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REGORD 0F A OENIURY
The First Instalment of the Draft Report on the Financial

Relations of Great Britain and Ireland

TO BE SUBMITI'kI) TO THE ROYAL COMMISSION.

Facts and Figures Marshalled witla a Degree or CIeverness and
JPrecision elossima Eqialled. bt ne'ver SurpsMed.

A Story of Injustice Towards Ireland to'd in Calm, Logical and
Convincing Language-The Financial Arrangements,

which at the Union were given with Absolute
Assurance, Openly and Flagrantiy Violated-

A New Phase of Irish History.

HE following is the full text of
that portion of the Draft Report
cf Mesars. Blake, Slattery and

Sexton, dealing with the Past Financial
Relations between Great Britain and
Ireland-.-
The istory of the Finaurnial Relations

Retieea Great Britainsind lreIand t
and After taie LegIstative Union.

IRISHl TAXATION EFOhE TH E IUNiaN.

Certain facts in the history of the in-
ancial relations betweeni ireat Britain
and Ireland are so extraordinary that
the cnalleinge attention whenever tue
sujectb is revewed. indeed, they suggest
that thIle explanationnust be, as cte
facts themselves apparently are, unique
in the annals of the mnovemtrentt fpoti
lations and scarcely paralleled lin the re-
coris of public finance.
ImISH EtNi'ENDITURE AND TAXATION FOIRCE)

uPi 1794-S80ti.
Wien the Constitution of 17S2 was

establisied, and during the next lit
ve ars, the taxation of Ireland ditd tuot
exceai a million uer annum. It was
adeqtate to the detrayal oft er expendi-
turt, ior er psublie debut of about two
mniliions remained without iaterial
alteration Ifrnm thetopeniig of the period
till its close. But only seven years alter
tohe conclusieioni of this period-at the
pasesinitg ot Ithe Act et Unins-the taxa-
tion t Iureland liaid intcreased Ironi ne
million to 24 millio eplier aniinum, Iter
expenditure iad growi itront 1 million to
7 mtillions per annumti, herdebt had iuliti-
plied I-inIron: tu 28nillioinsherdebt charge
roii a lusndred thousantd to a uiuii

andl a 1iuarter per anîîîîînu-a sîtui about
cjual to -what lier whole taxation, in-
deved, lier entire exîtenditure, hiad
amounited to seven years before.
RATEs PEU ulEAD> IEFORE AND AT TISE

UN ioN.
Tihe Irisi revenue was levied, itutay

be saild. entirely on consumtption. it a
population approxiiating to 5 milliotns,
it represeited a rate per heaid o abouit
4e in the earlier period (1782-1795), and
at 10s ait the passing othle Act of 'niona.
At the sanie period lthe taxation t Great
Britaii, levied not wholly, as iii Irelind,
on Conisuumption, but onl' to the extent
of two thirds, was, in round nunbers, 30
millions. Her population bein'g thein
10 millions, the rate per head per annnum
was £3, or six limies the correspontding
rate hor Ireland.

Jeelarationls of HritIsh iand Irish
RLinIsters.

31R. PiT ON RELATIVE CAPACITY.
ln 1785 Mr. Pitt, in the debate in the

British House of Comnons on the resolu-
tions as teo commercial intercourse with
Jreland, being encountered by the argu-
ment that free brade would enable Ire-
land to compete with Great Britain, dis-
countenanced the idea that a poor coun-
try, merely because she enjoyed sonte
comparative exemption froi taxes, was
therefore able te cope with a rici and
powerful country. lie affirmed that the
amallest burden on a poor country, when
compared with the burden of a rich one,
was te be considered as " by no means
in proportion with their several abili-
ties." " For if onc country," he said,
"1 exceeded another in wealth, popula.
tion and established commerce, in a
proportion of two to one, he was nearly
convinced that that country would bc
able te bear ten times the burdens that
the other would be equal te."

MR. PITT ON THE PROPOSAL OF UNION.

When Mr. Pitt, as Bitish Prime Min
ister, introduced the project of tbe Leg-
islative Union in 1799, he assured the
House that the British Government t
did net seek the Union " fron a pecuni-
ary motive." The neasure "nust infuse
'' a large portion of wealth into Irelanud,"
and "supply its want of industry and
" capital." The zeal, the spirit, and the
liberal and enlarged poliy of Great
Britain gave ample proof that there was
no ground for the apprebension that she
would "tax Ireland mtore heavily," when
Ireland became associated with Uer; and
no foundation for the idea 1hat Ireland
would be sibjscted t "an increase of
taxes" and "a load of bad debt." The
contribution to be imposed on Ireland
-ould net be greater "tian the necessary1
amount, of its own present necessary ex
penses as a separate Kingdom." And in
the following year Mr. Pitt declared to
the House that, under the act of Union,
when passed, Ireland would "continue
to cotîtribute inits accustomed pro-
portion."

