and Lord
Lieutenant of Ireland, for which they were to be
ineligible. They were also prohibited from
presenting to livings in the Established Church. It
was further stated that the bill was not to be seen
as altering the existing laws relating to the holding
0

ffices in the Established Church, ecclesiastical

-

courts, or collegiate and ecclesiastical foundations.
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Catholic clergy. These, however, did not include the
veto, Or any other interference with the appointment

of bishops. The hierarchy were simply to take an
oath swearing not to agree to the appointment as
bpishop of anyone not of ‘'unimpeachable loyalty and
peaceable conduct'. They were also to swear not to
have any correspondence with Rome 'tending directliy
or indirectly to overthrow or disturb the Protestant
government or the Protestant Church,'or o©n any
subject 'not purely ecclesiastical’. Clauses also
provided that noc one be appointed a bishop in the
United Kingdom who was not a national, or who had not

resided in the country for a certain number of years.

Grattan moved for the bill to be read for a first
time and printed, and the House agreed. It was not,
however, destined to proceed in this simple form, for
Canning at once announced his intention to introduce

additional clauses, which he considered as ‘'carrying
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its [the bill'sl spirit and principle still further'.
The possibility of his interventiaon had been
previously discussed by the Whig leaders. Both
Holland and Grenville had a deep mistrust of Canning,
and also of Castlereagh, whom they feared would try
to defeat the bill by clogging it with restrictiomns.®
Grattan, however, was not unduly alarmed, for he had
already  been informed of Canning's plans and
intentions for a security scheme, when they had both
met with Wilberforce, Elliot, Newport, Romilly and
Pigott, on =20 April 1i813.% As originally outlined,
Canning's scheme involved the setting up o0f two
Commissions of Catholic lay noblemen, in England and
Ireiand, to certify the loyalty oI men appointed to

the episcopate, and to examine Bulls and Rescripts

received from Rome. In the latter case, certain
‘members of the government were aliso inciuded on the
Commission. Canning presumably hoped that such &

scheme would ease Protestant fears concerning Fapal
interference 1in the country, and obviate Catholic
objections by not giving total authority on the issue

to the Frotestant government.

Canning was well aware that his scheme would be
unpopular in Ireland. Donoughmore informed him on
24th April, <for example, that +the Irish Catholics
were opposed to any censorsnig of their Dbishops'
correspondence with Rome. Canning, however, insisted
that 1t was parliament's right to legislate for the
Cathaolics, and refused to accept Donoughmore's
implication that all plans should receive Catholic
approval before being proposed to parliament.®
Canning was prepared to make some concessions to
Catholic scruples; before +the clauses came before
parliament, members of the Catholic hierarchy were

added to the Commissions for the inspection of
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correspondence with Rome. This modification was an
attempt to satisfy Archbishop Troy, who had objected
to laymen holding such positions, which were
unrecognised in the Catholic Church. 7 Howewver,
Canning's willingness to compromise definitely had
its limits. When Troy made strong criticisms of the
whole scheme after he received a copy of the printed
clauses on 3 May- he was given short shrift. Canning

insisted that the Archbishop had been sent the

)]

{

€

lauses out of courtesy., not for +the purpose of
T4 o

cansultation. Although he wished his sScheme to be

acceptable to the Catholics, he was determined to act

upon the principle ‘that parliiament should decide -
not that the Homan Catholics should dictate - [ thel

terms of any Act to be passed for their benefit'.
The bill would not have any chance of passing without

such measures as he had planned.®

As was to be expected, the Irish Catholic EBoard
were not satisfied with the bill. Q' Connell, as a
lawyer, was critical of its imprecise language, and
its wvagueness. He insisted that it still accepted
the principle of exclusion, by prohibiting Catholics
from certain offices, and complained that they were
still proscribed from the judiciary, from voting for
representative peers, and from universities.*® On
first reading the bill, it is bhard to avoid the
impression that the Catholics were correct in their
criticisms. For example, the judiciary 1is not
specifically meniéoned as being opened to them.
Grattan tried to answer these criticisms; thus he

claimed that the judiciary was included in 'all civil

and military coffices of trust'.'® However, despite
such explanations, the seed of distrust had been
SOWD, and Catholic objections to +the bill rather

increased than decreased in violence and frequency.
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Nevertheless, the bill passed 1ts second reading
on 13 May. Duigenan had tried to persuade the House
to abandon the bill, insisting that it aimed at 'the
raestoration of the Roman Catholic Religion, and the
supremacy o0f the Pope in these realms', and that the
Catholics ‘'would be satisfied with nothing short of
placing the Pope on one side of the throne, and
giving him a share in the government of the
country'. '’ His violence was not echoed by the other
opponents, who preferred the more civilized
opportunity for attack praovided by the security
plans. Kyder, for example, was very critical of
Canning's clauses, because they set up a Tribunal as

an ilmperium in Jdmperio, unknown In the British

Constitution. More important to the promoters of the

bill was the fact that a similar line was Taken by

'Castlereagh, who made several criticisms of Canning

e =
scheme along ftThese lines although he clearly favoured
the principle of concessions. '+

Canning appeared eager to avail himself of
Castlereagh's help and suggestions, and accordingly a
meeting was held between Castlereagh and the
formulators of the bill, at which his intentions were
discussed.(i' The amendments which were then agreed
did not alter the basic principles of the securities
but made significant, 1if slight, changes to their
mode of operation, in order to involve the Crown more
cbviously in their ©provisions. The Protestant
officers of State who, in Canning's Commissions were
to serve only to inspect correspondence with Rome,
waere now to be members at all times. Certification
0f the loyalty of a new Catholic bishop was to be by
the Lord Lieutenant, on the advice of the Commission,
rather than by the Commission itself. All

correspondence from Rome was now to be submitted at
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least to an Ecclesiastical Commissioner, and must be
endorsed by the Secretary of State or Chief Secretary
that it had been so inspected, whereas in Canning's
clauses, documents could be exempted from examinaticn
provided that the recipient swore that they related

exclusively to spiritual concerns. '

These amendments pleased Castlereagh, but it
rapidly became clear that many Catholics, especially
the Irish, were not satisfied. Bishop Poynter of the
London District was still hoping that the clauses
might be ameliorated, and made less objectionabdle to

Catholics.'® Bishop Milner had arrived in London on

1]

19 May, and had immediately begun to attempt to rous

e th
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the other English Vicars Apostolic to oppo

biil. However, because o0of their distrust of his

actions and motives, he had iittie succe

=

i

C
Therefore he acted alone, and on zZ2 May he issued tThae
Brief Memorial, which declared that the security
clauses were inconsistent with Catholic discipline,
and +that any Catholic who toock a seat on the
Commissions would be committing an act of schism.'*®
This  pamphlet was circulated among members of
parliament, and was almost certainly a great
influence 1in the eventual collapse of the bill.
Although the English Catholic Board produced an
answer to Milner's arguments, this was not in itseif
sufficient to caunter the fact that a very
influential Catholic was working for the downfall of

the bill.. .

Moreover, although the body was split on the

issue, the majority of Irish Catholics continued
their vocifercus opposition. The language used at a
meeting held on 22 May was typical: although some

were keen to avold giving the impression that they
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were rejecting the bill, O'Connell's party were loud
in their denunciations. Despite Grattan's
explanations, the lawyers continued to criticise the
wording. By this stage, their opposition toock the
shape of a dislike to the bill as a whole; although
Q'Connell had always declined to comment upan the
bill's ecclesiastical clauses, his language at this
meeting implied his disapprobation of them, and also
hinted at his future willingness to criticise even
the FPope if Irish freedom were at stake. *Should
they [the Dbishops] decide against the proposed
Commission, thoy shall have my most hearty support;

should they dacide in its favour, I shall stil

o b

reserve €0 myselr, on every fit occasion, the righ

to protest agalnst any measure that may tarnish this

iast relic 0! national independence - this last
‘fragment o0f the ancient pride and greatness of
inperial Ireland - the independence of her Church and
oI her Feople.® He reserved the right to criticiss

U
[

ch plans not as a Catholic, but as an Irishman.,'”

In the wake of this evidence of Catholic
dissatisfaction, the Commons went into committee on
the bill on 24 May 1813. The debate was immediately
focussed upon a single issue, after an amendment by
Abbott, the Yopeaker, who proposed to delete the
clause admitting Catholics to seats in parliament. To
admit them to the legislature, he contended, was tao
grant them political power, which could never be done
with safety to the Constitution. He was, however,
prepared to maxe other alterations in the law which
did not involve the granting of this power.'® His
argument was immediately taken up by others. Few now
insisted that nothing should be granted to the
Catholics, but concessions must sStop short of

allowing any rolitical power! As for the provided
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securities, Abbott's opinion was echoed here also, in
the general opinion that no securities would be
adegquate 1f Catholics were allowed political power -
‘there was but one security for the Frotestant
constitution, and that they were about to give up,
for the only real security against the Catholics was

keeping them out'.'®

The pro—-Catholics 1laid as much stress upon
allowing political paower to the Catholics as did
their opponents. The majority of speakers claimed
this tao be the most essential aspect of the bill, and
several implied that they would no longer proceed
with the measure 1if the amendment succeeded. How
far their opponents had known that they would take
this 1l1line 1s a matter for conjecture. Abbott at
"least had been consistent since the beginning of the
debate. e may have been strengthened in his views
aiter a conversation with Liverpool, on 7 March, in
which +the premier had expressed a willingness to
allow Catholics to the highest ranks in the army, but
would not consider their admittance to parliament.*’
A Pbill modified along these 1lines, therefore, would
not only be in line with Abbott's personal

principles, but might also gain government support in

the House of Lords. He probably did not anticipate
the abandonment of the whole bill. Pro-Catholic
statements in the debate, however, may have

encouraged others to vote for the amendment as a way
of getting rid of the bill, without voting against

the Catholic claims as a whole.

Pro-Catholics tried to ridicule the fears of
their opponents, who saw the whole establishment and

Constitution threatened by the admission of a few

Catholic members of parliament. The greatest danger




to the Constitution came not from concessions, but
from the continuance of the principle of exclusion,
which would be the result of giving up the bill.=+
Anxious to counteract the opinions of Milner and the
Irish Catholics, they insisted that they had never
expected the bill to give universal satisfaction.
Some Catholics were more concerned with their own
influence and reputation than with their cause, and
hence were bound to oppose the bill, to perpetuate
their own importance. it was enough 1if 'reasonable

men' were satisfied with the bill's provisions. =¥

Their arguments were not enough however, faor,
when a vote was taken, the amendment was carried by
four votes. Consequently the bill was abandoned by
its promoters, who believed that the essential point

"had been lost. Although 1its supporters wer

in

cinted, it S00n became clear that succe
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would  have created fresh contraoversy, as further
evidence was received of the extent of Irish
opposition to the measure. Copies were now received
0of resolutions agreed upon by the Irish Catholic
bishops. Although these expressed a willingness to
swear that no disloyal perscon would be appointed to
the episcopate, and that they would  have no
correspondence with Rome for the purposea of
'averthrowing or disturbing' the Protestant Church or
government, they were strongly opposed to the
propaosed securities. They insisted that some of the
clauses' -provisions were ‘utterly incompatible with
the discipline of the Roman Catholic church, and with
the free excercise of [their] religion,’ and could
not be agreed to ‘'without incurring the heavy guilt
0of schism'.*<+ The bishops also issued a Pastoral
Address to this effect, so that their opinions could

not be misrepresented.
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The Irish Catholic Board passed a vote of thanks

(9]

to the prelates for this decision, on 2 May.
O'Connell praised their ‘ever vigilant and zealous
attention to the interests of the Catholic Church in
Ireland. '#% Speeches made at this meeting reveal the
divisions within the Board, which would have been
aggravated 1f the bill had passed. The motion of
thanks to the bishops was hotly contested by those
who had either favoured the bill, or at least had no
wish to antagonise the framers of it. Criticism was
launched against the bishops for condemning the
proposed clauses, without suggesting plans which
might be substituted 1in thelir place. 0'Connell,
however, was full of praise for the bishops, who had
aided the Catholics in getting rid of a bill which
would have enslaved them further. in a violent and
-anti-English speech, he hurled abuse upon  the
Engiish, who had always broxen their promises to the
Irish nation, and who hated the Irish Catholics not
for their religion, but for their nationality. As
Irishmen, they were to rejoice at their escape from a
bill which would have brought their Church under the
cantrol of the English government: 'There remains,
and willi remain, in Ireland, one spot free from
ministerial pollution, your bishops are naot to be
degraded to the subservience o0f gaugers and tide-
walters, nor your priesthood to the dependence of
police constables. ' =% Other Catholic meetings

expressed similar sentiments.

There were further indications of the split in
the Catholic ©body. The English Catholic EBoard,
furious with Milner for his part 1in the bill’'s
defeat, voted to expel bhim from the Select Committee
of the Board. By contrast, when the Irish heard of

this, their criticism was all for the ‘' jobbing’
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English Catholics, who censured Milner, yet dared to
vote thanks to Castlereagh, the oppressor of the
Irish. An Aggregate meeting on 15 June voted thanks

to Milner, for all his efforts.=?

This was the situation created by a bill designed
to bring the Catholic question to a final and
conciliatory adjustment. Although the Irish
Catholics had criticised the civil provisions in the
till, there is no doubt that the major furore had
been created by the additional security clauses.
The v had been drawn up to satisiy both sides, yet no
one was pleased with it. Its framers had attempted To
make security arrangements acceptable to the
Catholics by the inclusion of <Catholics at every

stage, rather than leaving thinegs sclely in the hands
& = = 3

-0f the Protestant government, as was the cass with
the veto. However, as Troy recognised 1in the
bveginning, the scheme was really a more obvious

violation of Catholic discipline than was the veto,
‘putting the laity in a sense over the bishops, in a
manner which the Church could not tolerate'.=% Even
when the bishops were included, the laity were still
in prominent positions. The scheme also appeared to
give the Commissioners greater power than the FPope,
in that, once the Fope had appointed someone, it was
for the Commissioners to say whether that person
might take up his office, Moreover, all the bishops
were agreed that no change should take place in the
selection of bishops without the sanction of Rome,

which had not been obtained.

Protestants were alsc dissatisfied with the
security provisions, even when the Crown was given a
greater authority over the Commissioners, for much

power was still left in the hands of the Catholics,
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both lay and ecclesiastical. The establishment of
these Commissions would have brought the Catholic
Church as an organisation within the Constitution. in
some sense recognising the titles of 1ts prelates,
and the authority of Rome in appcointing them and
communicating with them, ‘It implied not merely a
formal recognition of the Roman Church but a direct
constitutional relationship with it that invoived the
crown and the executive government with the Fapacy
and the Irish hierarchy,' which would have been a
'revolution in constitutional principle.’'~® Those
keen to strive for the preservation of the Protestant
constitution in &ll its manifestations naturaily

couid not support such a sScheme. Thus the pill

failed to find favour with either side.
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CHAPTER SEVEN
THE CATHOLIC QUESTION ON THE INTERNATIONAL STAGE,

The preceding chapters have shown the
increasingly dimportant position whicn fThe <Catioiic
question occupied in Britisen politica
Circumstances, however, conspired to give the issus
an international dimension also. In the first place,
this was the result of British involvement in the
Peninsula, where British soldiers fought iIor the

“liberties of foreign Cathoiliics. A Zurtasr
development came as a consequence of the Ialiure of
Grattan's biil, afiter which the English <Catholics
decided to seek guidance from Rome as to their future
conduct. The decisions of the Holy See were then to
influence the progress of the gquestion at hone.

Furthermore the first comin of eace, in 1&i4
, g P

Ji

opened up the possibility ok semi-official

{
i

negotiations between Britain and Rome.

(i, The Catholic Question and the Peninsuliar

The presence of British troops in the Cathclic
countries of the Peninsula encouraged those favouring
concessions to look to the situation in Spain and
Portugal for further arguments in support of <their
cause. This generally took two forms. The large
numbers of Irish Catholic soldiers fighting, and

dying, for their country, was stressead. This was
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especially noticeable 1in 1811, when Grattan opened
the debate in May, with a request that the Commons'

recent vote of thanks to the Irish soldiers be read.

Others also proclaimed their valour. If Irish
Catholics could be trusted with arms, and were laval
and brave in the military service, 1t was argued,

then surely 1t was i1mpossible <©To c¢laim that a
Catholic could not be +trusted with high military
office, or with political positions at home, or that

his allegiance to the king was suspect.'

Lord Wellington, as Arthur Wellesley became in
September 1309, wauld have bsen very sSurprissed had

ne heard the use to which his name was Ut 1in tThasse

restricting the services which Cathoiics could cifer:

in the 1312 debate, for example, Vernon stressed that
if VWellington had been a Catholic, he could not have
been rewarded for his valour by further promotion.

He would probably be serving in Ireland rather than

1.

[8

n opain, ‘and instead of assisting the Spaniards,
might have marched in aid of an exciseman, and taken
some \licit distillery by storm, instead of Badajoz
or Cuidad Rodrigo'. Furthermore, 1if bhe had been

, called to serve in England, he would have faced a
fine, and the losz o0f his commission. Similarly, in
1811, ' Whitbread had questioned whether, if
Vellington were suddenly to become a Catholic, he

' Should be dismissed from the service, because of his

new belief in Transubstantiation.=

Not only were many Catholic soldiers dying for

their country, but they were dying in aid of Catholic
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sovereigns, Britain's only allies against Napoleon.
It was ridiculous, therefore, to say that Catholics
could not be trusted, when the Couniry's closest
alliances were with those of that religion. Pro—
Catholics were quick to point out +the dichotomy
between Britain's exertions on behalf of Catholics
abroad, and her refusal even to inquire into the
claims of those at home. The most famous speech
incorporating this idea was probably that made by the
Duke of Sussex, 1in April 1812, in which he stressed

the frequency with which British armies had aided the

Catholic cause during the Revolutionary WVars, and
urged the inconsistency of then denying civii rights

atholics. Eritain was fighti

maintenance and defence o 1 over
Zurcpe,' and yet her attituds at home 'lbeliedl! Zhe
sincerity' ci her actions. in the same session Lord

Evyron took the argumen®t further, drawing attenticn to
the differing policies of the Wellesley brothers, ocne
0of whom (Wellington?> fought for Catholics in Spain,

while the other <(Vellesley-Pole) contended against

the Catholic Committee in Ireland. 'It is singular,
indeed, he commented, ‘to observe the difference
between our foreign and domestic policy'. On a more

positive note, Elliot urged the House of Commons to
ally themselves with the Catholics at home as they

had done with those in Spain and Portugal.®

The Catholics themselves also noted the anomalous
situation and used violent language to stress the
injustice of their position. For example, on 9th
December 1812, a meeting of the Catholics of County
Down passed a strong resclution expressing this view:
'We conceive 1t to be a complete political salecism,
that the present ministry, who are making unexampled

sacrifices, and shedding the ©best Dblood of <the




country Ifor the avowed purpose of delivering foreign
subjects professing the Roman Catholic Religion, from
a yoke which they consider galling and oppressive,
should refuse to emancipate four millions o0f their
own subjects from those penal and reastrictive
statutes of which they complain, merely because they
profess the Roman Catholic Religion - the same

religion professed by their allies.*'*

G'Connell seized upon the situation to reiterate
his beliei that their cause was not opposed becauss
it was Catholic, but because it was Irish. Britain's
involvement with the Catholics 0f the FPeninsula mads
this very clear, as did the fact that the Hanoverian

Catholics were allowed +to rise to all ranks of <*The

army 'The English do not dislixe us as Cathciics -
they simply hate us as Irish; they exhaust tThelr
1 . 3 e — —_ PR, + - - CR — £ T - —
bicod and treasure Ior toe paplsts o©i Spain: Tney

have long observed and <cherished a «<close and

fectionate alliance with the ignorant and bigotted

k4
m
9]
ot
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apists of Portugal; and now they exert every sinew

o

to preserve those papists from the horror of a

il

foreign yoke....we fight their battles; we beat their
enemies; we pay our taxes, and we are degraded,
oppressed, and insulted.'® He and the Irish Cathclic
Board determined to take advantage of Britain's
apparent prediliction for the Iberian Catholics, by
prlanning an address tao the Spanish Cortes, requesting
the Spanish government's intercession with the regent
on their behalf.® Although this idea seemed sensible
to the Catholics in their situation, to their

opponents it seemed only the perfect illustration of

Catholic disloyalty.

! The Catholics' opponents might have pointed out

that the war in the Peninsula was also agalinst forces
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which were at least nominally Catholic. The war was
not being fought to protect the Catholic religion, cor

to restore Catholic monarchy, although this would be

one o0f its effects - rather 1t was to aid weaker
nations struggling against France. The religion of
those nations was imnmaterial. Moreover, the civil

position of Catholics in countries where  that
religion was established was not questioned by the
opponents of emancipation at home. The Catholic
guestion concerned the proper place for Catholics in

a country in which the king, parliament, and reiigi

T
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were designated as Protestant. It was not the dut

<

b

0of the legislature to interfere with the religicn o

=

other countries, but to protect the British
Protestant establishments, which might necessitate
excluding Catholics from positians of pawer.

1
Fighting to restore legitimate Catnoclic government in

ot

a solely Catholic country was an entirely different

issue. Logically, the <trutn of these arguments is
clear, yet it 1is hard to penetrate the surface
impression that the government's policy was
inconsistent. Perhaps others at the time found it

hard to separate the political issues of the war fron
its religious setting; it is interesting to note that
in 1811 and 1812, only one speech, by Owens, in April

1812, attempted to put this case.”

While those safe in parliament battled over the
Catholic question with sideways glances at the
Peninsula, those Protestants actually serving there
were given first hand experience of 1living in a
Catholic country. For many this opportunity served
simply to confirm old prejudices, and to create new
antipathies, Soldiers took abroad with them the
traditional British Frotestant scorn for the

practices of the Catholic religion, and hatred for
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its priests. Published diaries of the Peninsular WVar
are filled with criticism of Spanish and Portugese
religion, and at the time, similar reports were
doubtless sent back by goldiers to fuel the

prejudices 0of those at home.

Men were struck, above all, by the sheer number

of priests and monks to be found in the towns, the

eplithet ‘priest-ridden’ being applied to many
different places.® Although some men were able to see
good in the priests when they met them as
individuals, the majority condemned <Them as lazy,
dirty, wuncaring, and immoral. Beii, Ifor exanple,
wrote that 'tThey {the priests] were tihs mcst immoral
and irreligious part o©of the community.' He also

rstitious subjugation, while forcing them To pay
for their upkeep. The existence of so0o many clerics
was seen by the soldiers as a great waste of
resources, because they did not serve in the army,

but rather lived in idleness. '™

British soldiers were apparently unable to
comprehend the monastic life. They could not believe
that anyone would Jjoin a monastery or convent
willingly. Priests, parents, and the religiocus
system 1in general were therefore seen as condemning
people, especially women, to such a life. Simmons,
for example, pitied +the 'unfortunate' women, who
might have 1lived in the world, and brought pleasure
to society, but who were ‘'doomed' by their parents
from ‘'superstitious Dbigotry....to 1live in a vile

prison, 1like common felons.' Sherer viewed the

entrance of a young girl to a convent as worse than




death, as it involved not the burial of a dead body
in the ground, but of a 'living and joyful heart' in
the 'cheerless cloister.'’? The latter writer was
slightly more sympathetic to Catholicism in general,
and yet was clearly unable to understand the ideals
of monasticism. Soldiers were nevertheless
fascinated by convents, and the women they believed
to be imprisoned inside. They delighted in talking
to the nuns, and often seemed to form close
relationships with them. Various means were used to
gain entrance to convents. Believing the inhabitants
all to be cloistered against their will, attempts
were sometimes made to raid convents., tTo release the
women 1inside, and the soldiers seem ©o have Dbeen
pleased when the approcach of the French enabled them

to liberate nuns from thelr supposed imprisconment. -

tThe Cataoclics was noted;

iy

The apparent piety O
their frequent prayers, services, and the constant
signing of the cross. However, this was generally
regarded not as being a sign ©0f true devotion, but
simply as a mindless ritual. Schauman claimed that
'there [was] no genulne piety in all this, but only
habit and indolence.‘' ™™ In his view, religion was
used as an excuse to evade work. thers contrasted
this apparent devotion with the peoples' 1licentiocus
behaviour. This 1led Boutflower to conclude that
'they have the form of religion, t(butl] they possess
not the spirit.' He therefore dismissed Catholicism
as 'not a religion of the heart.''<+ The practices of
Catholic worship were also condemned as superstitious
and degrading. Some were however able to see good in
the religion. Sherer believed that many Catholics

were homnest in their devotions. He was struck by the

magnificence of their Christmas services, and

contended +that +the special attributes of Catholic




devotions were peculiarly sulited to the temperament
of the people of Southern Europe.'® However, such
comments were exceptional, and the majority of
soldiers were simply confirmed in their prejudices

against Catholicism.

