



	


	
	




	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




	
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
	
	
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
	






About A Cry from Ireland, or, Landlord and tenant exemplified


This pamphlet, documenting legal struggles between landlords and tenants in Counties Kilkenny and Cork, was published anonymously in late 1843. In 1852, Scottish journalist Alexander Somerville revealed his authorship of A Cry from Ireland, and claimed that his account of Kilkenny landlord Richard Shee was responsible for the creation of the Devon Commission:



I saw such atrocities committed by this landlord, that I was constrained to write of him. I wrote an account of his atrocities to a morning paper in London, the conductors of which, with a prudence which was quite excusable, deemed the publication of them highly dangerous, in respect of the libel law which then existed; but my report was privately printed. The proprietor of the newspaper, willing to do what service he could for the persecuted tenantry whose sufferings I had reported, laid a copy of the report before Sir James Graham, who, in his turn, was shocked with the horrible persecution carried on in the name of the law at Bennet’s Bridge, and took my report at once to Sir Robert Peel. Sir Robert Peel, with his characteristic promptitude in all such cases, caused a government agent to proceed at once to Bennet’s Bridge and ascertain if my report was true. I was still in Kilkenny when the agent came. He confirmed the truth of what I had written. Upon which Sir Robert Peel immediately caused the commission, with Lord Devon at its head, to issue and inquire into the whole question of landlord and tenant in Ireland.*
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A

CRY FROM IRELAND;

OR,

LANDLORD AND TENANT

EXEMPLIFIED.



A NARRATIVE

OF THE PROCEEDINGS OF

RICHARD SHEE, Esq., OF BLACKWELL LODGE,

COUNTY OF KILKENNY,

AGAINST HIS TENANTRY AT BENNET’S BRIDGE;

TO WHICH ARE ADDED

SEVERAL OTHER CASES and SINGULAR DOCUMENTS

RELATIVE TO THE

INTIMIDATION OF WITNESSES IN LAWSUITS.








PREFACE.



Most people in England admit there is something wrong in Ireland, but few can tell what. This arises from the fact that much of the information from that country is perverted to answer the ends of conflicting parties here, instead of being plainly and truthfully applied to the enlightenment of the public.


In Ireland the people of all ranks and parties admit that something is wrong, but they are by no means agreed in saying what that is, nor in what way the wrong is to be righted. The most powerful party in respect of rank, wealth and physical resources allege, that all the evils of Ireland are attributable to political agitation, and that the first step towards the pacification of Ireland should be the subjugation of the agitators. The other party, which, in respect of numerical and moral power, may be truly enough called the national majority of Irishmen, say, that agitation is not a cause of evil, but a consequence; and they bid us examine the elements of Irish agitation, and judge for ourselves.


The writer of the following pages has personally visited many of the towns and rural districts of Ireland, and, in obedience to those who instructed him to perform the task, has drawn up a plain statement of facts for the benefit of persons interested in the welfare of Ireland, and who cannot visit that country personally to judge for themselves.


Were all the landowners and land agents who have dealt with their tenantry after the manner of Richard Shee, Esq. of Bennet’s Bridge, subjected to the same kind of investigation as he has been, and their conduct reported as his is, we would have more volumes than there are paragraphs in this pamphlet; but the magnitude of the reports would defeat their usefulness; therefore one landlord and one estate are at present selected as illustrative of what the condition of Ireland is; not that we allege every landlord by himself or through his agents to be what Mr. Shee is, but that every landlord may be what Mr. Shee is if he chooses; and, farther, that many of them by themselves and their agents are worse landlords even than Mr. Shee. To use the expression of a gentleman in Kilkenny, “Mr. Shee strangles his tenantry with a hempen rope, while others do it with a silken cord, but do it not the less effectually.”


It is often asked in England why the Irish newspapers and public speakers do not go more into particulars for the information of the public, and give us less of general declamation? On the other hand, the Irish writers and speakers ask why the English press misrepresents them so wrongfully, and why the whole English nation treats them so unfairly as to encourage and propagate and believe the wrongful misstatements? The English press and people are accused of entertaining most unworthy prejudices against Ireland, and of treating her and her complaints differently from other complaining portions of the kingdom. The English press denies the truth of this, and a great majority of the English people follow the “leaders” of the press. Let us see whether the Irish on this head have just cause of complaint.


While the writer of this is penning these remarks, The Times of 3rd



December, 1843, lies before him. In one page of it is the letter of its Welsh correspondent, in which he makes the following statement:—


“The condition of the labourer from the inability of the farmers to give him constant employment is deplorable. He collects dried leaves and fern, and road scrapings, and manure, in order to sow with potatoes some patch of land which some neighbouring farmer gives him for the value of his manure. The virtue of this manuring is not lost out of the land for two following years; the farmer, therefore, gives the use of his land for one year to have it manured for two, and the cottager lives out of the produce of his dunghill.”


This is the unhappy condition of the Welsh peasantry, who by successive years of such suffering, have been driven to crime and insurrection. The Times recommends, most justly and humanely, that a searching inquiry and prompt redress should be awarded to the Welsh. But what does it say of the Irish peasantry of Tipperary, who, “cleared” out of their farms, have no work, because the remaining farmers there, as in Wales, cannot give them employment? What does that paper say of the Tipperary peasantry, who, like the Welsh, live in miserable houses, and gather a dunghill as a miser gathers a treasure to manure their potato ground; their potato ground not given to them for the sake of the manure, but by some agent or middleman, or sub‐tenant of a rich landlord, at the enormous rent of 10l., 12l. and 14l., sometimes actually as high as 18l. an acre? What does the same number of The Times which contains the Welsh correspondence just quoted say of the peasantry of Tipperary, who can only get potatoes at this enormous rate, giving their labour to the ground and their manure into the bargain? It says in its Irish correspondence, that, “connected with the state of Tipperary, I have seen several letters to‐day giving descriptions of the condition of the North Riding, which, if unexaggerated, would fully warrant the executive in resorting to the most extreme measures for the restoration of tranquillity.”


Now, we may ask, if such rents wrung from the Irish peasant, not in money, for he has no such sums of money to pay, but in kind, for the armed constabulary which are located on every estate to collect rents, protect with ball cartridge and fixed bayonets, the distraint and sale of potatoes to the amount of the rent; we may ask if more bayonets and bullets are due to the peasants of Tipperary; so robbed and wronged, and driven to desperation, while sympathy and redress is to be given to the Welsh, who are not so wronged—wretched though they be?


Whatever the power of armed men over a starving people may be, it will not make them more willing to love England and English rulers. Neither will the public men of Ireland, in whom the people trust, and who accuse the English newspapers of unfairness, think the more favourably of them when they see bread recommended for the Welsh, who get potatoes in exchange for manure, and bullets recommended to the Irish who must give manure and labour—and 14l. an acre for potatoes.


Having said this much by way of preface, we leave the following narrative to speak for itself.







A

CRY FROM IRELAND,

&c. &c. &c.



CHAPTER I.


The Valley of the Nore—Soils—Crops—Fertility—Landscapes—Mansions and Parks—Sir John Power—Armed Police—No Trade—Wages Sixpence a day—Questions on these topics.



There are three rivers in Ireland, named the Barrow, the Nore, and the Suir, which, after lengthened and devious courses through valleys unsurpassed in beauty and fertility in any country where summers are green and harvests yellow, unite together, and form the vast breadth of water that sweeps majestically to the sea abreast of Waterford. Were we to advance to Tipperary we, would go westward, taking the river which branches on the left, the Suir. Were we to advance eastward or north‐east into the county of Carlow, enjoying by the way the borders of Wexford and Kilkenny, we should keep to the right‐hand river, the Barrow; and if we sought neither east nor west, but advanced into the heart of Kilkenny, we would take the banks of the Nore.


The Nore is a river of sweet, clear water, of a size similar to the Tweed at Kelso, of the Clyde at Glasgow, the Thames at Oxford, the Trent at Newark, or the Tees at Darlington, the latter when weather is rainy. In conducting the reader up the Nore, I shall not waste his time by the way farther than is absolutely requisite to let him see that he is in Ireland. If we look only at the noble trees that overshadow the road and occasionally conceal the river—and again at the gentle eminences, now wooded, now crowned with corn, luxuriant and green—eminences that give beauty and variety to our journey, we shall see what we sometimes meet in the river valleys of England, and, which when seen in England, call forth so many praises and invite so many visitors. If we look narrowly at the soil and its products, we may still conclude we are in England, save, indeed, that we find the fertility of the soil and luxuriance of the crops to surpass what we have hitherto seen. Should we leave the direct line of journey to Kilkenny, we may visit Woodstock domain, and astonish ourselves with its abundance of all that is considered beautiful in park scenery. And if we deem the regal splendour of its ornamental laurels—plants which are but bushes in any other park we have seen, but which are trees of forest stateliness here—if we deem these, and all their associates, too fine and noble to be a fair specimen of the products of the district, we may go to other parks that still lie in our way.


Having passed Thomastown, and asked ourselves if ever we saw a town occupying a situation so lovely, and having answered very few, if any, we may turn aside and visit Kilfane. Here we shall not find a domain equal to Woodstock, but we shall find it ample and beautiful nevertheless; we may walk through the park, and admire that intense greenness so characteristic of Ireland, and the fine undulations of surface, variegated with trees which rank in the world of timber as aldermen rank among mankind; and, after resting in bower or cave, each flowery enough to profusion, we shall be welcome visitors at the mansion. The



poorest peasant in Kilkenny, if he had a potato at all, would ask a stranger entering his house to partake of half. We find that in the mansion of Sir John Power there is no exception to the national character.


We may now suppose ourselves nine miles higher up the Nore. We shall be at Kilkenny. We shall see that even here the soil is fertile as lower down. We shall here see the noble castle of the Ormondes overhanging the beautiful river, and resembling that of Windsor, which overlooks the Thames. We shall find that all that has been said and sung of Kilkenny—of its “coal without smoke,” its “water without mud,” and its “streets paved with marble,” is true. As truly shall we find that




“In the midst of Kilkenny there runs a clear strame;
 In the town of Kilkenny there lives a fair dame.”





And more, we shall find that the stream is a large river; and that the fair dame is not one only, but one of many. We shall also find the best of accommodation for travellers, and either in the Club House or in Fluyd’s we may sit down and reflect on what we have seen on our journey up the Nore.


It is already evident to the reader who has not been there, that in respect of beauty and variety of landscape, fertility of soil, and luxuriance of crops, there is everything to be pleased with. But amid this beauty and fertility we must have observed what was never seen in any other country of the world. How is it, for instance, that we see a field of eight or ten acres, or sometimes three or four fields together of as many acres each, lying without a crop save the rank weeds, while all around are cultivated and full of bountiful promise for the coming harvest? How is it that we see a house in ruins—the substantial stone walls (for here there are no mud cabins, all are good stone‐and‐mortar houses)—how is it that we see these now and again roofless and deserted, while the stone and mortar of the walls tell that decay had never taken hold of them, that their age was not more than from twelve to twenty years? How is it we see in some crook of the road, under shelter of a tree or beneath a hedge, a family of six or seven or more persons, from the aged grandmother to the sucking infant, sitting houseless and hopeless, and yet within half an hour’s journey of the spot where they were born, and of land a lease of which was their legal inheritance? Why do we meet on every mile of road constables with carbines, bayonets and ball cartridge? How is that some landowners, of whom Sir John Power is a specimen, live under the protection of their own good name, while others between Kilfane and Kilkenny live under the protection of an armed police? How is it that, with so much mineral wealth, Kilkenny has no trading communication with the sea—either by river, which is navigable half‐way between the town and Waterford, nor by canal, nor by railway? Why, in a district so rich above ground and below, occupying one of the finest positions ever occupied by an inland town, has Kilkenny no trade? Why do able‐bodied men assemble each morning by sunrise from the country many miles round, in the market place, to the number of hundreds, and go home again unemployed and penniless and hungry, though willing and eager to work at sixpence a day? Why do the streets resound with the hoofs of cavalry and mounted police? the barracks with the ceaseless din of drilling and of mounting guards? Why are old houses fortified for troops that the barracks cannot contain, and the barracks loop holed for defence, and provided with ammunition and stores as if for a siege?


Setting ourselves down in Kilkenny, after our journey up the Nore, to ponder on what we have seen by the way, and on what we now see in the town, we cannot help asking such questions. The answers of some will be that wages are thus low, and employment thus scarce, because there is no trade; that there is no trade, because there is no railway nor canal to the sea, nor capitalists to establish a trade; that there are none of these because the country is disturbed by agitation; and that because it is so disturbed the armed police and military and preparations for a siege are indispensable. Other persons of whom we may inquire will agree with the former so far—they will allow that the want of trade, and



capitalists to establish it, is attributable in a great degree to the disturbed state of the country; but they deny that such disturbance is attributable to political agitation. They point to certain facts which they allege to be the causes of all local disturbance and crime, and argue that out of these arises political agitation. Thus we are reduced to the necessity of inquiring into the primary facts, and of judging for ourselves; for not to be inquisitive in such circumstances in such a country—a country so fair and fertile, yet so poor and depressed—is impossible. I devoted myself to the inquiry, and I shall now, having presented a picture of the district of the Nore as at first seen by a stranger, relate what I saw and heard and discovered to be true.







CHAPTER II.


Facts of a “disturbed district”—The law in Ireland—The violation of leases—Specimen cases—Patrick Ring—John Ryan—William Ring—Mathew Dormer—Extracts of letters to a gentleman in London, &c. &c.



In different parts of the county of Kilkenny, in several directions from the town, there were what is usually called “disturbed districts.” In one place a murder had been committed, and in several others there had been attempts at murder—at all events, there had been accusations against certain parties of attempting to murder; but we shall see by‐and‐bye, from the trials at assizes and from other evidence, that it is no unusual thing in Ireland, and especially in a “disturbed district,” to get up accusations of attempted murder for purposes which, when we come to the facts, will be easily understood.


The cases of ejectment now about to be particularized were not the cases of tenants‐at‐will, nor of an under tenantry who held their land from some one subordinate to the landlord: they were leaseholders, holding direct from the landlord himself, under covenants as indisputably legal as any lease in Scotland or in England. The landlord never attempted to dispute the validity of the leases; he knew that most of them had been granted by his immediate predecessor, and some by the predecessor’s father. He knew that he could not eject any one of the tenants by disputing about the lease, but he knew that the law gave him power to eject if the tenant did not pay his rent. But here he encountered a difficulty. The very fact which excited him to a war with his tenantry operated to defeat him. The farms were generally held at about 30s. an acre, and from that to 40s.; he knew the land could be let for more; for in some cases, where farms on the same estate were not let on lease, he had raised the rent to 60s. and 70s. an acre; and found that the people would rather pay that than renounce their holdings. Thus, because the farms were let at a moderate rent to the lease holders, he sought to get them into his own hand, that he might re‐let them at higher rents; but, because they were cheap, the tenants kept clear of arrears; and he, having no means of breaking through the leases, was at a considerable loss to know how to act; but he did act; and a history of his proceedings will not only exemplify the condition of landlord and tenant in Ireland, but will, at the same time, show how the laws in Ireland can be set at defiance by a man who has money and the reputation of being a staunch adherent of the dominant party. This last fact is most necessary to be borne in mind, because the landlord now under notice has been defended by the press of the dominant party as one of the best though worst used of churchmen. He has been heard of through the Government newspapers over the world as a martyr and a Christian. How far he is entitled to the honour of either will become apparent in the sequel. Suffice it now to say, by way of preface, in addition to what is already explained, that my authority for the following statements rests, first, on the narratives of the tenantry themselves; second, on the account given me by Mr. Coyne, a gentleman of respectability, who for two



years acted as the agent of this landlord, but who, at last, threw up his situation out of sheer disgust at the odious work he was called on to perform; third, on the testimony of several magistrates and other gentlemen in the towns of Kilkenny and Thomastown; fourth, on the information, very comprehensive and very valuable, afforded me by the solicitor who has been engaged in the defence of most of the tenants in the numerous lawsuits which have arisen during the last three years; fifth, on evidence given in various cases tried at the sessions and assizes, part of which has been published in the local papers, all of which has been recorded by official persons, who furnished me with matters of importance not published; and, sixth, from what I heard with my own ears from the witnesses in the assize court.


The district in which this estate is situated, it may be proper to say, was, until three years ago, a peaceable one; agrarian crime was unknown; the people were industrious and moral, and there were no constabulary in the neighbourhood, nor any need of them. It is only four years since the present landlord came to the estate; since which he has had upwards of 250 lawsuits with his tenantry: has erected a police barrack on his property, and obtained from Government a detachment of armed police to remain there continually. The military, both cavalry and foot, have been greatly augmented in the district in the same time. Several men have been tried for their lives—some transported, and some hanged. The tenantry amount to between seventy and eighty, and the estate occupies a beautiful situation on each side of the Nore at Bennet’s Bridge.


The first proceeding was against Patrick Ring, a tenant, who held on a lease of thirty‐one years and a life, and who owed no arrears up to 1842; the proceedings against him began in March, 1841, and have given rise to a complicated variety of actions at law, ending with his ejectment and utter beggary. The following is an extract from a letter written by the tenant to a gentleman in London, under the date of the 8th of November, 1843.


“I mentioned, in my last letter, of Mr. Shee turning me out and all my family; and we had to stop out one night in the eye of my limekiln, till my sister came and took my family with her. There were thirteen cases of his (the landlord’s) this time before the sessions—civil bills and ejectments—of which all were dismissed; and he had one case so bad that the barrister” (this is the presiding judge at quarter sessions to whom he alludes,) “cried shame on him; and he has got shame enough before, and he has no mind to stop yet, after all was said to him in the public papers. He has distrained Mr. James Coyne now, and his rent paid; and he has three Chancery replevins against him, and another this day for seizing illegally on him the fourth time—and he canted (sold by distraint)—John Ryan to the potatoes, and did not leave his family one bit that would eat.”


The John Ryan here alluded to had been a road contractor as well as a farmer. The landlord alleged a debt against him, and threw him into prison. While there his contract was unperformed, and he lost it, and sacrificed his security to perform it. It was satisfactorily proved, in a court of law, that the debt never existed; that it was brought forward by the landlord at the expense of forgery and false swearing; upon which John Ryan brought an action for false imprisonment. Had the defendant not been a landlord, the plaintiff might have prosecuted him criminally; but being a landlord there was no chance of succeeding against him. Even in the action of damages there was little hope for John Ryan, but the case was so very bad, and the judge in summing up made such severe comments on the conduct of the landlord, that the jury gave a verdict for plaintiff. I was present at the trial, and I quote both from my notes and from the report of the trial as published in the local papers, when I give the following words as a portion of the judge’s summary:—“Gentlemen, if you believe that the defendant fraudulently alleged this debt against plaintiff, that he might put him in prison and ruin him, you will give a verdict accordingly. In that case you will make him worse than the man who goes boldly to the highway and robs openly. You will weigh well the evidence you have heard, and if you are satisfied that plaintiff has been injured,



you will give damages accordingly. Do not give overwhelming damages; still you must teach defendant that, though he is a gentleman of rank and property, he is not to trample on a poorer man than himself with impunity.”