LORD CASTLEREAGH ON THE BILL.

The Irish Secretary, Lord Catlereagh,
uttered imilar declarations to the Irih
House of CoTmons, and gave correspond-
ing pledges. lIn bis speech cf te 5th
February', 1800, introducing lime articles
cf te Treaty, Uc said, "lIt an>' sa.crifice
Uc nmade ibt wi not bc on bte parI ef
Ireland, but upon tUe part of Great
Britain." TUe setlement tas odfered,
Uceldeclared, not upon lte mnercenary
principle that Ireland would sacrifice
what was essential 1o ber htappiness te
an>' pecuniary' considerationa; not as a
bribe; but as a settlement of advantage
ho Ireland.
wHAT IRELANDt woULD SAVE aBY THE UNiON.

TUe Secretary' dwelt upon the liber-
alI>y, nay,. eren the generosity, of ,bec
terme, Referring le the expenditure of
Great Britain and cf Ireland fcr bbe pre-
cedinîg year (1799), hie declared bbat Ire-
land wouid'have saved a million in thai
yaar if sUe Lad been united witha Great

Britain on the ternis proposed in the
Bill of Union. So long as the war should
lait, and Ireland continued separate, it
was not possible to suppose tiat ber ex-
penses could be reduced. "Tterefore."
the 3ainister urged, '-wie isall in future
expend more in time of war by one mil-
lion a year than if we were united with
Great Britain." In time of peace-if
the Union were not carried-the expen-
diture of Ireland, at the lowest conmpsi-
tation, would, lie afiirnted, be close upon
three millions a year; bui it was not
possible to suppose that the permanent
yield of the revenue would be more than
£2 31u0,000 per ainum, ience there would
be an annual deficiency of £600,000. But,
in the event of a Union, the quota of
Ireland towards joint expenditure, to-
gether with her separate debt charge,
vould lot anount to 2 4millions a year.
The Minister sumnned up in express and
precise terms the financial gains which
lie warranted the adoption f this propo-
adl to sectîre to Ireland. "The future
charge of our war expenses will be dim-
inished by a million a year, and we shall
be able ta support ourpeace expenditure
witn a very slighut addition to the present
taixes." The produce of all tas i the
ptrecetdingy-arlue stated atonly,£1850000
siai the permanent vield of the Iish
revenue lie put at a maximuot of £2,300,-
000. $nnied up, nthe engagement of the
Mfinister was that Ireland, nunder the
i lion, wrould not incnîr a greater annial

eniediture than -i millions b inte of
aa, and £2,40t1 000 in liane of penace, beinig

a asilliti less in t he former case and
liat a million less in the latter, than if
his proposal were rejected.

In reviewing the iniacial provisions
of the Union. measuring their cois-
'juences, and considering how they were
initerpreted and applied, the Ministerial
oledges and declanations un which the
Act was nased are evidence e-s-entianl t
the case.

Financial EiFrect of ime unilons nia
Ireadm,I i5Ol-iM.

SINTEEN YEAuS - 1Ol-i7 - AI-L<ATIoN
AND EFFEt-r oF THE UNION FINANCIAL

PI'VSI<)NS--iNeREASE OF
TANATIOS.

The fmIancial s-ysten primarnily enact-
el, namîely, that of separate charges for
pre-utnioin debte and contribution, in the
ratio of 15 parts for Great Britain o two
parts for Ireland, te all other expendi-
ture. was noninally applied for 16 years,
but it was not admiistered during any
prart of the time iii accordance with the
Treaty and Act of Union. In those 1u
years (1801 17), the taxation of Ireland
rose frni -' millions in 18(1-2 ( a sum
exceeding by £200,000 Lord Castlereaglt's
estiatate of the reasonable maximum
yield of Irish taxation) to over umillions
in 1815l16, and the average taxation for
the entire period was nearly 4 millions
per annum.

The IP years, except tbe first year or
two, and the last, were years of war. If
a million a year iad been saved in time
of war by reduction cf the tar expendi-
ture of 1799, as Lord Cîstlereaghhad so
positively engaged, the grose expenditure
cargeable to Ireland for the 16 years
would bave been 70 millions. The ex-
penditure actually charged against her
for the period was no less than 160 mil-
lions, an average of 10 millions a year.
nULTIPLICATION OF DEBT-OF DEBT CHARGE.