Viewing the people as superstitious and stupid,
many soldiers played upon Catholic susceptibilities
for their own amusement, Sergeant Lawrence, tTook
deiight in secretly placing meat in the stew of his
billet host during lent, and then informing the
untfortunate householder of his actions. On another

occasion he and his fellows hid a pig, stolen from a

farmer, in a chapel, under a sStatue oI the Virgin
Mary. Toc their great amusement, the pig's owner came
in and made obeisance to the statue, thus aiso

honouring his own pig!'®

\
‘ With this picture of, and attitude ta, Iberian
} religion, it is perhaps not surprising that several

diarists cast more censure upon the Catholics than

upon Bonaparte and his armies. Private Wheeler, for
example, was convinced that the Catholic priests
wished to re-establish the Inquisition. In his view,

Bonaparte's abolition of that Office did much to
counterbalance all the mischief he had done 1in
Spain.'” Others were almost thankful for French
intervention in Spain, believing that this would end
the control and extortions of the priests and monks,
and would free the people from superstition. On this
the anti-Catholic Boutflower and the more tolerant
Sherer were in agreement. The latter thanked
Bonaparte's armies for shrinking ‘'the withering
tyranny of the priesthood’ and for tendering a blow
to the authority of the Catholic Church in Spain and

| Portugal, 'from which it [{couldl never recover.
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Boutflower went further, and with the same sentiments
in mind, hoped for the complete subjugation of Spain
by Bonaparte.'®

Wellington appeared to be more tolerant, and even
protective of the religious conditions he found in
Spain and Portugal On first arriving in the

Peninsula, he 1laid down strict guidelines for the

behaviour of soldiers in Catholic countries, to
ensure that, at least 1in public, the natiomnal
religion was respected. Later he wrote to the Bishop
of Cortall Branco that he was 'determined...not to
allow the soldiers to insult the religion of the
country. ' ' It is highly lixely, however, that such

decisions were motivated not by an abstract concern

for religious tolerance, but by strictly polizic

-

al
considerations. They were a gesture of good will To

the 1Iberian

(]}

, designaed to secure their entire oco-
operation with his measures, bolster his own
authority in the country, and convince +the people
that the British Army were to be preferred to the

brutal French.

Wellington's attitude to his oWl Catholic
soldiers refliected this approach. He so worded his
orders as to allow them to attend Mass if they chose
to do so. Guedalla commented that this 'showed a
little more than Jjudicious tenderness for locail
prejudices', and concealed 'an ingenious measure of
toleration for +the Catholics 1in his command.'=®
However, Wellington explained that this decision had
been taken not because he felt a particular concern
that +they should ©be allowed to attend to their
religious duties, but as an attempt to prevent the
priests from exerting pressure upon the soldiers to

attend. He commented to Viliiers: ‘however
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indifferent I should have been at seeing the soldiers
flock to the churches under my orders, 1 should not
be very well satisfied to see them filled by the
influence o0of the priests, taking advantage of the
mildness and toleration which is the spirit of {(myl
order. '’ Wellington's dislike of priestly
interference was probably primarily a reaction
against any alternative authority being exerted upon
the soldiers wunder his command. He was equally
opposed to the spread of Methodism within the army,
seeing a potential danger in their meetings: 'The
meeting o0f soldiers 1in their cantonments o sing
psalms or to hear a sermon ... 1s 1in the abstract
perfectly idinnocent..... but 1t may beccme octherwise:
and yet till the abuse has made some progress the
comnmanding officer would have no knowledge 0 1t, nor

could he interfere, ' = Wellid
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army, for he believed that religiocous instruction from
them would help to counter such meetings, and was
‘the greatest support and aid to military discipline
and order,'=% It may be presumed that he expected

this also to weaken the priestly influence.

While in Ireland, Wellington had had to deal
with complaints from Irish soldiers that they were
not allowed to attend Mass. These orders may also,
therefore, have been an attempt to deprive the
soldiers of a ground of protest which mnight have
distracted them from their service; in addition such
a measure would prevent criticism from pro-Catholics
at home, without altering the fundamentally

Protestant structure of the British Army abroad.

Wellington was impressed with some aspects of the

Catholic Church of +the Peninsula. He apparently
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viewed the Portugese clergy as a stabilising
influence. He especially commended the Spanish and
Paortugese c¢lerical landlords for their concern for
their land and tenants - a concern, he noted, which
was sadly lacking elsewhere. For this reason he
opposed the projected sale of church 1lands in
Portugal, advocating instead that areas belonging to

the Crown be disposed of first. Furthermore, he

-t

praised the clergy for their wholehearted support o
the allies.=* He must also have been impressed by
the help he received from many Catholic priests, who
provided him with information and acted as
messengers. In both Spain and Portugal the war-
effort was greatly aided by the work of several Irish
students training for the priesthood in these
countries.#% At this time, VWellington alsc began a

“friendship with Dr. Curtis, president of the Irish

a

College at Salamanca.

The conduct of the young priests might have done
much to counterbalance the opinion which Wellington
had formed o0of the Irish while serving as Chief
Secretary. However, other observations were not so
favourable. For example, he noted that when given
the opportuntity to go to Mass, none of his Irish
soldiers did so. Nor did they make any other
religious observations, ‘'excepting making the sign of
the cross to induce the people of the country to give
them wine.'=® This may well have confirmed his
previous impression that +the Irish Catholics were
interested 1n their religion only for political
purposes; deprived of the opportunity to protest that
they were not allowed to attend Mass, they lost
interest 1in their religion. Wellington was not
impressed either with the conduct o0f some of the

Irish scldiers. Although many were very brave, he

133




noted that, in certain regiments, many Irishmen were
deserting - a crime previously almaost unknown in the
British army on active service. This he contended
was due to the 'bad description' of men recruited to
the line from the Irish Militia.=” Contemplating this
type of man, Wellington may have been led again to
question the likelihood of Ireland remaining loyal in

the event of invasion or rebellion.

As he had resigned his ©political office,

Wellington was no longer obliged tTo be the neutral

administrator, and therefore felt more Ifree To
exXpress nis own opinions. On those few occasions
when he wrote about the subject, he continued to
stress, above all, the i1mportance of maintaining
Britain's connection with Ireland. Writing fo
Wellesley-roie in 1310, he explained that the English
ministers were ignorant of the 'great and general

detestation of tThe Union, and the indiffierence =ven

of their friends respecting the British
connection.'*® Hence they did not understand, as he
did, that the granting of <concessiong to the

Catholics was not Jjust a political question, but a
matter of life and death to the Union. In his view,
the Union was only upheld by the distinctions between
Catholic and FProtestant: ‘Ireland has been Kkept
connected with Great Britain by the distinctions
between Protestants and Catholics since the Act of
Settlement. Abolish the distinctions and all will be
Irishmen alike, with similar Irish feelings. Show me
an Irishman, and I will show ycu a man whose anxious
wish it 1s to see his country independent of Great
Britain. This is bhuman nature, and the feelings in
Ireland have at all times been the same.'=¥ In his
view 1t was absurd to speak of the Church and State

being endangered by concessions; what was threatened
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was the British connection. If there had to be
emancipation, 1t must only be done with politicail
safeguards, such as the appointment of the Catholic
bishops by the G&State, to ensure the continuing

interest of Britain in Ireland. ®®

It is clear that VWellington was more wary of the
irish Catholics because o0of their naticnality than
their religion. As a consequence, he even considered
the possibility of using force to ensure the complete

subjugation of Ireland, and remove the danger of

separation. In 1810, he believed that the situation
in Ireland was more difficult and dangerous than that
which he faced in Spain. He could, however, Ifeel
reassured that he was making a contribution to the
security of Ireland, as Richmond was convinced that

good news from the Peninsula always helped o

tranguilise that count

8

v

Considering the circumstances it is not
surprising that VWellington maintained his suspicions
of the Irish Catholics during this period, for he had
neither the time nor the inclination to reflect on
this subject in any depth. He was naturally
concerned above all with the war — a subject far more
appealing to his mind than the intricacies of
politics. He was, moreover, kept in touch with the
Irish situation by Richmond and Vellesley-Pole, whose
correspondence was coloured by anti-Catholic
sentiments. This probably helped to keep in his mind
the impressions he had formed as Chief Secretary.
Wellington's relationship with his eldest brother may

also have inclined him away from the latter's

political views. After 1809, Wellington had 1little

time for Richard, whom he believed to be ruining

himself by womanising!®® He also disapproved of
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Vellesley's political manceuvres, having a hatred of
party politics and machinations of any kind, and was
particularly concerned that Wellesley's breach with
the Liverpool government, and Wellesley-Fale's
refusal to accept office, would lead to the weakening

of the government's commitment to the Peninsular

Var. =« It is however clear that Wellington's time
in the Peninsula did not remove his interest in
Irish affairs. Later developments were to show that

he always retained both the pragmatic approach to
religious issues shown at this time, and his rather

suspicious view of Irish nationalism.

(2> The Roman Dimension.

As the Peninsular War drew tc a close, removing
one international aspect of the Catholic guestion, soO
the field of battle over which that issue was fought
extended in another direction, as Rome becane
involved in the security question. This was to
create dilemmas in the coming years, both for the
Papacy, and for the British Catholics, and probably
delayed the granting of full concessions. However,
at the coming of the first peace o©f Paris, things
looked hopeful for emancipation. In May 1814, when
several of the allied sovereigns came to London.

priaor to the Congress of Vienna, the country also

witnessed  another unique occurrence; Consalvi, the
Papal Secretary of State, alsp arrived 1n the
capital. He was the first Cardinal to set foot in
England for nearly two centuries. This wvisit, and

particularly Consalvi's friendly reception by the
regent, hinted at the 1likelihood of a more open
relationship between Britain and the Papacy, and
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perhaps even at the possibility of concluding formal

arrangements with regard +to the British Catholics.

Cardinal Consalvi remained in England until early
July. During this time, he had several conversations
with Castlereagh. These discussions were also to
continue at the Congress of Vienna, which Consalvi
attended as the representative of the Holy See.
Although his mission was primarily concerned with
international affairs, Consalvi was also anxious to
use this time to assist the cause of the British
Catholics. This course was recommended to him by the
FPope, who advised him to 'take advantage, with
moderation and prudence, o0f the exceptional situation
in which [he wasl placed,' and to ‘'implant in [ the
regent's]l heart the desire to show himself Jjust

towards subjects who have never faililed in  their

LI

t
)]

izens.

duties as ci

[§

When Consalvi arrived, however, the prospects for
such a mission looked remote, for at that moment, the
ferment over the security question had reached an
even greater pitch. The new unrest was the result of
Rome's first sally into the question, in the form of
a letter sent from Quarantotti, Vice-Prefect of
Propaganda 1in reply to a request from Foynter for
advice on the security issue. Anticipating the
introduction into parliament of another relief bill
including Canning's clauses, the English Catholics
had asked Poynter for advice, wishing to be guided by
their bishops as to their future conduct on the
issue. In accordance both with their wishes, and his
own inclinations, Poynter had asked Macpherson, the
English and Scottish agent in Rome, to obtain
guidance for him from the Holy See. In the absence

0f the Pope and Cardinals, the matter had come before
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Quarantotti, who bhad called a special Congregation on
the issue, and the reply had been sent to Poynter in

April 1814.

The content of the Quarantotti rescript, as it
became Xknown, must have been a surprise to Poynter.
He had previously questioned whether it might be
possible for Catholics to submit to Canning's
clauses, as acts o0f the legislature, although they
could not, as Catholics, consent +to them, and had
wondered whether, in the absence of Papal sanction,

it would be possible for Catholics to take seats on

the Commissions, without dincurring the guilt of
schism. * Quarantotti's letter went Zfar beyond
Poynter's expectations. There was no talk of schism,
ar even of mere submission. Rather, he declared
that 'Catholics may, with satisfaction and gratitude
accept and embrace the bill which was last vear
presented for their emancipation,' and insisted that

}

if a similar act were passed, they should 'expres:
the strongest sentiments of gratitude to his
Majesty..... for so great a benefit.' Excepting a
single phrase in the clerical oath, no disapproval
was shown of any part of the security measures, or of
Canning's commissions. Quarantotti stressed his
confidence that the government, while concerned to do
all it could for the public security, would not exact
anything from the Catholics which might be viewed as
a departure from their religion.™ Copies of this
paper were circulated to all the bishops 1in the

United Kingdom, and also printed in the newspapers.

The English Vicars Apostolic, with the exception

of Milner, accepted the Iletter as an authoritative

document from Rome, and prepared to accept the
decision. The English Catholic Board was delighted
138
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with the result. In Ireland, however, although Arch-
bishop Troy was willing to accept the rescript, most
of the people and clergy naturally opposed 1it. The
other Irish bishops, furious to find theilr previous
stand indirectly condemned, and also being more aware
of the prevailing sentiment in the country, were not
willing to let the subject rest. Doctors Coppinger,
Derry and O'Shaughnessy all strongly condemned the
Rescript. Similar views were expressed in the Irish
newspapers. A letter from ‘'an Irish Priest',
published in the Dublin Evening Fost, insisted that
the document was issued not on Papal authority, but
only upon that of an 'understrapper of Fropaganda',
and called 1in fiercely nationalistic fones Lo
Irishmen to resist. Protests from meetings
throughout the country rapidly followed. On 12 May,
"priests and clergy oi the Archdiocese of Dublin vate
the rescript ‘non cbligatory', and insisted that the
interference of an anti-Catholic government 1in the
appointment of bishops was not only 'inexpedient’,
but also 'highly detrimental to the best and dearest
interests of religion, and pregnant with incalculable
mischief to the cause of Catholicity in Ireland.' The
Catholic Board also denounced the letter. Cn 26 and
27 May, the bishops met, and declared the Rescript
'not mandatory'.® They conmmissiocned Dr. Murray to
go to Rome to explain their case to the Pope, now
released from captivity. Such was the situation when

Consalvi's visit commenced.

Consalvi had long admired England, and now hoped
for closer links between that country and Rome. He
was therefore inclined to support schemes acceptable
to the government, in order to facilitate an
understanding between the two powers, and took little

notice of Irish objections to securities, except to
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see them as a hindrance to these plans, In 1813,
Poynter had noted the Irish Catholics' resentment of
everything English, insisting that many there who
were 'loud for Emancipation', did not really want to
succeed, as this would defeat their plans to separate
Ireland from England. He questioned whether the
Irish concern for the church was not in fact +to be
attributed simply to nationalistic feelings.
Consalvi shared this view o0f the Irish situation.

In a despatch to Rome, he explained that the Irish

used the 'pretext of religion to favour their
political designs and purposes agalinst the government
they hate,' and warned the Papacy always to remember

that much Irish opposition to securities was probably
stinmulated by political rather than religious

feelings. Hence much of thelr opposition +o uch

]

proposals could be dismissed.

This rejection of Irish opposition to securiti

(]l
o
]!

potentially cleared the way for Consalvi to reach an
understanding with Castiereagh, whom he met on 4
July. Castlereagh was, persconally, an ardent vetoist.
He informed Consalvi that, although he had no wish to
ask for anything incompatible with the Catholic
religion, parliament would grant nothing without some

guarantee of the loyaliy of the bishops, and a right

to 1inspect correspondence with EKome. The Crown
should be given some kind o0f veto, using the
precedents set by other countries. Consalvi was

clearly eager to do what he could to satisfy the
security men. He was convinced that a suitable ocath
of loyalty might be devised. He also 1implied that
some arrangements could be made concerning the veto,
and agreed that precedents might be followed in this
case. However, despite his desire to please

Castlereagh, he stopped short of admitting even the
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possibility of government's inspecting correspondence
with Rome. He explained that, while this did occur
in some states, the principle had never  Dbeen
sanctioned by the Papacy, which had simply been
forced to tolerate the practice.” It 1is «c¢lear,
therefore, that there were l1limits beyond which even
Consalvi, the Cardinal most sympathetic to the

British government, was not prepared to go.

Discussions continued at the Congress of Vienna,
and Consalvi did all he could to satisfy
Castlereagh's wishes. He was prepared to agree not
only to a limited veto by the Crown, but also to the
Commissions proposed in Canning's clauses.
different oaths of 1laoyalty were alsoc proposed.
However, he would not alter his opinions concerning

" the exequatur; this he saw as an interference with
the FPope's legitimate authority over the Universal
Church.® Consalvi soon however received instructions
from Rome which showed him that others were not
prepared to go so far to please Britain. The
Quarantotti rescript had been withdrawn, and the only
security measure which Rome was now prepared to
sanction was a special oath for the Irish bishops,
binding them tTo select no one for a bishopric whom
they suspected of disloyalty. It was alsc made clear
that there could be no Concordat with Britain, as the

Holy ©See had no plans to make such official

arrangements with non-Catholic sovereigns.®

Although these terms were later expanded by KRome,
it remained clear that Consalvi's hopes of satisfying
the British government could not be entirely
fulfilled. Naturally he was disappointed. Although he
i continued meetings with Castlereagh on the general

! issue, no specific or final measures were now
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proposed. This was probably to a large degree due to
the multitude of other important business which
occupied the minds of +the delegates at Vienna.
However, 1t may also be assumed, given Castlereagh's
great concern with securities, that Rome's apparent
unwillingness to give ground on this subject lessened
his confidence in such negotiations, and made him
less inclined to discuss the issue. He always,

however, maintained close links with Consalvi.

At the same time as Consalvi was doiag all he
could to give Castlereagh a good impression of Rome's
attitude to securities, other factors were at work in
the Holy See to a contrary effect. As soon as Milner
had seen the Quarantotti rescript, he had hastened on

a planned trip to Rome, determined to protest to the

Pape 1n person. While 1in Rome, he made a great
impression upon many of the Cardinals, particularly
Cardinal Litta, the Prefect of Propaganda, whose

opinion would Dbe wvital in any discussion of the
subject. He made many different accusations against
the other English Dbishops, rocted in the past
controversies between them, and succeeded in
convincing Litta that the security question needed
further consideration. The rescript was therefore
withdrawn. Letters were sent to Troy and Poynter on
2% June 1814, announcing that the issue would be
discussed 1in a Special Cangregation, 'that by the
advice of the Cardinals whatever shall deem just and
most expedient for the Catholic cause shall be

decreed by the supreme judgement of his Holiness.''®

Milner had argued so persuasively that Litta
became as prejudiced against the English Catholics as
Consalvi was 1in their <favour. ¥hen Macpherson

returned to Rome in August 1814, he found Litta very
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violent against all the English Catholics who had
opposed Milner, especially the bishops. For example,
he declared that +the English bishops had ‘'the
audacity to make a concordatum with [thel government,
and sacrifice Religion +to content the unlimited
ambition of the Catholic laity.' Although Macpherson
tried hard to counter Milner's influence, and defiend
the English Catholics, he had 1little success, for
Litta continually repeated the same arguments against
them. '’ Macpherson was alsao occupied in defending
the rescript, and in trying to persuade the Cardinals
against any alteration of its text. He insisted that

the Catholic question was important to a ations.

[}
o
[

Rome would lose face in the eyes of all the world if,
after an inquiry, the rescript was cancelled: ‘'All

the enemies to the temporal power oi the Holy See,

z
c
o

ould rejoice at a decision, in the present momentary

nation, by denvying to it

[
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crisis, tThat wo
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what 1s granted to every other state, Turkey not
excepted,—- a nation...the most friendly of all others
to, and the most able to protect the temporalities of
Rome.''¥ Finding, however, that his words had little
effect, Macpherson wrote to persuade Poynter to cone
to Rome, in order to put his side o0f the issue,

before any decision was made.

The Bishop and his Vicar-General, Mr Bramston,
arrived in the city on 1l4th January 1815. They met
with the same prejudice that Macpherson had faced,
not only from Litta, but also other Cardinals. At
their first meeting with Litta, on 20th January, the
Cardinal made many complaints against the English
Catholics, with the exception of Milner, and
stressed the necessity of attending to the wishes aof
the Irish in the matter of emancipation. Poynter

noted in his diary this ‘manifest disposition' to
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'sacrifice' the English bishops to the wishes of
Milner and the Irish. Bramston believed that this
was due to Rome's reluctance to offend the Irish,
under a conviction that the Papacy had a greater
authority over the Church there than in any other
country.'® The FPope himself however, was apparently
able to see the English point of view, and
'expressed a wish to satisfy the ... Government as

far as religion would permit,' and to have th

[}

clergy well +thought of by the government. Other
Cardinals also felt that some type o0If arrangement
would be possible.'®* Bramston and Poynter also spoke
with several English pecople in Rome at that time, who
hoped for an arrangement between the Courts. They

spent Time with Cocke, a friend of Castlereagh. who

was 1in Italy for his health, and discussed znae
objections to the veto, and possible sSecuricTy
schemes. '

Throughout this ftime, both Milner and FPoynter
were drawing up papers for circulation, in
anticipation of the Special Congregation. Although

proceedings were interrupted by Murat's invasion of
the Papal States, and the flight of the Papal Court
to Genoa, business was transferred to that city, and
finally, on 20 April, the GSpecial Congregation was
held. By that date, Milner had set off for England,
being convinced that nothing would be done until the
court returned to Rome. Consequently, when the
Congregation had finished their deliberations, the
paper embodying the results was placed solely into
Poynter's hands. This paper, <(the 'Genocese Letter'),
addressed to Poynter, signed by Litta, and corrected
by the Pope himself, was given to Bishop Poynter on
26 April, together with copies for Troy and Milner.

He and Bramston then set out for Eangland.

144




The letter contained a clear statement of Papal
opinion <concerning all those points in which the
government had shown interest. The document began
with a statement that it was not intended to be a

final proncocuncement upon the issues involved; Ward

refers to it as ‘'an interim injunction'.'® However,
it used very firm language - declaring that the
letter contained ‘the aonly terms which, rejecting
all those that have hitherto been proposed,' the
British Catholics might ‘admit with a safe
conscience' 1f an emancipation bill were to pass.

Such a statement really held out 1ittle hope of
future adjustments or negotiations. The letter
guoted three oaths which Catholics might safely take.
These were substantially the same as those proposed
by Consalvi to Castlereagh, which suggests that Rome
had always been decided wupon that point. The
exequatur was firmliy refused, and it was emphasised
that this was not a matter for negotiation. The
Gencese letter did, however, allow a type of limited
vetoc in the appointment of bishops. The 1list of
candidates might be shown to ministers, in order that
anyone 'ocbnoxicus or suspected' might be removed.
The final selection, however, was to be left to the
Pope, to whom must be sent a sufficient number of

names so as to allow him to make a choice.!'”

Upon the advice of influential laymen to whomnm
he showed the paper, and of Macpherson, who was
concerned - that the section concerning oaths might
give the wrong impression to the government, Poynter
decided not to publish the letter. It was feared
that the publication of the letter would be seen as a
request for conditions to be 1imposed wupon the
Catholics. Poynter must also have known that the

letter would create a furore amongst the Catholics of
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Ireland; this latter reason prevented its publication
in that country. The Irish Dbishops, however, went
further than simply keepling the document a secret,
Aware of the effect the PFapal sanction of the wveto
would have, they even questicned the Pope's authority

to make such decisions for Ireland!