To this the jury gave a verdict for plaintiff—damages 100l.


This case is worth notice now, because, although the landlord, out of about two hundred and fifty actions at law of various kinds in less than three years, has been defeated in four‐fifths of them—and though he had thirteen cases at last quarter sessions, and was defeated in all—he still triumphs. He appeals to higher courts. He does not pay the 100l. damages to John Ryan. He makes an appeal which will not be settled until some time next year. Meantime, Ryan, by being in prison, and by being involved in litigation, of which this is but a mere sample—by losing his contract for the roads, having all his implements and farming stock seized and sold while in prison—was unable to cultivate his land so as to enable him to pay his last Michaelmas rent. The rent being less than 100l., which the landlord owed him in damages, it might have been supposed that this 100l. would be a set‐off for the rent. But no, the letter of the 8th of November says—“And he (the landlord) canted John Ryan to the potatoes, and did not leave his family one bit that would eat.” This John Ryan, it must be borne in mind, was a leaseholder, and never owed a farthing of rent until those proceedings were taken against him to compel him into arrears which would justify an ejectment. His case, from first to last—from the time that he was an independent man, with as happy a family around him as lived in the Queen’s dominions, living in a house of his own building, with a farm‐steading erected at his own expense, which are equal to any cottage or farm‐steading of the same extent in England or Scotland for cleanliness, order and substantiality—I saw them with my own eyes, and judged for myself; from the time that John Ryan was an independent man in that farm to the present, when he and his family are potatoless and penniless, and on the point of being ejected, the proceedings against him have been of the most extraordinary kind, and almost beyond belief. I could not detail them in less than two or three chapters, so they must for the present stand over. For the same reason I do not begin with the case of Patrick Ring, he who writes the letter to say that he is ejected, and who was the first of the leaseholders against whom the landlord proceeded. Suffice it for the present to say, that Patrick Ring has been five times in gaol at the suit of the landlord, and has been a party to upwards of twenty actions at law, and that he is now a houseless, landless, penniless, potatoless outcast, though born on the estate, though a leaseholder, and though he never owed a farthing of rent until twelve months after the landlord proceeded against him to break his lease.


This narrative having been originally written for a newspaper to be published in detached portions, is the reason why the longest cases are postponed. This will also explain other disarrangements of the narrative.


William Ring is also a leaseholding tenant on the estate, and is uncle to Patrick Ring. He is considered a man of substance, and was never known to owe any man a sixpence unreasonably, being at all times scrupulously punctual. He has a limekiln on his farm, and makes and sells lime. On one occasion, eighteen or twenty months ago, the landlord had lime from him to the amount of 9l. William Ring sent in his account, but the landlord, through his steward, taunted him with having assisted Patrick Ring to plough and sow his land at a time when the landlord had seized and carried off Patrick Ring’s implements (these were carried off, as afterwards appeared by the decision of the jury, when no rent nor debt of any kind was due; they were carried off that Patrick Ring might be unable to cultivate his land and pay his rent. Patrick Ring went to law and got damages against the landlord. He also got assistance from three of his neighbours to plough and sow his fields; all the other neighbours, though willing to help him, being afraid of the landlord, save these three, one of which was his uncle William Ring, whose case about the lime I am now relating.) The landlord refused to pay the 9l. for the lime, saying, through the steward,



that as William Ring had thought fit to set himself against him by helping Patrick Ring to plough and sow his fields, he, the landlord, would set himself against William Ring; he would not pay the 9l. for the lime—he would let him do his best.


William Ring might have let it remain to be deducted from the next payment of rent, someone will say. But this would not do in Ireland, at least with a landlord such as his, who hesitated not to seize on tenants who owed nothing. He knew that an immediate seizure would be made on the day the rent was due if this 9l. was deducted from it, because it had become common on this estate, and is yet, as shown by the reports of the trials at the last sessions, to proceed to distrain on the day following term day. Seizures in some cases had been made at one o’clock, for rent due at twelve; and in one case, that of Mathew Dormer, brother‐in‐law of Patrick Ring, a distraint was made at ten o’clock of the rent‐day; therefore William Ring did not let his claim for the price of his lime stand over to be deducted from the rent. He summoned the landlord, and in due course got a decree against him. The landlord had to pay; but on the same day he did so, he got a party of the armed constabulary, who are located on the estate, for the purpose of carrying on the war, and with them and a carpenter and his steward he proceeded to William Ring’s farm. The farmhouse and haggard (garden, &c.) were sheltered and ornamented by trees and bushes which had been planted by the tenant and his forefathers, and which were highly prized by the farmer and his family. In law they were the property of the landlord; and the landlord, the carpenter, the steward, and the police, set to work, cut them all down, and carried them home to the landlord’s residence.


Having mentioned Mathew Dormer, the brother‐in‐law of Patrick Ring, I may state that he is a leaseholding tenant, but holds only a small field of about three acres. The other farms are from twenty to fifty acres. Dormer does not depend on his land further than for potatoes to his family and for keep to his horse, with which and a cart he does jobbing work. He had assisted Patrick Ring in time of trouble, and thus brought on himself the power of the landlord. His field can only be approached by either of two roads through other farms from the village where Dormer lives. Having paid all rent, the landlord had no power on him but by shutting him out of his field. The tenants who occupied land through which Dormer had to pass were served with notices that if they allowed him ingress with a cart or horse they would be ejected. I went and saw the field, and was told by Dormer and his neighbours the whole case. He had planted his potatoes without manure, and, though it was August when I saw them, they were not six inches above ground, nor did they show symptoms of at any time being more; and this because Dormer was not allowed to carry the manure, of which he had abundance, to his field. He was told by the lawyers that he had a good case, and would be sure to gain a suit at law; but while that is pending the potato season has passed over with almost no crop, and winter has come without a potato for his family; worst of all, his barley, which occupied, I think, about two‐thirds of the ground (I saw it when nearly ripe in August), and from which he hoped to pay his rent and get provender for his horse, was still in the field rotting on the 8th of October (the date of the first letter from Patrick Ring to a gentleman in London—subsequent letters do not mention it.) Thus Mathew Dormer will be unable to pay his November rent, and a process of ejectment will of course issue and take effect.


Another case which may be mentioned now is brief and characteristic. A tenant who held on lease went with his rent to the landlord last spring on the day it was due. Says the landlord, “Mr. Mullins, you need not be so particular about paying your rent, you are always very punctual, and you may perhaps want the money for some other purpose. I should advise you now to buy some cattle and sheep at the fair, and depasture your grass fields instead of making hay this year; but, even if you do make hay, you have not enough of stock.” To which Mr. M. replied, “I am exceedingly obliged to you; I would have



bought stock had it not been for my rent; but if you forego it for the present I will do as you suggest; and if you have no objection I will hire another field for the season as well, and put cattle in it.” “An excellent thought,” said the landlord; “buy all the cattle your money will afford; you will no doubt be able to hire pasturage for them.” And Mr. M. did as his landlord advised. But what was his astonishment when, in less than a week, indeed within three days, the landlord distrained on the whole, and sold all the cattle, and all the farm implements as well, for his rent. This of course gave rise to litigation, which will only end in the ruin and ejectment of the tenant, with the re‐letting of the farm at a higher rent, an object not far from being accomplished.







CHAPTER III.


The Kilkenny Petty Sessions of the 18th of November—Singular cases of Litigation in respect of a trespass; the Landlord against Mathew Dormer, the Tenant—Barley crop, ripe in August, rotting in the field in November—The power of an Irish Landlord, and feebleness of the Law in the hands of a Tenant, exemplified—Singular contrast between wages and law expenses—A landlord’s auctioneer.



Since the last chapter was written the Kilkenny Journal has been received, containing a report of the cases at petty sessions on the 18th of November. Out of ten cases which occupied the attention of the court, seven arose out of the disputes between the landlord and his tenants in the disturbed district already described. Five of those cases were at the instance of the landlord against the tenant Mathew Dormer, who had been excluded from his field, and whose corn, as stated in a letter which I quoted, was standing rotting on the ground up to the 8th of October. It does not appear by the report of the cases decided at petty sessions, whether the corn is yet in the field or carried home; but it appears to have been in the field on the 15th of November; on that day Dormer proceeded to make a gap in a stone wall, the gates being shut against him, to get into his field. For making this gap three actions were brought against him by the landlord, and two by persons whom the landlord put forward as prosecutors. It seems the first time the gap was attempted was on the 13th of October. The field through which Dormer then attempted to pass to his own field was in the occupation of the landlord himself; and the landlord now prosecuted under the Malicious Trespass Act; but the magistrate dismissed the case because it was not malicious. His remarks give a better exemplification of what law is in Ireland than any description of mine could do. The case is thus reported:—The steward of the landlord called “deposed that he saw the defendant levelling a wall, the property of the plaintiff; he was making a gap in it.”


Cross‐examined: “I live with Mr. Shee. The defendant said he would not be prevented till the law prevented him, and that he must get a passage, and that if he got a passage he would build up the gap at his own expense. There was no other passage to his field than that. There was formerly a passage to the farm through a field of one Ring; but Dormer was since prevented.”


The attorney for the defence then addressed the bench; stated that Mathew Dormer owed nothing to the landlord, and had a legal right to a road to his farm. He had followed the way which had been formerly used, namely, through another tenant’s ground; but at the instance of the landlord this tenant had been compelled to prosecute, and Dormer had been fined for trespass by this bench. He then attempted to make this gap and have a passage, as complained of to‐day, through a field in the occupation of his landlord, who was bound to give him a passage to that farm



the rent of which Dormer would be compelled to pay as soon as it became due. What, therefore, could the poor man do? His corn was rotting in the field at that time, the middle of October.


To which the magistrate, in giving his decision, replied, “It was a hard case; but he thought Mathew Dormer had no right to break Mr. Shee’s wall or commit the trespass. It certainly was not malicious; and if Mr. Quin (the defendant’s attorney) insisted on it, the bench must dismiss the summons; but another summons might be brought for common trespass, and the case would have to be heard de novo. Why did not Dormer bring his action?”


The Attorney: “And so he will.”


“The magistrate, after some farther discussion, agreed to dismiss the complaint, Mr. Quin undertaking to prove, should another summons be brought for common trespass, that Dormer had a right to break the gap.”


The point, of all others which the English public should look at here, is the question of the magistrate, “Why does not Dormer bring his action?” The magistrate knows well that in this case Dormer would succeed in an action against the landlord; that is to say, if the jury should not be entirely a landlord’s jury. But the action could not be tried before next spring or summer assizes; and the landlord might, as he has done in similar cases already, make an affidavit that he was not ready to go to trial even then. And if this was overruled, and the case proceeded with and decided against him—as it would be, provided always the jury was not one formed of men of his own rank, politics, and religion—he could appeal to a higher court. Meantime, Dormer is ruined. He could not plant his potatoes last spring without committing a trespass by walking on another man’s land—not the land bearing or preparing for a crop, but the footpath at the bottom of it. He planted his potatoes, however, and was fined for this trespass. But he planted them without manure, for he could not get an entrance at which to carry it in, and the crop was worthless. “Why does not Dormer bring his action?” asks the magistrate. No doubt he can bring an action, and ultimately carry it too; but his crop is rendered worthless in the meantime, and the same magistrate fines him for walking on the footpath which leads to it. “Why does not Dormer bring his action?” The magistrate who has fined him for going to his land without having first brought his action, which would occupy probably one or two years, asks this question on the 18th of November, knowing that Dormer’s crop of barley was still rotting on the field, or had been so as late as the 15th, three days before! No doubt the magistrate administers the law as it stands; but it is the law as it stands of which such men as Dormer complain. The object of the landlord is to render the payment of rent impossible, and a consequent ejectment certain. This is the policy by which a leaseholder is overcome in Ireland.


But the prosecution did not end by the magistrate dismissing the first summons at the petty sessions. Another prosecutor was ready. A man had been sent by the landlord to watch Dormer in case he made a gap in the wall; and on the 13th of October, when he began to make the gap, this man, who is a mere minion of the landlord—fit for any kind of work—went to prevent him. Wherever Dormer attempted to lay the stones, this man put himself in the way, that the stones might fall on him, and that a case of assault might be got up at the same time as that of malicious trespass. This case, however, did not succeed, Dormer having taken care not to hurt him, although he put himself in the way of the stones for the purpose. The summons was dismissed. The following is a portion of the cross‐examination of this witness:—


“He was in England last summer twelvemonths. He was there also at the time of the Whitefeet; is not aware that the neighbours ever said he used to be out with his face blackened. Was up in Cork lately; saw Mr. Shee, who gave him travelling charges to the amount of 1l. 5s. Had no conversation with him then about Mathew Dormer. Had a conversation with Mr. Shee lately about him at Blackwell Lodge.”




The attorney—“On your solemn oath, did Mr. Shee (the landlord) say he would give you anything in the world if you would transport Dormer?”


“The witness,” says the Kilkenny Journal, “was silent amidst the sensation of the court, and the question was again and again repeated, and he was still silent. At length he muttered an evasive answer.”


It may be proper here to remark that Dormer is a man bearing the very best moral character. He was several years in the police, and saved some money. I saw and read the certificates of character which he held, and they bore out the good report of his moral character. Moreover, in his very appearance he carries respectability of behaviour. He is a tall man, about forty years of age, and has a wife and several young children.


The next prosecutor against him, for making a gap in the wall to get to his field and crop, was a man who alleged that the field over which Dormer trespassed was in his occupation, and not in that of the landlord. This man produced a lease, signed the 16th of November, in which he appeared to be the tenant of the field. It was argued that Dormer made the gap previous to that lease being completed. It was a gap in the same wall at the same place as that of the 13th of October, that having been, it seems, built up. The court in this case decided against Dormer, and fined him a shilling, and cautioned him against a repetition of the offence. Two other cases of trespass came on in which the landlord was plaintiff and Dormer defendant. They were dismissed through an informality in the summonses.


These cases, though they are as innocence itself compared with some others in which the landlord has been engaged, will show how powerless the law is to protect a tenant in Ireland, even where a magistrate inclines to mercy. But perhaps the most remarkable fact of law in connexion with these cases is, that while the wages of a working man in the district is 6d. a day, with many not able to get employment even at that, the expenses of doing any work for which the law allows payment is fully as high, in some cases much higher, than similar work costs in London. The expense of building up the gap which Dormer made (not being allowed to build it himself) is 10s. It is only a dry stone wall, between three and four feet high. Now, supposing the gap wide enough to admit a cart, any labouring man could rebuild it in three or four hours at the very utmost.


In the matter of seizures the charges are similar. In London, a broker who distrains can only put one man in possession, and charge for him 2s. 6d. a day. In Ireland a landlord puts what men he chooses in possession, and charges for them from 2s. to 2s. 6d. a day. The landlord now spoken of has, as law papers proved to me when I inspected them, seized on a man’s potatoes who was working for 8d. a day, the current wages, and he put two men on as “keepers” for a week, and allowed them (the law allows him to do so) 2s. 4d. a day.


The following extract of a letter from Patrick Ring, whose case (just ended with his utter ruin and beggary) I spoke of in last chapter, and shall relate at length in the next two or three, will give some information on the high wages allowed by the law, even where men are willing to work for 6d. a day:—


“I got my crop valued by two farmers, and they valued it at 30l. He (the landlord) then takes and puts three keepers on it to run up expenses and canted it (sold it) for 17l. 10s., and out of that keepers’ fees and expenses were 6l. 10s.”


It may also be stated that a landlord in Ireland can call on any one of his servants or labourers to act as auctioneer. If he want to buy a bargain himself, or to ruin the tenant to have him ejected, he can give this domestic auctioneer orders to knock an article down at a price far below its value. The landlord under notice has, in many cases, bought the effects of his tenants himself through an agent.








CHAPTER IV.


The bold means by which an Irish landlord breaks a lease—The case of Patrick Ring—Means by which the Irish landlord makes a poor crop of potatoes for a tenant whom he determines to eject—Means by which the landlord ejects a tenant against whom he has no legal claim, the case of John Bushe—The wrecking of houses by the landlord—Patrick Ring and his family besieged four days and nights, without water or food, by the landlord—Patrick Ring steals his own potatoes, and is tried for felony.



Patrick Ring held three small fields, amounting in all to about eighteen acres. He had a lease of thirty‐one years and his own life. He had succeeded his father in the occupancy of the farm, who had also been on the estate for many years. Ring’s mother, an aged woman, now bordering on eighty, was born on the farm so long held by her husband and son; and thus there was doubtless a strong attachment to the place on the part of the whole family. Previous to the accession of the present landlord they had been on the best of terms with those to whom they paid their rent; and having the land at a moderate rate, they had never fallen into arrears. They are Catholics—the present landlord is a Protestant. But whether it was that he wished to serve his party by substituting a Protestant tenantry for a Catholic tenantry, Protestant jurymen for Catholic jurymen; whether it was merely to have the leases broken and the farms re‐let at a higher rent; or whether it was to accomplish both objects at once, is not clear, nor is it a matter of great importance; the landlord, and those who support him in all he does, are welcome to excuse themselves on any ground they choose to take as excusable. It is sufficient to say that the ejection of Patrick Ring and many more was resolved upon.


As he owed no rent, and as no possible reason for getting rid of him as a tenant could be assigned, nor was ever offered until long after proceedings had begun, a bold stroke to make a beginning was absolutely requisite, and it was struck. The lease specified a certain day in May and in November as that on which the half‐yearly rent would fall due. Those days had been strictly adhered to, and no one knew this better than the landlord. But in 1841 he obtained a warrant of distraint, and seized on Ring on the 26th of March for rent alleged to be due on the 25th. It might have been a hard enough misfortune to be distrained on the day following that of the rent being due in any case, especially in spring, when the cattle and implements of labour, as also the seed corn and potatoes, the articles distrained, are required for the peculiar duties of that most important season, seed‐time. But when such a distraint was made on such articles so indispensable in their uses even for a day, to say nothing of weeks, and no rent nor debt of any kind owing, the case is peculiarly a hard one on the tenant.