Mr. Pitt guaranteed Ireland against
"a oad of debt," but to her pre-union
dPbt of 28 millions in those 16 years 113
millions were added. The annual
charge for Irish debt, which was a mil-
lion and a quarter at the Union, had
mountted in 1816 to 64 millions, being a
million and a half in excess of the whole
tax revenue of Ireland, though that
revenue was now forced up by incessant
increase of taxes to nearly treble what
Lord Castlereagh lad fixed as the
heaviest burden that could be reasonably
imposed on Ireland by taxation.
RATE PER HEAD QUINTUPLED IN 20 YEARS.

The rate per head of taxation, which
had been 4a to 5s 20 years before, and
10s at the Union, was a £1 in 1816. Ire-
land, both in war and peace, was offici-
ally assured of saving and profit by the
Union scheme of finance, but in 16 yeara
it had dragged Uer down to so low a
position that not only was she unable to
provide from Uer more than doubled
revenue any part of five millions a year,
the average charge uponl her for joint ex-
penditure, but nioney had to ub borrow-
ed ton make up the amount of her
separate charge for debt, wiich even her
inflated revenue had now become inade-
quate to defray.
OREAT nEDUCTION OF PT'BTIC EXPENDITURE

AFTER 1816.
A fter 1816, wien the systc-m of contri-

bution b>' quota wras discontinued, tUe
expenditure cf the United Kingdomi
(vwich corresponded wiith thUe sum cf lhe
separate and joint espenditures cf the
twno ceuintrios under lthe systoem of
soparate exchequens), of course, dimtin-
ished grealy>, the wran being at an end.
TUe arerange exponditure for lte 16 yeoars
succeeding tUe Uniont baU been 91 mil-
lions- lThe maximumi vas 130 otillimas
in 1815. la 1819-20 espenditure htad
fallen te 74 millions ; b>' 1825 to 60 mil-
lions ; la 1834-5 to 48 illiomns, and ln
1839 40 it stood at 53 millions, at about
which level it remained biilthe timte cf
tUe Crimoan War. For about a ltird o!
a century, therefore, after te abolibion
of bUe quota systemt expenditure vas
bess than balf what it bad been ln the
l4cr years. of bhe great wan, and not
ver>' muchi more than Ualf what had

as rapidly as that of Great Britain. The
respective numbers were 5 millions and
10 millions in 1800, 8 millions and 20
millions in 1845.

But the increase of population in
Ireland, from 1800 to 1815, was accom-
panied, not by an increase, but by a
diminution of the sources of income;
manufacturing industry, trade,and com-
merce, having failed, and agricultural
resources being necessarily hmited, at
ail periode, by the extent and quality ot
the soi.
UNPARALLELED FALL IN POPULATION RINCE

1845.
Since the middle of the century the

population has declined from 8 millions
to 4j millions, a fal unparalleled in the

been the average annual expenditure
during the period of that protracted
struggle.
Cr NO RElIEF TO IImLAND--cOURsE OF

BRITISH ANYD IRIS HTAXATION.
But neither the adoption of common

taxes in 1817, nor the great reduction of
expenditure fronm that time forward,
bruogit Ireiand any relief front lierburden. TUe ign''s!s taxation levied ini
Ireland for the 16 years, 1801-17, had
aintî-.uîed to 70 ilîîlionis, an average
charge of4millionsp riannum.

SIKTEEN U:ARS,18 1SSTO1833.
The net receipts of revenue collected

in Irelandti during the next 1 years (ISIS.
1833) anounted to 75 millions. After the
abolition of separate customns establish-
Ients in 18:24, the duties collected in
each of the couitries nto longer corres-
ponded with the actual consumption in
each, because duty was paid, to a cer-
tain extent, in each country on gooda
evenîtuailly consunted in the other. The
Treasury have made elaborate and intri-
cate calculations, with the object of
estimuating, for each decennialyear, from
1820( to 18190, the aîmount ol what they
terni the " true " revenue of Ireland; that
is tosay, the revenue which includes, as
duties on coninodities, not the amount of
such duties collected in Ireland, but the
antount of such duties paid in respect
of cominiodities actually consumed in
Ireland.