Milner, although strongly disapproving oI the
Genoese letter, advised the Irish bishcps to submit
to Rome's decision. They, however, declined to
listen and rather, on 23 and 24 August 1813, Chose
to pass resolutions expressing a total rejection both
of the letter, and of %he veto in any form. They
insisted that any interierence by the Crown 1in the

4

appalntment of bishops ‘'‘must essentially injure and

may eventually subvert the Roman Catholic religion

‘{in Irelandi,' and announced their determination to
‘at all timss and under all circumstances deprecate
and aoppose in every canonical way... every sSuch
interference.' In their strongest resolution, they

claimed that their fears for the safety of their
Church could not be removed by communications from

the Holy See adopted without their concurrence. '™

This clearly belied the conviction that the Fope
had greater power in Ireland than elsewhere. Although
Milner had claimed in Rome that the other English
bishops were too much in the hands of the wealthy
laity, the Irish bishops' acticns in this instance
suggest that 1t was in fact they who were being
controlled, in this case by the vociferous opponents
of the veto. There would seem to be no other reason
why the Dbishops should now take this stand, given
their previous claims that they opposed the vwveto

primarily because it had not received Papal sanction!

They must have known of the ferment which woguld be




created 1f they accepted even the limited veto
proposed in the letter. Nor did they have any reason
to believe that the people would be more inclined to
accept such a scheme 1f sanctioned by the Fapacy.
Q0*Connell had already announced his determination to
resist even the FPope, in order to protect the Irish
Church from the veto.'® Subseqeunt proceedings made
it clear that the bishops had made the only decision
which would ensure their continued standing with the
people. At the next Aggregate meeting, on 28 August,
O*'Connell criticised all the 'foreigners', including

the Pope, who were trying To impose the veta on the

Irish Catholics; strong resclutions were passed,
supporting the bishops' stand, and resisting the
vetag. ="

The bishops and laity sent delegations ci protest
to the Pope, which arrived at the end goi Cctober.
The language used by the lay Cathclics in their
written Remonstrance to the Fope shows thelr utte
determination to resist the wveto in any form. It
firmly stated their reasons for opposing the measure,
and insisted that the granting of a veto would lead
ultimately to the destruction of the Catholic
religion in Ireland. It stressed that the Fope could
not know all the circumstances o0f the case, as well
as did the Catholics of Ireland, and implied that he

had been deceived by those who had encouraged him to

sanction the measure. Furthermore, it ‘'firmly'
protested . against his interference in the
arrangements of their political concerns. The Irish

Catholics would rather ‘prefer the perpetuation of
[their] present degraded state' than receive

concessions in exchange for the veto. =
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Rome, however, continued to stand by the letter.
Litta told the Irish delegates that their conduct in

coming to Rome to protest was not respectful to the

Holy See. The letter was the result of mature
consideration by a Special Congregation, and
therefore could not be altered. He pointed out that
the 1letter was not intended to be mandatory, but

simply laid down the only conditions to which Rome
could agree in return for emancipation. At that
moment, however, parliament seemed determined not to
grant concessions on any terms, and so the letter was
not really an issue.** The Fope sent a reply to the
Irish bishops insisting that the terms of the letter
could be accepted without injury to religion, and a
similar document was sent to the laity in February
1318, For Rome, at least temporarily, this closed

" the issue, particularly when the deieat of the motion

b

in favour of Catholic reliief in 1819 showed thas

<

parliament was determinad to resist concessions.

The involvement of Rome in the security question
appeared, therefore, to bave resulted only in a
stalemate. The limited concessions which the Papacy
was prepared to offer on this issue would clearly noz
be sufficient to satisfy those such as Castlereagh
who saw particular security measures as an essential
accompaniment to Catholic relief. On the other hand
the 1Irish Catholics, determined to preserve their
national Church from encroachments by *the English
government, saw the Papal pronouncements as a
betrayal, an imposition which they were determined to
resist at all costs. The 1likelihood of finding a
solution to the security question now seemed even
more remote, and this looked certain to delay any

resolution of the Catholic question for several years
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to come. Clearly a fresh approach would be needed to

find a way round these difficulties.

149




References: Chapter Seven.

1. The Catholic Question and the Peninsular War.

1. PDlis, vol. XX, pp. 365, 385-6.
2. Ibid., vol. XXII, p. 833. val. XX, p. 421.

3. ikid., vol. XXII, pp. 285-50, 650-1, 874.
4. Add. Mss. 59257 £, 38.
5. J. Q!'Connell ed.,

Daniel 0'Connelil, vol. I, p. 345.

G. ikid., vaol. I, pp. 433-6, 458-9.

7. PDls, wvol. XII, pp. 826-7.

8. for eg., Lt. Col. J. Leach, Rough Sketches of the

Life of an Qld Soldier, pp. 69, 121. Lt. Col.

" Willoughby Verner, Major G. Simmons, a British Rifle

Xan: Journals and Corrzspondence puring the

P

236

9. B. Stuart, ed., Soldier's Glory, _keing 'Rough
+ 1 ' i — ge

10. Leach, op._¢it., p. 115. Bell, op. _¢it p. 18.
Willoughby Verner, gp. cit., pp. 14, 2386.
11. Leach, gp. _¢it., p. 49. M. Sherer, collections

of the Peninsula, p. 180.

12, For eg., Leach, gp. cit., p. 73. G.N. Bankes,

ed., [he  Autobiography of Sergeant Lawrence, a Hero

of the Peninsular and Waterlioo Campaigns, p. ©68.

13, A.L.F. ©&Schaumann, Qn +the Road with Wellington:
I £ W - . . ] Peni ]

Cagpaigns, ed. A, Ludovici, p. 80.

14. L. Boutflower, The Journal of an Army Surgeon

During the Peninsular VWar, p. 18.




15. Sherer, op. cit., p. 180.
16. Bankes, op._cit., pp. 60-1, 8&3.
17. B.H. Liddell Hart ed., The letters of Private

¥heeler, 1809-1328, p. 95.
18. Sherer, gp._ cit., p. 22, Boutflower, agp. cit,
pp. 38-9.

18, Wellington's rules <for soldiers 1in Catholic
countries, P. Guedalla, The Duke, p. 163.

20. Ikid., p. 163.

21. VWellington to Villiers, 3 &September 1809, WD,
vol. V, pp. 135-6.

22. Wellington to Calvert, & February 1811, Ibkid..
vol. VII, p. 238S.

23. Wellington to Calvert, & February L1811, Ikid..

vol. VII, p. 239,

24. For eg., Wellington to Bathurst, 17 Octaber 1&81icz.
“Iibid., vol. XI, pp. 500-1.

25. E. Longford, ¥ellington, tThe Years Qf the Sword,
pp. 265-6.

26. Wellington to Calvert, & February 1811, WD, wvol.
VII, p. 239..

27. Wellington to Liverpool, 1z November 1816, Ibid.,
vol. VI, p. 617-8. Wellington to Calvert, & April
1810, Ikid., vol. VI, p. 17.

28, Wellington to Vellesley-Fole, 5 September 1810,
WP 1/312.

29, Wellington to Cooke, 7 July 181z, WP 1/
30. Richmond to Peel 19 March 1813, KM 61. Longford,

47

W

op. <cit., p. 211.
31. Wellington to Wellesley-Pole, 5 September 1810,

WP 1/312. Richmond to Ryder, 29 April 1811, RM &3,
32. Longford, op. cit., pp. 267-8.
33. Ibid., pp. 343-4.

181




1. B. WVard, i ic cipati , vol.
II, pp. 94.
2. for eg., Poynter to Caradini, 21 June 1813,

Vestminster Archive,

3. PDls, vol. XXXI, pp. 483-7.

4. Ward, op. c¢it.,, vol. II, pp. 88-9. J. O'Conneil
ed., Ti , vol
I, pp. 148-8.
g, O'Connell, . cit., vol., II, p. 149.

T. Ellis,

6, ward, op. cit., vwvol. II, p. 309, J.

lpid., pp. 9l-2.

8. Ibid., ». 10z.

3. Ibid., p. 104.

10. Ward, agp. cit., vol. II, pp. 101-2.

11. Macpherson's account of second conference with
Cardinal Litta, n.d. 1815, VWestminster Archive, I(DJ.
12. Macpherson's account of fourth conference with
Cardinal Litta, n.d. 1815, Westminster Archiwve, I1<D>.
13. Bishop Poynter's Diary, January 1815, Westminster
Archive, 15/2/1. Dr. Bramston's Diary, 27 April
1815, Vestminster Archive, 15/3/8

14. Dr. Bramston's Diary, 28 and 30 January 1315,
Vestminster Archive 15/3/8. Ward, gp. c¢it., vol. II,
p. 127.

15. Dr. Bramston's Diary, 20 February 1815,
Vestminster Archive, 15/3/8.

16. WwWard, gp. cift., wvol. II, p. 137.

152




17. C. Butler, UHistorical Memoirs of the ZEnglish,
Iris] i S tish Catholic . ] Ref {on.
vol. 1V, pp. 531-6.

18. Ward, gp. cit., vol. II, pp. 145-6.

19. 0O'Connell, gp. cit., vol. II, p. 178.

20. Ikid., vol. II, pp. 207, 213-4.

21. 1Ibid., Vol. II, pp. 234-6.

22. Ward, gp. ¢it., vol. II, pp 140-1.

1863




CHAPTER EIGHT

REPERCUBSSIONS IN IRELAND AND IN BRITISH POLITICS,
1813 TO 1818.

While answers were being sought in Rome
concerning the security question, the Irish Catholics
were determined to continue to press their claims
upon parliament. G'Connell believed that the only
way to overcome the prejudice which required
securities against +the Catholics was by continual
rational argument. Hence he wished to agitate the
question whenever possible: He was also determined to
petition only for unqualified <concessions - a
determination which had grown stronger since
Canning's bill, and which had led to the secession of
) many important people from the Catholic Board. These
two convictions formed the basis for Catholic action

during these years.

The Catholics soon however found their aims
thwarted, primarily as a result of their own
attitudes, At the end of 1813 the Catholics tried
to ensure that their views on the security question
were consulted, by asking their leading parliamentary
advocates, Donoughmore and Grattan, to bind
themselves to accept advice from the Board in thg
event of any future bill reaching parliament. Both
men, however, refused as they saw in this an attempt
to dictate terms to parliament. Naturally this did
not make them popular with the Catholics. Grattan
came under the greatest obloquy, because of bhis

previous support for securities, which Donoughmore
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had always opposed, and he was attacked in wviolent
language. ' The Board's attitude, coupled with his
dislike of their strong language, and his conviction
that parliament would not grant concessions without
securities, led Grattan to decline to move any motion
upon their question that session. It may be presumed
that this was an attempt to persuade the Irish
Catholics +to co-operate with their parliamentary
advocates. However, he succeeded simply in annoying

the Board's leaders further.

A further blow to Catholic agitation came in June
1814, when Donoughmore was persuaded also to do no
more than present the Catholics' petition. He
explained that he would not bring on the question
baecause the Catholics' reaction to the Quarantotti

"Rescript showed the lack of a conciliatory spirit.
He 1locked to the wvisit of Dr. Murray to Rome as
likely to produce beneficial results, and restore
harmony, and so did not want the question discussed

before the results of that visit were known.#

0'Connell's party was thus deprived of its chance

for argument that vyear. Their resentment of this
situation can only have been increased by actions
taken by the Irish government at that time. Four
days before Donoughmore's speech, a Proclamation of
the Lord Lieutenant dissolved the Catholic¢ Board, as
an 1illegal assembly. &Since its inception, a close
watch had been kept upon the Board's activities., As
early as August 1813, Richmond had authorised
investigations into the possibility of suppressing
i it, although it was decided at that time that its
illegality could not be proved.® In August, Richmond

was succeeded by Whitworth, who shared fully bhis

’ predecessor's opinions as to the Catholic question,
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and its leading Irish agitators. He was convinced

that the leaders' aim was above all <to separate
Ireland from England. Naturally, therefore, he and
Peel continued to watch the Board closely. By the

end of 1813, however, he had concluded that there was
little danger from the Board, which had grown 'too
dull to be worthy of attention or remark.'’ At a
meeting with the Law Officers of the Irish government
in December, 1t was agreed that no move should be
made against the Board as it was believed that the
indiscretion of some of its members and the criticism
of the Board by influential pro-Catholics, such as
Grattan, would in the long-term be wsufficient to
bring about its downfall.“ When the Board continued
to meet, however, an inquiry was made, and, after
discussion with the English government it was

"decided, on 10 May 1814, to move against the Board.

The Proclamation was not issued until 4th June,
because the government decided to wait upon the
Catholics' reaction to the Quarantotti rescript.
At one stage, the Board suspended its meetings until
the bishops passed comment upon the rescript, and it
was rumoured that the Board would dissolve itself,
or quietly accept the rescript.® Such hopes,
however, proved i1llusory, and +the government took
their action. WVhitworth was pleased that the Board
had not been put down before the rescript arrived,
as the Board's intemperate declarations concerning it
had further separated them from the higher orders of
the laity, and would produce a great schism in the
Catholic body.¢ This certainly proved to be the case
as, over the following months, despite O'Connell's
efforts, the split within the body became far more
pronounced. In January 1815 Fingall and his friends

left an Aggregate meeting, when 0O'Connell dencunced
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vetolism in all its forms, and they declined to join
the Catholic Association, formed in February. After
this, O'Connell's language against the seceders, as
they were known, and against securities, became even
more violent. He came to rejoice at the secession,
as it left those commi tted to ungualified
emancipation to work together unhampered: 'Whatever
shall be the fate of our emancipation,' he announced
on 2Znd February, 'thank God we are divided for ever
from those who would wish that our Church should
crouch to the partizans of the Orange
system...Secession has displayed its cloven foot, and

avowed itself synonymous with vetoism.'”

The Irish Catholics must have been heartened by
the recall of the Quarantotti rescript, in June 1814.
- However, it seemed that they were again to be
deprived of an opportunity to face parliament, as
Grattan still declined to move any motion upon their
petition. This time, however, they refused to be put
off. In Henry Parmell they found an advocate willing
to be advised by them, and to bring on the question
at the time and in the manner of their choosing.
This action, however, although it gained a bhearing
for the Catholics in parliament, was not a popular
move with the members of the legislature. The
majority of those who spoke in the debate in May
1815, lamented the removal of +the petition from
Grattan's care, and deplored the Catholics' attitude

towards him.

Under Parmell, the question was brought on in a

novel form, as he presented to parliament a list of

resolutions drawn up after consultation with

Q'Connell's party. These ranged from the innocuous

to the all-encompassing; number five asked for a
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fine to ©be 1levied against those who disturbed
Catholic worship, while number eight asked for the
repeal of all restrictions against Cathelics 1in
public life!= Parnell's first attempt to read these
resolutions to the House rapidly turned into a debate
over parliamentary form, which was clearly not an
auspiciocus beginning for his proceedings. He
therefore changed his tactics and, on 30 May 1815,
moved for a committee to consider the laws affecting
the Catholics. He explained that 1f he succeeded in
gaining a committee upon the Catholic claims, he
would then bring on a bill based upon these
resolutions. There was no longer any need to argue
about the principle of concessions, this having been
carried in 1813 and only the veto question stood in
the way of success; the necessity for securities
"could not be proved, and therefore the demands for

them should be abandoned.®

It soon became clear, however, that Parnell's
approach was not popular even with the advaocates of
the question. Most of the traditional speakers in
favour of the Catholics, including those who saw no
need for securities, were willing to go into a
committee, but denied that they would be bound to
support Parnell's resolutions. This was presumably
due to the unwillingness to be dictated to by the
Catholics. They further shared with those opposing
concessions in this debate a critical attitude to the
conduct and language of the Irish Catholics, although
they insisted that this should not influence
parliament in legislating on the question. Grattan
made a very uncompromising speech probably directed
towards the Catholics, in which he announced +that
‘the annexation of no conditions' to the Catholics®

request must ‘render the grant in this House
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impossible.’ He announced that he would continue to
vote for concessions, but saw no prospect of success,
as the Catholics lacked a spirit of conciliation. '™
The security issue remained the prime focus for both
sides in this debate. Despite the Catholics'
reaction to the Quarantotti rescript, severali still
demanded security against foreign influence.
Castlereagh, for example, spoke out clearly in favour
of the measures included in the 1813 bill, in very
firm language.'’ The rescript itself was mentioned
little, however, presumably because of its recall by

the Pope.

Degpite the fact that Britain was about toc engage
in another war, and presumably would need the support
of the Irish, Parnell did not succeed in getting a
committee, the motion being defeated by eighty-one
vates. Donoughmore had no more success in the Lords.
The decline in support since 1813 was praobably
largely attributable to the conduct of the Catholics
over that bill, and to their language and attitude
since that time. Few who supported concessions would
consent to alterations without securities, whereas

the Catholics had made it clear that these formed no

part of their plan. Their attitude of ''no
compromise’ made it impossible to come to any
arrangement which could satisfy both parties. Hence,

there was no reason to go into a committee to discuss

a solution, as no solution was possible at that time.

Nevertheless, desplite such a substantial defeat,
the Catholics decided to petition again in 1816.
O'Connell's party's attitudes remained unchanged,
despite the opinions expressed in the Genocese letter,
and they continued to ask firmly for unqualified

emancipation. The letter may, however, have made the
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seceders bolder, for, early in 1816, they took a very
significant step. They began to meet separately at
Lord Trimleston's house, and planned a petition, to
be presented by Grattan, which would make clear their
willingness to accept securities not incompatible
with their religion. Their action, often previously

called <for by the opponents of concessions 1in

parliament, was seen as holding out great
possibllities of success. For example, Whitworth
noted to Peel, 'l am I confess more afraid of them,

professing as they do great moderation, and admitting
the principle of securities, than of the whole
Catholic population put together under the guidance

of C'Connell. '™

0'Connell denounced the seceders strongly, and by
.his own declarations against the veto, expressed his
contempt for those apparently prepared to agree to
it. Aggregate meetings also passed resoclutions
condemning small meetings held in private houses as
‘inadequate to the collection of public sentiment',
and insisting that ‘any meeting on Catholic
affairs.. . brought about by private invitation and
partial selecticn may be injurious to the interests
of the Roman Catholics of Ireland.'’'™ Doubtless he
feared the effect the seceders' petition would have
upon events in parliament. It might, for example, be
used to convince members that all reasonable
Catholics would accept securities, and thus be the
prelude to the introduction of a bill based upon this
principle. Vhen this petition was coupled with the
Genoese letter, the dangers to the campaign for

unqualified emancipation appeared even greater.

Grattan presented his petition on 15 May 1816,
and on 21 May moved an identical motion to that of
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Canning in 1813. He claimed that the declaration
which it embodied must satisfy all who refused to
consider the Catholic claims due to the temper of
that body's approach. He tock his stand clearly upon
the Genoese letter, insisting that, by its terms,
emancipation might now be obtained upon those
conditions which parliament had previously demanded.
Matthews also spoke in these terms, quoting
resolutions to show that many Catholics were no
longer adverse +fto securities. He also gave an
account of his own interview with the Fope, in which
the Holy Father had expressed himself ready to do all

that was necessary, in terms of securities. '

Farnell had presented the ‘'unqualified' petition
on 24 April. On that occasion he had tried to
‘minimise the distinctions between the two groups of
Catholics, and he continued this conciliatory policy
by seconding Grattan's motion. His speech carefully
avoided the subject of securities. Rather he echoed
that part of Grattan's opening speech which stressed
that many of Ireland's problems were the result of
religious distinctions. The lack of petitions
presented against the Catholics was also noted, as a
sign that the public were not inimical to their
claims. Their former point was met by Peel, who
recalled that ©previous concessions had resulted
rather in the increase, than the decrease of

disturbances.? According to Hansard, this was the
only substantial speech made against the Catholics.
Nevertheless, despite their silence, the anti-
Catholics still successfully retained the majority;

Grattan's motion was defeated by 172 votes to 141.

There was, haowever, a successful motion

concerning the Catholic question that session, when
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on 28 May Hippisley finally succeeded in obtaining
his Select Committee. The Catholics locked upon this
committee with some alarm, as further encouraging
speculations about securities. Their fears however,
proved groundless, for although the Report was
brought to the House on 25 June, no mention was ever
nade of it again, and it had little, if any,
influence upon parliamentary proceedings. This was
probably because most members o0f parliament were
proud of the distinctions which could be made between
Eritain and foreign =tatas, Only  the mo=t
cosmopolitan, 1like Castlereagh and Hippisley would
wish British policy to be based upon procedures in
other countries. Moreaver, all parties among the
Catholic body united to oppose the possible use of

such precedents. '

Another issue was also re—-introduced into the
security debate 1n 1816. On 30 May, Parnelil
presented to the House of Commons a petition from the
Irish bishops and clergy. Ward refers to this
petition as 'protesting against any change 1in the
method of episcopal elections.'’™ This, however,
implies a resistance to all alterations which is not
to be found in the petition. Although 1t made a
clear objection to any interference by the Crown,
the petition was in fact «conciliatory. It declared
that, in an attempt to satisfy Protestant prejudices,
the bishops would willingly attempt to persuade the
Pope to sanction the principle of domestic
nomination. Such an arrangement, they held to be 'a
test of loyal principles and peaceable conduct quite
above the reach of the most jealous suspicion,' and
one which was furthermore 'the only new security
which could be enacted without spreading unutterable

terror and discontent through the Roman Catholic
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population of Ireland.''™ This petition was to be
very important for the development of the Catholic

cause during 1817.

The introduction of this petition must have been
surprising to many, as the Irish bishops had, in
1810, rejected any alteration in the method of
episcopal appointment. However, they had always
opposed such changes on the grounds that Papal
sanction had not been obtained for them. Now that
the Pope had accepted a limited veto, this objection
could no longer be sustained. Under these
circumstances the Dbishops’ advocacy of domestic
nomination was probably an attempt to appear
reasonable, and to offer an alternative to the hated
veto. Domestic nomination would not involve any
control over appointments by the British government,
which the bishops were so determined to avoid, but
would exclude that foreign interference of which

parliament was so critical.

In the House of Lords, Donoughmore placed much

stress upon this petition, as showing a new,
concilliatory spirit amongst the Catholics. While
maintaining his own oppcsition to securities, he

insisted that domestic nomination was a most

effectual way of 'removing that bugbear - foreign
influence.''#® The very respectable nature of the
Trimleston group was also emphasised. The debate in

this House was also very short, although opponents to
concessions were more forthcoming in expressing their
opinions, and, despite the conciliatory nature of the

petitions, and the reasonableness of the debate, the

motion was still lost. The Catholics had, however,
clearly made an impact, for +this year they were
defeated Dby only four votes. Such small majorities
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clearly seemed to hold out renewed hope for the

future.

