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Abstract

The 1720s was a decade of crisis in Ireland. Jonathan Swift’s occasional
writings from these years extend the country’s political and economic crises into
dramas of personal and national identity. Part One of this thesis investigates the
material conditions of the relationship between Swift, his Irish audience, and the
underlying problems of identity that such an audience simultaneously poses and
occludes. Part Two 1s an anatomy of the literary modes through which that
relationship is figured.

The first chapter offers the 1720 Declaratory Act as an important subtext
for Swift’s ‘inaugural’ work of the decade, the 1720 Proposal for the Universal
Use of Irish Manufacture. Challenging retrospective constructions of the author’s
textual and political authority, the chapter examines how Swift the ‘Hibernian
patriot’ was largely an invention of the crisis surrounding the act. Chapter Two
argues that The Drapier’s Letters reconfigure the language that had been used 1n
the past to depict the Catholic threat to Protestant Ireland, and use it to depict the
threat emerging from England.

Part Two moves to the question of identity, which Chapter Three
designates a kind of ‘style’, both a mode of expression and a trend in polite
society. The writing of history and the social signification of language are the
main concerns of this chapter, which inyestigates how Irish historiography
becomes the focus for a range of concerns in the 1720s. Chapter Four nominates
the pastoral genre as an alternative vehicle for the reading and writing of history
in Swift’s Ireland. It identifies a Virgilian dialectic of expropriation and
protection by a patron as an important method of ‘reading’ oneself into history
and identity. Looking at various manifestations of crisis in Ireland in 1729 -
famine, fuel shortages and emigration, the final chapter argues that 4 Modest
Proposal uses techniques of allegory to produce a crisis of interpretation. By
promoting and perpetuating misreading, it mirrors the pervasive climate of error
that produced this text.

As a whole the thesis documents three transitions. It traces the emergence

of a parodic method of literary and political representation which eventually

overwhelms any claims Swift’s writing might once have made to positive



1V

advocacy. Once considered the dominant and definitive voice of 1720s Ireland,
Swift 1s re-appraised as one writer among many, and his writing as a product of
his society rather than an authoritative comment on it. Finally, the Presbyterians
of Ireland are shown to emerge by the end of the decade as the primary focus for

the anxieties and aggressions that animate Swift’s occasional writings.
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Note

Where dates are given in this thesis, they have been rationalized so that
the year begins on 1 January and not 26 March. Formulations such as ‘17 March
17256’ or ‘17 March 1725 [1726]’ have thus been avoided in favour of ‘17
March 1726°.

Quotations from Swift’s correspondence up to 15 September 1734 are

taken from David Woolley’s edition. As the last volume of this edition has yet to
appear, quotations after this date are taken from Harold Williams’s edition.
Where an anonymous publication has been attributed to a particular
author by the English Short Title Catalogue, the author’s name appears in square
brackets in the footnote or bibliography entry.
If reference is made to a newspaper and no page numbers are given in the

footnote, 1t may be assumed that the 1tem appears on the verso of a single sheet.



Introduction
Reading Swift and Ireland

In a 1727 poem, Jonathan Swift calls Ireland ‘the land I hate’.! With only
a little work, hatred can be made to define Swift’s relationship with the land of
his birth. The fact of his nativity was misery enough — on his birthday every year
he would recite a passage from the Book of Job which begins ‘Let the day penish

wherein I was born’ — and such grief could only be compounded by its location.’

That he had been bomn in Ireland was sometimes an embarrassment to be denied,
sometimes a technicality to be contested and sometimes a stigma to be
grudgingly borne. To English friends Swift claimed to be of English birth; when
a correspondent referred to Ireland as his native country, he replied that he only
‘happened [...] by a perfect Accident’ to have been born there. This unfortunate
circumstance made him a ‘Teague, [or] an Irishman, or what People please’.
Nonetheless, he maintained, ‘the best Part of my Life was in England’.3 The
word ‘best’ is here used with characteristic ambiguity by a writer whose
famously plain style is never as transparent as it seems. Whether he meant to say

that he had spent the majority of his years in England, or merely the ones that to
him seemed most worthwhile, it is not difficult to construct a reading in which
Swift’s hatred for Ireland comes to inflect — if not to infect — nearly everything

he wrote.