"TRUEI ''REVENUE.
Taking these calculations and esti-

mates as the only material of the kind
available for the present purpose, and
applying the Treasury adjusntment to the
decennial years 1820 and 1830, and aver-
ages to the otheryears between 1818 and
1833, the result is that the revenue col-
lected in Ireland during those 16 years
of peace, anountîing, as stated above, to
75 millions, is increased to a "true"
net revenue of 82 millions, or over 5
millions a year, as conpared with a total
average revenue front taxes of 4 îmil-
lions, and a grosa average revenue, front
ail sources, of 4M millions, during the
preceding 16 years of war. The annual
average expenditture of Great Britain and
Ireland, together, had been 91 millions
during the earlier period, and had reached
120 to 130 millions during its closing
year. 1lue corresponding expenditure
of the United Kingdoni during the later
period fell rapidly to 75, to 60, and even
t o 50 millions ; and the burden of Great
Britain, the weaithy partner, increasing
in riches, was correspondingly lightened.
The ave rage British revenue ef 58 mil-
lions front 1,1 to 1817 fell to an average
of 51 millions froi 1818 to 1833, but the
Irish average of 4 -millions in the for
nier periûd was stlî further forced up to
over 5 millions in the latter, although
the expenditure to be defrayed was so
greatly dimitished. and althoughi the
filure of the later increases of taxes in
Ireland, ans contrasted with their ample
vield in Great Britain, had made it
mîaniîfest that the war burden of 44 mil.
lions was as severeupon ithe poorer coun-
try as that f 58 millions had been easily
bore by the expatding resources of the
ricier.
SIXTEEN VEARS, 1834-49, EXPENIITURE AND

TAXATION.
In the next period of 16 years (1834.

1849), narked towards its close in Ire.
land by the loss of the British narket
foîr cereals througli Corn Law Repeal,
the faillure of the potato crop, the con-
sequent great famine, and the beginning
of an unparalleled enigration, the ex-
penditure of the United Kingdon, about
50 to 55 millions a year, was lower upon
the wlhole than it 1had been in the pre-
vious period. Again, the BriLish burden,
which bad averaged 5S millions in the
tirst period, and 51 in the second, was
reduced to 48 in this third period;
whilst the Irish average of 4 millions
in the war period (when expenditure
averaged 90 millions a year) which
had been driven up to about 5 millions
per aii uni between 1818 and 1833, now
stood (according to Treasury computa-
tions) at £5,200,000, from 1834 1o 1849,
within whici period Ireland, passing
through the severest ordeal recorded in
modern history,was nevertheless obliged
to submit to increasing pressure of tax-
ation.
SIxTEEN VEARS, 1850-65, EXIENITSRE AND

TAXATION.
In the next terni of 16 years (1850-

1865), Ireland, recovering slowly from
the effects of the famine, lost one-third
of ber population, and had a difficult
struggle with the changed conditions of
industry resulting from the repeal of the
Corn Laws, whilst Great Britain con-
tinued to mtake uninterrupted progresa
in population, and stll mtore rapid.ad-
vance ta wcaltb. In Ibis period Ireland
tas subjected te incomie tax, and ber
spirit dut>' tas quadrupied. The ad-
ditienal burden thus imîposed amounted
to about 2 miîlliens of pounds per an-
numt. The expenditure cf tUe United
Kinigdom inîcreased fronm betwreen 50 and
55 millions te beteen 55 and 70 mil.
lions. The average revenue cf Great
Britanin increased frein 48 1o 50) mil-
lions, and that of Irelnnd was augment-
cd, in lte sanie proportion, [rom
.£5,200,000 te £G,400,000. The avenage
revenue of Great Britain tas ne more
titan it had been at the opening cf the
century (in the period cf the French
war), but then average revenue cf Ireland,
then short of five millions, was now
greater by' one-third, and tUbs heaviex
charge lhad te be borne b>' a dinminished
population out cf narrowving means,
1'he avenage rate per bead of gress re-
venue in Grcat Birttain whicht had been
about £5 at lUe Union, and £5 in the
French tar period, was nuw only' about
£2 10s, whnilst the Irisht rate, 4s before
the Union, 10s hat tUe Union, and about
15s during the post Union war, was now
about £1 5s. The extent to which pres.
sure was lightened, in process of time,
on the people of Great Britain, and con-
tinually made severer on the people of
ireland, is exhibited in a statenient of
Sir Edward Hamilton (Vol. Il, App., p.
191), showing that the rate per bead of
all taxes on conimodities feil in Great
Britain between 1820 and 1860 from £2
8s 7d to £1Ils 7d, but rose in Ireland
within thessame forty years froin Ils to
£1 Os 7d. tie wealthier country was
taxed less and leas as it became inore
wealthy; the poorer country was bur-
dened more and more as its poverty iQ-
creased.
SIXTEE& YEARS EXPENDITURE AND TAXA-