The reduced majorities 1in both Houses 1led the
Catholics to laook forward with confidence. 0'Connell
was determined not toc appear entirely unreasonable,
and in 1817 the Catholic Association decided to base
their actions upon the bishops' 1816 petition, and
accept domestic nomination. This could be taken as a
weakening of the Catholics' decision to accept only
unqualified emancipation. Howaver, they had always
stressed that ecclesiastical securities were mainly
the province of the prelates. Moreover, domestic
nomination would be a measure in which the Catholic
bishops, rather than the government, would be in
control, and they had already proved themselves to be
-loyal Irishmen by their resistance to the veto.
G'Connell also saw in this scheme a possible
foundation for restored bharmony within the Catholic
body. It would show the seceders his willingness to
compromise, providing that the veto was excluded.
He was, however, unable to persuade them *to unite

with him, %o

Despite this setback, the Assoclation continued
to support the scheme, and their petition, presented
to the Commons by Parnell on 28 April 1817, took its
stand upon the measure. Parnell explained that the
bishops were willing to seek a Concordat from Rone,
binding the Pope always to appoint to a wvacant See
the person they had selected.=! During the debate
initiated by Grattan on © May, however, the
Catholics' opponents claimed that the system was not
really new, but merely confirmed that already in
operation. The Pope had so seldom failed to appoint
the bishops' nominee, that his official promise to do
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this would provide no further security. As Foster
commented, 'the Protestants are to cede everything
that remains, and the Catholics are to make the
single concession of remaining exactly as they

are. Lty

Securities naturally remained the central focus
of the debate, with Yorke and Foster proposing their
own schemes, Hippisley continuing to insist upon the
veto, to conform with the practices of other states,
and Castlereagh referring to the Genoese letter to
show that the FPope was willing to sanction both this,
and the exequatur. Peel's speech on this occasion
won him much acclaim from all sides of the House. He
criticised all the security proposals which had been
put forward, insisting that he had heard of no such
.measures which could allay his apprehensions, and
explained the many difficulties he saw in admitting
Catholics to political power. ¥hile he regretted the
necessity for any exclusions, he believed that the
present form of government was most likely to

preserve the Union intact., =%

In the House of Lords, although both the veto and
domestic nomination were mentioned, the debate
centred around the propriety of allowing Catholics to
high political stations. This was mainly the result
of a moderate speech opposing concessions, from the
Bishop of Llandaff. The most surprising comment came
from Livérpool, who announced his belief that, if

concessions were granted, they should be ‘'liberally

bestowed...without any jealous interference in the
internal ecclesiastical concerns of the Irish
Catholic church. '=+4 However, he made it clear that,

in his view, 1t would never be proper to allow

political power to the Catholics.
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The Catholics again experienced defeat in both

Houses, cubsaguant evants, however, made 1T claar
that this was, in fact, fortuitous. For several
months, Macpherson had been working in Rome to

persuade the Fope to accept the plan of domestic
nomination. However, on 16 May 1817, Rome decided
against the scheme. =% This decision should not have
surprised the Catholics, for in the Genoese letter
the Papacy had rejected all previously suggested
security schemes, which included domestic nomination.
It is clear that had parliament passed an

emancipation bill based upon the bishops' acceptance

of +this scheme, the arrangements, which depended
upon a Concordat with Rome, c¢ould not have Dbeen
completed. The Catholics would doubtless have been

accused of acting under false pretences, and further

criticism might have been stirred.

The Catholics did, however, obtain some success
in 1817. At the end of the session, a bill passed
through both Houses almost unnoticed, and supported
by both Feel and Liverpool, which indirectly allowed
Catholics to the higher ranks of both the army and
the navy. This bill was provoked by the case of a
single man, whose personal appeal to the Duke of York
resulted in a benefit for many Catholics.=% However,
no legislation was repealed by this Act; Catholics
were simply Dbrought within the Annual Act of
Indemnity, by stipulations that +the o©aths which
prevented Catholics from holding office were to be
taken after, rather than before, they received their
commissions. Hence, although it had a practical
effect, 1its passing actually did 1littlie for the

principle of emancipation.
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Despite this one success, the Catholic cause had
certainly 1lost ground since 1813. This is generally
attributed to the cessation of the war, which ended
the need for large numbers of Irish soldiers. It was
therefore no longer felt necessary to pay attention
to the Catholics' claims. The early post-war years
also commenced a period of social and political
upheaval, and in such an atmosphere, resistance to
change of any kind became much stronger. Very few
petitions were presented to parliament on the subject
during these years, either for or against
concessions, which perhaps dmplies that men were
occupied too much with problems at home to be
interested in the eternal Catholic question. However,
it 1is interesting to note that in 1816 and 1817,
majorities against the Catholics fell, while the
'great defeat in 1815 came as the country was about to
be plunged again into war. This suggests that, while
the factors previously mentioned did lessen interest
in the question, other influences were also at work
in deciding the issue. It is most 1likely that the
result in 1815 was a reaction against the Catholics'
attitude to +the bill of 1813, whereas the more
conciliatory attitude of the Irish Catholics in 1816
and 1817 probably helped to reduce the majorities

against them.

While these falling majorities held out the
prospect of eventual success, the proceedings
discouraged the Catholics. Parliament's refusal to
consider their claims even when they apprcached in a
conciliatory manner was a great blow. Consequently
the year 1818 began a period of general stagnation
among the Catholics of Ireland. The Pope's reply to
the 1laity's Remonstrance, in February 1818, was a

further discouragement. Hence, although O0O'Connell
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tried to stimulate further action, he was temporarily
unsuccessful. It is unlikely, however, that those who
had seen the previcus ferment within the Catholic
body saw this cessation of agitation as anything but
a temporary resplite, and rather anticipated renewed,
and perhaps stronger attacks. Such was the situation
when the Duke of VWellington accepted the office of
Master-General of +the Ordnance in the Liverpool
government, and brought his views upon the claims and
conduct of the Irish Catholics back into the arena of

British politics.
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CHAPTER NINE

JOINING THE FRAY: WELLINGTON AND LIVERPOOL'S CABINET
TO 1824.

Wellington's decision to take up the position of
Master General of the Ordnance was not reached
lightly. He was determined not to enter ‘'party'
rolitics, but rather to retain his special status as
servant of Crown and country. He therefore made it
clear to Liverpool that, in the event of the demise
of the government, he would not feel bound to resign
or to follow them into opposition. In his view,
‘factious opposition to the government [wasl highly
injurious to the interests of the country' and he
could not therefore ' become a party to such
cpposition'.? Liverpool was, haowever, quite prepared
to accept any conditions which Wellington might put
forward, for he saw 1in the war hero a figure of
strength, adding considerable weight to the
government; 'to be a prop, strength and solidarity
is needed, and Wellington possessed both in the eyes

not only of his countrymen, but of Europe'.=

Wellington's admission to the cabinet was almost
certainly one of the highlights for Liverpool in an
otherwise difficult few years. Economic difficulties
created wunrest among the ©populace and led to
political agitation, particularly for repeal of the
corn laws, and for parliamentary reform. The events
of ‘Peterloo’', in August 1819, and the further
political unrest which followed, culminating in the

passing of the 'six acts', created yet more
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difficulties for the government. In the <following
year the death of Gearge III further unsettled the
political atmosphere. The new king's major priority
was to rid himself of his unwanted wife, and his
determination to do so embroiled the cabinet in a
sordid political battle, which damaged the reputation
of both monarch and government, and provoked further
public unrest. The ‘Queen's Trial', and subsequent
events also soured the relationship between the new
king and his cabinet. From 1820 to 1822, the king
frequently hinted at the possibility of changing his
government, consorted with  the opposition, and
indulged in petty spites against cabinet members,
particulary Liverpcool. These tactics naturally left
the cabinet anxious and wuncertain. Against this
background of wunrest, advocates of the Catholic
clalms continued to press their cause in parliament,
which created still further difficulties for the

already-harassed government.

Although Wellington had never addressed
parliament on the Catholic claims since the Union, it
was immediately assumed that he would take a stand
against concessions; in February 1818 Sir Edward
Stanley invited him to present a petition against the
Catholic claims, drawn up by the Protestant Noblemen,
Clergymen and Gentlemen o©f Dublin, ‘W¥e  have
anticipated your Grace's kind compliance with our
request,' he wrote, ‘'being firmly convinced that the
Hero who saved the Empire in the field will not fail
to protect his country in the Senate.'® This
presumption that Wellington would immediately Jjoin
the throngs of the anti-Catholics might seem rather
strange, given the facts that both his eldest
brother, and  his fellow—countryman and closest

palitical associate, Viscount Castlereagh, were
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leading campaigners for concessions. It may be
assumed, however, that Wellington had aquired by
assoclation the same reputation as the other members
of Richmond's Irish administration, and that, owing
to his absence from English politics, this opinion

had never been dispelled.

His first public involvement 1in the question
appeared to confirm these expectations, for in the
1819 debate on the Catholic claims Wellington not
only precsented the Dubliners' petition but also made
a forceful speech firmly opposing further
concessions. He addressed the gquestion purely 1in
terms of Ireland, reminding the House that the
Reformation in Ireland had been introduced ‘at the
point of +the sword', so that Protestantism was
farever associated in the Catholic mind with
confiscations, suffering and oppression. The
priesthood continually worked upon the minds of the
people, keeping alive past hatreds, and fostering
resentment of the English and their religion. Given
these circumstances therefore, it was only natural
that, if the Irish Catholics were permitted political
power, they would use 1t to attempt to restore their
religion to supremacy 1in Ireland, and to regain the
land which had been taken from them. The Catholics'
unwillingness to consent to securities for the
Protestant Church was another indication of their
determination to re-establish Catholicism. Against
this determination, none of the securities which had

been proposed could in fact be effective!“

Forceful as this speech was, its arguments were
clearly distinctive from those of the Tories of the
Eldon type, who based their resistance to concessions

on religious and political principles. Wellington
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looked not teo principles, but to his own experiences
of Irish society, probably tinged with the memories
of Peninsular Catholicism. It is also to be noted
that he prefaced his speech with the comment that
the whole Catholic question  hinged upon 'the
expediency o0f removing disabilities from the Irish
Catholics'; the mention of expediency was sufficient
to separate VWellington from those of his colleagues
who would resist concessions at all costs. There may
even have been a very veiled hint in his speech that,
should adequate securities be found, and the Irish
Catholic temper be changed, then he would be willing

to take a different view of the question.

In addition, there were other indications that
Vellington was not as opposed to all concessions as
"his public speech might indicate. Prior tc hearing
any o9f the debates on the subject, he had written
dismissively of the 'mew lights' on the subject of
the Catholics which, owing to his absence from
British politics, had not been communicated to him.
However, 1in the event he was surprisingly impressed
by the arguments he heard; following the debate on
Grey's bill to repeal the oath against
transubstantiation, for example, ‘he acknowledged
that Grey's speech had done much to shake his

Y

opinion.' Privately, he took a stand against
discrimination by refusing to join the anti-Catholic
Orange Order, In a long and powerful letter, which
was apparently never sent, he indicated his
opposition to a movement which, while professing to
promote attachment +to the throne and constitution,
excluded by its very nature 'a large proportion of
His Majesty's subjects...many of them as loyal men as

exist, and as much attached to the constitutiocon.'

This decision, he contended, was *to be expected from




one who was born in Ireland, and had spent much tine

in contact with people of the Catholic religion.®

WVellington always thought deeply about the nature
of Ireland's problems, and spent many hours
discussing this subject with close friends, such as
the Arbuthnots. He always maintained as his starting
point that the tense situation in Ireland had its
origins in the redistribution of lands at the Act of
Settlement, as a result of which the peasantry
regarded the landowners as their enemies. A
breakdown of the natural relationship between land-
owner and tenant had followed, leading to poverty
and lawlessness. Problems were increased by the fact
that so many landlords were absentees, who left their
estates in the hands o©f middlemen, and spent all
their money ocutside the couniry. In addition, tThe
Irish tradition of paying labourers not in cash, but
by giving them a small patch of 1land to grow
potatoes, led to poverty among the peasantry. He was
convinced that the government could not bring peace
and stability to Ireland. They could deal with
lawbreakers, and restore order at times of unrest,
but only the landowners could bring genuine
tranquility, by residing on their estates, and
gaining the good will of the peasantry by 'kindness
and conciliation.'” By May 1824, therefore, at least

in private discussions with his <friends, he was
advocating a radical solution for Ireland's
difficulties - compulsory residence for Irish

landlords, with heavy fines to be levied on those who

refused to comply.
Wellington's views on these subjects may add

something to ocur understanding of his approach to the

Catholic question. Clearly he saw the
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landlord/tenant relationship as the primary issue to
be settled. Indirectly this i1nvolved the Catholic
question, but solving the religious issue would not
itself bring prosperity +to Ireland, or affect the
condition of the poor Irishmen who were fed by
British charity whenever the potato crop failed. The
religious guestion was not, therefore near the top of
Wellington's agenda. In addition his awareness of
the distant historical roots of Ireland's problems,
and his conviction that the greatest desire of all
Irichmen was to separate their country from EBritain
made him aware that simple soilutions did not exist

for the complex political situation in Ireland.

By the time the Catholic question was raised
again, in 1821, VWellington had settled into the
"British political system, and was closely assoclated
with the more conservative members of the cabinet.
The events after 'Peterloo', together with the
behaviour of the crowd during the ‘'Queen's Trial',
had strengthened his inherent dislike of popular
movements: and he had come to view the Liverpool
government as the bulwark against unruly forces,
which were apparently fostered by the Vhigs.
Despite his original intention to remain aloof from
party politics he therefore committed himself to

strengthening and upholding the administration.

In this context he was c¢losely involved in
negotiations for a coalition with the pro-Catholic
Grenvillite group, who had given the government
uncompromising support during the crisis of 1818.
Wellington's concern for law and order was probably
the most influential factor in his manoeuvres on
behalf of this group. However, his willingness to

secure pro—-Catholic support does confirm that,
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despite his speech in 1818, he was not a hard-line
opponent of the Catholic claims of the Eldon type,
but was prepared to be guided by political
expediency. Eldon, in contrast, disliked all
coalitions, and frequently denounced Liverpool's
adherence to the open system, in favour of a firmly

Protestant government.®

While Wellington's discussions with Buckingham
over the position of the Grenville group were still
in their i1initial stages Plunket's Catholic relief
measures made their way successfully through the
Commons. The possibility of success for the Catholics

brought Wellington's pragmatic approach clearly into

play. Although personally opposed to the bill, he
anticipated that, owing to the rumours that the king
"favoured the measure, 1t was likely to pass.® In
that event, WVellington was determined to see the

reversal put to the best advantage, and to use it to
strengthen the government. Instead of organising a
last attempt to fight concessions, he began to look
to the future. In the success of the measure he saw
a chance to promote the interests of the Buckingham
group, and thus facilitate their joining the
government. As part of the negotiations, Buckingham
had proposed to Wellington that, if the relief Dbill
passed, he should be sent to Ireland as Lord
Lieutenant, to oversee 1its implementation there.
Vellington now accepted this proposition gladly, and
personally suggested to the cabinet the ‘'propriety
and expediency' of the appointment. The arguments he
used were clearly convincing, for he reported back
to Buckingham that the suggestion had been 'well

recejived' '«
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At this stage, on 16 April 1821, Plunket's bill
came before the House of Lords. Despite his
activities behind the scenes, Wellington publicly
maintained his opposition to the bill. He did not,

however, on this occasion, declare his convictions in

a speech. Given his personal character this is not
in itself surprising. Wellington was a very
reluctant speaker, and although he recognised the

importance of speaking in parliament, he never did so
unless he considered it to be absoclutely essential,
and part of the duties of his ocffice. Moreaver, he
did not rate his oratorical skills wvery highly. It
may be assumed that, having heard the 1819 debate, he
recognised that, whether or not it was likely to
succeed, the Protestant cause had adequate defenders,
and did not require his 'feeble' assistance. He was
" therefore free to cast a silent vote against the
bill, and to assist in this manner in its defeat by a

majority of thirty-nine votes.

The defeat of Plunket's measure put an end to
Wellington's plan for Buckingham's office in Ireland.
It appeared at first that a halt might be called to
all plans to connect the Grenvillites with the
government, for the attitude which several prominent
cabinet members had taken during the debate in the
House of Lords on the motion temporarily lessened
Buckingham's enthusiasm for a junction. He informed
WVellington that 'the unbending tone held and
unqualified objection to the principle of
conciliation expressed by Lord Liverpool in his last
speech must tend necessarily to appear a bar to the
consolidation of N interests and to the
strengthening (of] the Government of the Country.'''
It must be presumed, however, that Wellington

reassured him as to the overall attitude of the
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government, as after a brief interval, negotiations
for the junction resumed, with the Duke continuing to

play an important role.

Liverpool was also investigating several other
possibilities for strengthening the government. One
of his primary aims was to reintroduce Canning into
the cabinet, and various proposals were considered to
achieve this object.'# In Liverpool's discussions
with Canning no menticon seems to have been made of
the Catholic guestion, although on ©& April 1821,
Canning had informed his wife that 1t would be

'impossible' for him to enter the government without

an understanding that the question would be
settled.'¥ His apparent willingness to set aside the
issue when the chance of office came probably

- stemmed from feelings of discouragement after the
defeat of Plunket's motion; On 20 April he stated his
conviction that the Catholic question would continue
to be defeated for 'many years to come', probably for
as many years as had elapsed since the initial
success in 1813.'“4 He must therefore have decided
that, under these circumstances, 1t would serve no
purpose to decline office for the sake of a

temporarily lost cause.

Liverpool's plans for Canning were, however,
thwarted by the king's opposition, as George IV had
conceived an intense personal dislike of Canning.
This was the result of Canning's reluctance to
participate in the proceedings against Queen
Caroline, coupled with the king's firm belief that
Canning and Caroline had once been lovers. George
IV ocbstinately refused to allow Canning to join the
cabinet. The king's rejection of Canning further

strained his relationship with his first minister,
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and rumours circulated that Liverpool was about to
resign over the issue. Canning, however, repeatedly
emphasised his concern that the attempt to bring him
into office should not damage the government's
standing.'*® Under these circumstances, and as 1t
became clear that the king would not change his mind,
arrangements were made for Canning to replace Lord
Hastings as Governor General of India. Until this
plan could be put into effiect he continued to use his

talents to support the government in the Commons.

It was not until November 1821, after the Kking
had spent the summer in Hanover, that Liverpocol was
permitted to recommence plans for the reorganisation
of the cabinet, excluding the offer of an office at
home for Canning. The arrangements now propcsed
incorporated the junction with the Grenvillites, with
a Dukedom being offered to Buckingham, and a seat in
the <c¢abinet to C.W.V¥W. Wynn. The latter was not
entirely enthusiastic about the arrangements, being
uncertain about his position in a cabinet in which
many of the leading members were opposed to the
Catholic claims. Determined to clarify the
situation, he wrote to Liverpool, emphasising his
determination, and that of his friends, to continue
to support concessions, and reserving to himself the
right to support, advocate or originate measures for
relief of the Catholics, both in the Commons, and in
the cabinet. In his reply, Liverpool was very
tactful, - and showed his genuine commitment to the
open system.'# W¥ynn's stipulation and Liverpool's
agreement, however, actually went no further than to
reiterate the principles upon which the government

had been based since 1812.
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While these changes were being implemented at
home, the cabinet was also facing problems with the
Irish administration, which had long been criticised
for inefficiency. Following a series of disturbances
in November 1821, it was finally agreed that there
must be a wide-ranging change of personnel in
Ireland. Members of the cabinet were convinced that,
in order to lessen the difficulties 1in Ireland, it
was essential to have an efficient and distinguished
Lord Lieutenant. It was 1initially suggested that
Wellington should be given the appointment, because
of his family connections, his distinguished career
in difficult circumstances, and the authority of his
name. After careful consideraticon 1t was however
agreed that this would be inappropriate, for such an
appointment could produce the impression ‘that the
condition ©of Ireland required the military services
of the most distinguished military character which
the country [possessed].’ WVellington himself was
also reluctant to go to Ireland to continue a divided
gystem of government, believing that the state of the
country necessitated firm leading.'” Instead his
brother, Marquis Vellesley, who possessed the same
qualificaticns without <the ©overwhelming military
connections, was offered the position, which he

accepted in December 1321.

Wellesley was known for his advocacy of the
Catholic cause, and may perhaps have been expected to
accept the position only in order ta work towards
Catholic relief. He did not, however, make any
stipulations concerning the Catholic question. On
the contrary, on taking up his office, he expressed
his determination to act impartially. It 1is
interesting to note that his sentiments at this time

ware very similar to those of his brother during his
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period as Chief Secretary: he insisted that although

it was not the role of the Lord Lieutenant to change

the law, he would ensure that the law was
administered in a conciliatory and impartial
manner, ' ¥ As part of the same reorganisation in

Ireland, and as an important part of the arrangement
with the Grenvillites, Plunket accepted the position
of Attorney General in that country. He was eager to
stress that his acceptance of office with the
Liverpoal administration was not a desertion of the
Catholic cause. Rather he argued that 'great
advantages may be derived to that cause Zfrom the
introduction of i1ts known and steady friends to somne

share in his Majesty's counsels*'?'®

These arrangements may have held out hope to the
- Catholics that their cause was finally to  be
considered sympathetically by the government.
Certainly they appeared to give an indication that
the cabinet was now 'open' on the Catholic guestion
in practice as well as theory. These impressions
were, however counterbalanced by the appointments of
Henry Goulburn as the new Chief Secretary, and Robert
Peel as Secretary of State for the Home Department.
Each of these men was well known for his strong
support of the Protestant cause and his determination
to resist concessions. Deplored by the opro-
Catholics, these two appointments were seen by the
Protestants as +the only two of wvalue 1in the new
arrangements. Bankes, for example, was exceedingly
critical of the selection of Wellesley, contending
that 'wvanity, dissipation, ... unsteadiness of public
character... and a strong prediliction for the Roman
Catholic cause are not the component parts which
ought to constitute the Chief Governor for such a

country in such times as these'=® This gave some
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indications o0of the difficulties which <c¢could be
created by the more clearly 'mixed' nature of the

cabinet and Irish administration.

Despite this, there were few initial problems
with the arrangements, and it appeared that the path
cf Liverpool's government was finally to run more
smoothly. However, in August 1822z, Castlereagh's
tragic suicide created new problems, and raised again
the question of Canning's future in British politics.
It was at first rumoured that Wellington would take
ocver as Foreign Secretary. Wellington himself
expressed no desire for the task, as he had no wish
to give up his opinions in order to follow the party
line. True to his role as the Crown's servant he
did, however, emphasise that he would take the
position if the king asked it, as he would take any
cgffice where he could be useful.=' Wellington's
appointment was never really likely, for Liverpooi
wished Canning to have Castlereagh's position as both
Foreign Secretary and Leader of the House of
Commons. The Buckingham group were also determined
to support Canning, primarily because of his views on
the Catholic question. Using Wellington once more as
a go-between, Buckingham pointed out that his friends
had viewed Castlereagh's predominant position in the
cabinet as a safeguard for their attitude to the
Catholic question, and for the fair government of
Ireland. Without another pro-Catholic in that
position, 1t would be very difficult for his friends

to remain connected with the government. =

Wellington himself became a forceful advocate of
Canning, recognising that his appointment was vital
to the government. Too ill to attend an audience

with the king to discuss the subject, he wrote a
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powerful letter, which made his wviews on the matter
very clear. He emphasised that Canning's views on
the majority of subjects were identical to those of
the government; although Canning supported  the
Catholic question, so too did several other cabinet
members. Playing to the king's feelings and vanity,
he contended that the honour of a monarch
'‘lconsistedl in acts of mercy and grace,' and advised
that, for the good of the country, the royal ‘grace
and favour' should be shown to Canning, despite the
offence which he may have given to the king in the
past ¥  This letter had a great effect on the king,
and played a crucial role in finally persuading him
to accept Canning in office. Wellington's role in
this affair showed that he was genuinely committed to
the Open System, seeing Canning's views on the
Catholic question as no bar to an important office,
or to the leadership of the House of Commons. He was
quite prepared to work with the pro-Catholics in
order to maintain Liverpcol's government at full

strength.

As in 1821, when Canning entered the cabinet, he
made no stipulations concerning the government's
approach +tao the Catholics. Although Lord Holland
tried to persuade him to 1insist that the government
take up the questicon, Canning recognised that any
such demand would split the cabinet, and, under the
current circumstances, would probably also lead to
his being excluded permanently from office. He was
therefore prepared to accept that the issue should be
left as an open question. He explained to his wife
that he was aware of many difficulties in discussing
the issues 1involved, and therefore bad no wish to
raise the question unnecessarily. =+ It is possible

that he had in mind the difficulties faced by Grey
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and Grenville in 1812, when Grenville had taken such
a stand on the question as to preclude the
possibility of any compromise which would  have

enabled the Whigs to take office.

Having got him into the cabinet, Wellington very
rapidly came to regret his championship of Canning's
admission, for he found that they could not agree
about many aspects of foreign policy. He was angered
and alarmed by Canning and Liverpool's plans to draw

away from the historical close alliance with the

continental powers. His differences with Canning
were ' more ones of emphasis and style than
substance', but these led to very real clashes of
interest and personality.*% By January 1823, shortly

after he returned from the Congress of Verona,
Wellington was already complaining that Canning was
‘upsetting all our Foreign policy ... he settles

things without half understanding his subject and

unsetties them 1in an equally hasty manner.’ ' Mr
Canning ...[knows] no more of foreign politics than a
child,' he contended aon a later occasion.=% The

conflict came to a head over Canning's plans in late
1824 for the recognition of the independence of the
South American colonies, over which Wellington even

threatened to resign.