Patrick Ring caµsed a replevin to be entered with the sheriff, that is, he gave security that he would pay the rent, if rent was due, as soon as a trial at quarter‐sessions or assizes could be had, that he might in the meantime get the use of the property upon which the distraint lay. He accordingly proved by his lease that he owed nothing—that no rent was due until May. But before that was done May had come, and the rent was due. He paid it punctually, and proceeded against the landlord for damages, or rather for the costs to which he had been exposed. This being opposed, occupied much time, and before it was settled the landlord once more distrained for rent, alleged to be due on the 29th of September. Again Patrick Ring replevined, and proved his rent‐day to be in November and May, and not in September and March. The case of costs and trespass



came to trial in respect of both seizures, and was decided in Ring’s favour. Thus a jury and a judge certified by their decision that the tenant was right, and the landlord wrong. The damages awarded were very moderate, only 12l. and costs; but the tenant looked on the verdict as most important in respect of it setting, as he thought, the validity of his lease and the period of his rent‐days at rest. But that the damages were too moderate as regarded the landlord was manifest from the fact, that he again distrained in March for rent not due until May.


He now, it being again‐seed time, took a more effectual way of crippling the tenant than before. He seized on the farm implements and stock, of which the dunghill was in his eyes the most important. He had it, without a legal sale, carried away to his own farm‐yard, even to the very rakings and sweepings of the road and the yard near which it lay. This he did that Ring might have no manure for his potato ground, knowing that crops so planted would not easily afford the rent; and that, when no rent was forthcoming, an ejectment would soon follow. Other things, a plough and a horse and some furniture, were sold, and Ring was once more involved in litigation. These things were bought in with his own money, save the dung heap, which the landlord would not give him a chance of buying in; and thus Ring was obliged to pay his rent before it was due, with all the expenses of a distraint and sale—the most expensively conducted of any distraints and sales under the British crown. He thought to recover damages for all this loss, but he was not able to pay his rent in addition to all this when it became due; and thus, by some hocus pocus of the law, the two cases became so mingled together as to be inextricable.


It would be too tedious to give a detailed account of every lawsuit that now followed; but from that time, the summer of 1842 up to the summer assizes of 1843, the landlord proceeded in the courts for a warrant of ejectment against Ring nine times. On the first eight cases he was defeated, but he succeeded on the ninth. He had thirteen other lawsuits of various kinds with the same defendant, during which he sold his furniture five times and his horse twice. In all, he had twenty auctions of sale previous to Midsummer of this year. Part of the furniture was in several of these instances only bought back by the agent, Mr. James Coyne, handing money privately to Ring to pay for it. This is the agent formerly spoken of, who at last gave up his situation out of sheer disgust at the odious work he was called on to perform.


The crop of 1842 was seized on and sold at seven different times. It was much more than sufficient to pay the rent, even though the manure was carried away in the spring by the landlord; but those seven different seizures, with seven different sales, with a number of men receiving at each of the seven seizures 2s. 4d. a day as keepers to watch the crop from the day of distraint to the day of sale—those seven seizures on a crop which might have been all seized and sold at one time, with only one set of expenses—resulted, as they were intended to do, in nearly doubling the rent. Moreover, the crop being distrained on while growing, was cut down by people whom the landlord employed, although the tenant and his family were standing unemployed; and to such work people the landlord can give any wages he chooses to be deducted from the tenant up to 2s. 6d. a day! even though the harvest wages of the district be 8d. or 10d. a day! even though the tenant, who is thus not allowed to give his own labour to his own farm, may to avoid starvation, be compelled to work to another employer for the fourth part; to wit, 7½d. a day, of what the law obliges him to pay for workmen on his own farm.


It will give some proof of the exertions made by the tenant to pay his way when I state, that, notwithstanding all the extraordinary expenses of the seizures, and of the protracted and complicated litigation, the rent was paid by the autumn of 1842. There was nothing owing by Ring save a sum of 1l. and odds, connected with the expenses of a summons which had been decided against him on some technical point of law.




For the recovery of this debt a decree was obtained against Ring, and orders were given by the landlord to arrest him and put him in gaol. This, Ring endeavoured to avoid by keeping out of the reach of the officers, which he did successfully for the space of a month and some odd days. The reason why he was so averse to go to gaol, and why the landlord was so desirous to have him lodged there, is worth relating at full length, as it is characteristic of certain customs in Ireland altogether unknown on this side of the Channel.


It is a very rare thing to find a landlord in Ireland building a house or farm‐offices for a tenant—the tenant builds them himself. Hence it is that so many mean houses exist in that country; and hence, also, the desperate tenacity with which the Irish peasant or farmer holds to his house when an ejectment comes upon him. If his lease has expired, or if he is ejected for the non fulfilment of some condition of his lease, say the regular payment of his rent, he must leave the house and barn and stable which he built, the doors and gates he erected, without receiving anything for them. To live in a house which we have ourselves built, or which our father or grandfather built at no expense to a landlord, is to live in a house which we are naturally inclined to consider our own, though in law it may not be ours, and therefore an ejectment is the more distressing. It is thus that we see so many houses in every part of Ireland in ruins; that we see in the county of Kilkenny the walls of stone and lime, substantial and undecayed, but roofless and marked with violence, because the landlords, not having built the houses, nor having any fear of being obliged to rebuild them, hesitate not to unroof a house in order to eject a tenant. It is a remarkable fact, exemplified on almost every estate where the clearing away of a tenantry has been practised, that wherever an ejectment takes place the legality of which is doubtful, the landlord, or the agent who acts for him, levels the house and farm buildings with the ground the moment the holder is forced out, lest he should come in again.


This is particularly the case on the estate where the unfortunate Pat Ring held his farm; and Ring had seen that the landlord did not always wait for an ejectment of the tenant before he pulled down the house. In one case, that of a tenant named Bushe, of whom with many other sufferers I have not yet spoken, the landlord resolved on an ejectment; but Bushe owing no rent, he could only proceed as he had done against Pat Ring, or by some other process of a like kind. He took a shorter one. It so happened that, though Bushe had paid his rent in order to keep the house above his head—a very good house it was, to judge from the size and worth of the substantial walls which, in most parts, were still standing when I was there, he had not paid every man in the county to whom he was indebted. He owed one person, residing at a distance, a sum of money more, as it soon appeared, than he could pay at once. This man the landlord found out, through some of his agents appointed for such purposes, and purchased from him the debt which Bushe owed him. This account being legally conveyed to the landlord, he at once proceeded against his tenant, the debtor, threw him into prison, and as soon as he got him there, went and took the roof off his house, turning out his wife and six young children upon the open highway. There they remained without shelter and without food until some of the people of the adjoining village assisted them. The father was in prison, and could neither resist the spoliation of the house which he himself had built, nor could he do anything, by work or otherwise, for his family’s subsistence. In every respect, the proceeding was illegal on the part of the landlord; but, though the lawyers urged Bushe to prosecute, and assured him of ultimate success, he was too far gone to listen to them. He was heart‐broken. He had no confidence in any redress the law might give: he had seen a rich man set the law at defiance; and the ruin of his roofless house—every piece of timber from which, and every handful of thatch, as also the doors and windows, had been carried away by orders of the landlord, and by the assistance of the constabulary, who are located on the estate at the express request of the landlord, and by sanction of the Government—the ruin of his roofless house, and the utter beggary of himself and family, so overwhelmed Bushe that he would



trust nothing more to the law. He was heart‐broken, and, rather than stay among people who had known him happy in mind and comfortable in circumstances, he would leave that part of the country altogether, and be a beggar, now that he was compelled to be one, where he was not known. A less sensitive man than he was might have done differently. There have been cases in Ireland, many of them, and in that county, even in that district of the county, where fathers of families so treated have taken the law of vengeance into their own hands, and have afforded the newspapers and the police Hue‐and‐Cry the materials for publishing to the world paragraphs and advertisements of offered rewards, headed “Unprovoked assault!” “Barbarous outrage!” “Frightful state of Kilkenny—the fruit of unchecked political agitation!” “Attempted murder of the excellent Protestant landlord, Richard Shee, Esq. of Blackwell Lodge!”


Such paragraphs are by no means rare; and many people believe in England that Tipperary and Kilkenny are filled with criminals who take a savage delight in assaulting landlords and land‐agents without any provocation. Others, who do not believe that every assault is so entirely “unprovoked” as the newspapers would make appear, have an opinion that the Irish do not allow the oppressor to escape with impunity; but the case of Bushe is one of the many—of the vast majority of such cases that prove the contrary. We hear of those tenants who, feeling or fancying a grievous wrong, avenge themselves and their starving families; but we never hear of the many—the far greater number—who submit to die in the ditches and highways quietly; or who, like the spirit‐stricken Bushe, wander away with their wretched families, to famish in the Irish towns, or to fill the St. Giles’s and Peter‐streets, the Cowgates and Wynds, the Saltmarkets and Vennels, of London, Edinburgh, and Glasgow.


Now, it was the knowledge which Pat Ring had of such cases of house‐demolition by order of landlords, when a tenant was out of the way—lodged safely in prison—that made him so fearful of the officers, who had a decree on which to arrest him for the non‐payment of costs, due to the landlord by one of the many cases then pending, having been decided in the landlord’s favour. The amount was not great; but the frequent seizures, with costs of lawsuits and rent, had reduced him to less than his last penny. He had potatoes, a part of the feeble crop grown on the land which in the spring had been defrauded of its manure, and, though there were less of them in his possession than would keep his family over winter, even without feeding a pig, he might have sold some to pay this bill of costs rather than go to gaol, where he could do nothing either for his family or his farm. But, though the potatoes were distrained upon, the object of the landlord was not so much the payment of the small debt of costs as the confinement of the tenant in gaol.


For more than a month Ring avoided the officers by crossing walls and ditches and fields whenever he got notice of their approach. He slept in the fields as well, and in the shelter of limekilns and ruined houses—houses ruined as he feared his would be, and as he feared but too truly. The case came at last to a crisis, thus:—


He was seen to enter his house; the bailiffs followed, but found the door fastened, and therefore could not legally enter; but they kept watch outside, to see that he did not escape. They received orders that, if he did not surrender, they were to remain there night and day, and prevent the introduction of any article whatsoever into the house, food or water. The potato‐store being out in the field, and no supply in the house, and the water being also outside the house, it was expected that the family would soon be starved, and that Ring must capitulate. In thus laying siege to the house, the bailiffs might not be acting according to the law of the land, but they were acting according to the law of the landlord, which, on that estate as on many others in Ireland, is of paramount importance compared with the law of the land.


Before the first day of the siege was over, there was neither food nor drink in the house; and there were shut up in it the father, mother, and five young children.



Next day the children cried for food and for drink, but got none. Some of the neighbours and relatives of Pat Ring, would have supplied them; but they were sternly told, that, if they attempted to do so, they would not only be prevented, but that the landlord would cause them to regret it. Again and again, through night and through day, did the cry for water come from that famishing family. It was not the case of a shipwrecked crew at sea, with no hand to help, a with “water, water everywhere, and not a drop to drink!” with no probability of being relieved but by reaching some unknown land in some unknown ocean, or by meeting a ship—blessed though rare chance—whose mariners would joyfully share their own scanty water for the relief of those perishing with thirst. It was not a case of this kind, where men in their desperation will drink salt water, and go mad by so doing; but, having done so, do not always all die, but sometimes live to tell us of the pangs they endured until our breasts burn with pity and our hair rises on end with horror at what they did. This was not a case like theirs. This was the captivity of a family in their own house; foodless for days, though they had a potato‐store in the field; waterless and unquenched by any liquid, though they had a well within a minute’s walk: and all this by the mandate of a man who lived at the distance of half a mile, in the enjoyment of every luxury which wealth could procure and voluptuousness desire. The mother had a sucking infant, and in her attempt to save all her children from starvation by admitting them to the privilege of infancy, she but augmented their distress and her own. She saw her infant famishing, for, when she would have divided her own milk, there was none to divide; she was herself starving, and to her infant she was without nourishment.


It was the third day, and hunger and thirst in the house were so manifest to the bailiffs outside, by the pitiful cries of the children, and the wailings of the mother—who begged for water from their own well, and for potatoes from their own store—that hopes were entertained of a speedy surrender. Reports of the symptoms of extremity were conveyed at intervals to the landlord, who, as he heard of the increasing cries for water and food, gave orders afresh to the bailiffs to persevere, to keep watch and prevent all supplies from getting in, being assured that, as the pangs of hunger and thirst became more poignant, the sooner would the beleagured family capitulate.


Mrs. Dormer, the wife of the tenant who is shut out of his land, and whose crop of barley is rotting in the field in November, though he owes nothing to the landlord—this woman, who has herself a family of young children, and who is the sister of Pat Ring, went many times to the beleagured house to offer relief, but was not permitted to approach it with anything in her hand. She was allowed to approach the window when she carried nothing, that she might hear the sufferings within, and so urge her brother to surrender.


She listened to the sickly wailings of the mother and children, and at last, on the fourth day, heard the horrible fact from the mother, that the children in desperation had drunk their own urine. At this moment she seized a dish of some sort which lay in the yard, and filling it quickly from a pool of stagnant water in the yard, broke the window with her hand, before she could be prevented by the officers, and gave the unwholesome water to the family, which they drank greedily. Perhaps she would have now done more, but she was compelled by the officers to desist. The landlord was informed of what she had done, and he promised that she would live to repent it. The crop of Dormer rotting in the field in November, and his potatoes poor and meagre for the want of manure, because he is not allowed a road to his field, tell whether the landlord forgets his promises.


The sufferings of the family and of himself now worked on the father until he could hold out no longer. He opened the door. He had a pitchfork in his hand, and he showed it to the bailiffs. He bade them keep off—said he would not touch them if they did not touch him—but that the hunger of himself and family had made him desperate—that he had potatoes in his store in the field, and potatoes he would have; and he bade them prevent him at their peril.




They did not offer to prevent him; they waited until they saw him take the potatoes, and then they informed the landlord. On that instant a criminal warrant was sent for from Kilkenny. It arrived; so did also a party of the armed constabulary, who occupy the barrack built by the landlord on the estate, and the door was at once forced open, and Pat Ring was taken and lodged in gaol on a charge of robbery accompanied with threats of violence. He had stolen his own potatoes, they being under distraint, and he was in due course of time tried at Kilkenny for the felony. The jury refused to convict for a crime committed under such circumstances, and he was acquitted.







CHAPTER V.


The narrative of the singular persecution of Pat Ring continued and concluded—His imprisonments—The power of a landlord to throw a witness into gaol to prevent him giving evidence in a civil suit exemplified—The law of libel exemplified in the prosecution of Irish newspapers.



The landlord by this time (winter of 1842 and spring of 1843) was in a labyrinth of litigation with his tenants. Nearly one half of them were parties to lawsuits with him; and it would seem that, impatient of the law, he at last determined to he brief with his proceedings. One of his tenants, the widow Dowling, owed him 30s. for rent, and 7s. 11d. costs. He had a decree against her, and she, to avoid being taken to prison, shut herself up in her house. The landlord sent four bailiffs to take her, with orders not to waste time as they had done with Pat Ring, but carry her off at once. They accordingly broke open her door, and took her. For this they were prosecuted and found guilty: one of them was sentenced to four months’ imprisonment, and the others to three months each. The landlord, however, by whose orders they broke into the house, escaped all punishment, as the law could not reach him, he being a landlord. The widow Dowling, though thus taken illegally to prison, was kept there. She had been five months incarcerated when I was in the county, and there was no hope at that time of her liberation.


By this bold defiance of law, and complete escape from the consequences, and by the ill‐feeling that was now raised over many miles of country, the landlord had few friends on the estate, and many enemies. On Sunday morning, 19th March, between the hours of ten and eleven, when driving in his car to Kilkenny from his own residence, he was shot at from behind the pillar of a gate, but was not injured. The trials arising out of this case will afford matter for a curiously speculative chapter hereafter. Meantime I shall not speculate upon the question of whether he was fired at or not. He was not injured at all events, though the assassin was alleged to have been within three yards of him. But, if really fired at, and therefore much frightened, as he, doubtless, would be, it was not a loss to him. With the facility which the law in Ireland gives him as a landlord, he at once threw those tenants into gaol with whom he had been involved in litigation. Consequently, before they could prosecute him for damages, or before they could be witnesses in another case, they had themselves to be tried for attempted murder!!


Patrick Ring was one of those arrested; and though several hundreds of people, some of them gentlemen of rank and property, knew that he had been in the Catholic chapel for an hour before and an hour after the time the shot was alleged to have been fired, and that at the distance of two miles, yet he was kept in prison, in solitary confinement, not allowed to see any friend, nor even a lawyer, for several weeks. He was not even examined before a magistrate. This last fact in the administration of the law is, I believe, peculiar to Ireland only. Whether it is consistent with or contrary to law, I cannot say. In England we consider it but



justice to the accused and the accuser to bring them face to face before a magistrate at the earliest opportunity. But in this case the landlord (and I am told such a thing is quite common in all such cases) put Pat Ring in prison, kept him there three weeks in close confinement, apart even from a legal adviser, and then allowed him to get out without even taking him before a magistrate, or offering any evidence against him.


We may easily conceive circumstances which would warrant the landlord to suspect this man, so as to have him taken up, and which might ultimately turn out to be so weak as to prevent the production of any evidence whatever. Had the landlord merely put Pat Ring in prison, and let him out again after finding, through a period of three weeks, that he could get no evidence against him, there would he little to complain of, save that the law should not compel the magistrates to bring the accused up for examination, or that the prison authorities should not let the prisoner have an interview with a legal adviser; but the landlord did much more. While Pat Ring was in gaol, the landlord sent and made a wreck of his house and farm; took the roof, thatch and wood, off the barn, stable, and dwelling house, save in one small portion of the latter; and every handful of the thatch and wood so pulled down was carried away to the landlord’s own premises. The doors and windows he also carried away; pulled down the gates of the farm‐yard and the garden, and the garden wall. These gates were iron, and had been erected by the tenant a few years before at considerable expense. The houses were also all of his own erection; the thatch and timber of the roof, carried away by the landlord, was Pat Ring’s own property; and all was taken away, and the whole place wrecked, without any warrant whatever for so doing; without any right whatever, save the right which, by the laxity of the law and the dominancy of a faction, a landlord, belonging to that dominant faction, may create for himself; without any authority whatever, save the power of his own high hand, against which the law is powerless.


Pat Ring, after being kept in prison for three weeks, apart from every friend and adviser, and apart from every human creature, save the spies with which every prison in Ireland abounds—persons who are kept there at the public expense, and who are put to sleep with such men as Pat Ring, and who, pretending to make a confidant of the fresh prisoner, tell tales of the assaults and murders which, as a trap, they profess to have been concerned in—they urging the new prisoner to confess all, to split on his accomplices, and take the reward of 100l. at once,—except such companions as these, some of whom I saw produced as witnesses for the Crown at the Kilkenny assizes, thus learning from their own mouths the nature of their diabolical employment,—excepting these, to whom, as Pat Ring declares, he indignantly answered again and again that he had nothing to confess, he saw no human being during his incarceration,—was liberated, and went joyfully home; but when he went there, alas! his home was a ruin.