TION.
Fi on 1866 to 1881-the next sixteen-

year perid-the expenditure of the

United'Kingdonm further increaaed from
between 55 and 70 millions to between
70 and 84 millions; the average revenue
of Great Britain from 59 to 68 millions;
and the average revenue of Ireland from
£6 400,000 to 74 millions. The inequali-
ty of pressure, as between Great Britain
and lreland, continued still further to
increase, for, as Sir Edward Hamilton
shows, the gross rate per bead in Great
Britsin between 1860 and 1880 fell from
£2 ls Od to £2, whilt that of Ireland
remained practicaîlly unchanged; and
the British rate per head of taxes on
consunmption fell from £1 1s 7d to £1
3s 7d, whilst the Irish rate remained
substantially unaltered.

1882-J4-ExPENDITCRE AND TAXATION.
In the final period, from 1882 to the

present time, the expenditure of the
United Kingdom has increased fron be-
tween 70 and 84 millions to between S4
and 100 millions. These vast figures
once more irresistibly suggest that no
tixed proportion of liability for an ever-
increasing expenditure can equitably
protect the stagnant income and attenu-
ated surplus of Ireland, unless governed
by the qualifying provision that no
more than a certamn annual sura should
under any conditions be exacted. The
increase of expenditure in this and pre-
ceding perioda was chiefly met by in-
crease of post office and other non-tax
revenue. The average revenue of Great
Britain (down to 1893-4) increased to 84
maillions, from 68 in the preceding
period; and the average revenue of Ire-
land fron 74 to 7î millions. Thegrowth
of British revenue represents but an ina
significant fraction of the increntent of
British wealth and income, for in the
last 30 years or so the income of Great
Britain, from bath capital and wages,
has approxinmately doubled; but in Ire-
land the very aiall apparent increase in
tne income tax assessment represents no
real advance, when the unrevised valua-
tion of land and the recent great increase
of absenteeismn are taken into account,
whilst the sanie period bas witnessed a
vast decline in agricultural values, and
a consequent disastrous alos of income
to the ntass of the Irish people, now,
however, reduced in number to about
one-half of the total of 50 years ago.
10-1894--PLEDGE.s AND RF.SULTS CONM-

PARED.
The framers and proioter of the

Treaty ard Acts of Union, Mr. Pitt and
Lord Castlereagh, took credit for their
proposai as one of self-sacrifice on the
part ?f Great Britain, and of great and
certain advantage to Ireland. It was
guaranteed to infuse mîîuch wealthinto
Ireland, but the poverty of Ireland has
undoubtedly increased. The- wa-tit of in-
dustry and capital vas to be suppliei
by the Fnion ; but under the Union
capital han diiinished, and industrial
activity has cilatitoul>y declined. Ire-
land was to save a million a year in war,
and half a million a year in pence, but
during the time of war (the fira li
years of the century) lier taxation
was doibled, her expenditure was
more than douled, and in the 80
years that have since elapsed, a
period of alinost uninterrupted peace,
the scale of her taxation lias never been
diminished, but, on the contrary, lias
been increased continually down to the
present day, and, in the latest period,
has reached the highest point. The
Union was warranted at leatst as an
absolute assurance against inerease of
debt and augmentation of taxes, but in
sixteen years it nultiplied the Irish
debtl five-fold and in 96 years itl has
pessed up the pre-Union naxinum of
2 nîilions, whicli Lord Castlereagh con-
sidered the reasonable limit, to nearly 7
millions a year, the pressure continuing
without cessation, in peace as weli as in
war, in famine as in plenty, wiether
expenditure rose or lell, and whilst
population diminislhed even more than
in the time when it increased. Ireland,
under the Union, was only to be taxed in
its accustouied proportion. The British
taxpayer in 1800 paid £3 per Uead, the
Irish taxpayer, l0s. The rate per head
of the British taxpayer is now only £2
4à 10d, nearly one-third lets thian at the
date of the Union, though the weailth of
Britain is at least five tintes as great ;
and the rate per head of the Irish tax-
payer is now £1 S 10d, nearly treble
the former amount, though Irish re-
sources never expanded after the Union,
and in the last half century bave cer-
tainlyi aterially declined.
IRISH REVENUES IN THE PRESENT CENTURY

-DECLINE OF COMMERCE, TRADE AND
INDSTRY FRO31 THE PERIOD OF THE
UNION.