Wellington's dislike of Canning was shared by the
king, who made clear his attachment to, and
preference for, the Duke. Wellington was placed in a
very awkward position, as he became known as the
king's favourite in the cabinet, and this isclated
him from his fellows, and made him feel very awkward.
He informed the Arbuthnots, 'with excessive
vehemence' that in making known his feelings for him

the king had done him a great i1injury; 'it had made
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everybody avoid him from fear of any appearence of an
intrigue, and ... those who thought with him still
constantly sided against him from this feeling.' So
keenly did he feel this position that he threatened
to resign if the king were to mention the possibility
of his succeeding Liverpool!®” Made thus aware of
the strength of Wellington's feelings, Charlies
Arbuthnot wrote to Bathurst, urging him to give more

support to the Duke in cabinet.=#

Despite the many clashes between Canning and
Wellington on other subjects, the Catholic question
was not a source of friction between <Them. Indeed
Canning faced greater problems from the attitude of
his fellow pro-Catholics than from those on the
opposite side. Not only he, but also the
" Grenvillites, particularly Plunket and Wynn, came
under attack from +the Whigs for their apparent
abandonment of the question in favour of office. The
Catholic debate in April 1823 provided the catalyst
for the emotions roused by the changes in government
to come to the fore. The Dbalance of argument
shifted, as the Whigs attacked not anti-Catholics
such as Peel, whom they praised for his consistency
and high principles, but their fellow pro-Catholics.
They insisted that, by accepting office without
stipulating that the Catholic question must be taken
up, Canning and his fellows had strengthened and thus
confirmed in office a government opposed to
concessions; there was therefore now no chance of
success for Catholic relief. Tierney, for examnple,
contended that the Catholic question 'had been lost
through scme gentlemen who had shown too much
eagerness for power,' and insisted that, under these
Circumstances, 1t was 'a mockery' to hold each year a

discussion on a question ‘'of which the success,
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whatever 1t might once have Dbeen, was now, in

substance, acknowledged to be hopeless.'=¥

Several of those who shared Tierney's opinion
proceeded to demonstrate the strength of their
feelings by walking out of the Commons when Plunket
introduced the Catholic question.™® A clamorous
discussion followed, which was concluded by a series
of motions for adjournment. In this atmosphere, and
with many of those on his own side of the question
clearly determined to oppose him, Piunket sensibly
refused to bring on a motion again that session. It
appeared that, unwittingly, by joining the government
and thus indicating their willingness to adhere to
the open systen, FPlunket, Canning and their
associates had rather hindered than helped the cause

of Catholic relief.
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CHAPTER TEN

PLUNKET'S RELIEF BILL: ACTION AND REACTIOCN, 1821.

The veto controversy, with all its accompanying
disagreements among the Catholics was clearly still
rumbling in 1820, when the death of Grattan forced

the Irish Catholics to seek another advocate for

their cause 1in the House of Commons. The obvious
choice for this position was Plunket, an Irishman
well respected in the House, and admired for his
cratorical talents. Plunket had however in the past

" refused to support the demand for unconditional
emancipation, and had advocated securities,. For this
reason he was not popular with G'Connell's party, who
insisted that his appointment as Grattan's successor
should be conditional upon his committing himself to
unconditional emancipation. FPlunket refused to be
dictated to by the Catholic party, and declined to
make such a declaration. Nevertheless, in spite of
this, the more moderate members o©of the Catholic
Committee succeeded in confirming his position as
their primary parliamentary advocate. 0'Connell's
party was naturally furious, and seceded from the
meeting which had agreed the appointment, stressing
again their determination to resist any legislative
interference with the Catholic religion.® This clear
difference of opinion between many of the leading
Irish Catholics and their main parliamentary advocate
did not bode well for the success of any measure

which the latter was likely to put forward.
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Plunket first took the stage in his new role on
28 February 1821, when, after presenting the Irish

Catholics' petition, he made a long speech commending

the Catholic question to the House. Although the
substance of the speech was mnot new 1t was very
closely argued, and easy to follow. He stressed the
problems currently existing in Ireland, and

contrasted these with the chance for tranquility and
stability offered by concessions. Left outside the
Constitution and unconnected with the government the
Catholics might indeed try to subvert the
Establishment; the Protestants would naturally feel
it their duty to resist this at all costs, and the
urgings of religion on both sides would be 'forever
struggling and never in security'. Concessions, by
contrast, would end the conflict by incorporating the
" Catholics within the State. After this passionate
appeal to the House, Plunket ended with a motion that
the House should go into committee to consider the
oaths currently required to be taken as a
qualification for office, and whether any of those

affecting the Catholics might be repealed.=

Plunket's approach in concentrating on the oaths
was a novel one, and was probably based upon ideas
which were current in certain circles of the English
Catholics. The possibility of somehow inducing the
Catholics to take the Oath of Supremacy had been
raised in an informal manner at an interview between
Charles Butler and Liverpcocl in February 1819. On
this occasion the premier had insisted that the oath
was intended to deny the Pope's temporal, and not his
spiritual, power 1in Britain. Butler had however
emphasised that 'i1t was considered by the public that
a Catholic who took ([the 0Oathl renounced  his

Religian'. He had nevertheless suggested that if a
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'solemn legislative interpretation' were given of the
sense which Liverpool assigned to the oath, then
Catholics would perhaps change their views.™® This was
echoed 1in Lord Nugent's speech on presenting the
petition of the British Catholics on 28 February
1821. In this petition, the British Catholics
swore ‘'full and undivided allegiance' +to the king,
acknowledging in him alone the ‘'power of the civil
sword' 1n England, and Nugent announced that he had
their full authority to declare that fthey would be
willing to take the Oath of Supremacy, were it to be
modified 1in accordance with the sense of their
petition. Plunket may therefore have chosen ToO
tackle the question of the ocaths because he believed
that +this approach would have the support of the

Catholics.

The novelty of <the motion was not, however,
addressed by the arguments of the opposition, who
continued to reiterate traditional anti-Cathaolic
sentiments. Dawson, for example, referred to the
'bigotted and servile tenets of the Roman Catholic
religion, which were hostile to the general
principles of 1liberty.' By contrast, Peel made no

firm declarations of opposition to concessions on

principle. He stressed that he did not see the
current restrictions as an ideal situation, but
rather as the lesser of two evils; in his view,

concessions would only increase religious divisions
in Ireland, as each side struggled for supremacy.
Peel's speech was impressive as a personal testimony,
but was not of a +type to rouse opposition to
concessions in the Commons. < The 1lack of powerful
speeches against relief, together with QNugent's
declaration, Plunket's novel approach, and all the

uncertainty surrounding the king's attitude to the
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question all added together to produce an unexpected
result; when the vote was taken, Plunket's motion was

found to have passed by 227 votes to 221.

Success came as a surprise even to Plunket
himself, and he therefore had little time to put
together any plans to lay before the House.
Nevertheless, on 2 March, he brought forward a series
of resolutions, on which a relief bill was to be
based. In essence these resclutions provided for a
legislative interpretation of the sense of the 0Oath
of Supremacy, S0 that Catholics would be
conscientiously free to take it, and for the repeal
of the Declaration against Transubstantiation.
However, in addition to these reliief resolutions
which, 1in the light of Nugent's declaration, should
~ have been highly acceptable to the Catholics, Plunket
also proposed  that appropriate ‘exceptions and
regulations’ as securities should accompany any

measure of concession.®

Once these regulations passed the House of
Commons a committee was established to bring in a
bill based upon them. In order to satisfy Protestant
consciences, the committee agreed with Plunket  that

the Catholics shcould also be required to make

concessions, and that the provision of suitable
security measures must form a wvital part of any
proposals. The committee's approach was slightly

different to that taken in 1813, as not one but two
bills were put forward - one a 'political' ©bilil,
devoted to Catholic relief, and one concerned with
certain aspects of the practice of +the Catholic

religion in Britainm.
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The central element of the first billl was the
legislative interpretation of the Oath of Supremacy,
gimilar to that mentioned by Butler 1in 1819. This
declared that the oath was intended to disclaim only
that foreign spiritual authority which was
incompatible with a subject's civil duty and
allegiance to +the king. The Declaration against
Transubstantiation was also to be repealed, thus
freeing Catholics to accept civil offices and seats
in parliament. The offices of Lord Lieutenant of
Ireland, and Lord Chancellor of England were however
reserved to Frotestants. Catholics were also
prohibited from advising the Crown in the appointment

of offices in the Established Church.

The second bill, conceived as a security measure,
" was designed to satisiy Protestant consciences as to
the effects of <the Pope's influence over British
Catholics. This was seen to be particularly
important as the legislative declaration in the first
bill did imply that the Pope possessed sone
legitimate spiritual authority in the country. The
bill took its precedent from Canning's 1813 measure,
providing for the establishment of two Commissions,
one in England and one in Ireland, to inquire into
the loyalty of those nominated as Catholic bishops,
and to inspect documents received from Romne. The
composition o©of these Commissions was however to be
different from that proposed in 1813, as they were
now to be made up primarily of Catholic bishops.
This was clearly designed to counter the scruples of
those who had objected loudly to the authority in
spiritual matters which had been given to lay
Catholics in Canning's bill. Nevertheless, the oaths
required from the Commissioners, and those to be

taken to exempt documents covering personal matters

194




from inspection, were identical to those proposed in
1813.

Two other additional security measures were alsao
included, neither of which were likely to Dbe
acceptable to the Catholics. The first imposed an
oath upon all Catholic clergy, including those
already in Holy Orders; this required them to swear
that they would not correspond with Rome on matters
affecting subjects' allegiance to the king, or seek
in any way the overthrow of the Frotestant Church,
and that they would nominate as bishops only those
xnown to be of loyal and peaceable conduct. The
second reintroduced a form of veto, which required a
newly-nominated Catholiic bishop to obtain the Home
Secretary's, or Chief Secretary's approval of his

appointment, prior to consecration.

With the second bill, Plunket threatened to stir
again all the forces of Irish Catholic agitation
against any 8State interference 1in the government of
their Church. This, however, was a problem to be
faced in the future. O0f more immediate concern was
the adverse reaction of Bishop Poynter to the
measures. This was particularly alarming as the
bishop's c¢riticisms 1nitially centred mnot on the
securities, but on the ‘'relief' measures of the first
bill. As soon as he heard of the bill's contents,
Poynter firmly declared that Catholics could not take
the Oath of Supremacy, denying the Pope's power,
without giving up their faith.® He contended that all
the Pope's powers in Britain were ‘'ecclesiastical and
spiritual', related solely to matters of religion and
church government. While Catholics naturally
acknowledged the king's civil authority, they were
bound by the laws of their religion to believe in the

198




Pope's spiritual authority over his Church. If any
Catholic were to take an oath that the Pope did not
have this authority, he would be separating himself
from the Catholic community, and 'ipso facto he would

cease to be a Roman Catholic'.”

Poynter was invited to discuss his views with the
committee on 5 March 1821. It may be assumed that
at this meeting Plunket tried to satisfy the bishop
by explaining the principle of <the legislative
interpretation of +the oath, which would indirectly
acknowledge the Pope's spiritual authority. Poynter
was not, however, reassured. Rather he recommended
alterations tao the first bill in order to make the
position o©f the Catholic oath-taker clearer. The
primary change he proposed was the addition of a

- phrase in the Oath of Supremacy itself, to change tae

5

Q

oath from a blanket denial that the FPope possesse

h

ot

i}

any ecclesiastical or spiritual jurisdiction in
realm, to a qualified statement that he had no such
jurisdiction which interfered with a subject's
allegiance to the king, or obedience to the laws. He
also recommended that the explanatory clause be read
out before the ocath was taken, to avoid ‘mental
reservation'., Plunket, however, refused to adopt the
Bishop's suggestions, 1insisting that the bill woulid
stand no chance of success 1if the form of words which

had been recommended were to be used.®

It is likely that Plunket's primary reason for
rejecting the alterations was his reluctance to
overemphasise the changes required to enable
Catholics to take the oath. To make an alteration to
the wording of the oath, or even to require the
explanatory clause to be read at each oath-taking

would be an indication that the o0ath was being
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reinterpreted to enable the Catholic to take 1it.
This was likely to exacerbate criticism from those
who saw the Oath of Supremacy as one of the bulwarks
0f the British Constitution, and objected to Catholic
relief as a matter of principle. Merely to state the
interpretation in the bill, however, while having the
same effects for the Catholics, would perhaps not
provoke such conflict, as the oath would appear to

remain the same for all who took it. In addition, he

il

may also have wished tTo secur: himself against
criticisms that he was pandering to the Catholics, or

negotiating with them in any way.

Farliamentary opposition to the Dbill was
reserved for the second reading, on 16 March. By
that time, however, English Catholic opposition to
the measures had emerged publicly with the production
on 13 March of Bishop Milner's address, *the
Theclogical Judgement of the Divines of the Midland
District on the two Bills pending in Parliament’'. In
this document, Milner wunequivocally rejected both
bpills, and reminded his readers that, in the past,
Catholics had died rather than take the Oath of
Supremacy. Considering the second bill, he
criticised the new ocath to be taken by all clergy,
insisting that all the teaching and preaching of
Catholicism tended to a certain extent to 'disturb’
the Protestant Church. He also restated his
opposition to the wveto in any form, and to the

inspection of correspondence with Rome.

In addition to this pamphlet, a petition was
drawn up by the Catholics of Staffordshire and
Varwickshire, praying that parliament should not
permit the two bills to pass. This was presented
immediately prior to the second reading of the bills,
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and provoked a wviolent response from Plunket, who
launched into vehement criticism of Milner's
attitude, and denounced his ‘'Catholic bigotry'.=® It
is probable that Plunket chose to attack Milner, and
to point out his isolation from the other Vicars
Apostolic in order to draw attention from the
petition itself, and to lessen the impact of Milner's
oppasition. It may also have been an attempt to
distract the House away from a long discussion of
Catholic attitudes to the measures, which would have

been prejudicial to the success of the two bills.

Plunket was anxious to stress the reasonableness
and moderation of all his measures, and his long
speech to introduce the second reading of the bills
concentrated upcn this approach. He pointed out that
" the interpretation of the Cath of Supremacy now put
forward had ben accepted by Queen Elizabeth I, and
was reflected in the thirty-seventh Article of the
Church of England; thus the framers of the bill could
not be seen as ‘'at war with the principles of the
Reformation', as some of their opponents had claimed.
With respect to the second bill, he emphasised that
the measures proposed were not required as genuine
securities against +the 1likely bad conduct of the
Catholics, but were designed primarily to satisfy
Protestant consciences. ‘*Although there was no
practical evil to be guarded against', he explained,
‘there was yet that sort of apprehension upon which
the Protestant mind had a right to be satisfied.''
He also claimed that the measures would appear
reasonable to the majority of the Catholic clergy and
laity

The speech ended with a Justification of the

decision to submit twg bills for parliament's
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consideration, and again Plunket showed his
determination to make his measures palatable to all
parties. He explained that, should the relief bill
pass 1in part only, he would not feel it proper to
require from the Catholics the securities proposed in
the second measure. Were the first bill to pass in
toto, however, he would then make no opposition to
the consclidation of the two bills. Thus he made 1t
clear that concessions were to be required from both
sides. The Catholics would not be expected to give
the securities without receiving full relief, but nor
wauld the bills be passed in such a state as to
grant concessions without securities. In the brief
debate which followed the usual arguments were
reiteratad on both sides, and the second reading

passed by 254 votes to 243.

Prior to the committee however, on 18 March, a
major amendment was announced to the first bill:
Cathclics taking the Oath of Supremacy were now also
to be required to read the explanatory clause, which
was 1ncorporated into the oath itself. In addition,
a further minor change deleted the word 'heretical'
from the part of the oath abjuring the 'deposing
doctrine', replacing it with ‘'unchristian'.'’ These
changes were clearly in line with those recommended
earlier by Poynter, and it may be presumed that they
were introduced in order to please the Bishop. To
satisfy Poynter would be to further isolate Milner,
and perhaps lessen the impact of his criticism. WVard
suggests that Plunket introduced these changes at
this stage 'due to the smallness of the majority by
which the second reading was carried'.’'# This,
however, would seem unlikely; Plunket had previously
claimed that the bill would have no chance of success

were such amendments to be introduced, and a very
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narrow victory would surely have inclined him rather
to caution than to major modificaticons of his plans.
It is more likely that, having tested the atmosphere
of the Conmmons, and seen the lack of vehement
opposition to relief, Flunket concluded that changes
could be made to please Bishop Poynter and thus
increase Catholic support for the measures without

damaging the chances of success.

It is also possible that Plunket was looking to

the situation in Ireland, and attempting to forestall

opposition to his measures in that country. In this
respect, however, his changes were to have little
effect. Several of the important Cathollc prelates

were already willing to accept the proposals of the
first bill without any modifications. At a meeting
- of the Catholic prelates and clergy of the
Archdiocese of Dublin, a resolution was passed that
'the Oath of Supremacy as therein modified, may be
taken by any Roman Catholic without wviolating in the
slightest degree the principle of his religion.''”

Similar resolutions were also passed elsewhere.

Opposition in Ireland centred more clearly on the
second 'security' bill, and threatened to raise again
all the bitterness of the previous veta controversy.
Even those willing to accept the 0Oath of Supremacy
would not lend <their support to the security
measures. The Dublin resoclutions mentioned above,
although conciliatory in tone, firmly condemned the
clauses relating to the inspection o©of correspondence
with Rome, the oath to be imposed on all Catholic
clergy, and the veto on the appointment of bishops.
Resolutions from other parts of Ireland stated their
opposition in a much blunter fashion: the clergy of

the Archdiocese of Tuam, for example, contended that
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parts of the second bill were ‘'a manifest viclation
of the religious liberties of the subject, wholly
incompatible with the safety and integrity of
{Catholicl faith and discipline.' The clergy of the
Archdiocese of Limerick went further, claiming that
the bill contained clauses ‘to which no Catholic
clergyman [couldl conscienticously agree,' and which
were ‘unnecessary, vexatious, dangerous, and
ultimately subversive of the Roman Catholic
religion.''* (O'Connell also attacked the second bill,
describing 1t as ‘'more strictly, literally and
emphatically penal and persecuting than any or all of
the statutes passed in the darkest and most bigoted
periods' . '¥ Clearly Plunket's minor changes could

not hope to satisfy such virulent opponents.

Despite the growth of opposition in Ireland, the
bill continued To make its way through all its stages
in the Commons. Opposition was not, however,
entirely muted, and at the Committee stage, wvariocus
amendments designed to reduce the scope of the bill

were introduced. The most i1mportant of thes

0

amendments was put forward by Bankes, who, perhaps
remembering that a similar proposition bad eventually
caused the defeat of Canning's bill, introduced an
amendment to exclude Catholics from sitiing or voting
in parliament. On this occasion, however, the
amendment was defeated by a majority of twelve votes.
The outcome may well have Dbeen influenced by
Canning's powerful concluding speech, 1in which he
expressaed the hope that, whatever the outcome of
Bankes' motion, the progress of the bill would not be
stopped, and trusted that 'in whatever shape the bill
might come from the committee, unless ... 1t were

very materially altered, it would pass the House.''#
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Other amendments were also defeated by small

majorities.

The framers of the bill faced additional
difficulties when the security clauses were debated,
for they were criticised not only by those opposing
concessions, but also by those pro-Catholice who
believed that relief for the Catholic 1laity should
nat be connected with measures to control the clergy.
Hutchinson objected so strongly to the introduction
of an oath for the Catholic clergy and particulariliy
to one which was to be imposed on those already
ordained, that on the third reading of the bill, he
declined to vote in its favour!'” Nevertheless,
despite this uncomfortable situation, the clauses
were acceptad, and finally, on 2 April 1821, the bill
passed its third reading by a majority of nineteen
votes. For the first time +the House of Commons
rassaed a bill to grant complete relief to the

Catholics.

This move in the House of Commons in favour of
relief appeared on the surface to mirror a relaxation
in opposition to the measure among the general
public. Anti-Catholics at +the time commented that

most people were 'extremely dindifferent' about the

subject, and expressed concern about the 'great
apathy in the public mind' on such an important
question.'® Fifty-five petitions were presented

against the Catholic claims <(excluding those from
Catholics), of which just under half came from the
clergy. The vast majority of the remainder came from
small towns, or were organised in parishes. This did
not, however, mean that +the general population was
moving to favour actively Catholic reiief. Only one

petition was presented from non-Catholics in support
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of relief, and one requesting that no further
concessions be made without adequate securities. It
is more likely +that most of the population were
apathetic towards the issue, either because they were
baored with the frequent discussions, or because they
recognised that relief measures were unlikely to pass
given the past history of the question in parliament.
The general impression given, however, was that there
would be na general outcry i1if the relief measures

were to pass.

In Rome, the developments relating to the bill
were watched with interest. Gradwell acted as the
main apologist for the position taken by the English
Catholics, arguing that the amended Gath of Supremacy
was harmless. and could safely be taken, but that the

" security measures of the second bill were 'needless

[andi troublesonme’ to the Catholics, and
'disrespectiul to the Holy See’. Under  his
influence, many of the Cardinals who favoured the

English Catholics expressed great satisfacion with
the approach which Poynter had taken; Fontana in
particular praised him for his courage 1in speaking
out to the committee, and doing all he could to see
that the bill was amended.'¥® These Cardinals were
generally agreed, unofficially, that with Flunket's
explanatory clause attached, it would be lawful for
Catholics to take the ocath. There were also several
Irishmen in Rome at that time who, following Milner
and despite the opinions of their own bishops,
insisted that the oath was schismatical. They too
were trying to influence the Congregation, pressing

for a formal decision to this effect.=«

No official decision was, however, made at this

time concerning the lawfulness or otherwise of the
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modified Oath of Supremacy; 1t was general policy
that, unless there were exceptional circumstances,
such as the great confusion which had arisen over the
Quarantotti Rescript, pronouncements were not made on
such subjects unless called forth by a decision taken
elsewhere. Cardinal Fontana later informed Milner
that an official decision would be taken if and when
an oath were imposed wupon the Catholics by the
legislature. It was always however made clear that
the oath proposed in Plunket's bill had not Dbeen
condemned by Rome. When in the following year Milner
tried to claim that the modified ocath had been
officially ruled by Rome to be scismatical, this was

firmly contradicted.=’

Wnile attempts were Dbeing made to influence
' opinion in Rome, the <framers of the Catholic bil

were delighting in the success of their measure in
the Commons. They knew, however, that they would
face an even greater battle in the House of Lords.
Even before this, however, they had to cope with an
embarassing disagreement with one of their friends.
Lord Donoughmore who, 1like his brother Hutchinson,
was strongly opposed to some of the bill's security
measures, was determined to do all he could to see
that the offending clauses were removed. He was
particularly critical of the establishment of a Board
of Commissioners in Dublin, and the <clerical oath,
and tried hard to persuade Grey and Grenville to
agree to modifications to the bill. They, however,
were both convinced that the bill would not pass
without the security measures, and were prepared to
accept these for this reason. Both, therefore,

declined to make any alterationms to the bill.

Donoughmore, however, opposed the securities as a
matter of principle, and refused to compromise.
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Having failed to obtain the desired modifications, he
decided to take a personal stand. At a meeting of
the principal pro-Catholics in the Lords held on 3
April, he therefore announced that he felt unable to
introduce the measure in 1ts present state into the
House of Lords. Instead, he would speak out against
the security clauses, and do all he could to ensure

that the bill was amended!##

For the leading advocate of the Cathaolics in
the Lords to speak in opposition to the bill wouid
clearly have spelled its immediate downfall.
Donoughmore's criticisms would have reopened the
security controversy in its bitterest form, and would

also have provided the perfect grounds for anti-

Catholic opposition to the bill as a whole. For the
sake of unanimity, therefore, and to retain
Donoughmore's advocacy o©f the measure, Grey and

Grenville agreed that amendments should be proposed
in committee that the oath should not be tendered to
Catholic clergy already in holy orders, and that a
single Board of Commissioners, sitting in London,
should be established under the bill. In return,
Donoughmore agreed to introduce the bill into the
House, and also to try to persuade the Catholic
bishops to support fully the bill 1in its new form.=*¥
Plunket later agreed that these alterations would in
fact be advantageous. He too was very keen to retain
Donoughmore's support for the bill, as he belileved
that this would have ''very salutary consequences' in
Ireland.®* No doubt he hoped that the Irish Catholics
would be more willing to accept a measure supported
by Donoughmore, trusting that he would not vote for a
bill which would be detrimental to the freedom of
thelr religion.