Such an interpretation would naturally focus on Swift’s writings after he

resumed permanent residency in Ireland in 1714. In this year, following the death

' “Holyhead. September 25 1727, in Jonathan Swift: The Complete Poems, ed. by Pat Rogers
(Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1983; repr. 1989), p. 330, 1. 28. Unless otherwise stated all quotations
from Swift’s poetry use this edition which is hereafter abbreviated to Poems and referred to by
line and page numbers in the main text.

% David Nokes, Jonathan Swift, A Hypocrite Reversed: A Critical Biography (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1985), p. 8, p. 408. The relevant verses are Job 3.3-5.

> J. A. Downie, Jonathan Swift: Political Writer (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1984), p. 3;
Jonathan Swift to Francis Grant, 23 March 1734, The Correspondence of Jonathan Swift, D.D.,
ed. by David Woolley, 4 vols (Frankfurt: Peter Lang, 1999~ ) 111(2003), 730 (hereafter
abbreviated in the footnotes to Correspondence, ed. Woolley), printed as 4 Letter to a Member of
Parliament, concerning the Free British Fisheries (London: R. Spavan, 1750) and reprinted 1n
The Prose Works of Jonathan Swift, ed. by Herbert Davis and others, 14 vols (Oxford: Blackwell,
1939-1968), X111, Directions to Servants and Miscellaneous Pieces, 1733-1742, ed. by Herbert
Davis (1959; repr. 1973), 111-13; 111. Unless otherwise stated, all quotations of Swift’s prose
are from this edition, hereafter abbreviated to Prose. First references to individual volumes are
given in full in the footnotes. Subsequent references are given by volume and page no. in
parentheses in the main text.



of Queen Anne and the accession of George I, the Tory ministry that had
governed England since 1710 was dismissed in disgrace. By the summer of 1715,
its head, Robert Harley, the first Earl of Oxford, languished in the Tower of
London awaiting trial for high treason. Meanwhile, Harley’s friend and star
propagandist was one year into an exile of his own, having taken up the
Deanship of St Patrick’s Cathedral in Dublin. But a reading of Swift’s Irish
writings might not start here. Given that Swift published virtually nothing
between 1714 and the appearance of 4 Proposal for the Universal Use of Irish
Manufacture 1n May 1720, the span of such a study might further be restricted to
the time between the publication of this inaugural Irish pamphlet and the
appearance 1n the autumn of 1729 of what has been called Swift’s ‘last word on
the state of Ireland’, A Modest Proposal. Read initially as a satire on mercantilist
economics and subsequently as a critique of English colonial policy, this late
work began to be re-interpreted by twentieth-century critics as an effusion of
Swift’s animus against the country that was both his homeland and his place of
exile. In the reading of Oliver Ferguson, author of the first full-length study of
Swift and Ireland, this text vents its anger at ‘the whole People of Ireland’.”
There was, needless to say, a heavy irony in this inclusivity as 1t was to the
‘whole people of Ireland’ that only five years earlier Swift had addressed the
work that established him as a hero 1n that land.

In The Drapier’s Letters (1724-5) Swift took on the persona of a Dublin
merchant so that a voice from the powerless margins might be heard at the centre:
‘We are at a great Distance from the King’s Court, and have no body there to
solicit for us’.> By 1729, however, his determination to redress this anomaly and
speak out on behalf of the disenfranchised Irish had vanished. Even the Drapier’s
achievement became subject to revision. Looking back over his earlier writings
Swift wrote that ‘the success I had 1n those of the Drapier was not owing to my
abilities, but to a lucky juncture, when the fuel was ready for the first hand that
would be at the pains of kindling 1t’. Wrting at what he now called ‘this

deplorable Juncture’, he began to question the worth of writing for the ‘public

* Oliver Ferguson, Jonathan Swift and Ireland (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1962), p. 171.
5Subsequent1y abbreviated to Ferguson in the footnotes.
A Letter to the Shop Keepers, Tradesmen, Farmers , and Common People of Ireland, Prose X,

The Drapier’s Letters and Other Works, 1724-25, ed. by Herbert Davis (1941; repr. 1966), 5.



service’ of Ireland. “What will it import’, he asked, ‘that half a score people in a
Coffee-house may happen to read this paper’?® (The question remained rhetorical

as this piece, like many others written in 1729, remained unpublished until after
Swift’s death.) By the last year with which this thesis is concerned, then,
something had happened to make Swift question the validity of his writing so far
as to deny it any instrumental function. In a writer whose work was almost
without exception occasional in the strict sense of bring ‘stimulated by a specific
occasion and planned in some way to change it’, this was not a good sign.”