The capital and income of Ireland un-
doubledl- increased in tUe last 20 yeaNs
of the last century, fer tbere tas a
remankable developnment at that te
(as bestified b>' Lord Clare) cf her mnanu-
factunes, lier commence, and Uer trade.
But nothting appears ho indicate an>'
later expansion cf lthe elementa cf wealth
in Ireiand. There bs evidence, on lUe
contrar>', as already noted. tUaI Uer
capital tas mîuch langer about tUe open-
ing cf lte century than it la at the
present Uime. Titis observationt accords
with well-known tacts, for tUe Irish
export brade, whlih, about lte close cf
the lasat century, was cf considerable ex-
Ient and value, soon aften ceased te
exist. The manufactuinug industries,
at co tinme thriving in varions forais,
net onily in bte chief cent res cf popula-
tion, but lu te smtaller totos and vil-
la ges ; and aise lte donmestic Indus-
tries d iffuscd amongst lthe ruina! popula-
tion, declined and disappeared wtt the
advanoce of erganization in the indus-
trial develepment cf Great Bnitain.

INCREASE OF POPULATION TILL. 1845.
Till close upon the mniddle cf the cen-

tury, preeisely', till 1845 tise year cf tie
beginnuing cf the famine, the population
cf Ireland continued to increase almest

1 --1

mitted by Mr. Fit t in his speech of 1785,
already ruoted in tbis report. His
mode of expresing the principle was
that if one country has double the
wealth, puopulation, and commerce of
another, lbe former can bear nearly ten
tintes asgroat aburden as can be borne
by the htter. The evident meaning is
that whai people require to barely sus-
tain life should not b reckoned in esti-
mating their capacity to bear taxation,
and that a pebple twice as rich as
another îîîay bave ten times as much
leit over wIen both have provided the
simple ne-essaries of life, and therefore
may havi ten tirnes us large a fund out
of which te provide a revenue for the
State. Mie poorer people must spend
upon necessaries nearly the whole of
thein incoee; the richer rnay have the
bulk of their income to spare, and it is

1

tUat either the prosecu tion of the war
with France, the suppression of the iui
surrection, or the maintenance of inli'
bary occupation and martia.law duriwg
tbe passin'g of the Bill of Union, repre
sented an interest exclusively Irish ;
only by this contention could the châsge
upon Ireland of the whole expenditure
incurred Lhere, by the will of the British
Government, for those purposes, 6e jut.l'
fied or explained. The purposes, IO5

and. ail, were primarily and niaily
British, yet the whole of the exra
charge, including- not only the 10 jUil-
lions expended by reason of be war
with France, but also the ternpoI
charge for the insurrection, and fer titi
vast force maintained in Ireland duriit
the pasuiqg of the Union, vas uL
rantabi>' reekoned b>' Lord oaatlere*iha2
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history of rnodern civilization. This
deciline, beginning in a flight from
famitue, bas conti.nued to the present
dayoewing to the economic revolution,
resulting from the repeal of the Corn
Law, which by greatly limiting agricul-
tural employment aiso greatly reduced
the ieans of subsistence for the people ;
and in Ireland this result, in the harsh-
nes o-f its operation, lias not been miti-
gated by increase of any non-agricultural
resoirce. rhe reduction of the popula-
tion of Ireland bas proceeded concur-
rentIr with a diminution of mneans
whic. is scarcely less remarkable than
the erodus itself.
GREtr FALI. IN AGRICULTURAL VALUES IX

TtE LAST FORTY YEARS--No CoUNTER-
BLASCISG IESOURCES IN ORELAND.

This latter fact is exhibited in the
statuent with regard to the values of
output of Irish agriculture for certain
periods presented to the Commission, in
connection with his evidence, by the
Registrar General for Ireland. Criticisni
aso the basis of calculation does not
affect the comparative value of calcula-
tions for different perioda made upon
the anme basis. The statement in
question shows that the annual value of
cropa, of stock, and of the products of
stock, fell off approximately' between the
quinqpennial period 1851-5, and the quin
quenmal period of 1884-8 from 72 mil-
lions to 54 millions per annum; a de-
crease of not less than 18 millions, or
one-foutrth of the entire total. it is ad-
mittel, and is proved by its course of
price, and by the recent fixing of renta,
that there bas been a further consider-
able decline in value since the latter of
these quinquennial periods. Three or
four non-agricultural industries develop-
ed inrecent timea-shipbuilding and the
manufacture of linen, spirite and beer-
do nel afflrd employament except in Bel-
fast to any appreciable fraction of the
people. No general resource whatever
exiat t counterbalance, or even to nibti-
gate tise disastrous decline in agricultur-
al value.