This and the former imprisonment, and the continual expenses of defending himself at law, operated so as to prevent the proper cultivation of his land this year, only one field, about one‐third of the farm, was ploughed and sown; and this was done by the assistance of his neighbours. On the day that the neighbours came to help in this work, the landlord, on horseback, hovered all day about the outskirts of the field to discover who they were that thus dared to brave his power in helping a tenant with whom he was at war. Several of them were people from other estates, but three of them were tenants of his own. He has not failed to let the unhappy three feel that they did not consult their own interests in doing what they did. One of them was Mathew Dormer, whose barley still rotted on the field on the 15th of November; the others will be spoken of hereafter.


When one‐third only of the farm was under a crop this year, and the seed for that crop was only obtained by a loan of 4l. from the solicitor in Kilkenny who had conducted Pat Ring’s cases—the solicitor having no hope of repayment until some of the actions against the landlord in which Pat Ring was plaintiff would be decided in plaintiff’s favour, and the damages be recovered—it is little wonder



that the rent was not all paid. That such damages will be so recovered there is no doubt; but the law, while it falls with the force and rapidity of a stone from a precipice against a poor man, moves like a snail up the front of the same precipice when a rich man is to be pursued. He can avoid the damages for years, during which time, in Ireland, it is no matter of surprise if the pursuer be hanged or transported at the instance of persons not beyond the landlord’s influence.


We come now to a period of Patrick Ring’s history which will throw some light on the truth of this assertion.


A local newspaper, speaking of the alleged attempt on the landlord’s life, had a paragraph worded in this form:—“On Sunday morning as Richard Shee., Esq., of Blackwell Lodge, the ‘notorious landlord,’ was coming to Kilkenny in his car, he was shot at,” &c. &c.


An action was brought against the proprietor of the journal for a malicious libel, in calling this gentleman a “notorious landlord.” A man who had, in two years and a half, had above two hundred disputes with his tenantry, not half of which I have yet even alluded to, but all of which, alluded to and related, had occurred previous to that time,—such a man, to prosecute for being called “notorious,” had good confidence.


But he had also a good case. It would be scouted out of Westminster Hall, but it was a good case in Ireland. An English judge, after hearing evidence for the defence in such a case—evidence in justification—would not sum up to the jury, or, if he began his summary, the jury would stop him with an intimation that their minds were made up! But to the Irish jury—the special jury of landlords before whom this case was about to be brought—the proprietor of the Irish newspaper looked forward with a certainty of being convicted on a criminal charge, the punishment of which would have probably been one or two years’ imprisonment and a heavy fine.


He might have hoped for a verdict in his favour had the case stood for a common jury, or for a special jury in any of the counties where he was known, or where his paper circulated. When it was intimated to him that the trial would not take place in Kilkenny, he urged that the venue might be laid in Waterford, or Tipperary, or Wexford, or Carlow, or in the Queen’s County, where something was known of each of the parties; but no; the venue was laid in the county of Dublin, where the gentlemen who would form the special jury were all of the landlord class, and nearly all belonging to the dominant church‐and‐state party. In that county nothing was known of either plaintiff or defendant, save that the first was a distinguished Protestant partisan, and that the other was a Catholic, and proprietor of a liberal newspaper. Of their private characters nothing was known.


Still the defendant resolved to go to trial and justify the epithet “notorious” as applied to the landlord. He intended taking several of the worst‐used tenants up as witnesses; and he also obtained the official records of the petty sessions, quarter sessions, and assize courts, to put in as evidence to show the overwhelming amount of litigation carried on by the landlord with his tenantry. He resolved on doing all this, though sure of being condemned to imprisonment and a fine by the special jury; he judged, from the well‐known reputation of that class of men, and from what he had seen other newspaper proprietors receive at their hands for publishing the oppressive conduct of landlords; but he resolved on justifying by evidence, in the hope that a public trial, at which such witnesses as the persecuted tenants of plaintiff would appear, would draw public attention to their unfortunate condition. He had chosen Patrick Ring and John Ryan, the worst‐used of the tenants, and one or two others, as witnesses; but what was his dismay when he found Patrick Ring once more thrown into gaol, as also the others, at the instance of the landlord, on the charge of attempting to shoot him!


Thus, without his witnesses, the defendant, after incurring the expense of



about 100l. in preparing his defence, was glad to get out of the case in any shape. He made a public and most humble apology, paid all expenses, and the prosecution was dropped. As soon as this was effected, Patrick Ring, but for whose imprisonment on an accusation of murder the trial would have gone on, “was again allowed to walk out of gaol without having undergone any examination—without having had any evidence produced against him.” The only one of the persecuted tenants who was brought to trial for the alleged attempt at murder was John Ryan. He had an action against the landlord, which was to be tried at the next assizes, and, previous to its coming on, Mr. Shee had him tried for a conspiracy to murder. Ryan was acquitted; the Protestant clergyman of the parish, with other gentlemen, deposing in prisoner’s favour, though he was a Catholic, that they believed him to be utterly incapable of having anything to do with such a crime. There was no evidence against him so strong as would justify a police magistrate in London to send a man to prison for trial; there was nothing whatever against him but the secret information sworn by the landlord. This detained him in prison, and prevented the proprietor of the journal from taking him to Dublin as a witness; but it did not prevent Ryan from bringing his pending action against the landlord. It was tried on the day following his acquittal on the charge of conspiring to murder, and the jury gave a verdict for Ryan, damages 100l.


The apology which the proprietor of the newspaper made is a curiosity rather too good to be omitted, now that it has been alluded to. The defendant was not willing to make a very large apology for merely calling such a landlord “notorious;” still, as his witnesses had been thrown into prison, and as he had no relish for a heavy sentence himself, he consented to settle the matter by paying all costs and publishing an apology. It was not easy, however, to draw up a document agreeable to each party; that which defendant would give, plaintiff would not take. At last defendant’s Dublin attorney, a clever fellow named Costello, said to his client, “Now, listen to me—I shall settle it; I shall make an apology that will go down. I find he has a throat to swallow anything. I shall make one ample enough for him, and that he’ll swallow like an oyster.”


Whereupon Mr. Costello went to work, and wrote to the effect that defendant regretted that he had caused any uneasiness to plaintiff; that plaintiff was one of the most honourable and benevolent landlords in the county; and that it was in reference to his many excellent qualities that the word “notorious” was used—a word which defendant regretted the use of, as it was liable to misconstruction. As predicted by the attorney, this apology was swallowed, not but what the landlord knew it was a satire, but he looked to the effect it would have in the newspapers where he was not known. From the time he had been shot at, the newspapers of his own party had insisted on calling him a martyr and Christian Protestant. They wrote of him being shot at on the “holy Sabbath on his journey to the house of God,” although he seldom goes to church, or makes any pretence of being a religious man. By his own evidence, given at the trial of Ryan, he was going to Kilkenny, as usual with him every Sunday, to read the newspapers at the club‐house. He is, however, an eminent Protestant, according to the Irish characteristics of Protestant eminence. He sticks at nothing to serve his party. Therefore the apology, though a palpable satire, was accepted by him. In the county of Kilkenny, the people who knew him said the apology was worse than the original libel; but in other quarters, and in the English Tory papers especially, this apology was reprinted from one to another as an instance of the injustice done to an excellent landlord and a religious man.


This prosecution of the newspaper will explain to some extent why detailed accounts of the conduct of Irish landlords and land‐agents so seldom appear in public prints, and why therefore so little is known in England on such subjects. Even when Mr. O’Connell and other public men have exposed such cases in their speeches, the Irish newspapers in reporting them have been constrained to give the cases in general terms, lest they might be prosecuted. Of the London



papers the only Liberal ones which have actual correspondents in Ireland have been prosecuted and put to great expense by Irish landlords. The others who have correspondents in that country confine themselves to the publication of Irish outrages when these are committed by the peasantry; but they do not publish the outrages committed on the peasantry.


The narrative of Patrick Ring’s case has now reached the month of July, 1843. At that time he was once more in prison for the non‐payment of costs incurred in defending himself against the landford.


These were paid, and a new decree for some other costs was got against him. There was also a warrant for his ejectment obtained. At this time his family were ill of typhus fever, and had been for several weeks. The sheriff refused to execute the ejectment while they so suffered. The landlord was exceedingly anxious to eject as early as possible, because (let the English reader mark this peculiarity of Irish tenures) a tenant, though ejected, may recover possession; the law says he may redeem within six months. Now, Ring had an action for damages pending against the landlord, a very simple action, which could have been easily tried, and in which a jury could not have hesitated to award ample damages. To this, at the summer assizes, the landlord, through his law agents, pleaded that he was not ready to go to trial; consequently it was put off until next assizes, to wit, March 1844. If, therefore, Ring could have been ejected in July, or early in August, 1843, the six months in which he could redeem possession of his land would have expired before the trial of the case postponed to March 1844—a case which promised to put Ring in a condition to redeem his land by payment of his debt to the landlord.


But the sheriff would not eject while the family were prostrate in the fever. The landlord, however, was determined to compel him. They met on the day after I arrived at Kilkenny, namely, Monday the 31st of July. Accident brought them together in the Provincial Bank. I was present. It was about eleven in the forenoon. The landlord demanded to know why the sheriff did not execute the ejectment. The sheriff replied, he would not do so while the family was in the fever. The landlord denied they were in the fever, and asserted it to be all a pretence, and added, with a volley of oaths, exceedingly vulgar and unfit for publication, that the sheriff was in collusion with the tenantry, and would not do his duty because he wanted to thwart him, the landlord. The sheriff thereupon called the clerks of the bank, and other gentlemen, to witness the slander, and intimated that he would prosecute the slanderer.


That he might be on the safe side, the sheriff immediately despatched a medical gentleman to the suffering family, who returned and reported that the mother and three of the children were in the fever. I followed him in a car, and found the house between four and five miles in the country. Save one small portion, it was all in ruins. Two of the fields were lying without a crop; the crop upon the remaining field was growing without manure. The dunghill had been taken away in the spring; the house had been unroofed; the thatch and the timber carried away; the walls and gates of the farmyard and garden had been wrecked and carried off; nothing remained for shelter but one apartment of the house, about twelve feet square;—all had been done by the landlord; and the wretched creatures, who, lay huddled on the bare earth, diseased, helpless, and hopeless, would have been dragged out to the highway, on that very day, had the sheriff not sternly refused to be made the instrument of an act so cruel.


The neighbours told me that only two years ago that house, now in ruins, contained good furniture; that that family, then on the bare ground, had two good feather beds; that four years ago the village, now so overrun with armed men, and incessantly harassed with the officers of the law, was quiet, pleasant, and undistinguished by outrages of any kind.


It has already been stated, that the crop of the only field sown in 1843 was seized and sold by the landlord for 17l. odd shillings; the expenses of seizure being 6l. 10s. At the time I was there, the early potatoes in the garden were



nearly ready for use; but a distraint had been put on them, though the family were literally starving of hunger, as well as some of them dying of fever.


Patrick Ring and family are now ejected, and, though contrary to the mandate of the landlord, who forbade all the tenants to admit him into their houses, he and his family and aged mother, nearly eighty years old, are staying in the house of Mathew Dormer. Already the two families are almost without a potato, and there are eighteen of them in the one small house. The landlord has let the farm of Ring on lease to another tenant, presuming that the six months within which redemption can be effected on the part of Ring, will expire before he can make any effort to redeem; before he can have the action for damages against the landlord tried; or before any friends, private or public, will enable him to redeem.


The last act of this landlord towards Ring, that of letting the farm on a lease to a new tenant, while the time is yet unexpired which the law allows for the ejected tenant to regain possession if he can, is quite consistent with the whole course of his proceedings. The law of the land is nothing; the will of the landlord everything.


But what would the landlord say, if some hundreds, or ten hundred, or ten thousand persons, whose pity for one so wronged, whose indignant scorn for one who has so grievously wronged him, should put their hands in their pockets and enable Pat Ring to redeem possession of his land before the six months have expired? The only fear is, that he might undergo the same process of persecution, and again be ejected. And, moreover, he does not stand alone. Bad as is his case, that which next falls to be related is still worse, that of John Ryan.







CHAPTER VI.


Supplementary Matter relative to the Case of Mathew Dormer—The persecution of John Ryan by the landlord, reported from the Brief of the Counsellor who pleaded for plaintiff—The verdict—A letter from John Ryan to a gentleman in London.



The Kilkenny Journal of the 6th December contains a report of a summons heard at petty sessions on the 3rd, wherein the landlord was plaintiff and Mathew Dormer defendant. That it may be the more clearly understood, it is necessary to state that Dormer had purchased within these last two years the lease of a tenant named Dowling, who emigrated to America. The landlord is endeavouring to have the land into his own hand, to relet it at a higher rent; and also to obtain a fine upon a new lease, the great competition for land enabling him to ask and obtain such a fine from a new tenant. Moreover, he is fulfilling his promise that Dormer and his wife would live to repent their assistance to Patrick Ring.




COUNTY KILKENNY PETTY SESSIONS.


Magistrates on the bench, John Greene and Richard Sullivan, Esqrs.


Landlord and Tenant.—Richard Shee v. Mathew Dormer. Mr. Hyland stated the case. He said it was a proceeding for trespass, and had come before the magistrates before, for he had read a report of it. The summons was dismissed for want of proper form. The defendant never had a right of passage, and Mr. Shee never would consent to give him one.


Mr. Greene—“I beg your pardon, Mr. Hyland, he has a right of passage. Every tenant has that right, according to the common law of the land. I have been at some pains in consulting the authorities on the subject, knowing that this case was to be adjudicated to‐day. I find in Judge Blackstone’s Commentaries book ii. chap. 3, sect. 4, the following:—‘Where a man, having a close surrounded with his own land, grants the close to another in fee for life or years, the grantee shall have a way to the close over the grantor’s land, as incident to the grant, for without it he cannot derive any benefit from the grant.’—‘A right of way may also arise by act and operation of law; for if a man grant me a



piece of ground in the middle of his field, he at the same time tacitly and impliedly gives me a way to come at it, and I may cross his land for that purpose without trespass; for when the law doth give anything to one, it giveth impliedly whatsoever is necessary for enjoying the same.’ This I think conclusive on the point, and the only difficulty I feel is, not whether a man has a right to the way, but whether he has a right to assert it by force and violence.”


Mr. Hyland said, “Blackstone was certainly a writer of eminence; but there have been a great many statutes since his day. I admit the principle laid down in Blackstone—it is a fine one; but the mode the defendant has adopted is not the way to enforce it. Mr. Shee does not recognise this man as a tenant, but looks upon him as a sort of trafficker on the land. Dormer has violated an act of Parliament in what he has done.”


Mr. Sullivan said, “there could be no denying the principle laid down in Blackstone; but at the same time he thought the defendant had acted improperly.”


Mr. Quin, for Dormer, said, “the summons was cautiously worded; it did not allege trespass, but ‘the breaking down of a wall,’ because the party who brought it knew that a proceeding for trespass could not be sustained. The summons was dismissed before when brought under the Malicious Trespass Act, because there was no malice in the case. Mr. Hyland said the defendant had violated an act of Parliament. I now call on him to name the act. He cannot name any; and, if not, Dormer is not guilty of trespass according to Judge Blackstone. [Mr Quin here read the passage in Blackstone, already quoted by Mr. Greene, and applied it to the case.] The defendant was not, therefore, guilty of trespass by the common law. The object of Mr. Shee was evident; it was to ruin this man. He says to him, ‘I deny that you are my tenant at all, and I will shut you out from the enjoyment of the land.’ Accordingly, Shee has refused Dormer’s half‐year’s rent, in order that when a year’s rent becomes due he may have the power of ejecting him. Dormer’s crop was absolutely rotting, and Shee would not permit him to go near it. He was, therefore, obliged, in self‐defence, to break the gap in question. There are now two acres of that land ready for wheat, and the unfortunate man has no way of getting near it except by an aerial balloon.”


Mr. Hyland, in reply, contended, that Dormer had violated Peel’s Act—a section of which stated that it was no matter whether the offence was malicious or not. The whole law of the land would be subverted if old musty Blackstone was brought in in that way.


Mr. Greene said Blackstone was as new to‐day as when it was first published. The principles it contained were those of the common law of the land.


Mr. Sullivan concurred in this opinion.


Mr. Greene said that, though he agreed with Mr. Hyland that a man had no right by violence to force a way, yet the court would always well consider a case of this kind before they visited the party with punishment.


Mr. Quin said he hoped the court would not lend themselves in any way to assist Mr. Shee in making out a ground of defence to the action that Dormer intended to bring against him. If they convicted, Shee would produce that conviction in his defence hereafter.


Mr. Hyland said, if it cost Mr. Shee 1000l. he would never give Dormer a way to his land, and he defied their action. The magistrates had but one duty to perform, and that was to adhere to the words of the statute. (Mr. Hyland here read a section of Peel’s Act.)


Mr. Greene—“But then was the trespass wanton or malicious?—We think not.”


Mr. Quin then said, although the magistrates had already decided that the offence did not come under Peel’s Act, he would quote a proviso of it which completely exempted this case. It was as follows:—


“Provided that nothing herein contained shall extend to any case where the



party trespassing acted under a fair and reasonable supposition that he had a right to do the act complained of.”


“Now who could say that Dormer did not act under such a supposition?”


Mr. Sullivan said, if the land were still in Dowling’s possession, and had not changed hands, the case would be different.


Mr. Quin—Not a bit, for the lease devises the land and all rights pertaining thereto, not only to the lessee, but to his assignees. Now Dormer is the assignee of Dowling. He (Mr. Quin) had the lease in his possession.


The magistrates then conferred together for a few minutes, when Mr. Greene pronounced the sentence of the court to be, that Dormer had no right to force the passage; but, if he wished to assert a right to any passage, it should have been the old one through Ring’s field. The court, however, under the circumstances, would only inflict a nominal penalty.


Mr. Quin said he begged to observe, in reference to the old passage, that, on a former occasion, the bench had inflicted a heavy penalty on Dormer for going that way!






Thus terminated, says the Kilkenny Journal, this important case, and all who heard it must have left the court with the conviction that the law, even when administered by a humane and upright magistrate, does not afford protection to the poor tenant, and that Mr. Hyland had but too much reason to laugh at the idea of quoting Blackstone, or any principle of common justice, as practically applicable to the relations between landlord and tenant. Dormer has a civil action in the superior courts, but where is a poor man like him to procure money to sustain it? According to the decision of the magistrates, he can only get to his field; as Mr. Quin observed, “by an aerial machine.” The present Chief Justice of the Queen’s Bench truly said, that all the statutes that have been framed on this question by the Legislature have been conceived in a spirit subversive of the common law rights of the tenant, and with a view to increase the arbitrary power of the landlord. It is an old proverb and a true one, that “a landlord of straw can break a tenant of brass.”