If we look ahead to 1731 the practice of writing has further degenerated
into an abortive nightly ritual of private gratification and self-loathing. So Swift

depicts his routine in a letter to Alexander Pope:

I am in my Chamber at five, there sit alone till eleven, and then to
bed. I write Pamphlets and follys meerly for amusement, and
when they are finished, or I grow weary in the middle, I cast them
into the fire, partly out of dislike, and chiefly because I know they
will signify nothing.®

With its melodramatic echo of Macbeth, this epitaph for a writerly career
is at once touching and faintly absurd. ‘Mad Ireland hurt you into poetry’ said W.
H. Auden to W. B. Yeats, adding that ‘poetry makes nothing happen’.’ Having
seen that his own efforts could make nothing happen, could it be that ‘mad
Ireland’ had finally hurt Swift out of writing altogether?

Swift’s own poetry lends fuel to such speculation. His reference to
Ireland as ‘the land I hate’, for example, comes in a poem headed ‘Holyhead.
September 25, 1727°. The piece was written in a journal kept during a period of
inactivity while the author, ‘fastened both by wind and tide’ (1. 7), waited for a
ship to take him back to Dublin. To judge by the poem, however, it would seem

that in one sense the tide had already turned: Swift’s relationship with the land of

®¢<An Answer to Several Letters Sent me from Unknown Hands’, Prose X1, Irish Tracts, 1728~
33, ed. by Herbert Davis (1955; repr. 1970), 85; ‘Answer to Several Letters from Unknown
Persons’, 1bid., 80, 81.
" Edward Said, ‘Swift’s Tory Anarchy’, Eighteenth-Century Studies, 3 (1969), 48-66, pp. 50-51;
repr. iIn The World, the Text, and the Critic (London: Faber & Faber, 1983; repr. London: Vintage,
1991), p. 56; see also ‘Swift as Intellectual’, in ibid., p. 78.
: Swift to Alexander Pope, 15 January 1731, Correspondence, ed. Woolley, 111, 355.

W. H. Auden, ‘In Memory of W. B. Yeats’, Collected Poems, ed. by Edward Mendelson
(London: Faber & Faber, 1976), p. 197.



his birth had finally crystallized into ‘hate’. Some of Swift’s biographers have
given the sojourn on Anglesey the character of a turning-point, and the port itself
has acquired the status of a point of no return. David Nokes begins his life of
Swift with the author’s arrival at Holyhead on the day before the poem was
composed, describing how his subject was ‘marooned there, mid-way between
England and Ireland [...], between life and death’ as he waited to leave England
‘for what he knew was the last time’.'° J. A. Downie comments on the ‘symbolic
character’ that Holyhead took on for Swift at this time. The port ‘was the
gateway to the life in England [Swift] had coveted so long’.!' Now that the gate
had swung shut behind him, Swift was forced to focus his attention, and his

hatred, on Ireland. ‘Holyhead’ imagines his reception there with gloomy relish:

In Dublin they’d be glad to see

A packet though 1t brings in me.
They cannot say the winds are cross;
Your politicians at a loss

For want of matter swears and frets,

Are forced to read the old gazettes. (11. 13-18)

Hungry for gossip, Dublin’s politicos must content themselves with
yesterday’s news as they wait impatiently for the mail boat laden with fresh
despatches. By exempting himself from their anticipation, the poet conveys his
unwillingness to return to Dublin and establishes a sense of himself as the
scourge of local grandees. However, these lines also betray their author’s fear of
having fallen out of currency, a suspicion that his arrival is an event of as little
relevance as the ‘old gazettes’ that are suddenly cast aside as the new ones arrive.
The personal grumblings of ‘Holyhead’ remained unpublished until 1882 but a
poem circulated as a pamphlet in Dublin in 1730 recasts them in more
grandiloquent form. ‘Horace, Book I, Ode XIV Paraphrased and Inscribed to
Ireland’, written either in 1724 or 1726, meditates on the civic office of the writer

and transmutes the captious self-pity of ‘Holyhead’ into an analysis of the

dysfunctional relations between the poet, his public, and the powers that be:

' Nokes, 4 Hypocrite Reversed, p. 317, p. 2.