GOWTH OF BRITISH POPULATION.
Whilst the population of Ireland since

1845 ui.s fallen away froî Si millions to
44 millons, and is thus at the end of the
centurr half a million less than it was
at the beginning, the population of
Great Britain in the sanie period Uas
gone dan increasing fron 20 millions to
35 millions (a.s conpared with 10 mil-
lions ut the date of the Union), so that
the flitish people have nearly quad-
rupleti lanuntber, whilet the Irish people
have netually diminished by balf a nil-
lion in ithe course of the lats 100 years.
MoIRE RAPID GROIVTH O BRITISHI WEALTt.

The growth of the British people bas
been exceeded tlroughouit the century
by tbegrowti of their capital and in-
coie. In the present generation the in-
crease of the British population bas been
about one-third. The British grosa as-
sessnieit to incoie taxx bas more than
doublil. The whole Britishincome has
also apîproxinately doubled within the
samie period. The increase in real aver-
age wsges has very renarkably kept pace
with the inerease in real average inconte,
and thus it le made nanifest that the
mnarvelous developnient of British prop-
erty his been generally di flfused through-
out tie whole community of Great
Britain,
RELATIVE TAXATION PEa HEAD AT THE

SEVERAL PEarIoDS.

But so contrary in Great Britain and
Ireland respect ively has been the propor-
tion of taxation during the century to
the aute of reaources in the several
periodsthat the British rate of taxation
per heid, whiclh at the Union, as bas
been sho.wn, was £3, and during the suc.
ceeding var reached an average of close
upon £5 per annum, ianoew but £2 4 10d,
whilst tbe Irish rate per head, which
from 1:2 to 1793 was about 4s, at the
Union 10s, and during the poat Union
war on the average 14s 6(d,lis now no less
than £1Sl10d.

Eventhese remarkable figures do not
disclosethe full extent of the excessive
pressur of burden on the great mass of
Irish s compared with British tax-
payera. The course of fiscal reform,
which lots placed nearly half the British
burden on property, has still left the
Irish consumers of commodities-that
is, the IMsU people at large-to pay more
than threefourtbs of the whole revenue.
Taxes on property being proportioned
alike iieach country to the value of the
property or amount of the income may
for the acment be put aside. Taking
the takae on comrnodities, which alone
directly affect the masses of the people,
it la founxd that the British rate per
head, hvvich 70 years ago was £2Sa 7d,
ls nov It £1 4s id, wbilst îhe IrieL rate
per bead lhas gone up lin the samne perniod
front ls te £1 2s. Te thUis resait bas
worked oul bbc systemi ef "indiscrimi-
inate taîion'' imnposed b>' "equal
rates." Since the close of lUe French
van thelhurden has been reduced b>' one-
hait for the British taspayer, but for lUe
Irnsh taxpiayer the weight of it has been
doubled,notwithstanding the pledges of
nministena, in urging tUe Bill cf Union,
tUat Grat. Bnitain would make a sacri-
lice ; that lrelanîd woutld secure advan-
tage; that Uer taxes would not increase;
that 24 aillions would ho the maximumîn
of iter peace taxation ; that itor burden
would not exceed tUe anmount cf Uer own
necesaary expenses aI thîat lime, and b t
sUe woeukl neyer Uc caill upon 1o pa>'
beyond litr " accustomuedl proportion."

PITT'SDcT . •

TUe nînnifest justice eof tUe principle
tUat two countries of differenm wealtb
are not equaliy burdcned if bihe>' are
taxed iut tUe saine proportion le tUe
whole cf their incornes wras frankiy adl-

the degree of pressure upon what can be
apared that indicates the equitr or in.
justice of taxation.

ITS APPLICATION.
At.the period of the Union, Great

Britain had doubled the populat ion of
Ireland, far more than double.d tìilewealth, and many times as nueia con.
merce. It follows tIlat ber relativ-e abil.ity atthat timeascomtaéwitb £relanwas much-more tha n o ôone. À mij.lion formed a larger part of the narrow
Irish margin than 10 millions did of the
British surplus, and between J1S1l and
1817 it was made manifest, and iN.s fuly
acknowledged, that Ireland cotld ai-r
possibly raise one million for ee'èry tenmillions easily yielded by Great Irhitain
Every new increase of tax in GreatBritain brought in much more thant was
expected by official experts, but n.any of
the increases in Ireland returned nott.ing, and some of thei caused a lss byreducing the yield of revenue below the
level at which il stood before thepy were
imposed. There could be no doutL the
burden of Great Britain was exceeded by
lier taxable capacity, and, on tue Con.
trary, that the taxable capa.city cf Ire-
land was exceeded by her burden,

IRISH INCOME AND TAXATION AT AND SncE
THE UNION.