The persecution of John Ryan has been incidentally alluded to in preceding chapters. The following is the case as put in the brief from which counsel pleaded at the trial of the suit which he brought against the landlord at the assizes in July, 1843. This brief was fully substantiated by evidence at the trial.




“Case.


“The plaintiff in this case is a farmer, and resides at Bally Commins, in the county of Kilkenny, as tenant to the defendant. Plaintiff was also an extensive road‐contractor.


“The defendant is a gentleman possessed of an estate in the neighbourhood of Bennet’s Bridge, in the county of Kilkenny, producing a rental of about 2000l. annually, and is celebrated for harsh and oppressive conduct towards his tenantry.


“This action has been brought to recover compensation from the defendant for having caused the plaintiff to be imprisoned under the following circumstances:—


“In the early part of 1840, James Shee, Esq., barrister‐at‐law, brother of the defendant, intended building a mansion‐house at Bennet’s Bridge, upon a portion of the estate of his brother, and for that purpose employed the plaintiff to purchase timber and slates in Ross, in the county of Wexford, which the plaintiff did, and had them conveyed to the site where Mr. Shee intended to erect the mansion‐house.


“At this time the defendant was in Cork, at the residence of his brother‐in‐law, Mr. James Carnegie, and, upon his return, refused to allow his brother to build the mansion‐house; in consequence of which Mr. James Shee gave to the plaintiff Ryan a portion of the timber and slates, of the value of 10l., for which the plaintiff passed his I. O. U. to Mr. James Shee. The residue of the timber



and slates was taken by the defendant, and converted to his own use; for the recovery of which Mr. James Shee afterwards took some proceedings, which are now pending against the defendant.


“On the 17th day of December, 1841, a civil bill was issued, and afterwards served upon the plaintiff, purporting to be at the suit of Mr. James Shee, as it will subsequently appear, without any authority from him for the purpose.


“County of Kilkenny, and division of Kilkenny, to wit.


“James Shee, of No. 32, Denville Street, in the city of Dublin, Esq., plaintiff.


“John Ryan, of Bally Commins, in the county of Kilkenny, farmer, defendant.


“By the Assistant Barrister at the sessions for said county.


“The defendant is hereby required personally to appear before the said Assistant Barrister, at Callan, in said county, on the 10th day of January next, to answer the plaintiff’s bill in an action for the sum of twenty pounds sterling, due for timber and slates sold and delivered by plaintiff to defendant, commencing in the month of January, 1841, and ending March, 1841, which sum defendant promised to pay; and other twenty pounds sterling due on the foot of an account stated, and settled by and between plaintiff and defendant in the month of March, 1841, which sum defendant promised to pay; or, in default thereof, the said Assistant Barrister shall proceed as to justice shall appertain. Dated this 17th day of December, 1841. Signed, on behalf of the plaintiff, Michael Hyland.


“To this civil bill the defendant took defence by his attorney, Mr. Lawson; but he was decreed for the sum of 10l., with 6s. 11d. costs, notwithstanding his attorney having stated (he was so instructed, and made it part of his defence) that Mr. Hyland had no authority whatever from Mr James Shee to proceed with the action.”






It would appear by this, that, though the jury (or the assistant barrister) believed that Mr. Richard Shee was acting by his brother’s authority, they did not believe his allegation as to the worth of the slates and timber. They declared 10l. to be the value of the articles. No doubt, if 40l. had been decreed for, the ruin of Ryan would have seemed in the eyes of his landlord a surer object. There is a considerable difference between 10l. and 40l.; but those who fraudulently prosecuted for the one sum thought there could be no harm in making a farther stretch—no harm, in fact, in pursuing Ryan for slates and timber which Richard Shee had himself taken, and for which his brother James was prosecuting him!


The decree was put in execution on the 29th of January, while Ryan was in the town of Kilkenny; and, unfortunately, he listened to the advice of those who alleged it to be illegal. He ran away from the officers.


On the 5th February he was again arrested and conveyed to gaol. On the 5th April following he was liberated from gaol, as far as the decree went, by the Insolvent Court; but his personal rescue from the officers stood against him. For his appearance to be tried on this charge he gave bail. When the trial for the rescue came on, says the brief, “John Hannon, clerk to Mr. Hyland, attorney, was examined as one of the witnesses for the prosecution. He stated that Mr. Richard Shee gave directions to him to issue a process against Ryan; and had shown him two letters which he alleged were from his mother, authorizing him to proceed for the sum of 10l. for slates sold and delivered to the traverser Ryan, the proceedings to be taken either in her own name or in that of Mr. James Shee, who, Mr. Richard Shee alleged, was of unsound mind.


“Counsellor James Shee was examined for the defence, and proved that Mr. Hyland, the attorney, had no authority to take proceedings against Ryan, who is the last man he would proceed against, and that, if he did, Mr. Hyland was the last man he would employ.


“The jury found Ryan guilty of the rescue, but not of the assault charged, with a strong recommendation to mercy; and the Recorder, Counsellor Bracken, discharged him forthwith.”




Previous to being heard in the Insolvent Court, Ryan was served with a notice, signed “Michael Hyland, attorney,” stating that his discharge would be opposed by Mr. James Shee. “This notice is in the handwriting of Mr. Hyland’s clerk,” says the brief. And, “Mr. James Shee having himself appeared personally, and declared, that he never gave any authority whatsoever in issuing a process, in obtaining the civil bill decree against Ryan, nor for his arrest, and that Ryan was the last man he would think of having arrested. The notice of opposition was produced to him, but he disavowed having given any authority for the purpose.”


The brief subsequently sets forth that—


“The plaintiff cannot suggest any reason why the defendant has pursued him with such relentless persecution, but probably from a desire to drive plaintiff to the necessity of surrendering to him his lands; from which, if he succeeded in driving him out, he would receive a considerable fine from the incoming tenant for a new lease.”


The attorney who drew up the brief might have added, “and an increase of rent.” As it is, this document proceeds to say—“But the plaintiff’s is not a singular case. Since the defendant came into possession of his estate, his conduct towards an his tenants has been marked with the most oppressive and tyrannical acts.   *   *   *   There is not a more oppressed and distressed tenantry anywhere. If an unfortunate tenant is not prepared with his rent on the day it falls due, it not unfrequently happens that seven or eight bailiffs are sent to his or her miserable cabin the day following, to drive the tenant to destruction and beggary. He writes letters without limitation, boasting of these acts; and has adopted the petty tyranny of distraining different articles at different times, which might have been all distrained together for the one rent. For instance, in this case of Ryan, he made five distresses between the 4th March and latter end of June, 1842, for 23l., the half‐year’s rent, due 25th March, 1842; namely, 4th April, a large heap of dung, and one cart.”


We here beg the recollection of the reader to the fact that Ryan, at this time, was in prison, and had been so since 5th February; that his contract for the roads, and all his business, were unperformed; that he had no means of meeting his rent‐day. And, again, that to seize a large heap of dung, and the cart that would carry dung to the field about to be planted with potatoes, was the surest means of making the ensuing crop a poor one; the surest means of ruining Ryan, and starving his family. The same thing was done that same year with Patrick Ring; the landlord, in both cases, taking the dung to his own farm‐yard.


The brief continues:—


“13th April—A few trifling articles of furniture.


“30th—A plough and harrow.


“19th May—Three cows, mare and foal.


“29th June—Three horses; one cock of hay.


“All these notices are in the handwriting of, and signed by, plaintiff. But it is only a trifling instance of the vicious persecution which he inflicts on his tenantry, hoping to ruin them by the expenses. He is a   *   *   *   *. It would be a considerate man’s pride to make them comfortable and happy; but he has made them the most wretched people on the face of the earth. One of his boasts is, ‘I will conquer them as Nero conquered Rome.’ A better description of himself and them could not be given than that indicated in this expression.”


It would be a useless extension of this narrative to give the evidence in proof of the foregoing statements, seeing that a verdict for Ryan shows the statements to have been proved, were it not that the witnesses know more of the case and of the landlord’s conduct than is here set forth. Mr. J. Coyne proved that defendant, Mr. Shee, gave him directions to have the process issued in the first instance against Ryan in the name of J. Shee for the slates and timber; that J. Shee took proceedings against Ryan for the residue of the slates; that for three years he has known them to be on the worst of terms; that James Shee gave directions that Ryan should get the timber and slates; that defendant made several



declarations, in conversation with witness, that he’d forfeit his existence or turn Ryan out of the land and break him; that he also on several occasions used the words, “I’ll ruin him!” That when Ryan was taking the slates he was stopped by the landlord, Richard Shee; and that Ryan wrote to Dublin to James Shee, and got a letter back authorizing him to take the timber and slates; that defendant then said to Ryan, “I’ll make you pay dear for that!”—Was sent by Richard Shee to get process issued against Ryan in James Shee’s name. Was afterwards sent to Dublin to get James Shee to acknowledge the proceedings. Dined with him; and after dinner broached the subject. James Shee said it was against his wish that Ryan was prosecuted; and that he would play the devil with Hyland, the attorney, for using his name, no matter who gave him directions. Said that he had received a letter from Mr. Lawson, Ryan’s attorney, stating that proceedings had been taken against Ryan, but that he believed it to be a hoax: never could have believed it to be true. James Shee also told witness that Ryan had always been a confidential man in the family, and he never intended to seek payment from him for the timber and slates. Ryan used the materials in building a barn on his farm. Was present in Hyland’s house when the bailiffs came and complained of the rescue. Richard Shee was present, and gave them money on account: said, if they’d prosecute Ryan for the rescue, he’d pay them well.


The evidence of Michael Doyle is thus set down:—


“Was steward one year and a half for defendant, and very much in his confidence. Also acted in the same capacity for his brother, John Shee, in his lifetime. Richard got the slates and timber from witness by James Shee’s order. When witness had given the timber, defendant prevented him giving the slates. That James sent to have the slates given to Ryan. That Richard stated to witness, after the slates and timber had been given to Ryan, that he had received a letter from his mother, who was then in his confidence, reprimanding him for his treatment of the tenantry, and particularly of Ryan, who was always a trustworthy man in the family; and saying that he, defendant, Richard Shee, was ‘pulling his father’s bones out of the grave.’ Defendant said it was Ryan done this; and added, ‘I’ll cant him [sell him off] and recant him; and, damn me, if I’ll leave a beast with him. I’ll break him out of the land.’ And he frequently said he’d transport Ryan, or any man else that would be against him.”


The case was tried at the Kilkenny assizes on the 28th July 1843. The judge gave the defendant a severe rebuke in summing up to the jury. The jury gave a verdict for plaintiff, 100l. damages. And the audience in the court‐house (says the Kilkenny Journal) gave vent to their loud applause on hearing the verdict.


Mr. Shee has appealed against this verdict; and, as a matter of course, Ryan has not got the award of 100l. But, even if the landlord had paid it, Ryan has mortgaged it in raising money to defend himself, and in getting a portion of his land sown in 1843 for a crop. Moreover, if this had been all paid to Ryan, it would have barely amounted to the actual loss which he sustained in hard cash laid out, and not again received, in his contract for the roads. On that point the following is the evidence on the trial:—


“Samson Carter, Esq., county surveyor, proved that plaintiff whilst in gaol lost his contract; that the amount was stopped and placed to the credit of the barony.” That is, the payment for work done, for work half done, as well as for work not done at the time of Ryan being thrown into gaol, was stopped, because the contract was not completed. The 100l. damages does not cover all Ryan’s losses, to say nothing of making him and his family amends for their sufferings. Yet, even insufficient as it is, it does not come his way.


The following are extracts from a letter to a gentleman in London:—




“Bally Commins, near Bennet’s Bridge,

4th December, 1843.


*                    *                    *                    *                    *


“I hand you a statement of my case with my landlord. I hold a farm of



29 acres, 2 roods, and 10 perches, at the yearly rent of 1l. 12s., late currency, payable on every 25th of March and 29th of September. And for some reason unknown to me, I am made the poorest farmer in Ireland by the severity of my landlord, lawsuits,” &c.


*                    *                    *                    *                    *


[Here he goes over the seizures already spoken of, and his troubles up to 1843.]


“He had me served with a law process out of the superior courts for rent due 25th of March, 1843. He commenced this proceeding the 1st of April, 1843. He seized on the 7th of October, 1843; and on the 20th of October, 1843, he also seized and sold my property of every description for 25l. 0½d., not even leaving me one potato for myself, wife, and six children, the eldest of whom is only twelve years of age. He has left me in a miserable state, and the property he sold was worth at least 65l. Now, I am unable to buy seed‐wheat to sow my land, and which is owing to all my crop being sold by my landlord. And I am sued by the labourers for their wages before the magistrates at petty sessions. So late as last Saturday I was summoned, and immediately decreed. And there is scarcely a petty‐sessions’ day at Kilkenny but I am summoned by Mr. Shee under the pretext of having charges against me; but he is defeated every day. But he is not to be stopped by any failure. And I am sure he ought to give up harassing me after his failure at last assizes, when he prosecuted me for a conspiracy to shoot him; but I was acquitted; and he had my servant‐man found guilty, who was transported; and after the assizes the person who prosecuted for Mr. Shee came forward, and he had his declaration written, fully exculpating me and my servant‐man from the charge, and that he was obliged to give false evidence against myself and my servant‐man at the assizes. But though he went to several magistrates, none of them would take his declaration.”


*                    *                    *                    *                    *


[This was enclosed in the letter. It is a singular document; and whether its allegations be true or false, it is illustrative of Ireland as she now is. But, from collateral evidence—from other persons and evidence produced at the assizes by the Crown—we know some of its allegations to be true; namely, that witnesses are put in prison, and there trained for the pending trials. The document will be printed hereafter.]


The letter continues:—


“And I had a civil suit against Mr. Shee at last assizes, when I got a verdict for 100l. and costs; but this he is making every effort to upset, and it is not decided in court as yet [the appeal from the verdict is here meant]; costs are nothing to him. Now, from the way I am prosecuted, I am in the utmost possible penury. I hope to hear from you in a few days, and that you may be able to send me a remittance, if possible, to relieve me. Now, all depends on you. If I do not hear from you shortly, I cannot sow a crop this year, and then, of course, Mr. Shee will eject me for non‐payment of rent, which I hope you will prevent; and I assure you the above statement can be verified on oath if you require it. Waiting for your kind answer,


I am, Sir, your obedient humble servant,
John Ryan.”






In relation to the request for pecuniary assistance, it is necessary to observe, that this is made because the gentleman to whom the letter is addressed had, to the extent of his limited ability, assisted some of the others whom this landlord’s persecution had plunged into misery. Perhaps, seeing them as he did in such a deplorable state of suffering—prostrated by persecution such as he never believed a human being capable of inflicting—suffering under the heavy blows inflicted by that savage human being, and the no less barbarous laws which such an evil‐minded man wielded as a scorpion whip—coming suddenly, I say, on such scenes of misery—on creatures so helpless themselves and



unhelped by others—he may, from an impulsive feeling, have done that for one which makes others think he can assist all. But this is utterly beyond his power, whatever his inclination might be. He allows the matter to be alluded to here, in order to explain Ryan’s letter; and that is printed in the hope that some of those who are able as well as willing will be induced to step forward in this great emergency, and by assisting such a man to keep possession of his land, which is but moderately rented, give a blow to the terrible iniquity that has brought him and his family to what they are.







CHAPTER VII.


The Criminal Charge against John Ryan for Conspiring to Shoot the Landlord.



We come now to the criminal charge on which John Ryan was tried and acquitted. It might be passed over, having been already mentioned so frequently in previous chapters; but it leads to other matters demanding our special attention, and must, therefore, be re‐opened. We shall quote from the statements of counsel and from the evidence of witnesses, and make a few comments as we go along.




“County of Kilkenny Assizes, Wednesday, July 26, 1843. (Before the Hon. Justice Crampton.)


“John Caulfield was indicted for having at Dunbell, on the 19th of March, discharged a blunderbuss at Richard Shee with intent to kill, and John Ryan was indicted as an accessory before the fact. The indictment was joint.”     *     *


“The Solicitor‐General stated the case.     *     *    It occurred on the 19th of March last, which was Sunday; and Mr. Shee was attacked on his way from his residence to Kilkenny, where he intended to attend divine worship. The residence of Mr. Shee is, or rather was, at Blackwell, for he has since gone to reside in another county. That residence is near Bennet’s Bridge, and when on a particular part of the Maddoxtown‐road between Bennet’s Bridge and Kilkenny, he was fired at. The shot would have been fatal had it taken effect. It was necessary to explain some circumstances. Three days before the firing took place Mr. Shee had gone to the house of the prisoner Ryan to complain of some ash trees which his steward had complained were cut down on his land. Ryan replied in very offensive language, and desired him to be off, or that he would be even with him, or murder him; he (the Solicitor‐General) could not say which. Mr. Shee took out a summons for Ryan, who was convicted for the ash trees at the petty sessions, and confined till the rising of the court. This was Saturday, and on the following day Mr. Shee was proceeding on his jaunting‐car on the road already described. At a particular part of it called Forristols‐lane, in which there is a turn, he observed a man standing at the piers of the gate. Mr. Shee became alarmed, and desired his servant to drive on.” [The learned gentleman goes on to describe the occurrence as detailed in the evidence.] After adverting to several points of it, he added, that “the jury would have the evidence of Mr. Shee himself, who was an unimpeachable witness, and concluded by observing, that the state of things in this country was deplorable. There were several other cases of a similar description to be tried, and it was the more necessary, therefore, that the jury should be firm; and though they ought not to convict upon light evidence, it was their duty on the other hand not to hesitate, through any mistaken notions of humanity, to return such a verdict, if justified by the evidence, as would be calculated to restore tranquillity and obedience to the laws of this country.”






It is necessary to remark that the Solicitor‐General (Greene) is by all parties allowed to be the most candid and impartial lawyer connected with the Irish



Government; yet he labours here, by a misstatement of fact, to create a prejudice against the prisoner Ryan. He asserts there were some ash trees cut down by Ryan, which were the landlord’s property. Whereas his own witnesses speak of only one tree; and, in fact, they say too much, for it was only a portion of a tree, which had decayed and hung over on the public road, from which Ryan was bound to remove it or suffer the consequence of allowing a nuisance, or stoppage to a public thoroughfare. The misstatement is, however, not of very great importance taken by itself; it is only one of the straws which show the way the wind blows. But when we hear the most candid of the Crown lawyers, who cannot by any possibility be ignorant of the atrocious outrages committed on the tenantry by this landlord, over a period of several years—and that in defiance of the law—what are we to say when he speaks of the landlord as the “unimpeachable witness,” and invokes a sentence on a man who at most is only presumed to have conspired against the landlord, because it is natural to believe that he would do so? But more especially knowing the fearful sufferings inflicted on the tenantry—or, if not knowing, being in an office where he should know them—what are we to think when he speaks such honeyed words of the landlord, and labours so unsparingly to prejudice the jury against the prisoners, and speaks of the necessity of a conviction to restore tranquillity and obedience to the laws? No doubt it was his duty to press for a conviction if the evidence justified him; his duty, as a Crown officer, being the vindication of the law and the maintenance of social order; but would any prosecutor, who had so outrageously set the law at defiance, and had so recklessly driven a district of country into a state of despair, have escaped censure and received praise, had he not been a landlord?