"' Downie, Jonathan Swift, p. 292. Such symbolism is not ascribed to the episode in Holyhead by
the two other modern biographies of Swift, Irvin Ehrenpreis’s scholarly Swift: The Man, his
Works, and the Age, 3 vols (London: Methuen, 1962-1983) and Victoria Glendinning’s popular
life, Jonathan Swift (London: Hutchinson, 1998). Subsequent references to Ehrenpreis’s
biography are given in the footnotes by the author’s surname.



As when some writer 1n a public cause,
His pen to save a sinking nation draws,
While all 1s calm, his arguments prevail,
The people’s voice expands his paper sail;
Till power, discharging all her stormy bags,
Flutters the feeble pamphlet into rags.
The nation scared, the author doomed to death,

Who fondly put his trust in popular breath.
(p. 292, 11. 17-24)

Literal and metaphorical images of the destruction of printed works crop
up with alarming frequency when Swift discusses his own career. Whether he
employ an image of fire, as in his discussion of the Drapier’s Letters, or, as in
the Horatian ode, the fickle winds of public opinion, there is a tendency for the
force that propelled an initial success to return transformed into an agent of doom.
And whether buffeted by changing winds or held fast by prevailing gales at
Holyhead, the figure of the writer remains at the centre, powerless in the grip of
much greater forces than himself. Admittedly, images of persecution and
ingratitude are not hard to find in the canon of a writer with a seemingly endless
capacity for the representation of personal suffering. It is striking, therefore, to
offset these elaborately wrought images of impotent victimhood with a stark,
literal statement that Swift wrote for no-one but himself. In 1729 he composed
(but did not publish) a piece called ‘Maxims Controlled in Ireland’ which sought
to show that the country’s condition was so desperate as to invalidate the
received wisdoms of political economy. During the early stages of composition

Swift jotted down a list of these tenets, but in the middle of this exercise he broke

off and penned an extraordinary outburst:

Nevr love our Country .......
[ write this on purpose when it 1s too late
Because there is no arguing with them'

In his writings of the 1720s Swift frequently condemns the failure of his

Inish readers to show any love for their country or to manifest what he calls a

'* ‘“Maxims Examind’, Prose XII, Appendix B, p. 309,



‘public spirit’. Here, however, this refrain is suddenly abandoned, interrupted by

an expression of anguished defiance. Acknowledging the situation to be hopeless,
Swift nonetheless states his intention to continue to write. His works become an
attempt not to push for collective action but to register individual disenchantment.
He writes ‘on purpose’, producing deliberate acts of self-expression, a series of
futile and repetitious outpourings that he will not stem or alter in a time when the

situation is utterly irremediable, ‘when it is too late’. There is ‘no arguing with

them’, he writes. If ‘they’ are readers, then this is one of the most forceful and
saddening expressions of Swift’s view of his audience. But it is also the logical
culmination of a process whereby the author reduces his Irish public, readers and
non-readers, supporters and opponents alike, to an abstraction, an indeterminate
but hostile presence that loiters about his writing in the form of a malicious
pronoun. ‘They’ are already present in the Horatian ode’s juxtaposition of
‘popular breath’ with the destructive gales of power. ‘Holyhead’s reflection that
‘they’ will be glad to see the mailboat delivered of its cargo but not its passenger
similarly entertains a comparison between ineffectual public adoration and
persecution by powerful interests, but distinguishes between them. By the time
he came to compose ‘Maxims Controlled in Ireland’, however, the distinction
had evaporated and the consumers of Swift’s work had been reduced
indiscriminately to ‘them’.