Expectations among the bill's supporters
concerning the likely outcome of the measure in the

Lords were mixed. Gossip abounded, and 1t was

g

rumoured that the king favoured the measure.*% This
led many pro-Catholics to anticipate certain victory.
Others, however, were only too aware of the strength
of the opposition which awaited  them. Lord
Grenville, for example was convinced that the bill
would be defeated on the second reading. WVynn wrote
to Buckingham that the list of likely opponents of
the measure in the Lords ‘'ldisplayed]l such an array

of bigotry and stupidity that one could scarcely hope

Some impression was, however, being made on the
oppocsitiaon, for Liverpool was beginning to have
- doubts whether it would be possible to defeat the
measure. Although he maintained his opposition to
the bill, he questioned whether it would not in fact
be more effective to concentrate upon ftrying to amend
the measure, rather than attempting to defeat it. He
also asked Charles Arbuthnot to write to George 1V,
to express his concern that the monarch should avoid
making any pronouncements concerning the bill which
could cause embarrassment 1in the event of its

successful progress through the Lords. =7

After consultation with the more determined
opponents of the measure, however, Liverpool {finally
opted to take a firm stand against the bill. Having
once taken this decision, he immediately made his
position clear when the bill was Dbrought into the
Lords, by making a forceful speech which promptly
quashed both the rumours, and any additional support
which the pro-Catholics had gained by means of them.

During the debate on the second reading, he
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reinforced his determined opposition, by declaring
that he could not in all conscience agree with even
three lines 1in the bilit!=#= Liverpool's decision
probably played an important part 1in strengthening
George IV's resolve, as did the 1nfluence of the
Duke of York. The latter also made his mark in the
Laords with a passionate declaration against relief,
in which he declared that he opposed the bill ‘'zfrom
principles which he had embraced ever since he had
been able to judge for himself, and which he hoped he

should cherish to the last day of his life.'#¥

In the face of such determined opposition fron
influential members <the pro-Catholics c¢ould not
muster suificient strength to steer their measure
through the House of Lords. Many other opponents of
the bill continued to resist all concessions as a
matter of principle, and as such were unlikely to be
persuaded to change their views Through the £
argument alone. In addition, despite the
negotiations which had taken place prior to the
introduction of the bill into the Lords, the bill's
supporters did not present an entirely united front.
Most of Lord Donoughmore's powerful speech was not a
plea for his opponents to support the measure but a
criticism of +the securities, in which he announced
that, if he were a Catholic, he would tell the House
to take back both their securities and their boon, as
the bill was insulting to those who were about to be
admitted to parliamentary privileges.=® He also
stressed the amendments which would be made to the
bill in its later stages. Such an approach would
hardly inspire confidence in the bill as laid before
the House. It may alsoc have led some members to
gquestion again whether the bill would be acceptable

to the Catholics in Ireland, or whether even greater
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problems would be created there by passing the
measure. Almost certainly votes were lost by this
apparent pro-Catholic dissatisfaction with the bill,

which was eventually defeated by thirty-nine votes.

This defeat plunged the Catholics and <their
supporters into despair. No longer expecting that
they could hope in the near future to steer the whole
Catholic question through parliament, some of the

Catholics' supporters put forward a spate of l1little

measures, each designed to remove some of the
barriers which affected particular gEroups of
Catholics. The first of these was the Roman Catholic
Peers Dbiill, introduced by Canning in April 182Z,

which proposed that Catholic Peers be readmitted to
the House of Lords. This was followed in May 1823 by
- Lord Nugent's British Roman Catholic Tests Regulation
bill, designed to open the franchise, and certain
public offices, to the English Catholics. (At Peel's
suggestion, this was later divided into two bills,
one covering offices, and the other the franchise.)
It 1s interesting to note that none 0f these
measures were brought in at the reguest of the
English Catholics, although Canning <collaborated

closely with Charles Butler in preparing his bill.

The <framers of these bills no doubt hoped
that, once separated from the demands of +the more
violent and outspoken Irish Catholics, a plea for
some political power for the English Catholics would
stand a greater chance of success. This appeared to
be true to a certain extent, for although Peel
opposed Canning's bill, and could not accept the
opening up of offices to the English Catholics, both
he and Liverpool were prepared to support a bill to

give +them the elective franchise. Many, however,




were not so accommodating, particularly in the House
of Lords, where a large number of peers continued to
resist any concessions as a matter of religious and
paolitical principle. Even with these more moderate

demands, the pro-Catholics were unable to prevail.

Like Plunket's bill, each of these measures
successfully passed through the Commons, but was
defeated upon reaching the House of Lords. Clearly a

significant change of attitude in the Upper House was
required, before any measure of complete relief for

the Catholics could stand any chance of success.
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CHAPTER ELEVEN

MOEBILISATION: THE

F
CATHOLIC ASSCCIATION, 1823-4.
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The religious divisicns affectin reland widened
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considerably during the early 1820's. Religious
revival and the spirit of evangelicaiism within the

Protestant Church led to seriocus attempts to convert

<

the Irish Catholics to the 'true' religion. The
Catholic Church, however, did not give up its members
lightly, and a corresponding increase 1in religious
zeal 1l1sd <to greater animosities Dbetween the tTwo
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h ountry was also once again caught in
the grip of a serious outbreak of agrarian disorders,
rooted in economic grievances. Lord Wellesley, who
insisted that he had gone to Ireland not to change

the laws but to administer them, rapidly found that
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law and order in Ireland oould not =

easily, and was forced to begin his term of office by

advocating tThe introduction of an Insurrection Act.
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¥ the Book of Fevelation which
predicted that all Protestants in Ireland would be
destroyed in the year 1825! 'The widespread
conviction that a major social and political upheaval
was shortly to take place gave greater confidence to
all those tempted to take direct action to remedy

economic or other grievances.''
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Vellesley battled to restore law and order, he
d

tried har to balance the attention he paid to the
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leading members of both religious groups. It soon
however became clear to the Catholics that he would
not be making any major changes to the system of
government. Following in the wake of the defeat of
Plunket's bill this was naturally discouraging for
them, and +the Catholic political ©body fell into
despondency. Many of their leaders became convinced

that relief could never be obtained from Farliament

in the current climate. 'The Catholic guestion was
nearly forgotten....a general stagnation diffused
itself over the national feeling. The public pulse
had stopped, the circulation of all generous Ieeling
had been arrested, and the country was paisied to the
heart.'=

When the situation looked darkest, however, a new
campaign sprang into life, as the result of & chance
meeting between 0'Connell and Sheil. The two m

=)
had been divided over the wveto, but now decided to

set a&side their gquarrel and work together to take

some action to alter the course of the Catholics'
campaign. A meeting of the chief Catholics then
followed, at which (O'Connell emphasised forcibly

that, in his view, the only way forward was for the
Catholics to 'take management of their own affairs,
and to proceed in that management with firmness and
unanimity.'® With these opinions as a basis 1t was
agreed that an Aggregate meeting would be heid on 10

May 1823, to consider the way forward.

This meeting was the foundation for the Irish

Catholic Association, which was to become the driving

force towards Catholic emancipation. The

Association had an open membership, upon a

subscription o©of one guinea. All Catholic priests,

however, were accepted into membership without
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subscription. To avoid contravening the Convention
Act, it was emphasised that the Association '[would]
not exercise nor accept of any delegated authority
or quality whatsoever'.*“ This was a wise decision,
for the government were watching the Association's

meetings from <tThe day of 1ts inception, +to 3se

i}

whether it could in any way be classified as illegal.
Studying its constitution, however, the Irish

Solicitor-General was reluctantly forced o admit

}

that the Association was not overstepping the bound:
cgf the law. Feel and Plunket concurred with tThis

decision, and agreed that at present no action cou.d

4

be taken. Marquis Wellesiey should, however, Ksep a

strict watch on its proceedings.®

The declared purpose of the new Association was
to procure Catholic emancipation 'by every legal
means' . G'Connell insisted that the Association was
not Jjust another talking and petitioning soclety.

Its aim was not 'to force on parliament the annual

farce, or ... a triennial interlude of a debate on
the catholic claims'. Rather 'its purpose was with
practical and not abstract questions'.® Despite

these 1far-reaching aims, the first meetings of the
Association were very poorly attended, and on
occasions, were adjourned because a quorum could not
be reached. Nevertheless their proceedings were
sufficient to alarm the Lord Lieutenant, who informed
Peel in June that, in his view, the Association was
‘an evil, rapidly growing {in] magni tude and
danger.'” The English government were less
impressed, and although after Vellesley's letter
further investigations were made intc the possibility
of proceedings against the Association, this was not
followed up with any great enthusiasm or sense of

urgency. It probably appeared 1likely that the

214




Catholic meetings would cease of their own valition,

owing to the lack of attendance.

0'Connell was also trying to stimulate the
Engiish Catholics to more dynamic action, and

encouraged the publication in English newspapers of

reports and articles expressing pro-—Catholic
opinions. In June 1823 the English Catholics formed

their own Association in London, and this was soon
foilowed by the establishment of several provincial
branches. ® The aims of the English Catholic
Azsociation were very similar to those of the Irisa,
ugh, because of the smaill number of peaple

o]

o

olved, there was no Catholic rent. Those Englis
Catholics who Jjoined the Association were anxious to
unite with the Irish, and tTo win ungualified
emancipation. The formation of <tThis Association
improved greatly relations with the Irish Catholics.
It has also been noted that from this tTime dated
improvements in the relations between the English lay
Catholics and the hierarchy, as the Association
always sought the approval of the bishops before
producing petitions or making statements having a

direct bearing on the tenets of their religicm.¥

C'Connell kKept an eye on the developments among

the English Catholics, but above all devoted his
energies to building up the Irish membership. At a
meeting on 11 November 1823, a committee was

appointed to devise measures to extend the Catholic
Association throughout Ireland, with the intention of
stimulating simultaneous petitioning of parliament by
every county in the country. 0'Connell was also
anxious for the Association to be seen to act in the
interests of the Irish peasantry, and to convince

them that tThey too would gain from emancipation. In
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February 18z4, he took this concern to its logical
conclusion, and it was agreed, after <considerable
debate, that for a nominal subscription of one penny

a month, all Irish Catholics should be invited to

become associate members of the Association. This
idea was not new: a similar system had first been
proposed by Lord Kenmare in 1795, It tock someone

with the personal influence of O'Connell, however, to

get such an ambitious scheme functioning in practice.

The establishment of the Catholic Rent, as 1t

-
}

became known., was 0'Connell's great step forward, for

it transformed the Catholic Association into a

national movement involving the majority oI the

population,. Local committees were formed in order to

H

c0llect the subscriptions and forward them to Dublin,

In many districus these committeses also arranged

volitical meetings, thus spreading the Catholic
Assaciation's influence. '‘From being a caucus of

Dublin~-based members of the professicnal, commercial
and landed elites, the Catholic Association now
became the focus o0f a popular political agitation

extending across the greater part of Ireland.'’™™

The introduction of the Rent also brought the
Church openly intoc political action. By negotiations
with the Catholic bishops, the Rent was callected in
the parishes, often outside the church, after Mass on
Sunday. Priests assisted with the establishment of
commi ttees, sometimes even collecting  the Rent
themselves, and gradually became more involved in the
wark of the Association. This helped to link the
politics ©f emancipation wvery clearly with the
practice of religion. The priests were not, however,
in general, the leaders of the political agitation,

but tended rather to act in an influential secaondary
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role. Although much was said 1in anti-Catholic
circles of the power of the priests forcing people to
accept the dictates of the Association, it is mare
true to say that meost of the people were simply
stimulated to move forward in the way they wished to
gO. The ©priests were also to a large extent
infiluenced by the wishes of their parishioners, who
could enforce their views by the non-payment of dues,

and non—-attendance at Mass. '’

It was often claimed at the +time that the

involvement of the clergy in politics was

0f educating men for the Priesthood at Mayncoth; the
college attracted more Irish candidates £from tThe
lower classes, who could not afford fto travel to

Europe, and then educated them within the context of

ct

heir home country. The Maynooth-educated priests

Than tTheir

b

ere therefore more truly 'Irish

1

Buropean-educated predecessors, and UtThus more aware
of their fellow Catholics! grievances. Racent
studies have however shown that the Maynooth trainees
were generally from middle or upper middle-class
backgrounds. '= In addition, many of the priests who
became i1involved 1in agitation had not trained at
Maynooth. It 1is now generally agreed that the main
distinction between the priests who became invoived
and those who did not ‘related not to training but to
age'. The differences were between the oclder clergy
who had been trained to face a situation in which the
Catholic Church was still 1n a rather uncertain
position, and the younger generation who were assured
of toleration, and therefore were secure enough to
stand out and let their voices be heard in criticism

0f the existing order.'=




The money raised from the Catholic Rent was all
put to very practical purposes, including legal
assistance to enable Catholics to cbtain Tfair
treatment in the courts, prosecuting FProtestants
responsible for violence agalnst Catholics,
supporting Catholic education, and purchasing press
support. As the influence of the Association grew
O0'Connell also used his power to end disturbances,
bringing areas of Irelanda renowned tor their
lawlessness 1into obedience to the law. Action in
all these areas raised the profile o
brought the Association into the limelight. This
made 1t clear that the Catholics were determined to
take the initiative; they were no longer wiliing To

sit and wait for reiief to be granted, but would e

taking all possibie action, within the law, %o push
their case.

Coupled with the general lawlessness, and the
alarm created by the circulation of ‘'Pastorini's
Frophecy', the growth of the Catholic Association and

the more militant attitude adopted by the Catholics
naturally caused concern among the irish
Protestants. Those more easily alarmed began *to
speak of possible insurrections and massacres by the
Catholics, and tensions began to build up rapidiy.
The introduction of the Catholic Kent focussed the
attention of the Irish government on the Association
in a new way, and created real alarm. Gregory
informed Peel that 0O'Connell‘'s scheme was 'the most
efficient mode that could be devised for opening a
direct communication between the Fopish Parliament
[{the Dublin Committee]l] and the whole mass of the
popish population', In Goulburn's view the
willingness of +the Catholic bishops tTo co-operate

with the rent gave the Association a power which he




had never thought it would obtain, and which
‘lrenderedi it more formidable than [he hadl hitherto
considered it'; the bishops' involvement would ensure
that the rent would be collected, thus enabling a
fund to be raised, which would ‘'doubtiess be applied

to mischievous objects'. 4

Towards the end of 1824, politicians in England
took serious note o0f these developments, and there
were further investigations into the possibility of
prosecuting the Catholic Association under  the

Convention Act. Even the pro-Catholic Vellesiey was

anxiocus that the threat from the Asscociation should
be removed. In a2 long letter to Peel on 10 December

, he pointed out all the problems created by the

PN
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growth in the Association's power, not least the

alarm that was engendered in the Protesftants and the

potential for viclence which existed in the tense
atmosphere in the country. The Association was ‘'an

institution vutterly useless for any good or lawful
purpose, <(especially for improving the condition of

the R. C. population), but adapted exclusively and

powerfully to the ruinous work of public
disturbance. ''® For once, Wellington's views were
in accord with those of his brother. He informed

Peel on 3 November 1824 that there must eventually be
civil war in Ireland unless the Catholic Association
were abolished, and insisted that the disaffected
were much Dbetter organised than they had been in
1798. He was later to use this situation in Ireland
as an argument to Jjustify the augmentation o©f the
infantry. He did however see that abolishing the
Catholic Association would not in itself solve the
major problem, for the mischief and the means for the
Catholics to re-combine would continue. In the long

term, another solution would need to be sought.'*®




The king, as well as menmbers of his cabinet, was
seriously alarmed by developments in Ireland. On 19
November, he wrote a strongly-worded letter to Peel,

in which he contended that the proceedings of the

Association were *little short of Cas intended
rebellion'; if this situation continued, he would no
longer permit the cabinet to treat Cathoiic
emancipation as an open qguestion.'” As soon as

Wellington saw this letter, he 3et out to dissuade

ot

he king from any hasty decisions. Such action, he

(=N

nsisted, was unnecessary; there was really little to

O

e feared from the Catholics, as parliament was very
unlikely to grant their claims at the present tTime.
Furthermcre, to remove the open system would be o

destroy the very basis upon which the Liverpool

5
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ernment had been founded. He also emphasisad
that many opponents o©f concessions considered that
measures in favour of the Catholics were more likely
to be defeated under an open government than by one
formed on exclusively Protestant principles.'® It is
interesting to note that Wellington did not say that
he personally adhered to this view. Clearly in this
letter  he was attempting to meet the king's
sensibilities and preserve the government on 1ts
existing basis, rather +than stating his personal
convictions. His approach certainly proved to be
successiul, as the king spoke no more of introducing

a Protestant government.

Faced with these feelings of alarm from all sides
it was clear that the govenment would need to be seen
to be doing something to combat the growing power of
the Association. ¥ith this in mind, the Irish
government seized upon the opportunity to prosecute
O'Connell for seditious language following a speech

in which he expressed the hope that, 1f parliament
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failed to grant the Catholics' claims, ‘another
Bolivar' would arise to vindicate their rights. This

decision was supported wholeheartedly by the Cabinet,

with the noteable exception of VWellington, who
strongly oppcsed the prosecution. This was not,

however, an indication that he had changed his views
concerning the proceedings ot the Catholic
Association, but was rather a comment upon the
strength of his opposition to the recognition of the
independence o©of the South American c¢olonies, which

was at that time under discussion in the cabinet.

Wellington insisted that it was totaily
incongruous to prosecute 0'Connell for wusing the
example of Bolivar to excite the Irish to rebeil, if
under other cilircumstances Bolivar was to be seen as
his country's 1liberator. If Bolivar were a hero,

then (0'Caonnell could not be prosecuted; however, if

he were a rebel, as the plans for prosecution
implied, then EBritain should not recognise his
country's independence which had been won in
rebellion. '# The king toock up this view also, no

doubt pleased for another copportunity fto register his
displeasure at the proposed recogniticon of the
colonies. Peel nowever, who favoured both
recognition of the colonies and the prosecuticn for
seditious language, cecntended that 1t was actually
irrelevant that 0O'Connell had calied upon the name of
Bolivar 1in the speech. The fact was that he bhad
called for someone to arise to vindicate the rights
of the Catholics; this was clearly a remark of a
seditious tendency, whether the name used in

connection with that call was that of Boliwvar,

Vashington, or even Vellington!=®
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The government proceeded with the prosecution,
determined to btring at least a temporary halt to
O'Connell's growing power. The attempt was, haowever,
unsuccessiul, as the Grand Jury threw out the
indictment at the preliminary stage, owing to lack of
evidence. With this failure benind them, the
government came to the conclusion that more force
measures must be taken to curtail the Catholic
Association's activities. If the Association did not
strictly fall within the terms of the Convention

then a new law must be passed which would enable the

1

government to act against 1t This became one oi the
government's major priorities as the 1325 session of

parliament approached, and Henry Goulburn was aske

to take charge oi drawing up & |
fulfil the government's objectives. The body which
many perceived TO be usurping the powers of

parliament must be taught that there was only one

supreme legislative authority within Ireland
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HAPTER TWELVE
THE CATHOLIC QUESTION IN 18:2%.

1.Burdett's Relief EBill.

Once the government had made up its mind to act
against the Association, little time was wasted. The
king's speech on 3 February 1825 drew attenticn to
the existence of illiegal Associations in Ire
asked parliament to deal with this evil, which was
causing serious disturbances in that country, whnile
the wording of this spsech, and of the motion for a
bill to suppress unlawful societies in Ireland which

ollowed, were deliberately designed to refer also to
r

(0]

Crange Lodges, everyone was awara that the
government's major concern was with the Catholic
Assaociation. Discussion naturally, therefore,

focussed upon the Association, 1in the wider context

of the general Catholic question.

Those opposed to the Association contended that
it was assuming parliamentary powers, particularly

the power of taxation <(the Catholic Rent’, and that

it was interfiesring with the administration of

in Ireland. This was naturally incompatible with the
constitution, and posed a threat to orderly
government. The government pro-Catholics accepted

this stand, but &also maintained, perhaps to stress
that their support for suppression did not mean that
they were turning against the Catholics, that the

violence and gquestionable activities of the




Association were in fact harming the Catholic cause;
they were therefore serving the Catholics by wvoting
for the Association's suppression. Canning declared,
for example, that by so doing he 'made [the Catholic
causel look better by removing all that was unsightly
and unbecoming and advanced it in the estimation of

every man who hated to be bullied and browbeaten.''

By contrast the Whigs accused the government
pro—Catholics 0f betraying the cause. They believed

the existence o©f tThe Catholic Association to be

justified, in view o©f <the violence of the Orange
Lodges, and the indifference o0f parliiament to the
Catholics' problems. The government had thereiore
‘caused' the Catholic Association by its aown lack of
action, and had only themselves to blame for the
results. They by their conduct had 'turned

reascnable to unreasonable expectatigns and converted
a dutiful request into an insolent demand.'™ The
cure for Iireland's troubles was not Goulburn's bill,
but Catholic emancipation, without which any attempt
to try to suppress the Association would lead only to
violence and even greater difficulties. Despite this
powerfully-expressed opposition., however, Goulburn's

4

et

motion finally passed by a majority of 155. A b

ot

N

o
oY

ased upon the motion was then brought in., and passe
through all its stages in the Commons, with
majorities of over 100 Dbeing obtained on each
divigion. The general mcod of parliament was clearly
against the Catholic Association, 1in a way that it

was not opposed to the general Catholic claims.

The Catholic Association did not stand by idly
and watch the government plan its destruction. As
soon as they had heard of the proposals, the

Association had drawn up a petition in their own
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defence, and (0'Connell and Shell had been despatched
to London in the hope that they would be permitted to

present it, and to speak in parliiament in support of

the Association. Although this hope was denied, and
Goulburn's bill moved forward, O'Connell'’'s and
Sheil's journey was far from wasted. They took the

opportunity to meet many of the Whig pro-Catholics,
and to encourage them in their support for relier
It was claimed that through these meetings, O'Connell
pushed Burdett into bringing on a motion in favour of
the Catholics at that time. Certainly O'Connell
credited himself with this influence; he wrote to
his wife on 4 March that 1f he had not been in London
nothing would have been done,' but that he had

forced sir F. Burdett to bring on his motion. '™

Burdett's motion was introduced on 28 February,

1825, just after the +third reading of Goulburn's
bill, and was phrased in an i1dentical <fashion *to
that successfully adopted Dby Flunket in 1321.

Perhaps because the motion was handled by a member of
the opposition, rather that by one of the government
pro-Catholics, the debate was not hampered by the
petty quarrels Dbetween the Catholics' suppeorters
which had marred proceedings on the general question
since 18zZz, and it proceeded smoothly. As in 1821,
the arguments used were not new, although some
attention was paid to the wisdom or otherwise of
granting concessions immediately after the
Suppression of the Catholic Association. The temper
of the House which had come to the fore in 1821 now,
however, reasserted itself, and Burdett's motion
passed by thirteen votes; if 0O'Connell had influenced
Burdett, he must therefore have been very pleased

with the results of his actions.