To say anything of the blunderbuss mentioned in the indictment being transformed to a pistol in the evidence, would be to waste time on a merely technical point. But the question of blunderbuss or pistol, taken in connexion with the evidence of the landlord, will present us with a singular case. In reading his evidence, and questioning ourselves whether it is possible that he could have been fired at by any one who intended to hurt him; we must not forget the use which he made of this shooting case; the throwing of men into gaol who were to be witnesses against him in courts of law, and who were all parties to numerous lawsuits in which he was defendant. There is more to say on this delicate subject; but it may be as well to give the landlord’s evidence first.


After detailing where he lives, he relates his visit to Ryan’s farm, and says:—“The first man I saw was Ryan himself. He said to me, ‘Be off! how dare you come on my land? be off or I’ll murder you. Let me never find you come on my lands again.’ I said to him I was extremely sorry that he was going on as he was, and if he had been an industrious man, and had come to me, I would give him the timber with great pleasure.”


If nothing occurred in this gentleman’s evidence subsequently to prove that he neither knew what was true, nor could adhere to one version of a story after he had told it, we might believe that Ryan did so threaten him on his appearance at the farm. If he had not been known to us in connexion with Ryan and the other tenants previously to this visit, we might have believed that he did say—was really capable of saying—to him, “I am extremely sorry that you are going on as you are; if you had been an industrious man and come to me, I would have given you the timber with great pleasure.” But we know that Ryan was an industrious man; and up to the time that he, the landlord, thought fit to try to “break him out of the land”—thought fit to falsely imprison, and fraudulently prosecute him, and by all the means in his power, legal and illegal, honest and dishonest, to prevent him from getting the use of the slates and timber which were given to him by Mr. James Shee—up to that time we have the mother and brother of the landlord saying that Ryan had been “a trustworthy man in the family all his life.” It was a mere pretence made for the witness‐box, that it might tell for him in the newspapers. When cruelty constitutes a large portion of any creature’s disposition, man or brute, it has generally cunning for a companion. Mr.



Shee knows the value of a liberal sentiment as well as most persons of his calibre of mind, and he struggles, as well us such a mind will enable him, to propagate one of himself. But we have other means of knowing that he did not go so softly to Ryan’s farm. We need not depend on Ryan’s own statement; but we have that, in addition to the statement of others; that he went to bully Ryan; and did bully him; and swore by God, that he would transport him; that he would put fifteen keepers on his farm!


And what does the reader think fifteen keepers mean? It is this: that he would distrain Ryan’s property (no matter about debt—he had distrained him and others whether debt was owing or not); and, as he had done before, he would make the distraint as expensive as possible. For trifling seizures, several of them made for one small debt, he had put a greater number of men in possession than necessary, that he might augment costs; and, on this occasion, he threatened Ryan with fifteen! “By God,” said he, “I’ll put fifteen keepers on you by the 25th of March!” That is, he would send the fifteen to distrain and live at Ryan’s expense on the day the next rent fell due!


In continuation of his evidence he said:—“I left home on Sunday morning about ten o’clock, when I went to Lannigan’s‐hill. I was on my way to Kilkenny to church, where I get my letters after church. There are two roads from Kilkenny to Bennet’s‐bridge. I always went by the Maddoxtown road to church. I was on an outside jaunting‐car; my man‐servant, Richard Cahill, driving it. He was on the off‐side. I know Lannigan’s‐gate. I was next the piers as we passed. The moment we got over the stream‐bridge, I saw the leaf of a man’s hat hiding behind the wall. I was then about seven yards from the piers. I told him to drive on the horse as hard as he could, because he was hard mouthed. The hill we had to ascend was one of the deepest I ever went up; my horse was proceeding at the rate of a hunt; before that, very slowly. When I came opposite the piers, the gate was half open, and the man came round to the front, and right in the centre levelled and fired at me. The gate was open at the side he stood. Cahill then leaped off the car. I did not leap off. The man who fired was but two‐and‐a‐half yards from me. Could not swear what he presented at me. Oh! he took right good aim at me (laughter in the court). Cahill said, ‘you villain, I’ll identify you.’ I then said. ‘Cahill, have you him?’ I said before he fired, ‘you assassin; I’ll identify you!’ I put up my two hands to my face. He had a red handkerchief over his face; I looked well at him, for I was not afraid of him. I could not tell what sort of coat he wore. He had a hat on his head; the shot hit me; a slug was taken out at the wrist and another from my finger.” [When? Where? Who by? Why was not the operator produced? or the finger? or the wrist? or the slugs?] “The breast of my top‐coat was also hit, and my hat.” [‘The hat was produced,’ says the report in the Kilkenny Journal, ‘amid some laughter. There were apparent perforations of large grains of shot through the rim. The coat was also produced, with small apertures in the breast, seeming to have been made by a gunshot.’] “When the man fired he ran down to the stream; I did not know him, nor could I identify him if I saw him again. At the time I was talking to Ryan about the timber I saw the other prisoner, and another very tall man I never saw before.”


[One of the most important things to have produced, showing the shots, would have been the jaunting‐car. It was perforated with holes down as low as the foot‐board, on which his feet rested. But its production would have probably given rise to the awkward speculation of how a blunderbuss or pistol (the indictment says it was a blunderbuss, and the witnesses swore it was a pistol) could have thrown the shot so widely at the distance of two‐and‐a‐half yards.]


Mr. Shee was now cross‐examined by Mr. Walsh, counsel for the prisoners. He answered—“I am a landholder in this county since the 11th of September, 1839. I succeeded to my brother John’s property. At that time I found Ryan a tenant on the establishment. He has two or three children and a wife. He had been living since my father’s death under my brother John. He was, in



fact, bred on the land. He owed me a debt; he had not paid all his rent. I have got the rent to the last quarter‐day.


“Mr. Walsh: Hold up your head, and don’t be looking down in that manner. You would not like a man who owed you money?


“Witness (hesitating): Certainly I would wish to be paid.


“Mr. Walsh: Would you have a friendly feeling towards him?


“Witness: Certainly I would wish to be paid.


“Mr. Walsh: And that is your answer to my question?


“Witness: Ryan has a record in the other court against me; it is for false imprisonment; it is a year at all events since he commenced the action. I will be able to meet him; and meet you too. You will not frighten me. By my word I was not frightened at the shot at Lannigan’s‐hill, but you would. (Roars of laughter.)


“The Judge: Witness, just answer the questions, and don’t make any remarks about Mr. Walsh.


“Witness: I shall, my lord, adhere to your assertions (laughter). I think the hat was not a bad one; I never wore it since; I gave it to Mr. Greene. He was two‐and‐a‐half yards distant from me when he fired the shot. I had a front view of him. By my word he did not speak to me. I don’t know what instrument he fired at me with, though I was as calm as you are now. I think nothing of a gun being pointed at me. I stood fire once before. It was not gentlemanly exercise in the morning; it was an attempt to murder me on the 16th of December, 1840. The man who fired at me against Lannigan’s‐gate had a reddish handkerchief on him. The reason why I know the colour of the handkerchief, and don’t know what was in his hand, was, that I wished to get a view of his face. He took right good aim at me. He was a minute or two taking aim.” [To the Solicitor‐General the witness had said that he first observed the man at the distance of seven yards, and that the horse was proceeding at the rate of a hunt!] “He took right good aim at me; he was a minute or two taking aim; all that time I was coolly surveying him. I could not identify him. I can give no reason why I told him I could identify him. I cannot tell the colour of his coat. Ryan is still a tenant on the land. I cannot say whether it was before or after I said I could identify him that the man fired the shot. By my word, Cahill ran at him—ay!


“Mr. Walsh: You have a very elegant way of expressing yourself.


“Witness: My name is Richard Shee, esquire: no esquire, if you like. I left my man Cahill behind me. I went on half‐a‐quarter of a mile before he overtook me. I cannot tell why Cahill did not reach the assassin. I was a minute and a half in view of him. I cannot tell how long before that day I went to speak to Ryan about the ash‐tree. I went on his land. I dare say I was not on it for six months before. We were only a very few minutes talking together. I have not often quarrelled before, except when wronged. There is no man would have a quarrel faster than I would. I think I have shown you that I was cool with you (laughter).”


Next came Richard Cahill, the driver of the car and confidential servant to the landlord. He spoke guardedly, and said nothing that calls for special remark; of course, he corroborated the main witness; but, like him, could not say who the man was that fired.


Next came John Haud, “a tall gaunt fellow,” says the Kilkenny paper, “about 6 ft. 4 inches, and as ill‐looking as any other out of Australia.” He stated himself a stranger in that part of the country; that in March, he was working for Ryan as a labourer; that he recollected Mr. Shee coming to Ryan’s farm; and that the latter ordered him out of the garden; whereupon Mr. Shee said, “he would have fifteen keepers on him by the 25th of March.” The witness, in a lengthy examination, proceeds to give a circumstantial account of Ryan’s subsequent conversations relative to shooting the landlord; not private conversations, but public; but the jury marked the character of the witness by their verdict.



He alleged that, when sleeping with Caulfield, Ryan’s man, his bedfellow confessed to having been the person who shot at Mr. Shee. Witness continued in Ryan’s employment until the 28th of April, and did not give information to the police until the 15th of May, nearly two months after the shot was fired. In cross‐examination he thus accounts for his doing so, even then: “The police took me out of bed at night and brought me before Mr. Greene. I saw one of the police before that; I was talking to him on that same day—the 15th of May. I did not think it a strange thing, that Ryan made such a proposal to me (to shoot Mr. Shee). I had no quarrel with Ryan; he did not pay me all my wages. I told him, I would make that the dearest thing that ever happened to him. I kept my word, and why not? Notwithstanding that threat, Ryan would not pay me; it was twelve shillings (great sensation). I would take money if offered to me for swearing here, but who would give it me? It was love of justice, and not love of money, that made me come here to day. It was I that began the conversation with Caulfield.”


Mr. Walsh: “Why did you say to Caulfield, you hoped the man who fired at Mr. Shee would not be discovered?”


With this question witness fenced for a long time, and gave no direct answer. To a juror he said, “Ryan owed me twelve shillings, and if he had paid me, or even gave me eight shillings—or five shillings—I would take it, and would not have prosecuted him. My meaning in saying, that I would make it the dearest thing that ever happened to him, was, that I would lodge information against him in the present case. If he had paid my wages, I would have ‘cut’ to my own country (he was a county Galway man), and tell it to a magistrate there.”


A juror: “It is a great pity you ever left your own country.”


Next comes a witness of a class only known in Ireland now‐a‐days; though in former times England had some eminent specimens, at the head of whom was Jonathan Wild. This man’s name is Samuel Ringwood—he is trainer of Crown witnesses in the gaol—for it is the custom in Ireland to put all the witnesses for such prosecutions in the gaol. A very singular document in the shape of a declaration, made by another witness, relative to this Ringwood, is introduced at page 36. It sets forth, how he was threatened and coerced to swear against Caulfield by Ringwood the trainer, and others. Here is Ringwood himself:—


“I remember the 19th of March: was living at that time in the County gaol. I saw John Caulfield between eight and nine o’clock. He came to me for a pair of shoes; he came once or twice to me before for shoes. I am a shoemaker; he did not get the shoes that day. I went with Caulfield to John Fleming’s shop, where we had some cordial. We remained about twenty minutes in the house. I saw the butt of a pistol in his bosom, I asked him what he was about; he bid me say nothing, or words to that effect; he said he was ‘up to the rip’—a sort of cant word. He parted with me before nine o’clock, for that was the time. I should be in the prison. (It is rather remarkable, that an intending murderer on the day that he goes to get his weapon should put himself and it in the way of a man whom he knew to live in the gaol, in the performance of the joint duties of an under turnkey, Government informer, and shoemaker!!!) He told me he was going home by the Gowran road (not the usual road, but the road of the alleged attempt at murder). He wore a blue coat. I saw an old dark cotton handkerchief with him; it was a reddish colour.” (This is what he is alleged to have covered his face with, and which was afterwards taken out of his hat, at the distance of three months, from the 19th of March another remarkable fact—that he should not only have made a confident of this Crown servant, before the act of attempting to murder, but that he should keep the old handkerchief, with which he is said to have disguised his face, for a period of three months, to be witness against him; for it was not taken from him until June, when he was in gaol.) “I saw the prisoner after his arrest,” continues the witness. “I had a conversation with him in the gaol. I saw a policeman



taking a handkerchief out of his hat. I heard Caulfield say, that it was a good job the holes were not darned. I was turnkey in the gaol.”


Cross‐examined: “I was three years turnkey in the gaol. I was imprisoned twelve months for sheep‐stealing, and was then promoted to the rank of turnkey. I am not now in office. On my oath, there was not a charge against me at the time I left the gaol. I gave notice to quit. I shall not tell you whether it was an attempt at rape I was charged with. I cannot tell you, because I am not the matron.” (Laughter.)


Mr. Walsh: “Heaven forbid.”


Witness: “I was charged with something similar to rape. There was a charge made to Mr. Graves, local inspector, that I kept three shillings belonging to a prisoner. I was innocent of it; I was only keeping it for the prisoner. It was not my duty to be in the female ward, unless attended by the matron. I was caught in the female department one night and locked up. There was no female with me, but a female locked me in. I know a man named Lawler. I never put a rope round his neck, and told him that he would be hanged if he did not tell all he knew. I wish you would finish one case first, and not be going to that (laughter).* Caulfield’s coat was buttoned over the pistol; the butt of it was seen; there was nobody else present; the police were within call. I am not living in the gaol now. I would not go back. I don’t hope for reward. I got none on former occasions. It is not for reward I work, but for the benefit of my country. I would not take 100l. for doing what I am now doing—nor 1000l.—nor 10,000l. on my solemn oath.” (Sensation in the court.)


Next comes a witness named James Barron, 14 years old, a cow‐boy in the service of a farmer on whose land the gate is, from which the shot was fired. This witness deposes to having seen Caulfield fire the shot; consequently, it is on his evidence, and that of Ringwood, that Caulfield is convicted; for, if the evidence of John Haud, the tall Galway man, had been credited, Ryan would have been convicted as well. This James Barron stated, that he lived in his master’s service until he was “taken” (to be a witness) nearly three months after the occurrence; that he was then put in gaol, where he became acquainted with Ringwood, and others, of whom he has subsequently given a curious account. Here it is:—




“I, James Barron, do solemnly and sincerely declare, that I believe I am between 14 and 15 years of age; that I was arrested at Mr. Thomas White’s, by head‐constable Lynn and three other policemen, and brought into Kilkenny. I was kept in James’s‐street Barrack, and constable Lynn the following morning brought me to the County gaol. Mr. Lynn asked me ‘would I know the man who fired at Mr. Shee—if I saw him?’ I said not. I was left in the school‐room until about three o’clock, when Samuel Ringwood the turnkey came and brought me to Mr. Greene, who was in Mr. Leigh the governor’s parlour up stairs in the gaol. Mr. Greene told me, ‘I might as well tell the truth, that I knew the man very well who fired at Mr. Richard Shee.’ I said I did not. Mr. Greene asked me, who told me to say that? I said no one. Mr. Greene said, there did. Ringwood then brought me to the hospital; when Ringwood was turning round to lock the door, he said to me, ‘you put a good deal out of your way, my boy, by what you told Mr. Greene.’ About five o’clock that evening, James Ready, a prisoner, convicted for robbery, was put into the hospital with me. Ready asked me, ‘did I know anything about it—that if I did, I might as well tell him (Ready), that I might depend on him—he would say nothing about it?’ I said, all I knew was, I saw a man, but did not know him. I slept with Ready that night. A lunatic they call Tom slept in the same room. The next morning, the governor, Mr. Leigh, came and let me, Ready, and the lunatic, to No. 7 yard. Shortly after Ringwood came into the yard, and said to me, ‘you done a bad turn yesterday evening, and put a good deal out of your way; that every



one there knew that I knew the person who fired at Shee—and that Mr. Greene could get me any situation he liked.’ Ringwood knocked up the fire, and gave Ready a smoke out of a pipe which Ringwood gave him. In half an hour after, he brought Ready and me out, and gave us our breakfast in the hospital. About ten o’clock that night, Ringwood came into the hospital and knocked up the fire and smoked with Ready. Ready went out in the hall with Ringwood; I smelt whiskey of Ready when he came in. He told me, ‘it was the best way to tell Mr. Greene the truth, and swear it was Caulfield was in it; that there was no doubt of it; that the girl who gave him the handkerchief was swearing against him; and that the handkerchief was got in the lining of his trowsers in the gaol.’ The following morning, Ringwood came to me and told me, ‘Mr. Greene would come that day and swear me, I told him I would tell him the truth, that I did not know the man was in it. Ringwood said, I did; that I knew very well it was Caulfield was in it; and that when Mr. Greene would swear me, I should either tell the truth or perjure myself; and that, if he made out perjury against me, he would transport me.’ I said I did not care if I was transported itself, as I did not know him. Ringwood said, ‘you know him—tell Mr. Greene so—and he’ll let you home, or wherever you like to go he’ll send you. If you wish to go to America, Mr. Greene will send you, and give you forty pounds.’ Ringwood said, ‘he got the handkerchief in the lining of Caulfield’s trowsers in the gaol; and that the girl who gave Caulfield the handkerchief was to swear she gave it him the night before Shee was fired at, and that there was no tear in it.’ About ten o’clock at night, Ringwood came in and said to Ready, ‘he was after coming up the street, and had a drop for him in the bottle.’ Ringwood handed him the bottle, and Ready drank out of it, and gave it back to Ringwood. Ringwood asked me, ‘had I the medal, or would I drink whiskey.’ I said I had, and could not drink. I and Ready went to bed, and Ready again began to question me. I told Ready, I was riding an ass, and when I went up on the top of the hill, I saw a man on the road walking down. That I walked down to the bottom of the hill—I in the field, and he on the road; when he came to the gate, he walked inside and leant on the gate. That I went down to let the cows into the field. That I was riding the ass all through. When a part of the way home, I heard a shot fired. Saw nothing, only the smoke rising; that I saw a man running from where I saw the smoke rising; he ran towards the Nore; saw him pull something off his face, and had something in his hand like a large pistol. That it was not Caulfield. That I did not know him. Ready asked me, ‘did I know him?’ I said—not. Ready asked me, ‘was it not Caulfield was in it?’ I said, if it was, I did not know him. Ready said, ‘when Mr. Greene would swear me to‐morrow, he might make me out a perjurer, unless I swore it was Caulfield.’ Ready persisted in saying I knew him. Shortly after Ringwood came in, Ready said, ‘he wanted to go out to mop the flags.’ He went out—Ringwood locked me up. Ringwood let Ready in in about half an hour. At three o’clock Ringwood came in and let me and Ready out in the yard. Ringwood came shortly after and said, ‘if I knew the man, to tell Mr. Greene, if not, that he (Mr. Greene) could keep me and Caulfield in for three assizes; that if he made me out a perjurer during that time, he would transport me. That Mr. Greene would be there that evening, and Ringwood, addressing Ready, said ‘if you had to do my bidding the first day, you would not be here to‐day, and you would have your forty pounds; but you would not, thinking that fellow would do nothing to you.’ Ringwood told me then, ‘As far as he could think, Caulfield was swearing against Ryan, and that I’d be only a help to Caulfield, for you know the man. I know you do, and whatever will happen, Caulfield, I think he’ll get off by confinement in the gaol, and Mr. Greene will send you to America, and give you forty pounds; and if you do not swear it’s Caulfield was in it, you’ll be kept here for three assizes; and maybe both the one and the other of you transported. If you don’t prosecute him, you’ll be sorry you did not do my bidding; you’ll be leg‐bolted by the two feet and chained, every day working; and it’s better for you