But what did ‘they’ have to say about Swift? Such a question demands
attention as this thesis maintains that any reading which sees ‘Swift and Ireland’
as the subject of a soliloquy rather than a dialogue necessarily remains
incomplete. To say that Swift wrote 4 Modest Proposal because he hated Ireland

may be true but it would be equally i1lluminating to argue that Shakespeare wrote
Henry V because he liked England. Similarly, it may be useful to frame Swift’s
later life within a narrative of missed opportunities in England and a sense of
exile in, and hatred for, Ireland. But such an approach is more limited when it
comes to the literary works. ‘Ireland’ is simply too big and too heterogeneous a
construct to be reduced to a single agent that reacted with Swift’s writing in a
precisely calculable way so as to leave an empirically verifiable effect. When his

works do indeed show traces of such an effect — as in the reduction, traced over

the foregoing pages, of a heterogeneous reading and non-reading public to ‘them’



— this 1s the result of a deliberate process of abstraction. But this process works
two ways. ‘Writing’, as Seamus Deane asserts, ‘is a system that produces
audiences as well as works of literature’, but in the case of the time-honoured
collocation ‘Swift and Ireland’ it should be stressed that audiences can be also
productive — if not of literary works then of problems of representation and
identity that those works reflect.!’> While this thesis insists that Swift’s Irish
readers can be said to represent a kind of author function, it should be stressed

from the outset that this is not a study in reception history. Rather this 1s firstly
an investigation of the material conditions under which a relationship develops
between an author, his Irish audience and the underlying problem of identity that
such an audience simultaneously poses and occludes. It is secondly an anatomy
of the literary modes through which that relationship is figured. I have begun by
showing how Swift constructed that relationship as one of hate. It may be as well

to continue by asking how the objects of such hatred responded.

One way to answer that question is to look at how Dublin newspapers
reported Swift’s arrival from Holyhead in the autumn of 1727. The Dublin
Intelligence was rather reserved in its delivery of the news, noting that ‘the Revd.
Dr. Jonathan Swift, Dean of St. Patrick’s, in this City,” had arrived from
Carlingford ‘with several other Gentlemen [...] after about 36 Hours
Troublesome Sailing, from Holy-Head’."* George Faulkner’s Dublin Journal was,

however, more effusive. It stated not only that Swift had arrived, but that:

his late inestimable Services for his drooping Country, have not
only made him dear to his own Nation, but in no small Degree
added to the Caresses he received in more than ordinary Manner
from the Generality of the Quality of Great Britain, during his last
Residence there, so that we may justly say, that, not Party but real
Merit has an influence on the Polite part of Mankind. It would be
the highest Ingratitude, in us, should we omit any Opportunity of

' Seamus Deane, ‘General Introduction’, The Field Day Anthology of Irish Writing, general ed.
Seamus Deane, 3 vols (Derry: Field Day Publications, 1991), I, p. xxi.
' Dublin Intelligence, October 3-7, 1727.



doing Justice to one of Hibernia’s Sons so particularly
deserving.'

This write-up elevates Swift to the status of a returning ambassador from
the newly-convened court of George II, continuing in a role first adopted when
he had sought, and gained, an audience with Sir Robert Walpole a year earlier.
Although it states that he succeeded in extracting nothing more than ‘caresses’
from the ‘Quality’ he encountered, he is presented as someone who was able to
intercede at the highest level on behalf of his ‘drooping Country’. As if to
confirm that the warmth of this reception was not confined to the city’s printers,
the Society of Weavers in Dublin issued a broadside edition of a speech of
thanksgiving for the safe return of one who had through his ‘Wise and useful
Writings, [...] secur’d [his] Country’s Right, and preserv’d it from being Ruined
by designing and avaritious Men’. ' Nor was this an isolated discrepancy
between Swift’s experience of an event and the significance attached to 1t by his
fellow Dubliners. On his birthday in 1726, presumably while he was inside

pronouncing biblical curses upon his own existence, a more elaborate ritual was

taking place on the streets outside:

Several Societies of worthy Gentlemen (true Lovers of their
Country) with great Solemnity and Rejoicings [...] made a
handsome Procession to St. Patrick’s Church, where they heard
Prayers and a fine Anthem, after which they walk’d in excellent