Although the VWhigs later denied strongly that
O'Connell had had any share in the preparation of the
bill which followed from this moticn, the Irishman
certainly took part in the preliminary stages oI the
discussions. He was naturally particularly keen to
influence decisions concerning the veto, and had long
discussions with Plunket on this subject. By 4 March
he was pleased to be able to inform his wiifie that
Plunket had now agreed that there should be no veto,

or any other arrangement which was not desired by the

Catholic prelates. ™ G'Connell's invoivement did not
mean, however, that radical new proposals for
Catholic emancipation were put Iorward. Un  the

contrary, Burdett's bill was in principle identical

to tThat which had been successiu
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minor modifications were made to the Security
provisions, presumabiy under O'Comnneli's infIluence,
in an attempt tc remeove some of the Catholics'
dicsgquiet about these measures. For exampie, the bill

st1ll provided for a Commission to be s
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Ireland to certify the peaceable conduct of those

selected as bishops, and to examine correspondence

with Rome, but this was now to be composed solely of
Catholic bishops.*® The Catholics need no longer be
concerned, therefore, that the government or its

representatives would be directly interfering in the

gavernment of their Church in the United Kingdon.

It was also planned that 1in addition to these
measures relating to the operation of the Cathoclic
religion 1in Ireland, +two <further measures should
be considered in relation to the relief bill. These
were to provide for the payment aof the Catholic
clergy by the State, and for the disenfranchisement
of the Irish forty-shilling <freeholders. These

measures were founded upon evidence given before the




committee on the state of Ireland, set up in 1824,

and were intended to remedy what were perceived as
two o0f the major evils facing Ireland -  the
multiplication of freeholds, which led to poverty and
degradation for the poorest voters, and the power of
the priests over the peasantry. They would, however,
also ensure that if Catholics were to be admitted to
parliament, they would not be under the influence of
a lower class mob, directed by the priests. rhus
they could be seen as security measures by

olics

e

Protestants who feared an increase in tahe Cat

political power in Ireland.

There were initial suggestions that the
measures should be introduced as <clauses 1in the
relief bill.” It was however recognised that this
could cause serious ditfficulties. The inclusion of
clauses relating to the payment oI the clergy by the
State could provoke opposition  from  those  who
believed that a Frotestant State should not support
the clergy of an 'enemy’ religion, while the
Catholics themselves would be alarmed by the
proposal. Those opposed to parliamentary reform
would object to any measure of disenfranchisement, as
it set the precedent of altering the franchise, and
many of the Catholics' most fervent supporters among
the Whigs were likely to oppose diseniranchisement as
a matter of principle. The inclusion of the wings,
as they became known, in the bill itself ciearly ran
the risk of opening all these side issues, and thus
distracting attention away from the main measure. it
was therefore agreed that they should be introduced
in separate bills. Burdett always tried to distance
the wings from the main question, insisting that they
were not part of the relief measure; while he was

prepared to accept them in order to obtain relief for




the Catholics, he was not committed to their

introduction as part of the relilef bill.®

O'Connelill, perhaps surprisingly, was prepared to
accept these measures as the price for emancipation.
He was now determined to appear conciliatory towards
the Frotestants, and to be seen to be offering the

securities which they desired: 'As the leader of the

=

ssaociation he had assumed a threatening attitude,

el
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n his had succeeded in riveting the attention oI

parliament on the Catholic claims. The time had now
come Ifor conciliation to replace threats. O'Connelil
hoped that a conciliatory policy might induce the
government to grant emancipation.'® He therefore

tried to reassure the Irish Catholics about the

impact of <these securities, to avolid the internal
quarreis which had marred the proceedings on
Plunket's Dbill. He was convinced, once Burdeti's
motion had passed the Commons, that emancipation

wou.id occur that session, and wWas therefore
determined to do everything possible to ensure that

this conviction was not misplaced.

0'Connell did however face opposition from the
most extreme of the Irish Catholics. Lawless, for
e¥ample, who was also in London at that time, was

furious with the apparent selling out to the English

pro-Catholics. He accused O'Connell of flatftering
the parliamentarians and abandoning the Irish
primarily to obtain a silk gown for himself. Lawless

later presented a petition against both the relief
bill and the wings. O'Connell generously informed
his friends that he forgave Lawless for his attacks
upon his personal character. He recognised, however,

that any <such criticisms c¢ould be harmful to the




cause, and were calculated to do 'extreme mischief'

in England, and to 'raise a flame' in Ireland. '™

The English Catholics, even Milner, do not on
this occasicon appear to have been roused tTo any
action in response to the bill. This was presumably
because they had 1in general been happy with the

provisions of Flunket's ©bilil, and would not D

H]

affected in any way by the 'wings'. It is interesting

to note that Burdett's bill was drawn up with
reference almost entirely to Ireland, perhaps as
another legacy of O'Connell's influence, and this may
0 have lesssned the Englisn Catholics! concarn

al
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with the detailed provisions of the bill.

The debate on the second reading of the bill
lasted two days, during which considerable attention
was paid to the need, or otherwise, Ifor the wings.
In a2 moment of triumph for the pro-Catholics, +the
debate opened with a surprise 'conversion' to the
Catholic cause, Brownlow, the member for Armagh had
been considered by his colleagues to be a firm anti-
Catholic, Now he insisted that the evidence given by
Catholics ©before the caommittee on the state of
Ireland had convinced him that their religion did not
prevent them from acting as loyal and respcnsibile
citizens. He was therefore prepared to vote for the
second reading. He emphasised, however, the need to
introduce the wings as accompaniments tao relief.’’
His conversion may well have convinced other wavering
members of parliiament that the +time had come to
settle the question, for the second reading finally

passed by tewnty-seven votes.

The pro-Catholics were naturally delighted by the

result, particularly as 1t was ©believed that a




greater number had voted for concessions than on any
previous occasion.'# Events in the House of Lords,
howaver, quickly cast doubts on the possibility of
ultimate success. On 25 April the Duke of York., ocn

presenting a petition in opposition to the Catholic

claims, made a passionate sgpeech against further
concessions. He emphasised the istinction batween
religious toleration and political power, and

insisted that he would continue to resist the
of

granting the 1latter ‘'fto the utmost of ([his]
power' ., He also commented upon the importance oif the
Coronation Oath in this context, and swore

vehemently that he would never be brougat =0 agres
to concessions.,'# This speech appears fTo have

immediately roused public Ieelings upon the subject,

and the number of petitions against concessions
increased. Copies of the speech were rapidly
circulated, and proved to e exceedingly popular.

Members of the House of Lords who were wavering were
almost certainly renewed in their opposition by this
strength of feeling. The speech also had the effect
of alarming the pro-Catholics, who were made aware
that 1if emancipation were not passed in the current
reign, there was now na chance that 1t would be

successful in the next!

Despite this setback, proceedings with  the
‘'wings' continued. Littleton introduced a bili for
the regulation of the elective franchise in Ireland,
which was debated on 26 April. He argued for the
measure primarily upon its own merits, as a means to
prevent the subdivision of land and the
multiplication of freeholds, to raise the

respectability of voters, and also to strengthen the

Protestant interest, rather than as an important
accompaniment for Catholic emancipation. It was left
232




to Plunket to make the latter case, and to enmphasise
the value of the bill as a security measure and a
lever for obtaining emancipation. As expected, the
debate was fierce. Opposition to the bill crossed
the usual party allegiances, with Brougham and Bankes
for once united in resistance to a measure.
Nevertheless, a majority of forty-eight ensured that
the bill passed on to the committee stage. A House
cf Commons resolution in favour of the payment by the

State o0of the Catholic clergy was also introduced

The main relief bill continued to move
successiully through the Commons, Ifinally passing by
twenty—one votes on 10 May 1825, As it maved on to
the House of Lords, however, the Duke of York's
speech was a clear indication of the reception it
could expect from 1fts oOpponents. There was a

continued emphasis on the Catholics' divided loyalty
between <TThe monarch and the Fope, and concern was
again expressed about the dangers to the established
Church in Ireland of admitting Catholics to
parliament. ‘To prevent the dangers ... from letting
them in, the best cf all securities is to keep them
out', declared Lord Colchester.'¥® Liverpool nade a
particularly powerful speech emphasising that his
opposition to Catholic relief was grounded in matters
of principle.l¥® Despite powerful speeches against
these opinions from Lord Harrowby and the Bishop of
Norwich, " the relief bili was defeated by forty-eight
vates, a larger majority than was expected, on 17 May

1825.
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2. Crises and Concordats.

As in 1821, the success of a motion in favour ol
the Catholics led to rumours that important figures
in the government were vacillating on the gquestion.

It was suggested that Liverpool himself had been

o)

converted to the Catholic cause, and that the
gavernment was about to bring in a relief Dbill.
Liverpool denied such rumours strenuocusly, even
resorting to making his opinions xnown through the

}

daily newspapers.' Nevertheless, 1n private the

first minister was fast becoming concerned about the
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aticn, anda was thinking deeply about the positio
he =should take. In a letter to Wellington on 1 April
1825 he questioned whether, given the opinion of the
Commons, 1t would in fact be expedient rfor the Lords
to throw out tToe relief bpill, &and first raised the
possiblility of resignation. He aisc sxpressed CODcern
about the line which Peel was likely to take if the
bill were successful in the Commons.™ Wellington
persuaded him to delay any action until after the
discussion in the House of Lords, but 1t was

<
that difficulties were building up Ifor the cabinet
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only increase as  th
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bill progressed.

I

Peel's resignation on 29 April brought the crisis to

¥

a head.

It was against this background that Wellington
came to the fore in the cabinet as a conciliator, and
an innovator in the question of Catholic relief. He

had not played any part in the Catholic debates since

1821, and indeed appears to  have had little

correspondeance with anyone upon the subject.

However, in the intervening period he had clearly
234




been thinking deeply about the issues 1nvolved. He
had come fo the conclusion that the gquestion must be
settled - but 1in the right way, and with full and

-

effective securities far fthe Protestants. Hi

(]

approach was coloured by his conviction, expressed in
his 1818 speech, that the Irish Cathoclics had an
inbuilt hostility to the British government, and the
Church of England.® Holding these views, 1t is not
surprising that Wellington appears to have spent more
of his fime thinking about securities than about

-+

relief itself, for he was convinced that 1in any
arrangement 1t would be essential €

o protect the

Protestant Church from the attack wihich would almost

certainly follow the granting of politicai power to

the Catholics.

In his approach to securities Wellington focussed
on the position of the Catholic clergy and hierarchy.
His attitude almost certainly stemmed from his
experiences as Chief Secretary for Ireland, when he
had seen, first hand, the influence of this powerful
body over the Irish people, and had been made fully
aware of their position as independent from the
State. Their increased activities under the auspices
of the Catholic Association only made 1t more
important to establish a way to control them.
Wellington considered that this could be done in only
Two ways: salaries from +the government must be
established for the Catholic clergy, and  the
appointment of Catholic Dbishops must be placed under

the control of the Crown.

Salaries for the clergy would, he believed, bring
them under the control of the government, to whom
they would of necessity look for their support. It

would thenm 'become their interest to preach peace to




the misguided peasantry,' and 'make peace and good
order as great an object to them as to the rest o
the community'“ The lower clergy were also likely to
be more peaceful if the hierarchy were loyal to, and
under the control of, the government. In the past,
WVellington had privately done what he c¢ould to see

that men loyal to the government were appolinted as

irish bishops. For example, in 1819 he had advised
the government tao encourage Dr. Curtis toc accept
appointment as Bishop of Armagh, because of his known
loyalty, and in April 1821, he asked Dr Curtis to

ensure that a loval and peaceable man was appointed

as successor To Dr Everard. ¥ Wellington wished,

ssen Fapal influence in Ireland, by seeing 1The
right of appointment to Irish bishcoprics placed in
the hands of the Crown. in his own words, he aimed

to s&& tThe KkKing established as ‘'head of (the

There might seem little difference between the
securities which Wellington wished to see, and all
those which had been proposed since the beginning of
the veto controversy in 1808, indeed, the very first
argument concerning the veto had commenced over the

use o0f the exact phrase 'the king as head of the

H
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Catholic Church.' However, for Wellington fthere wa:
a vital prerequisite to these measures, without which
there could be no satisfactory solution to the
question. Az was perhaps to be expected from one
whose background had Dbrought him frequently into
contact with foreign governments, and given him a
rather ‘international' outlook, Wellington believed
that any arrangements to control the clergy must
begin with Rome. Unless a Concordat were negotiated,

to define and limit +the Pope's influence in Ireland
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and his role in the electoral process, none of the
basic gquestions concerned 1in the relationship between
the government and the Catholic Church could be truly
solved, and no satisfactory soclution to the Catholic

question could be introduced.”

There are indications in Wellington's
correspondence that he had Dbeen convinced for some
time that a Concordat would be essential to any
solution to the Irish problem. Major Macauley, in a
letter to VWellington in 1828, recalled the Duke
saying at Verona that, if a Concordat waere
established, he would persocnally move the guestion of
emancipation in the House of Lords. Given the faczt
that as far back as 1808, Wellington had insisted
that any discussions concerning changes to the method
of appointing the Catholic hierarchy must begin with
Rome, tThere is no reason to assume that Macauley's
comment was simply 'a trick which the memory plays on
wishful thinkers.'® In any case, VWellington had
clearly formulated his views by the end of 1823: In
December of that year, in reply to a letter from Lord
Clancarty, in which the latter commented that England
should seize on the precedent set by the Concordat
planned for the Netherlands to settle +the Irish
question, Wellington wrote, 'I don't believe that you
and I differ much about Ireland. The gquestion is,
how to bring pecple's minds to anything on that
subject.'® By February 1825, when Wellington first
discussed his proposals in detail with Mrs Arbuthnot,
he bhad clearly planned ocut his ideal scheme in his
mind. Only in the face of +the political crisis,
however, did he formalise his ideas in writing, and
put forward a plan to selected members of the

cabinet.




|
b
]
|
|
|

Designed +to appeal to those members of the
cabinet opposing concessions, Wellington's memorandum
outiining his proposals began by <setting out the
political background against which the issue must be
considered.'* He emphasised that, although the House

of Lords remained strongly opposed to concessions

the House o0f Commons had repeatedly voted in favour

of Catholic relief; in addition tThe general public

appeared to be apathetic about the it was

i
O

S3U
therefore tao be questioned how far it was desirable

or proper, to continue to bolster up the majority in
the Lords, in opposition to the will of the Commons.
In his view 1t would be more appropriate Ifor ztTas
current government to take the lead and introducs =
relief Dbill. This would be particularly beneticial

N

as the introduction of a reiief bili by a government
operating under the open system wouid

success of the measure being seen as a p

He contended alsc that 1if ever a settlement were tao
be introduced the fittest time to doc so would be at a
period of 'external peace and internal tranquility,
when the government I[(wasl strong, and universally
respected.' These conditions were currently fulfilled
pecfectly; the Liverpool government stood high in the
public confidence, and had recently <shown 1ts
strength by acting against the Cathoclic Association.
In addition the Catholics' submission to the new law
suppressing unlawful societies added to the
atmosphere of +tranquility, making this a suitable

time to consider a settlement.

Having 1looked into the ©political situation,
Vellington then examined the historical progress of
the Penal Laws, and noted the fact that they had, in
general, failed in their purpose. He discussed the

necessity for strict controls in Ireland in order to




protect the Protestants - a principle in which he
firmly believed, but which  he no  doubt also
emphasised to appeal to his anti-Catholic audience.
In preparation for introducing his 1idea of the
Concordat, he forcibly stressed the Irish connection
with the Papacy, and their independence <from the
State: ‘As long as the Catholic religion exists in
this or any other country outside the control of the
Crown 1t remains a system of secrecy, and therefore
of danger. Our view must be then tTo bring the Roman
Catholic religion in that country under the control
of the Crown, and in proporticon by which we shall be

uccessful in attaining this object will the

(i1}
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arrangenment be good, and the security of the Church
of England in Ireiand be confirmed.' Oniy by means
0of a Concordat to 'define and regulate' the power of
the Pope could the Catholics truly be brought under

the caontrol of the Crown.

Wellington recognised that there would be many
technical difficulties in reaching such an
arrangement with Rome, naot least that the law
currently forbade any correspondence with the PFPapal
See! There would also be problems in any recognition
of the Catholic Church in Ireliand, because of the
episcopal nature of the Church of Ireland. it would
never be possible for the law fTo recognise two
bishops, one Catholic, one Protestant, in each
diccese. He therefore proposed that Rome should be
brought to agree that the Catholic Church in Ireland
be changed from a National to a Missionary
organisation. This would mean that there would no

longer ©be Irish Catholic ©bishops responsible for

particular dioceses 1in the country; rather there
would be 'Vicars Apostolic', who would nominally be
239




bishops of Asiatic or African 5ees, and who wouid

technically be seen as on a mission in Ireland.

It was central to WVWellington's scheme that the
aprointment of these Vicars Apostolic was to be under
the control of the Crown. Echoing the concept of the
veto, Wellington proposed that lists o0f suitable
candidates would be scrutinised by the government,
who would have the right to reduce the list to two
names. The final choice would then rest with the

Pope. With this as its basis, the Concordat wouid

T
SO0 stipulate the number of Vicars Apostolic to be

]
ot

permitted to operate in Ireiand, their salaries, and

the salaries for the clergy. Agreement wouid also be
reached concerning controls ocver communications

a
between the Catholic Church in Ireland, and the Papal

I
Seea, ith all these questions settled, and the

4]

Catholic Church properly brought under the controi of

ct

he Crown, political power could saiely be grantsd to

the Irish Cathoiics.

Wellington presented his memorandum to Liverpool,
Bathurst and Peel at an emergency meeting heid on 1L
May 1825, to discuss possible ways forward for the
government. It has been suggested that in bringing
forward his plan at this particular time,
Vellington's aim was simply to save the government at
all costs; he was not primarily interested in setting
the gquestion to rest.'' It 1is true that when he
committed his plan to writing, he commented that he
would maintain the penal laws if that were possible.
He was not motivated by any feelings of great
liberality towards the Catholics, whom he regarded as
politically hostile to the Protestants. Nor did he
believe that Catholic relief would bring an end tc

all Ireland's problems. Wellington was, however,
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above all, a pragmatist. He recognised that the
existing situation was untenable, and required action
to be taken. He <first aired his views on a
settlement 1in detail with his friend Mrs Arbuthnot
some time before the progress of Burdett's motion
brought about the cabinet crisis.'= His plan was
not, therefore, soclely a rapidly thought out reaction
to the political situation. The fact that he had
clearly been thinking for some time about a soclution

shows that he was genuinely anxious for a settlement.

It cannot be doubted that Wellingten did aim to
use his pian tTo keep the Liverpool government
together if at all possible. This may also, however,
have been a means +to his own end, for he was
convinced that only the existing government could

introduce a measure containing real securities for

the Protestants, which could safely setile the
gquestion once and for all. He explained to Nrs
Arbuthnot on 5 March 1825 that, 'the arrangement must

be made much better by those who were against than
for the Catholics, because by them the interests of
the FProtestant establishment would be best protected,
that the king himself would be more easily brought to
yield the question by those who were in favour of
Protestant ascendancy than by those who were for
granting every thing, careless of the
consequences, ' 1 He was also convinced that any
settlement must be a government measure, which ought
‘on no ‘account to be left in the hands of the
Opposition, who care only for the momentary
popularity, and would not mind if the two parties
{Catholics and Protestants]l] came to bloodshed so

{ilongl] as they carried their measure.'’'#
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Wellington was convinced that adequate safeguards
could be arranged only by those who were aware af ail

the dangers inherent in concessions. Men such a

i

Burdett, who consulted with O'Connell, and appeared
to pander to the wishes of the Irish Catholics could
never maxe an acceptable settlement. Wellington made
it clear in his memorandum that in his view the Irish
Catholics were determined never <To accept anvyithing
which would truly protect the position o0f the

t
Protestants of that country. Hence anvthing to which
> ) =
v

they willingly agreed would provide no real
safeguard,. The composition of the Liverpcol
Administration would ensure that the rrotestant

interest had a major sShare 1n tThe making o©I The

settlement; 1if the Protestants could be bDrought To
see the need for a settliement, and ware then
involved in its formulation, the best DOS3Sivie

securities could be obtained.

wWellington's friends the Arbuthnots, <o whom he
first revealed his plans in detall, were exceedingly
pleased both with the scheme, and with the
paossibility of & settlement Dbased upon Protestant
principles. They anticipated that Liverpool would
resign over the Catholic question, and looked forward
to Wellington's appointment a&s prime minister, when
he would lay his proposals before parliament. Far
this reason, they were anxiocus for Wellington to make
his views on the subject known in the House of Lords:
'As it is possible he {Wellingtonl] may be called upon
to pass a Bill of Relief for the Catholics upon his
own view of the case,' wrote Mrs Arbuthnot in her
diary on 12 March, 'l am very anxious he should state
his opinion publicly that it may be impossible
hereafter to say that he changed his opinions in

preference to quitting office.''™




Despite this advice, Wellington entered into no
public declarations of his views, either in or out of
parliament. It might seem strange that, 1if he
genuinely wished to see the guesticn settled, he did
not voice his opinions openly. His silence was
probably due primarily to the reaction of his
colleagues to his settlement plan. In contrast to
Wellington's personal friends, Liverpool appears to
have shown 1ittle interest in the scheme, while Feel
declared it to be 'full of difficulty'.'® There does

not appear to be any record of the precise objections

which Pesl raised. However, in the Commone debate,
he had explained that, 'ii the great measurs wers
once conceded he would infinitely rather place all

1 4
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details upon a principie of generous confidence,

o

than fetter +them with a jealous and inefiectual
system of restriction'.'” Wellington's complex
scheme woulid clearly not fall into this category.
iellington was perhaps forced to see that FPeel and
Liverpool's reactions were likely to be shared by
other colleagues, and thus felt i1t necessary to set
aside his scheme, at least for the present. He had
no wish to make any public declarations unless he had
a plan which would be acceptable to those colleagues
with whom he hoped to come forward to maxe the

settlement.

Having decided not to Iorce his plan upon his
colleagues, Wellington instead turned to other
methods to avert the collapse of the government over
the Catholic question. In the days immediately
following the rejection of Wellingtomn's plan, Lord
Bathurst had done all he could to persuade Liverpool
not to resign. Liverpocl had, however, insisted
that he could not remain in the government without

Feel. ™ Bathurst then turned to Wellington for help;




on © May, he wrote to the Duke explaining the
position which Liverpool had taken, and asking him to
do all he could to persuade Peel to reccnsider his
position. 'You are the only person, I am sure,' he
wrote, 'who could have that influence over him, and I

think it would be well to make an attempt in good

earnest.''® Wellington immediately responded
wholeheartedly to the regquest. On 8 May he had a
iong meeting with Feel, and 'pointed out to him as

strongly as he could how desirable it was [thatl he
should remain in oifice.’ He emphasised that Peel's
resignation would in fact break up the government,
and That it was ‘completely throwing up the
Frotestant cause,. ' #9 Bathurst echoed these
sentiments in a letter to Feel, and he and Chariles

Arbuthncot also continued to press Liverpcoi to remain

in office. Both Peel and Liverpooil, however,
remained obdurate, although they did agree to
postpone making their declisions public until after

the Catholic debate in the House of Lords.

By this stage, Wellington also had another reason

for wishing tTo preserve the Liverpool government.
Liverpocl had ©been giving some thought to bhis
successor, whom he expected to be a prc-Catholic, and
had indicated that he should advise the king toc send
for Canning.=? This naturally did not ©please
Vellington, whose distrust of Canning and his
politics was by this time <firmly entrenched. In

addition, Wellington must have been concerned that if
Canning were head of the government, he would attempt
to settle the Catholic question immediately.
Although Canning had always insisted that pariiament
ghould legislate for the Catholics, and not negotiate
with them, in planning concessions, he was

nevertheless assoclated with the Catholic party, and
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distrusted by the Protestants. In Weliington's eyes,
this would make him ineligible to bring in a praoper

settlement to the question.

References in a letter from Charles Arbuthnot to
Liverpool at this time show a clear foreshadowing of
the events of 1827, when the government was Iforced
into a change of leadership. The letter reveais that
Vellington did not keep his views about Canning %o

himself, although naturally he expressed them onlyv to

close colleagues and Iriends. He saw the very
suggestion of the appointment ot Canning as
‘offensive to himself and ... unsafe Ifor the public

and made it very clear that hes would not be

g To serve under Canning.~* It also shows that
— = S th A = e Y= 3 3 + 3

t was aware of the dangers inherent in

luential members

[=H
[

s attitude: if several pol

of the current governmenit refused To serve under

Canning, then the latter would have no choice but o
apply to the (Opposition. it was clear That

Liverpool's resignation <could not but lead to real
1

olitical upheaval.

o

Such was the position when the Catholic guestion

r?
!