As the population of Ireland was
greater before and at the Union tkian itla at the present day, and as tiat larger
population possessed the same nîatuîral
resources as those existing now, and also
enjoyed the profits and wages derived
from extensive manufactures anl con-
siderable foreign trade which have elong
since vanished out of existence, the ii-
ference to be drawn is that the hîLcone
Of Ireland was probably not less Lt the
period of the Union than it has be-en in
later tintes. But the taxation exirncted
fron Ireland has increased froin a million
under the Irish Parlianent, in the era of
peace, from 2. millions, under t be pres-
sure of war and martial law, before the
Union ; front 41 millions in war
after the Union ; to about y miLIiona
now; and these successive grc tin-
creases have been abstracted front arn
incoie which cannot have iwproved
much in the firt haif of the en tuy,
and has certainly fallen off greatly in
the second, and from a surplus, dich,
having regard to the inelasticity icf in-
cone, at ithe best of tintes, 11ust ave
become more meagre as the advance of
civilization has made larger denmanîds in
respect of the necessaries of life- Lrd
Castlereagh's maximum Of 24 mtiliions
has been trebleti; a anialler popuation.
have to pay the treble suni; their re-
sources have dininished since thei lays
of Lord Castlereagh ; and the niari-h of
civilizat:on, whilst it has nt givei
them more to earn, bas left thei 1-hs bt
spare.

BRITISH INCOME ANI) COMPARATIVE TA-
ATION AT AND) SINCE THE UNION

It is admîitted that in Great Fritailn
the increase of population aince the
Union-front 10 to 35 millions ( bel'en
treble and quadruple-bas been iouch
exceeded by the increase ct weakliîin
all its foris, of capital, inconme, ani
wages. The annual wealth of Great
Britain at the lowest estinate ii now
1,400 millions. As lier wealth lhai-
creased even more rapidly than her
people, lier incone at the Union ctililt
have been as mituch as one-fourth ofElier
present income ; not more at the utnost
than 300 millions. Upot Ithis basis it
would appear that just before the Uiion
Great Britain paid in taxes, two shillings
for every pound of lier inconie, and r1ow
paya about one shilling in the pound.
Ireland before the Union was nîuch
more lightly taxed than Great Britli,
and the Union, so its pronioters decli red,
waa enacted for her advantage, anti to
guard ber against increase of burden,
but, as the Union lias been employA by
the Iniperial Parlianient, overy pounad of
income earned in Ireland pays twicel as
nuci in taxes as a pound of Britislhi-

conme. To judge of the full extent Of tie
inequality of exaction, surplus, not in-
corne, muist b regarded. 0f every poLId
of Irish surplus, about 10 shillinge are
taken in taxes, whilst of every pound Of
British surplus not quite two shilings
are demanded by the State.

Modes or increase on irisi TaxatioM.

BEFORE THE UNION.

It is desirable now to indicate tns
methods by whici Irish taxation tas
been increased from a million in the
time of Grattan's Parliament to alOut
seven millions (as contputed by the
Treasury) a the present day-

FROM 1793 TO 1800.

The British Governîment ptractiesIly
dictated tUe increased ex penditure in
Ireland alter 1793, when th e war wth
France hegan. TUe Irish ministers ive-re,
in fact, tUe nominees, and, lit res.litythe
colleagues cf the British, and hîeld thjeir
offices independently cf the will of lihe
Irish Huse ef Commons, and even, of
ils existence. War, Insu rrection, ni .
tI.ry occupation and martial law wers
the elements ef the situation, and tJIîe
IrisU Parlaament probably considered
that it hîad no opition, but was obliged
te vote whatever te Bnitish Governmtîcl,
through its Ministers ln lrelnd, de'
manded. Taxation was forced up fro.m
a milîlien to twe anîd a half milions, irnd
expenditure to more than double tltat
amocunt in tUe years beocre te Union.
Sir Edward Hanmilton calculates th.al
the extra mîilitary expenditure elharged
againet Jreland in titis peniod e0t serait
yecars amounted te sixteen millions-
ten millions 1cr the war withi France
and six millions for tUe insurrectioni and
its soequel. It "ait scarcely be contenided