1> Dublin Journal, October 3-7, 1727. The disparity between the two accounts does not arise
from a lukewarm attitude to Swift on the part of the Intelligence, which had in its edition of 29
November-3 December 1726 reported enthusiastically on the celebrations that attended Swift’s
birthday in Dublin. It was at this time unusual for any of the news sheets to report on the
movements of anyone other than royalty or the Lord Lieutenant, so even the fact that Swift’s
return merited a mention is evidence of his extraordinary public profile. The effusiveness of the
Journal’s praise may be connected with the efforts of its publisher, George Faulkner, who
published a collected edition of the Drapier’s letters in 1725, to secure for himself the lucrative
task of publishing of Swift’s collected works. He had managed to do by 10 February 1733 when
he announced in the Journal ‘his intention of publishing by subscription “all the works that are
generally allowed to have been published by the said Dr. S in four volumes™’ (Ehrenpreis, 111,
782). Faulkner’s Journal had covered Swift’s trip to England in some detail. On 30 April it
described how he had written a verse on a pane of glass in Chester (a version of which appears in
Poems, p. 317) and in the issue for 4-8 July it reported Swift’s audience at the royal court where
he had ‘the Honour to kiss their Majesties Hands’. Ehrenpreis (11, 528) concludes from the
‘unction and irony’ of the latter report that Swift was its ‘ultimate source’.

'® A Congratulatory SPEECH. Of the Loyal and Charitable Society of Woollen Broad-Cloth
Weavers, in Honour to the Reverend Doctor Jonathan Swift, Dean of St. Patrick’s Dublin, upon
his safe Arrival in this Kingdom ([Dublin]: [n. pub.], [1727]), reproduced in Herbert Davis, ed.,
The Drapier’s Letters to the People of Ireland against receiving Wood’s Halfpence (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1935) Appendix I, pp. 323-4.



Order to Vicar’s Hall in St. Patrick’s Clos[e], a place appointed to
celebrate that truly great PA[T]RIOT’S Birth-day; a splendid

entertainment being prepar’d, accompanied with a curious Set of
vocal and instrumental Musick; Bells ringing, Bonefires, and
other Illuminations in many Parts of the City, concluding the Day
to the Satisfaction of all good Men, who wish well to IRELAND,
and have just Esteem for him, who serv’d us in the utmost Danger
with Zeal and Affection.'’

The events described here and the language used to relate them testify
that Swift had become public property. Events in his life were now civic
occasions to be observed collectively according to procedures determined on a
quasi-official basis; to be talked of in the highflown register traditionally
reserved for the highest occasions of state. The Dublin press, like its London
counterpart, had evolved set formulae for reporting occasions such as the
birthdays of monarchs and the anniversaries of historical events and Swift was
now being written about in such language. For example, Richard Dickson’s
Dublin Intelligence described bonlfires, bells and other ‘unusual Demonstrations
of Joy and Gladness’ i1n 1ts account of the 1726 celebrations for Swift’s
birthday.'® Indeed, six months after its own account of the birthday celebrations,
the Dublin Journal’s report of the ceremonial surrounding the king’s birthday
and the anniversary of the Stuart restoration was markedly less detailed, noting
merely that the occasions passed off ‘with the usual Solemnity’."”

A gathering 1n Swift’s honour had thus usurped the signifying potential of

the carefully orchestrated manoeuvres through which the Hanoverian state
consolidated its own authority. The celebrations can therefore be read as a
spontaneous and specifically Irish alternative to state-sanctioned expressions of
civic pride. The need for such an outlet suggests a parallel between Swift’s crisis
of faith in his own authorship and his admirers’ sense of themselves as a people.
Unable to validate his own existence, Swift gained iconic significance among the
‘worthy Gentlemen’ of Dublin for his ability to define an identity for those ‘who
wish well to IRELAND’. Like Swift, Georgian Ireland could be seen as unsure
of 1tself, of the legitimacy of its own origins. In a polity that he himself described