to prosecute than go there; for if you don’t, there you’ll go.’ Then I got in dread of what he said, and it was the real dread and fear that I’d be transported, or kept in for three assizes, that induced me to swear against Caulfield. I was brought that evening to Mr. Greene, and Ready with me. Mr. Greene swore me, and for fear of being transported or kept in prison, I swore against Caulfield, for Ringwood frightened me. When giving down the informations, and when I came to that part where I said I saw the man on the road, I said I did not know him. ‘Who told you to say that?’ said Mr. Greene. I said no one; that when I came home from mass, I told the people I heard the shot fired, and saw the man run away, but did not know him; and they told me not to be speaking of it; that that was all any one told me. Mr. Greene said persons told me, and that he heard their names. Mr. Greene asked me again did I know him? I said not. Ready said I did. said not. Ready again said I did. I said not; and says Ready, the fourth time, to Mr. Greene, ‘he did, your worship, know him.’ ‘Did you know him?’ said Mr. Greene. I being frightened at what Ringwood had been telling me, I said I did; that it was John Caulfield. This I was induced to say for fear of being transported, for Caulfield was not the man was in it. I don’t know who it was. I might know the man if I saw him. I know Caulfield as long as I can recollect, and that Caulfield was not the man whom I saw going down the hill, or on the road, or running away after the shot had been fired. A day or two before the assizes Mr. Greene, accompanied by a gentleman, came to the workhouse to me; the gentleman was a stranger to me. Mr. Greene said to me, ‘Now you’ll tell this gentleman the same as you told me the day I swore you.’ I went on to repeat what I knew, and when I came to that part where I said I saw the man run away, the gentleman asked me, did I know him? I said not; that it would be hard for me to know a man running away, and his back turned to me. He asked me ‘didn’t I see his face before?’ I said I did. Mr. Greene stood up, and said, ‘I swore to himself I knew the man running away; that it was Caulfield.’ I said, ‘if I did, I was wrong.’ Mr. Greene asked, ‘was there any one present when I swore my information?’ I said there was a prisoner named Ready. The strange gentleman stood up, and said, ‘do you see my face now?’ he then turned his back to me. ‘Don’t you believe that I am the one man still?’ I said l believe I did; but if I do itself, it would be hard for me to swear to a man who was running away, and he so far from me. Mr. Greene and the gentleman stood up; Mr. Greene said to me ‘to study myself by the time I would be brought forward, or,’ said he, ‘Ready will prove that you swore you knew the man, and then perjury would be made out against you, and you will be transported for seven years.’ In consequence of being threatened, and being afraid I would be transported, I was obliged to swear in the court‐house on the trial I knew Caulfield, as I did in the informations, owing to Ringwood and Ready, and the way in which they threatened me with transportation and imprisonment. I believe Ready was put to sleep with me purposely to induce me to swear against Caulfield. And I make this solemn declaration, conscientiously believing the same to be true; and by virtue of the provisions of an act made and passed in the fifth and sixth years of the reign of William the Fourth, intituled “An Act to repeal an Act of the present Session of Parliament, intituled ‘An Act for the more effective abolition of Oaths and Affirmations taken and made in various departments of the State, and to substitute declarations in lieu thereof, and for the more entire suppression of voluntary and extra‐judicial Oaths and Affidavits, and to make other provision for the abolition of unnecessary Oaths.’”


Taken and acknowledged before me the second day

of September, 1843.
(Signed)            James Barron.
Being first truly read and explained to the said James Barron by
(Signed)            Michael Gahan.







I accompanied the above‐named James Barron to Joseph Greene, Esq., stipendiary magistrate, Charles Haddon, Richard Sullivan, William Shanahan, Esqrs.; magistrates of the city of Kilkenny; and to William Grace, Esq., also a magistrate of said city, acting on behalf of the mayor thereof in his absence; and to James Burnham, Esq., mayor of said city, before each of whom the said James Barron was ready and willing, and in my presence offered, to make the foregoing declaration, which was tendered to each of the said justices for such purpose, but which they respectively refused to take.


(Signed)        Michael Gahan,
Clerk to John Lawson, of the City

of Kilkenny, Solicitor.






We shall not pass any opinion on this document. The witness may not have perjured himself before the Court, but may have attempted to do so now; or he may have perjured himself to the Court, and may have attempted to publish the truth now. We shall let the reader judge for himself: the document is given, and the whole of the foregoing cases are published, to show the English public a picture of Ireland as she is at the present time. Yet we must not overlook the fact, that the witness Barron, after stating in his leading evidence that he could identify Caulfield as the man who fired the shot, retracted that statement on cross‐examination. He said, “I saw Ringwood, and have been talking to him. I know him about five weeks. He had the care of me four days and four nights in the county gaol. I had been before that living in Carlow, in the gaol, since I was taken. I did in the beginning say, that I did not know who fired the shot. I did not tell it till after I was taken; for three months before I always said I did not know the man. I was told I would be well taken care of—I have been well taken care of—had better food than when feeding the cows. I don’t like confinement. When the man was running away, there was the breadth of the field between us. I saw only his back. I am not sure it was Caulfield that ran away, it was like him.”


Constable David Creghton examined: “I got the handkerchief produced with the prisoner Caulfield, in the county gaol. He was in the prison at the time—it was the 1st of June.     *     *    There are seven holes in it—it is a very old one. I got it in Caulfield’s hat sometime after he was imprisoned.”


To a juror: “A man could take aim through that handkerchief.”


To another juror: “I don’t know whether a man would keep an old handkerchief, like that, for three months, to be identified.”


The able address of Mr. Walsh for the defence is far too long for insertion here. We can only state farther, that George Read, Esq., treasurer for the county, H. Devereux, Esq., secretary to the grand jury, Rev. R. Park (Protestant clergyman), and Captain Helshom, were severally examined, as to the character of Ryan, and gave very favourable testimony in his behalf. Ryan was acquitted, and Caulfield found guilty, and sentenced to transportation for life.







CHAPTER VIII.


The Landlord’s trespass on the farm of a Tenant; his assault on a “caretaker.”—Another extraordinary assault by a Landlord and Magistrate.



The name of Mr. J. Coyne has been mentioned in connection with those Kilkenny prosecutions. He had been collector of rents for the landlord, but gave up his office from a dislike to be employed in such outrages as were committed on the tenantry. He himself rented a farm from the landlord, and in 1842 had some of it sown with wheat. He had a man named Cormack, who was what they in Ireland call “caretaker,” or head farm‐servant. When Mr Coyne



resigned his agency for the landlord, that remarkable gentleman took the notable project into his head of riding two or three times a day over the young wheat. Its owner observing one day, that the field was much trodden and broken up, asked his man Cormack to explain the cause; and the reply was, that the landlord had been exercising himself and horse on it for several days. Whereupon, Mr. Coyne directed Cormack to get a chain and padlock, and fasten the gate.


Cormack did as ordered; and was in the act of fastening the gate when the landlord rode up and demanded admission into the field. The man told him that his master had ordered the gate to be fastened. Upon which the landlord struck him a heavy blow over the head with the handle of a large riding‐whip. The man, seeing that he raised the whip to strike him again, put up his hands to save his head, and received the blow on one of his arms. A third blow fell on the other arm and bruised it considerably.


For this assault, the landlord was prosecuted at the sessions, and was fined 6l. and costs. He and his legal adviser, being astonished at this result—a result they had not expected, as the fining of a landlord, and he a Protestant, for an assault on a poor labourer, and he a Catholic, was altogether new—appealed against the sentence. The appeal came on for trial at the summer assizes of 1843, and was decided against the landlord. The presiding barrister, Sergeant Warren, in giving judgment, said, ‘that he regretted the first sentence had not been heavier; for, if it had, he would have confirmed it.’ He also, in alluding to the trials in the criminal court at the assizes, where the landlord was prosecutor for an attempt upon his life, said, ‘that the people had a very bad example set before them, when a gentleman of rank and property so misconducted himself.’


In the Morning Chronicle of the 14th December, a case which occurred a week or two previously at Skibbereen is thus reported and commented on. It is introduced here, to shew that our Kilkenny landlord is not an exception to his class, but only a distinguished specimen.


“It appears that a boy, Dempsey, who is only fourteen years old, went, with some other children, to see a hunt; and that a few gentlemen, of whom one was a Mr. Townsend, were shooting in the same locality at the time. Mr. Townsend having discharged his gun, the magistrate, Mr. Alexander O’Driscoll, came galloping amongst the boys, who, alarmed at his appearance, fled in different directions. The boy Dempsey escaped into a cabin, and concealed himself under a bed, but being hotly pursued by the valiant O’Driscoll, he was compelled by the poor woman who lived in the house to come forth and surrender himself to “the rusty curb of ‘Old Father Antic—the law.’” The report goes on to say—.


“He then came to the door, when Mr. O’Driscoll threw the coil of his whip round his neck, and said, ‘Blast your soul, give me the gun,’ and dragged him down, and squeezed the whip on his neck. From the choking and dragging he got, his cap came off, and he then disengaged the whip from his neck, when Mr. O’Driscoll struck him several times, the whip winding round his body each time. Mr. O’Driscoll then called out to the gentlemen who were hunting with him. ‘I have the thief with the gun now.’ Told Mr. O’Driscoll to come down with him, and he would show him the gentlemen who were shooting. In a few minutes after, young Mr. Townsend and two other gentlemen, each with guns, came up; on which Mr. O’Driscoll left him. Mr. George Belcher saw him crying, and said he never saw a gentleman treat a poor boy so before.”


The following evidence was given by the poor woman who kept the house in which the little boy had taken refuge:—


“Ellen Rogers, examined by Mr. Downing: Lives at Shepperton. Recollects last Friday, when Dempsey rushed into her house, quite frightened. Asked him what ailed him, when he only exclaimed, ‘Oh, God!’ Immediately after Captain O’Driscoll came to the door, called out ‘who lives here?’ and desired her to turn out the boy. She and her children were terrified, and her children were all crying and screaming from fright. She called the little boy, and made him come out, and said, ‘sure he won’t hurt so small a boy.’ That he then came out and went to the



door, when Captain O’Driscoll put the whip round his neck and dragged and beat him, and said, ‘tell me what you did with the gun and I’ll forgive you.’ The boy said, ‘he did not see a gun to‐day.’ That he then lashed him with the whip. She called out to Dempsey, and desired him to leave the place and not be killed at her door, and Captain O’Driscoll said to her, ‘damn you, you b—h of a w——e!’ The little boy was crying very much, and all his little clothes open, and his breast bare. Saw Master John Townsend out shooting there that day.”


Before the hearing of the case,


“Mr. M’Carthy said, that one of the witnesses was not yet in attendance, having been only served with a summons that morning, and that a policeman had sent for her; and by the time the case came on in its order of entry he expected to be able to proceed with it. In the meantime, he would state to the court the reason of such late service, as it involved a serious charge against an officer of the court, the summons‐server: it was, that on the 4th instant the summonses for the defendant and the witness were handed by plaintiff to the summons‐server, when he received them, and gave a reluctant promise to serve them; and in the course of the ensuing day he returned them, declaring he would not serve them, as he ‘was afraid he (Mr. O’Driscoll) would drive a ball through him, and would be against him another day,’ and the plaintiff with difficulty afterwards found a person to serve them. This was what occasioned the delay.”


“Mr. Gore Jones called the summons‐server (Dunstan), and being asked by him, did he hear the charge, he admitted it, and said he did refuse; and being asked why? he petulantly answered, ‘because I would not serve a summons for such a brat of a boy of his kind, on such a gentleman as Mr. O’Driscoll.’”


“Mr. M’Carthy protested to the court against the use of such language to any suitor there, and condemned the demeanour of their officer, when Mr. Somerville said, ‘the court did not recognize him as such, as it was optional with parties to employ him or not;’ and this indecent exhibition of the summons‐server was permitted to pass without reproof of any kind from the court.”


“Mr. Gore Jones said, he ‘always adopted the course of addressing a letter to a gentleman, when charged with any offence, previous to the service of the summons.’”


The case having been heard, and no attempt at defence having apparently been made by the magistrate, he was found guilty by his brethren upon the bench, and fined forty shillings.


“After the sentence of the court, Mr. O’Driscoll resumed his seat on the bench, and after a while exclaimed, addressing his brother magistrates, ‘If it was any one else in the county, he would only be fined five shillings.’”


“Mr. Somerville: That is an expression that should not be made use of by a brother magistrate, and I will not allow it.”


“Mr. O’Driscoll: ‘I had a right to use it.’”


“Mr. Somerville (indignantly): ‘You had not a right to use it, Sir?’”


“Mr. Fleming agreed with Mr. Somerville, and strongly expressed his disapprobation of such an insinuation.”


“Mr. O’Driscoll again insisted on his ‘right’ to use the expression.”


“Mr. Somerville (with much indignation): ‘I’ll see, Sir, if you had that right.’”


“Mr. O’Driscoll: ‘As soon as you please.’”


We of course know nothing, except what we find in the report, concerning the conduct of the attorneys who are represented as being engaged for the defendant. The statement upon that subject is to the following effect: That Mr. Fitzmaurice, upon the part of Mr. O’Driscoll, undertook to satisfy the court that the whole prosecution was the result of a deep‐laid conspiracy, in comparison with which that of Titus Oates was a mere trifle; and that, after a great deal of incredibly nonsensical talk, he asked the boy how his father could produce coin to



fee two attorneys, and who went to Ross for Mr. M’Carthy (the attorney for the prosecution). The report then proceeds in the following words:—


“Mr. M’Carthy: They came and employed me because you or Mr. O’Connell ‘would not take a fee against Mr. O’Driscoll, as you both refused in Dineen’s case to be concerned against him.’”


“Mr. Fitzmaurice (to the witness): ‘Who did you tell of this beating?’—‘Told my father and mother, and several others.’ ‘Did your father tell you to summons?’—‘He did not; he was against my summoning.’”


“Mr. Downing: ‘Do you know that the summons‐server went to your father and told him not to have Capt. O’Driscoll summoned, or he would transport your brother?’—‘I do, Sir; and Timothy Crowly and my brother were present when he said it.’”


Mr. M’Carthy expressly and openly charges the two attorneys for Mr. O’Driscoll with having actually refused, upon a former occasion, to take a fee from a poor man in his proceeding to make an endeavour to obtain justice against this identical magistrate; and the attorneys, according to the report, make no attempt to deny the imputation, any more than to deny the other statement of Mr. M’Carthy, that the same persons would have refused their professional services to procure a hearing for the prosecutor upon the present occasion. Such is the case as it appears in the Morning Chronicle; and it is given in that journal as a fair specimen of the law, the lawyers, the officers, and offenders, the justice and the justices of Ireland, by one who should know that country well.


Scarcely had the foregoing case been published to the world by the newspapers, when this Irish magistrate appears again on the bench on his own behalf. Some cows belonging to a man named Dineen, who owed no rent, had strayed upon the farm of a tenant named Sullivan, who did owe rent. The “driver” of O’Driscoll seized one of the cows so straying for Sullivan’s rent. Some one belonging to Dineen, or acting on his behalf, prevented the cow from being taken away; whereupon the following proceedings arise:—


It appeared that Hurley, the driver of Mr. O’Driscoll, having distrained the cow, the defendants told him that they would not allow the animal to be taken away. They did not, however, “assault, injure, or abuse the driver.”


Upon his cross‐examination he said that the tenants were in the habit of signing bills in the bank for the rent, and that they were called upon to do so before the rent became due! that the prisoners had done so upon the present occasion; that Mr. O’Driscoll had obtained cash from the bank for the bills, which he had in his pocket when the distress was made, and that the time for the payment of the bills had not arrived at the period of making the distress.


The following account of a part of the cross‐examination is extracted from the report:—


“Mr. O’Connell (the Attorney, with vehemence): Did you leave the unfortunate wretches a potato for their starving children?


“Witness: They stole some. I only took away forty‐six loads. I took them to Skibbereen, and put them in a garden near Mr. O’Driscoll’s house. Did cant them. Can’t tell the day. Himself and two or three more attended the cant. Witness was auctioneer, and bid also. Was not the buyer, but afterwards got the potatoes himself. Sold every six weights for 8d. [great sensation, during which two highly respectable members of the Court left the bench].


“Mr. O’Connell: And, gracious God! did you not also take the straw upon which the wretched families slept?


“Witness: I did not take the straw upon which they slept; but I took a sack of straw which was outside [sensation].


“And did they not offer up the farm to Mr. O’Driscoll, when he ruined them?”


Witness: They one morning offered it [great sensation]. I was not imprisoned by Mr. O’Driscoll for not swearing in his own case. It was Dineen was incarcerated.




“Mr. O’Connell: Was it not by the produce of the corn they were to meet the bill?


“Witness: To be sure, I suppose so.”


“Mr George Bird, examined by Mr. Fitzmaurice: Is agent to Mr. O’Driscoll. The yearly rent of the prisoners is £22. Directed the last witness to distrain, because he heard they were top‐dressing their corn, and because they owed a gale of rent not included in the bill. They owed, including bill and all, twelve months’ rent. Is sure of that.


“Cross‐examined by Mr. O’Connell: When Hurley swore that the prisoners owed three gales’ rent, he swore what was untrue. Mr. O’Driscoll is in the habit of raising money on his tenants’ bills, because he pays large head‐rents. In the note passed by the prisoners, several other tenants had joined, and of course the amount was much larger in this bill than the amount which they owed. Did pass the bill into the Provincial Bank.