5 on 1

o,

was debated in the Hcouse of Lor May 1825.
Liverpool's powerful speech in opposition to relief
made 1t clear that he was not prepared to compromise,
and thus strengthened those who might be wavering in
their opposition. The defeat of the qgquestion has
been widely attributed to the effects of this speech.
This clear victory for the first minister's
Protestant views should have ended the paolitical
crisis. This was not, however, the case in practice.
Neither Peel nor Liverpool initialiy appear to have

been much reassured by events, and both persisted

with talk of resignation. In addition, some of the
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cabinet pro—Catholics aiso began to cause
difficulties, Charles Wynn, and his mentor the Duke
of Buckingham, were loud in protest against
Liverpool's speech, which they considered to have
broken the agreement under which they had joined the

government. =+ Much more seriocus was the threat to
the government which came from Canning, who now
insisted that the Catholic gquestion could no longer
be kept in abeyance, and called a cabinet to discuss
the issue, Stapleton suggests that Canning took this
decision Dbecause his surprise at the tenor ol
Liverpool's speech made him particulariy conscious oI
the difficulties created by the lack oi communication
in cabinet on the guestion. "

In the day immediately Ifollowing Canning's

pr

=
announcement, Wellington did all he could to

esarve
the particular nature of Liverpool's cpen system. As
he had previously bolstered Peel and Liverpool, 30

he <tried hard to persuade Canning to moderate his

demands and avoid breaking up the government.
While Wellington dealt with Canning, Bathurst tried
to strengthen Liverpool, whose confidence had been
further shaken by Canning's action. Bathurst

ingisted that Liwv

[l

rpocl should continue in office,
presiding over a cabinet run on the cpen system. it
was to this course ot action, rather than to
resignation, which he was bound by his poiitical
principles. Little would be lost if Canning decided

to resign over the issu ew wouid follow him,

(&
)]
bt

, &
but if Liverpool gave in, or resigned, then he would
appear to be deserting the king, and 'those who
[werel in the midst of their triumphs,' focllowing the

defeat of the question in the Lords would be




In the event, however, there were no resignations
on either side. Wellington's exhortations may have
had some effect, for when the cabinet met, Canning
insisted that he had no wish to break wup The

government; he would take the i

1]

sue no further,
having confirmed that he had a right to bring up the
subject in cabinet whenever he chose.~” With this

eel wished

O
]
b
)
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question settled, neither Liverp
to be seen as the minister responsio
up of the government. Bot

their resignations, although they clearly siated that
they would have felt

majority in the House of Lords beasn smaller. Feel

o
difficulties which he had so recently experisenced

were almost certain to recur.-
least temporarily, the crisis had been resoclved:
‘with no resignations and still agreeing to disagree,

the Liverpool ministry had survived once more.'="
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As the dust settled aiter the crisis Wellington
was very aware that, although the <cabinet had
survived this time, there was a definite possibility

that a similar situation could occur asgain in the not

{

o

too distant future. perhaps with a less satisiaccry

N

conclusion. He thereifore immediatels

<
o
il

for a way to strengthen Liverpocol and builld his

flagging confidence. He saw his ideal tool in the
tact that parliament was neariy at the end of its
sixth sSession, and a dissoclution was anticipated
shortiy. Believing that an election as soon as

possible would be of the greatest benefit, he wrote
to Liverpool recommending that, unusually, parliament
should be dissolved in July, to take account of the
anti-Catholic feelings which had recently been roused

in the country.

Wellington emphasised that he was not advocating
an appeal to the Country on the Catholic question.
However he pointed ocut that, as a dissclution would
be necessary some time during the vyear, 1t would be
to Liverpcol's advantage to call n election ‘'in

a
reference only tao the effect which that decision

Catholio

question in the House of Commons.' Currently +the

general opinion in the Country was opposed to the
Catholic question, but this might change even if the

dissolution were delayed only two months, 'and in the




autumn we may have a Parliament very different from
that which we shall probaply have 1f you should
determine to dissolve as soon as the session 18
concluded.'' Liverpool, however, had no wish %0
depart from precedent by dissclving parliament in
July, and insisted that discussion on the nmatter
should be postponed until September.

It may be juestioned why, if Wellington
genuine.y wanted a ettlement, he now proposed what
eal

s
was in effect an ap ta anti-Catholicism. There

are comments 1in his correspondence which wmake it
clear that he had not abandoned his wish for a
solution: in a letter to Clancarty in November 138zD

nted that 'we are further from the
accomplishment of anvthing like an arrangement 3sSuch
as you and I would look to than we have aver bDean
yet,

<

ct

and 1n February 1827 he iniormed the Duke oI
Buckingham that his wviews on the gquestion had not
changed, although he believed 1t would be more
difficult to act wupon them ¥ The most likely
assumption 1s that VWellington anticipated that an
increase in the number of anti-Catholics 1in the
Commons would encourage Peel, and strensthen
Liverpool's resaclve, Machin suggests That
hoped that the creation of a valance 0I power on tae
gquestion in the Commons would give an ocpportunity for
the situation to cool down, so that the way could
again be prepared for a compromise settlement.™
There were also other political considerations to be
noted: the Opposition knew that +the Catholic
question had brought the government to the edge of
collapse. Without a dissolution, which at least
offered the chance of a better temper in the Commons,

they were bound tao bring on the guestion again, in




the form most likely to embarrass the government, in

order to produce the same result.

Early in September, politicians or all
persuasions turned their attenticn to the timing of
the dissoliution. Attitudes to the Catholic question
were lmportant in determining standpoints. The

prime advocate in the cabinet for allowing parliament
to run its full course was Canning. He agreed that

the tTiming was perfect for an e
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felt so strongly that a dissolution at that time
wouid be perceived as an appeai to the countiry on the
Catholic question, and would rouse ail tThe anti-
Catholic sentiments winich had ©oveen stimulated bDY
recent events in parliament that &»he contended that,

solely for this reason, Liverpoocl should give up the

idea. ™ For similar reasons, Wellington continued ©o
advocate a dissolution that session de urged
Liverpool that, without & dissolution, the government
would find itself ‘in the Same difficulties

respecting Ireland' as it had in last sessiocn, and
that these difficulties would 1

‘*destruction' of the government.®

In taking this attitude Wellington was out of
step with the most determined anti-Catholiics, wio
wighed the dissolution to be postponed: the Duke of
York, for example, argued that because the Country
appeared to be quiet, and growing in prosperity, this
peace should not be needlessly disturbed by & general
election. The Duke of Rutland was 'angry with the
government for bringing upon the country the expense
and turmoil of a general election when there
[appearedl +to be no absolute cause for such a

measure'” It is assumed that they anticipated that

the strength of public opinion against the Catholics
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would not of 1tself be sufficient to lead to the
election of a large number of anti-Catholics. This
view o0f events was apparently shared by the Waigs,

and some government pro-Catholics, such as Richard
Wellesley, who advocated an early dissolution. Not
seeing the expression cf public opinion against the
Catholics as a disadvantage, they saw considerable
advantages in having a relief bill passad by a new

House of Commons. ™

nnin

]

C recognised, with Wellington, tnat

(2]

tending the parliament for a further session woculd
provide another opportunity for the Catholic guestion

L The attendant airficulties Ior

[

to be raised, with a

ot
.
)

he Jovernment. ie therefors oifered, if the
dissolution werea delayed, to do nis best to

discourage agitation o©f the issue, and even To move
t

he previous gquestion 1f it were introduced, in order
" A ‘ . s s ) -

to prevent a discussion. This was Dbecause he
considered 1t wvital that, if the delay of the

election were to serve any useful purpose, the period
before the dissolution should be a time of restraint
with respect to the Catholic question.® Remembering
the abuse he had faced from the Whigs when he joined

J
the government, and his efforts to make it clear that

0

he retained his support for the Catholics, this wa

indeed a significant step, particularly in the fac

v

of the Whigs' preference for an early dissciution,
and shows Jjust how concerned he was to see the
election postponed. WVellington did not approve of
Canning's plan, as he did not believe that all the
pro-Catholic government supporters would agree not to
support the Catholic question if it were brought on.
Interestingly, however, he alsoc informed Liverpocol

that he disapproved ©because to ask pro-Catholic

members of the cabinet to take such a step would be
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o alter the principles of
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question and to indirectly take action against the

Catholics., '™

Liverpool was at first inclined towards an early
dissolution, but had no strong views on the issue.
Faced with both Canning on one side and the extreme
Protestants on the other recommending a deiay, he
canme down on this side, and when the cavinet met on
23 September, it was agreed that pariiament should be

aillowed To run 1its full Course., It was however

government, the Catholic guestion and the corn laws,

were Kept gquiet for the remaining session.
While the cabinet was maxing its plans in the
light of the Catholic question, G'Connell, in

ireland, was concerned with rebuilding the Catnolics
power base, following the suppressicn of the Catholic
Association. Initiaily on his return from London he
had faced some adverse reactions and resistance to
hig leadership, primarily led by Lawliess, as & result
of his support for the wings. His personal
popularity and charismatic leadership, however, were
gsufficient, over a period of time, to resecure his
position. He also had the courage to admit that his
gupport Ifor the wings had been mistaken., He was
determined once again to seize the initiative, and in
July '1825, he established the New Catholic
Association, set up ‘'for the purpose of public or
private charity, and such other purposes as are not
prohibited by the statute of © George IV, cap 4 (the

banning act)''!
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W¥ith this organiszsation O0O'Connell effectively
defeated Goulburn's bill. Almost every task which

had bDeen undertaken by the previocus assoclaticon was

aiso carried out by the new. Even the Catholic Rent
was re-established, for <charitable purposes. One
significant innovation undertaken by the New

Association was a plan for a religious census of

Ireland, which was proposed in order to prove the
numerical superiority of the Catholics in Ireland.

While serving this useiul purpose, the organisation

of the census also increased the tfeeling of community
among the Catholics, and helped fto spread tThe
influence of the New Associatiocn throughout Ireland.
he census was never completed, but the figures which
were produced did serve to confirm the Ce

a
claims that they were in a significant majority. '™

The only significant function which the New

had be

oo

Catholic Ascociation did not undertake whic

fud

n

ioning of

)
ct

x
a prominent feature of the old was the peti
=

pariiament, as under th2 new law the Association, set
up for charitable purposes, could not perform such a
task. For this, special aggregate or ‘'provincial’
meetings were organised simultaneously in each
county, technicaily unconnected with the Association.

is in itsel:l stimulated and encouraged The
Catholics, for such meetings were clearly a
demonstration of Catholic unity and strength. The
Dublin 1leaders attended +these meetings, and thus
became more widely known in the provinces. Priests
also assisted in the organisation, which continued
and strengthened the association of the campaign for

political relief with the Catholic religion itself.'®

Naturally the freshly-organised Catholics were

not pleased with proposals that their claims should
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be shelved to suit the convenlence o0f some o0f the
parliamentary pro-Catholics, and proceeded to draw up
a relief petition as usual. The wpetition ranged
over a vast nunber of issues: Irom sorrow that the
establishment of committees to enquire into the state
of Ireland, and the many friendly sentiments
expressed towards that country by the king had not
led to relief, through the depiction of the Penal
Laws as a breach of the Treaty of Limerick, to a

refutation of the imputation that the Iriseh Catholics

were not properly  educated. All this toor &
relatively conciliatory ftone The petiticn ended,
nowever, witn & compiete rejaction both ot thoe
‘wings' and ‘of any measure ‘interfering with the

discipiine or independence of the Catholic Church in
ireland.''= Lansdowne and Burdett agreed To present
the petition to theilr respective Houses, but neither
was prepared o go further, for in fthe event there
was a general consensus that the question should be
kept quie for the remainder of the session. Both
however emphasised in parliament that only a <final
settlement could prevent the question from continuing

to be raised on a regular basis., '®

P

t might appear strange that the VWhigs were
C

prepared to acqguiesce in the government pro-
Catholics' decision, rather than forcing on the
guestion 1in order to embarrass them. It may be

assumed that it was felt that the split which would
be revealed in the pro-Catholic ranks would in the
long term do more harm to the cause than temporarily
postponing the discussion. It was also clear that
the likely end result of a motion, and any resulting
bill, would be the same as in the previous session,

and little purpose would be achieved by re-living

these events; it would be better to wait for the new
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House of Commons to express 1ts opinions on  the

issue, as the House of Lords might find 1t more
difficult to set these aside. It is possible too
that, so close to an election, some o©of the more

cautious Whigs wished to avoid a discussion because
of possible effects on their election prospects.
¥.Bankes, an anti-Catholic, expressed this view from

his side of the guestion, when, o presenting o1

o]
Hh ot
o

the petition he lamented the lack o

a
debate would have made 1t easler for <tThe public to
h

icting significant gains. The Catholic question

did appear tTo play an important role in a number az
the election contests, and pro-Catholics often
suiferec scme uncomiortable moments. Nevertheless,

in Britain, excluding Ireland, the election was not
generally fought on this issue in particular. Cther
factors, such as the personal popularity of the
candidate, local issues, and attitudes on other

topics of national significance Wea I equally

L
i
e

important in determining resuits. "Anti-cathoclic
sentiment was not & sufificiently burning motive to
influence the resuits as a whole,' and, it has been
calculated that, overall, the anti-Catholics obtained

only a net gain of sixteen seats.'”

In the Irish elections, Catholic emancipation
took a more central role, as the Catholic interest
was naturally most concerned with the issue. The

1818 elections had seen an increase in the extent of

the exertion of clerical influence 1n elections,
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particularly in Wexford, Cork and Sligo. This had
also been seen in the by-election in County Dublin in
1823. It was therefore anticipated that many 0f the
contests 1in 1826 would be fought along similar
principies, with the influence o©i the priesthood
being opposed to that of the gentry. ' However,

-

i8, the Catholic

[
(93]

despite the action taken in

Association did not even consider planning any

systematic pProgramme for influencing election
results, perhaps because 0O'Connell still saw the

forty-shilliing freeholders rather as a hindrance than

an important resource. It was leit to Thomas Wyses, a
member of the Watericord branch oifi tae Asscciatvicn to

plan and control the contest which was to be a major

step forward im the Catholics' canmpalgn
In WVWaterford, 1t was planned that the whole

weight ©f Catholic interest should be thrown behind

Villiers Stuart, a pro-Catholic candidate, in
coppocsition to the anti-Catholic Beresford, whose
interest was firmly established in the cocunty. The
local Association, together with the priests spent

much time and money in stirring Catholic enthusiasm,
and encouraging those who had always voted for their
landlords to stand out and cast an independent vote
in Favour of their own religion. Few even among the
Catholics really believed that the Beresford interest
could be ousted. However, as voting began, 1t soon
became clear that under the priests' influence more
and more tenants were prepared to desert their
landlords. Beresford complained that the priests
were threatening to excommunicate, or refusing to
baptise the <children of those who refused to
desert. '® It is unlikely, however, in the atmosphere
which had been roused, that this sort of persuasion

would have been necessary. Probably mere influential

AW]
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were the priests' attempts to plan ahead for
protection for those who might subsecquently face the
wrath of their 1landlords by proclaiming that no
Catholic should purchase articles put up for sale by

landlords distraining for rent, =%

Only when success really seemed 1ikKely was

O'Connell persuaded to throw the influence of the
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Catholic Association benind St
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was a startling and overwhelmnm
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because of the strength of the Eeresford interest,
was a considerable shock to the Irish FProtestants.
WVat ford was, however,

ar
example of a wider movement among Cathclic voters.
e

its wake the Association b

=
=
}._l

in other counties, notably in Louth, against Lesiie

Foster. Local initiatives elsewhere ails

NI}

q

o
own fruits, and overall, pro-Catholic candidates won
in nine counties. What was important, however, was
not the number of victories, but tThe great effect
which they had on Catholic pride and morale and on
the future plans of the Catholic Association, for it

had become clear that with organisaftion and exertion

ot

pro-Catholic candidates could be

(=

refturned for nearly

every seat in Ireland at the next electiomn.

The new pariiament was not to have an opportunity
to express 1ts opinions on the Cathoclic guestion
until March 1827. By that time, however, two of the
most dmportant opponents of relief had disappeared
from the political scene. The Duke ©f York, who died

-

in January 1827 had been regarded ‘the rallying

as
point for the Tories, and the Dbulwark of the

Protestant cause. = There was a further loss to the

anti-Catholics on 17 February, when Liverpcol had a

stroke, and it rapidly became clear to all who knew




him well that this would be the end of his political

career; he had been talking again of the necessity of

resigning over the Catholic question, and it was
exceedingly unlikely that, if he were to recover, he
would wish to remain in office. It was eifectively

the end of an era; once his stabilising influence was
removed the wide differences of opinion within <the
cabinet on the Catholic guestion came To the fore,
and these became critical in the negotiations for the

apppolintment of his successor.

he events of the next few weexrs relating tTO
these negotiations have been well documenteaq.
Wellington's attitude to the Catholic guestion was
clearly one of the primary factors infiuencing his
conduct at that tine. His main desire was to sse the
continuance of a balanced, mixed administration, in
principle identical to that maintained by Liverpool.
in his view this could only be achieved by having a
Frotestant first minister. Canning, therefore, would

be totally unsuitable.

Wellingtoanconvinced that his own position as

Commander—-in—-Chief of the Army, to which he had been
appointed on the death of the Duke of York made 1t
impossible for him to be first minister. Later he
was to declare that he bhad no wish for the post, for
which he <considered himself to Dbe ‘less tThan
qualified' .=« He advocated the appointment of
another -Protestant peer, such as Lord Bathurst, to
the post. His opinions did not, of course, prevent
others from seeing him as a possible candidate. The
Arbuthnots, for exanmple, did all they could to
influence others, including Peel, in his favour.

The Duke of Buckingham tried hard to persuade him

that although as Commander—-in—-Chief he could not be
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premier, he should make sure that he was in reality
the leader of the new ministry, so that he mizht

introduce his OWTL orand of saettlement for the

ion. Later in the proceedings, Earil

e

Catholic gues
Clancarty alsoc pinned his hopes upon Wellingtion, for

similar reasons. =¥

Wellington, Feel and Canning entered into
frequant discussions, and it does appear that genuine
attempts were made to find a compromise satisfactory
to all concerned. There was, however, a basic
disagreement which c¢could not be solved: neither

ellington nor Feel wished o see the government

]

headed by a pro-Catholic, while Canning, aware of his

own talents and important position in the House oI

Commons, naturally objected to the idea that his
suoport for the Catholics disgqualified him from

v the ministiry. He did

a
the appointment of a Frotestant peer as nominal head,

but this was rejected by Peel and Wellington., who
recognised that this would still leave Canning with
the effective power; in their view a Frotestant
should head the government in reality, as well as in
name. As the deadlock intensified the king even
tried to persuade the cabinet tTo elect 1ts own head,

0]

a way to solve his dilemmsa. When this faiied,

(

however, and ali avenues o1 compromise  ssemed
exhausted there was really only one logical step
which George IV could take. It was clear that no Tory
gaovernment could be established in which Canning did
not play a major role, and so the latter was given

the charge to form an administration.

Wellington's refusal to serve under Canning, and

"

E
i
o)

cision to resign even the command of the arnmy,

e
attributed by the king to personal pique that he

)
w
i3}

38}
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had not been appointed first minister. Wellington's
reaction to, and criticism of the language of,

s to bhear out this

=]

Canning's letter of approach, see

interpretation aof events; his reaction was that of a
f

man looking to take ocffence, and already eeling
scorned. It is perhaps more likely, however, that
Wellington was reacting against what he saw as the

desertions of the principles oxr Liverpocol'

0

government, for he did not believe tThat a government

headed by Canning cculd genuinely operate on these

Qi

principies with respect to the Catholic guestion.
Wellington's resignation was followed by tThat of

the majority of Protestants within the cabinet. Tous

h
pledged to continue the open system, was bpiased
twelve tTo three in favour of concessions. Machin
voints out that ‘the 'open' sysStem now commanded a
wider allegilance than ever beiore. The moderate
Whigs had accepted it as a principle when agreeing to
the coalition with Canning, while Wellingfton and his
colleagues were still strongly in favour of it =«
How 1long this situation would have continued, and
whether Canning's governmenit would have brought in a

relief measure had he lived can cnly be a matter ior

speculation. In the event, haowever, it was not the
pro-Catholic Canning, or his successor Goderich who
broke the deadlock, but Wellington, who finalily
became first minister in January 1828, He continued

to believe that any settlement should be introduced
by +the Protestant party in order to ensure the
greatest protection for the Church, and thus himself

to0ok the initiative in 1829.
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of ‘'securities', primarily the ©proposal that the
government should be given a velto over the
appointment of Cathaolic bishowps, to limit the power
of the Pope in this area. The Irish Catholics'
refusal to admit the principle oifi the veto, even when
it was accepted by Rome, and the general insistence

of most members oi parliiament tThat this security was

m

ssential corollary to relief, resulted in a ciash

)

interests winich was particula
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the relief bills of 1813 and 1821 were passing
h

attitude to the Catholic gquestion was formed and
develoved Thisz thesis has shown that, althcugh for
much ©f <this period Wellington was not at the
forefront of the debate over the issue, he was alwavs
deepliy concerned wWith he affairs of Ireiand, and
with finding a permanent soclution to this perennial
questicon Higs period as Chief &Secretary for Ireland
brought him ace-to-face with all the political
problems associated with that country, including that
of the Irish Catholics' canmpaign for political
equaiity. It has been made clear that although he
toox office under an anti-Catholiic government, he
steadfastly retained in public the evan—handed
attitude of equaninmity which he felt to be

apprapriate to a gaovernment officer whose task was to
administer the existing laws. He was, however,
personaliy very aware that the Irish Catholics in
their desire for emancipation were a political,
rather than a religious group. In this connection he
also formed strong views about the dangers of Irish
nationalism, and the problems inherent in the
independence of the Catholic Church from the State.

He carried these views with him when he left Ireland,

02
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and they convinced him of the necessity for adeqguate

securities for the Frrotestant Church and against the
influence of the Fope to accompany any measure of
relief.

It was while ©based 1n Ireland in 1808 +that
Vellington first expresssed the view that measures o
control the power of the Catholic Church in Ireland
and to bring it within the remit of the State must.
to be effective, ba negotiated with Rome. This
conviction was to remain with him for the next tTtwenty
vears. He aliso maintained as a matter of principie
that, To ensure the adoption of adegquate gacurities
for the rrotestant Church. anyv settlement must be the

work of those who would be nmore sSensitive tTo th

his time as a member of Liverpool
primarily upon <these convictions. This thesis has
made it clear that Wellington's 1825 relief plan
focussing on a Concordat with the Papacy was not
merely a quickly thought ocut proposal produced on the
sSpur of the moment to @ preserve the Liverpool

=, Loe

U]

governiment, but was rather, in its principl

result of years of thought.

Such long-standing convictions were not to be
discarded lightly, and despite the difficulfties with

his scheme which were apparently pointed out at that

time, Wellington maintained for several vyears his
belief in the desirability of a Concordat. He was,
however, to be dissuaded against such a schene

during the early months o©of his premiership, as a
result of correspondence with Dean FPhillpotts who

convinced him that such contact with Rome would be an

]
(@3]
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acknowledgement that the Pope had power in Britain.

This was the first step in the revolutionising orf
Wellington's views on the question o0f securities.
From insisting that a Concordat, a wveto, and the
payment of the Catholic clergy by the &State were
esgential accompaniments to any effective ssttlement,
Wellington was, by 2 April 1829, brougat to tThe
position whereby he was able to declare that, in his
view, There was 'no sort of arrangement capables of

being carried into execution in this couniryv which

approacn to the issue  that he was aple to re-sxaming
his approach to the Catholic guestion suificientiy =0

ve able to pilot such a bill throusgh the House oI

Lords, and tc obtain for it Royal Assent on 13 April
1829,
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