'” Dublin Journal, 29 November-3 December 1726.
19 , Dublin Intelligence, 29 November-3 December 1726; also quoted in Ferguson, p. 142.
¥ Dublin Journal, 27-30 May 1727.
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as ‘no Nation’ Swift had become a local hero standing in as a national one.”’ The
‘worthy Gentlemen’ parading through St Patrick’s Close stand in uneasy
synecdochic relation to the concept ‘Ireland’, much as the publicly vaunted
figure of the Drapier represents an incomplete approximation of the author
behind the persona. ‘Swift’ and °‘Ireland’ represent two rhetorical constructs
which were prone to being appropriated and offered up for public reading. The

matn title of this thesis indicates its concern with ‘reading’ in this broad sense. Its

subtitle suggests a motivation, a method and an end product for this process of
public reading. These three modalities — constituencies, contexts and

constructions of identity — will be explained in turn.

Constituencies

Whom did Swift write for? It seems that in Ireland his works found their
most appreciative audience among what the Dublin Journal calls ‘Societies of
worthy Gentlemen’. This may suggest that Swift’s typical Irish reader was male,
metropolitan and inclined to aggregate with like-minded peers. The fact that
these gentlemen organized themselves into ‘Societies’ implies a link with
organizations such as the Society of Weavers who had made the speech to
welcome Swift on his return from Holyhead. The Society, which retains the
distinction of having occasioned an entire tract from Swift in 1729, was formally
incorporated as the Guild of the Blessed Virgin Mary in 1446.%' Along with the
other trade and craft guilds in Dublin it formed the city’s Corporation, which
played an important part in municipal government and the popular life of the city,
and the festivities that took place around St Patrick’s Cathedral in 1726 echoed

their established rituals.
The most spectacular of these was the triennial ceremony of ‘riding the

franchises’ in which the Corporation re-asserted its control over the municipality

% Swift to Charles Ford, 4 Aprnl 1720, Correspondence, ed. Woolley, 11, 327.

21y acqueline Hill, From Patriots to Unionists: Dublin Civic Politics and Irish Protestant
Patriotism, 1660—-1840 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1997), Appendix A, p. 390. The tract was ‘A
Letter to the Archbishop of Dublin, Concerning the Weavers’.
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by patrolling its precincts. By the early eighteenth century, this had evolved into
a procession in which thousands took part. Each guild had its own carrage
displaying the instruments of the various trades and showing experts from each
guild deploying their skills. In 1728, the carriage of the company of stationers
was accompanied by a printing press, and they produced copies of a poem on
printing as the procession moved through the city.*’ With the exception of
Gulliver’s Travels, everything Swift wrote in the 1720s was printed by men of
this company (and one woman, Sarah Harding), advertised through their
newspapers and sold in their shops. Given their pervasive influence on the city’s
commercial life in general and its publishing industry in particular, 1t 1s not
surprising that Swift’s admirers organized themselves into groups which
paralleled the structure of the guilds. In addition to the ‘Societies of worthy
Gentlemen’ who paraded through Dublin to commemorate his birthday, there
was even a Drapier’s club which met in Truck Street to sing songs in honour of
their patron. >’ But none of these gatherings was innocent of a complex,
historically-determined set of divisions that no study of Ireland in the early
eighteenth century can ignore. The merchant and artisan classes of Dublin
congregated not merely to adulate Swift but to assert a contested religious and
political identity. Their adoption of ‘The Drapier’ as a figurehead for such an
exclusivist identity should not be seen as a unilateral appropriation. Swift’s
writings knowingly deploy the shibboleths of past conflicts.

The third decade of the eighteenth century was a relatively peaceful time
in Ireland but these conflicts were reprised in miniature, sometimes almost
literally on Swift’s doorstep. In 1729, it was reported that a young man had been
killed during a ‘Quarrel, between the Butchers of St. Patrick’s and the Weavers
of the Comb, who have been at odds for some time’.>* Maurice Craig suggests

that the conflict between the ‘[e]xtravagantly Protestant’ weavers and the ‘mostly

*2 Constantia Maxwell, Dublin under the Georges 1714-1830 (London: Harrap; Dublin: Hodges
Figgis, 1946), pp. 228-9; Calendar of Ancient Records of Dublin, in Possession of the Municipal
Corporation of that City, ed. by John T. and R. M. Gilbert, 19 vols (Dublin: J. Dollard,1889-
1944), vi11, x1v.