“Barrister: Had Mr. O’Driscoll the money of this bill in his pocket when the distress was made ? Yes, sir [great sensation].


“Barrister: And the bill was not then due? No, sir [sensation].


“Mr. O’Connell: And these poor wretches, your worship, liable at the bank for the amount.


“Barrister: Certainly.”


The report subsequently proceeds as follows:—


“Mr. O’Driscoll, who sat during the trial, with his agents, here communicated with Mr. Gallwey, who asked witness if it was by Mr. O’Driscoll’s directions he distrained?


“Witness: Certainly not; Mr. O’Driscoll allows me to act as I please.


“The witness then left the table, and


“Mr. O’Connell said: Gentlemen of the jury—The last question put by the Crown prosecutor shows you the nature of this case. It is so disgraceful that the odium is sought to be placed on the agent, to shelter the principal. I could understand and could credit the excuse, if, in this court, Mr O’Driscoll had (upon hearing the facts sworn to to‐day) said, ‘I was ignorant of the real facts of this case until now, and I now give up the prosecution.’ He had not done so; and so between principal, agent, and driver, let the disgrace and the odium be shared. Oh, gentlemen of the jury, you have often heard the fine sentences of fine gentlemen respecting the mutual and reciprocal kind feeling which should exist between the landlord and the tenant, and to‐day you have demonstrated before you the means by which that desirable object is to be inculcated on the part of the landlords, by first procuring the note of the tenant; then, taking his last potato and his bed of straw, and then taking him from his wretched family a distance of thirty‐five miles, to be prosecuted by landlord, agent, and driver! Good God! is there no sympathy for the wretched, or where is this system to end? Oh! we have a commission sitting in Dublin, with Lord Devon at its head: but the men who could give them information, who could describe cases like the present, will not be examined, and the commission will not effect any good. Gentlemen, I am afraid to trust myself in going over a recital of the persecution of those wretched men, and would be unwilling to say anything disrespectful of Mr. O’Driscoll. But, gentlemen, do you do what is in your power, let them home to their wives and children, wretched, destitute, and miserable as they are.


“The jury immediately acquitted the prisoners.”


The correspondent of the Morning Chronicle adds, “this very case of rescue was urged at a recent meeting of Cork magistrates, to prove the necessity of an application to Government for a military reinforcement, to restore tranquillity in Skibbereen and the surrounding districts.”


Dineen, whose cow was about to be distrained, but rescued, was summoned by this middleman landlord, O’Driscoll, to his own house, to give evidence as to who rescued the cow. In a memorial to the Lord Chancellor of Ireland, the facts are thus set forth, after narrating the straying of the cows and the seizure of one:—




“That your memorialist said to Hurley, that he had no right to take them, as they did not belong to Sullivan, and as they only strayed on his lands, the fences



being broken; that John Hurley was ta:king the cows with him; that another man, who was present, but who is as yet unknown, prevented John Hurley from taking the cows with him; that John Hurley went immediately to Skibbereen, to his master, Alexander O’Driscoll, stated to him the occurrence, and returned back on the same day; bringing with him a summons in Mr. O’Driscoll’s own writing, signed by himself and bearing his own seal, which he served on your memorialist, and which required that he would appear forthwith in his presence at his residence, called Norton Cottage, near Skibbereen.


“That your memorialist did obey this summons, and did go in presence of Mr. O’Driscoll to his own house, on Saturday, the 4th of November instant; that Mr. O’Driscoll took him into his house, handed him a book, and wanted to swear him, in order to find out who rescued the cows from his own driver, John Hurley; that your memorialist refused to swear against the man, as he thought he was not bound to swear under the circumstances.


“That Mr. O’Driscoll took him prisoner to the police barracks, when he procured the attendance of Michael Gallwey, and other magistrates; that Mr. Gallwey wanted to swear him on the subject of the rescue; and that your memorialist refused; that Mr. O’Driscoll and some of the police took him prisoner to the Skibbereen bridewell, and gave him in custody to the gaoler, without a committal, or assigning any other reason for his imprisonment.


“That your memorialist remained in Bridewell from Saturday until the following Wednesday, which was the day of petty sessions; that your memorialist was brought before the bench of magistrates, which consisted of Mr. O’Driscoll, who was chairman, Mr. Gallwey, Mr. Fleming, and Mr. Somerville; that John Hurley, Mr. O’Driscoll’s driver, was sworn, and was being examined by Mr. O’Driscoll on the subject of the rescue, when Mr. Gallwey observed to Mr. O’Driscoll, in a friendly way, that he ought not to be a judge in his own case; Mr. O’Driscoll, not regarding the observation of Mr. Gallwey, continued to examine his driver, John Hurley, when Mr. Fleming, J. P., again remonstrated with Mr. O’Driscoll on the impropriety of sitting as judge in his own case; but Mr. O’Driscoll still persevered, until the magistrates expressed their opinion that there was no ground for an indictment. Mr. O’Driscoll then left the chair, and went down to the table, where he argued the right to have informations granted to him.


“The magistrates still refusing to grant informations to Mr. O’Driscoll against the memorialist, Mr. O’Driscoll said that he cared not whether they did or not; that in case they refused, he would grant them himself.


“The magistrates then required further evidence, upon which Mr. O’Driscoll called another of his men; but sufficient evidence not yet appearing, and your memorialist refusing to be sworn, he was sent back to the Bridewell, where your memorialist still remains a prisoner.


“Your memorialist begs to state that he is a poor sickly man; that his health is much injured by confinement in the cold and damp room of the Bridewell; that Mr. O’Driscoll’s conduct towards him has been illegal, cruel, and tyrannical; that his influence is so great, that your memorialist could not get an attorney to plead for him for fear of displeasing Mr. O’Driscoll, though there were three of them in court; and that no confidence can be placed by the people in the magistrates of the Skibbereen bench, over whom he possesses much influence, as long as he is allowed to remain on the bench.


“Your memorialist now respectfully appeals to your lordship for redress, as he understands it is one of your duties to watch over the pure and impartial administration of the laws in this country, and to secure the sources of justice from all suspicion.


“He has stated nothing but facts, which he thinks Mr. O’Driscoll himself will admit, and which your memorialist is prepared to substantiate if necessary.”






The Lord Chancellor’s reply, through his secretary, is this:—




“Sir—I am directed to inform you, that the Lord Chancellor has made an inquiry, and has had transmitted to him copies of the information before



Messrs. Fleming and Somerville, and their warrant of committal. He does not think that Mr. O’Driscoll should have acted as a magistrate at all in his own case, but, under all the circumstances, he thinks it is not a case in which he is called upon to act. Mr. O’Driscoll is, of course, liable to an action, if he acted illegally towards you.


“I am, Sir,
“Your obedient servant,
“Henry Sugden, Secretary.”

“Mr. Daniel Dineen.





Liable to an action! The ever‐recurring suggestion of those in power in Ireland to an oppressed tenant is, “You may bring your action.” Mr. Greene, of Kilkenny, the stipendiary magistrate, asks Mathew Dormer, who is thrust out of his farm contrary to law, “Why don’t you bring your action?” (See p. 12.) And the Lord Chancellor writes to Daniel Dineen, who is put into bridewell because his cows are illegally seized, and he refuses to be sworn in a case which is, in every point of view, morally and legally, cruel, and unjust, that the magisterial landlord is, “of course, liable to an action.” Mr. O’Driscoll has since been dismissed from the magistracy.







CHAPTER IX.


The causes which operate against the extension of Irish prosperity; fearful amount of litigation in the district of Thomastown.



We stated at the outset that the district of Kilkenny was filled with military and police; that on the lovely and fertile banks of the river Nore trade had scarcely an existence, while the natural resources of the district were most abundant in everything requisite to manufactures and commerce. We asked, and it has been a thousand times asked before us, why capital was not attracted to such a district, and why trade was not prosperous and abundant? We were answered by facts, some of which are now before the reader; and by others which we shall briefly advert to.


We have seen how Richard Shee, Esq., acts towards his tenants. We have seen that outrages are committed by him in the most wanton manner, and that he sets the law at defiance. We have seen that he has a party of armed police located on his own estate for the special purpose of assisting in levying distresses, and in keeping his harassed tenantry in subjection. We have seen that, previous to his accession to the estate in 1839, such a police and such a military force as are now in and around Kilkenny were not there; whether they were required in other parts of the county we cannot say, but they were not required at Bennet’s bridge. It may therefore be said, that Richard Shee, Esq., is an extraordinary landlord, and an exception among his class. To this we reply, that be is a remarkable man; and, as a landlord, has done personally what the landlords commonly leave to agents to do—to agents, who, in most cases are lawyers, and, therefore, careful to do their work of extermination in a less exceptionable manner—to use more legal gentility; but Mr. Shee’s objects in harassing his tenantry can hardly be called an exception. Here is a return of processes entered for the past year in one small district town, Thomastown, in that county (see the “Kilkenny Journal,” December 16, 1843):




	“	January Sessions	1691	

		Easter ditto	1216	

		Summer ditto	438	

		October ditto	973	

		Total,	4318	”








This appaling statement is from an exclusively agricultural district. What a fearful tale it tells of pigs, potatoes, corn, cows, everything, sold by distraint! How much of the farm produce of the Thomastown district may have been involved in those four thousand three hundred and eighteen processes issued against an agricultural population in one year, and carried to Waterford, and shipped off to England as evidence of the increasing wealth (!) of the Irish people, we are unable to say. But it is produce so wrung from the producers that swells the Irish shipping‐trade; which is so often quoted in parliament and in newspapers, as a proof of Irish prosperity. It is these wholesale distresses by law which prevail throughout Ireland, and especially in this part of Kilkenny and in Tipperary, that give employment to 8,000 armed constabulary, and so many more thousands of infantry, cavalry, and artillery. It is such proceedings that produce crime, and keep in employment the fearful amount of bailiffs, informers, lawyers, and hangmen, with which Ireland more than any other country abounds. In such proceedings, so vexatious to personal feelings, and so often ruinous to the interests and very existence of families, much of the unhappy animosity which exists between Protestant and Catholic is engendered and kept alive. The defendants in such proceedings are nearly all Catholics, and the plaintiffs are either Protestants, or the administrators of the law are. However just the plaintiff’s case may therefore be, the defendants, who are the great mass of the population, see themselves dragged into courts of justice; they are seldom out of them; and their attention is at all times and their money oftentimes, either in their own cases, or in that of their neighbours, directed to the Session’s‐house. The summons on them is served, ten to one, by a Protestant officer of the Court. When they appear there is a Protestant door‐keeper, there is a Protestant crier who calls the case, a Protestant magistrate to hear it, and Protestant bailiffs to make a seizure or an arrest in virtue of the magistrate’s decision. If taken to prison, there are Protestant police to guard them on the road; and on their arrival they are handed over to a Protestant gaoler. If they are to be tried, they are accused by a Protestant prosecutor; tried, ten to one, by a Protestant jury; and, if found guilty of a heavy crime, hanged by a Protestant hangman.


Now, we do not raise the question of the propriety, or otherwise, of all those offices being filled with Protestants amid a Catholic population, save in as far as each reader may take up the question in his own mind; and to him we will only say that Protestanism in Ireland is not what it is in England, nor in Scotland. Protestanism in Ireland is a political creed; to be a good Protestant there, a man need not be so particular about his Church attendance as he must be about his attendance at political societies; not so particular about his religious faith as he must be about his political zeal on the hustings, in the jury box, and on the witness table. (It is customary to put witnesses on ‘the table’ in Ireland). But, it is not to raise the question of whether it may be proper or improper, necessary or unnecessary, for the government to choose so many Protestant servants and so few Catholic ones, that we advert to the fact of Catholic dependants being continually met in the courts of law by persons of a hostile party. We allude to the fact of their being, over and above all the criminal business and the heavier civil bills, no less than ‘four thousand three hundred and eighteen processes issued in one district in one year,’ chiefly against tenant‐farmers, to draw attention to the misfortune of a population being so familiarized with law and law‐courts. Whether it is in the power of any legislation to devise a remedy for such enormous evils is not easily determined. Beyond all question, improved security in the farmers’ tenure would do good. So would a fairer spirit of equality cultivated between the Protestant and Catholic. So would any measure tending to diminish litigation. But most important of all would be that kind of legislation which would nourish and extend and firmly establish a good manufacturing and commercial trade.


But in addition to the alarm which may be engendered in the minds of capitalists, by the crimes committed against the person in Ireland—the retaliatory crimes of the



peasantry—in addition to the feeling of insecurity which may exist in the minds of rich men, at a distance from Ireland, in respect of political agitation, there is another species of intimidation to capitalists disseminated from Ireland over the whole world. This is of a very peculiar nature; it never existed in any country save in Ireland; it could not emanate even from that country before this age of the newspaper press; and not even now, were it not that the newspapers on this side of the Channel encourage those of their own party on the other side to go on in their very peculiar vocation. We shall give some instances:—


During the summer of 1843 the condition of Ireland was debated warmly in parliament. The political‐Protestant party endeavoured to make crimes committed in Ireland look as black as possible, both in number and quality. To justify the Government in putting down by force the agitation for a redress of grievances, the most alarmmg accounts of the “frightful amount of crime,” and “fearful state of the calendar,” were put in circulation in respect of counties where crime was of a very moderate amount. The Kilkenny calendar for the summer assizes would not have been a heavy one under any circumstances, the amount of the population considered; but in respect of the “disturbed state of the district,” by the excessive misconduct of Richard Shee, Esq., and other landlords, and agents of landlords, and middlemen‐tenants, the calendar was a very moderate one.


A local political‐Protestant paper published a detailed statement of the number of persons in prison, and of the crimes for which they were incarcerated. It did not dare to say that every one within the walls was an accused criminal waiting trial; that sixty prisoners undergoing the sentences of former assizes were for trial; nor that eighteen debtors and eleven lunatics, the latter confined for life, were constituent portions of the “frightful state of the calendar;” it left that to its Dublin friends to do; but it gave the number of twenty persons in gaols as concerned in various murders, without saying that several of those twenty persons were kept as witnesses; that some of them were untried at that time for crimes committed twelve years before, and for which persons had been hanged and transported at the time. Nor was it stated that some of those charged with attempting to murder were only charged with crimes which in England would be called simple assaults. Nor, when the trials were over, did that paper say that the whole of the twenty cases of murder, which it caused the public to believe as about to be tried, diminished down to two! Nor did it explain and apologize to those alarmed capitalists, who may be supposed to have put their hands in their pockets when they read its first report of the frightful state of the calendar, and said, “Money, stay where you are; don’t let us send you to Ireland to make canals, or railways, or docks, or bridges, or factories; stay where you are, money, and don’t let us lose you, and with you our lives, among the wild Irish!” The Kilkenny political‐Protestant paper did not explain, when the assizes were over, that, not withstanding the many local reasons why there might have been a heavy calendar, there was a light one, and that it had grossly exaggerated when it led the public to believe that twenty prisoners were to be tried for murder.


Still, its mis‐statements were innocence itself compared with what was published in other papers. The Government organ in Dublin, in copying from the local paper the “frightful state of the calendar,” did not think it was frightful enough for Government and party exigencies; so it lumped all the prisoners together, and set them down for trial. Its frightful calendar, on which it and the London papers after it, and after them every Tory paper in the United Kingdom, founded arguments for a coercion‐bill, or the proclamation of martial law, contained all the prisoners suffering the sentences of former assizes; the eighteen debtors, the eleven lunatics, and paid informers, without stating what they were, and why in prison.


Those misstatements were sought to be corrected by persons acquainted with the facts; but not one of the papers that put them forth would insert the correct state of the calendar; not one, neither in Dublin nor London. They professed



then, and do still, to lament that a railway, or a navigable communication, is not opened between Kilkenny and Waterford; that Kilkenny, and the beautiful valley of the Nore, so finely situated for trade and manufactures, are without trade and capitalists to establish it. Yet, rather than lose a good argument, false though they knew it to be, for martial law, for renewed restrictions on the Catholics, and for an extension of exclusive Protestant privileges, they chose to alarm the capitalists, to scare away the rich men from Ireland who were there, and to deter all others from turning their steps in that direction while looking for a field to invest their capital—railways, canals, docks, ships, warehouses, factories, wages to workmen, and ability in workmen to consume food—that food which is the produce of their own soil, and which by being paid for, and consumed by them, would enable the farmers to pay rents—all those advantages, if they would result from the introduction of capital into Ireland, were nothing in importance, in the eyes of Tory editors, compared with the advantages to be gained from a good, thorough, thundering “frightful state of the calendar”!!


Then, again, there was the “Black Sheep Office” at Bennet’s‐bridge. Who did not hear of the Black Sheep Office, and the conspirators who met there, to hire the murderers of landlords and good Protestants, and all men of wealth and good name? Every Tory Protestant paper in the kingdom repeated the story of the “Black Sheep Office;” the Dublin Government paper being the first to say that the existence of such an office was distinctly proved on the trial of Ryan and Caulfield. But, so far from its being proved, it was never mentioned by any witness save one, and if he had been believed, Ryan would have been found guilty. That witness was the tall Galway man, whom the jury on their oaths did not believe. But the whole history of the Black Sheep Office is this:—


Our friend Richard Shee, Esq., of Blackwell Lodge, to his other peculiarities adds that of writing very original letters to some of his tenantry (see the case of Ryan page 28). The tenantry, on the other hand, have had to write to their attorneys in the adjacent towns, on the occasions of the landlord’s aggressive proceedings against them. Some of them could not write for themselves, and therefore employed a man named Michael Doyle, formerly a schoolmaster, and now dependant on such work as writing letters for those who cannot write themselves. To this man Mr. Shee wrote on one occasion a letter addressed “Mr. Michael Doyle, Black Sheep Office, Bennet’s‐bridge!” This was the first time ever the name of Black Sheep Office was heard of. The people laughed at it; put it to the account of their landlord’s eccentricities, and thought no more of it, until it was brought up at the late assizes. As with the other falsehoods of its class, the papers which circulated it refuse to give any explanation of its real origin. The scaring away of capitalists, the frightening of merchants, bankers, the makers of railways, docks, warehouses, factories, and commercial wealth, may be a result to be regretted by those papers; but the absence of all those from Ireland must be endured, and made perpetual, rather than not do their party the good service which this Black Sheep Office invention enables them to do. An extra regiment of foot, a troop of cavalry, and a permanent armed constabulary sent into the district, are in their eyes advantages not to be slighted.


THE END.







PRINTED BY B. D. COUSINS, 18, DUKE‐STREET, LINCOLN’S‐INN‐FIELDS, LONDON.







This was likely spoken by Walsh, the defense attorney.
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