*> Dublin Journal, 8 January 1726. Thomas Sheridan wrote to Swift eight years later to tell him
‘there is a Drapier’s Club fixt in Cavan of about thirty good fighting fellows; from whence I
remark you have the heart of Ireland’ (25 December 1734, The Correspondence of Jonathan
Swift, ed. by Harold Williams, 5 vols (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1963-1965), Iv, 282).

** Dublin Intelligence, 5 April 1729.
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Catholic’ butchers had a confessional rather than a professional basis.”” While it
would be foolish to implicate Swift’s writing directly in such sectarian brawling
it would be equally naive to exempt it from the attempts of the ruling class of
eighteenth-century Ireland to maintain the country’s status as a Protestant
kingdom of the British Crown, won from its ‘native’ inhabitants by martial
conquest. There is no simple connection between this ongoing project and the
fights that broke out occasionally in the Liberties of Dublin. Neither, however,
can such quotidian tensions be severed from the historical and economic roots of
conflict. Although a particular historical moment is contingent upon the sum of
past events rather than rigidly determined by any single one of them, the fact
remains that few events in eighteenth-century Ireland can be read outside the
context of the interpenetration of cultures that is traditionally said to have
commenced with the beginning of the Anglo-Norman presence in Ireland 1n 1171.
The appearance in a Dublin newspaper of a report in English concerning conflict
between two rival gangs of tradesmen has ultimately some connection with this
event and with subsequent importations such as that of guilds as part of a system
of town government and trade regulation. Neither Swift’s writing nor its readers
can be said to occupy a neutral position in a system of relations between Ireland
and Britain and between groups of different origin and alignment in Ireland. This
is one reason why the present thesis prefers the term ‘constituencies’ over
‘readerships’.

A second reason is that Swift construed his Irish audience as more than a
passive body of readers. I have already quoted Edward Said’s definition of Swift
as a ‘precisely occasional’ writer, whose works were largely ‘stimulated by a
specific occasion and planned in some way to change it’. With the possible
exception of legal statutes writing cannot, however, change anything by itself
and is reliant on human agents to implement any changes it may propose. By
appealing to such agents, Swift’s writing can be said to create constituencies. His
manner of doing so differs in two ways from that of his contemporaries. Firstly,
Swift not only acted as an intercessor for the Irish interest at the English court

but appealed directly, and often 1irmtatedly, to the Irish themselves. He did so

*> Maurice Craig, Dublin 1660-1860: A Social and Architectural History (Dublin: Allen Figgis,
1969), p. 88.
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throughout his wntings of the 1720s, with the notable exception of Gulliver's
Travels (1726). This thesis does not consider Swift’s most famous book in detail
because, as Joseph McMinn observes, 1t was ‘written for a specific London
audience’ and also because 1t elevates topical satire to the level of an enduring
statement. %° Consequently, and unlike other pieces of the 1720s, Gulliver's
Travels can be read without reference to its historical context and may in fact
benefit from being read anachronistically.”’ The same is not true of a piece such
as ‘A Letter on Maculla’s Project about Halfpence & a new one Proposed’
(1729). Outside the context of the practical problem it addresses, this reply to a
pamphlet proposal on the shortage of small change in circulation in Ireland 1s of
little interest. It needs to be read as an instrumental piece, written towards a
distinct end. By contrast, Gulliver’s Travels caused him to remark ‘the chief end
I propose to my self in all my labors is to vex the world rather then divert it*.®
To divert 1s not only to entertain but to alter something’s course. Resistant to any
possibility of change, Gulliver’s Travels is not an occasional writing in the sense
discussed here.

The same might also be argued, however, of Swift’s pieces from the end
of the decade — especially those wrnitten when their author thought it ‘too late’ to
argue with his readers any longer. A case in point here is A Modest Proposal. To
argue that this pamphlet was written expressly to bring about the course of action
it recommends would be to commit a reading error that features in countless
apocryphal tales of the Proposal’s initial reception, whether in the eighteenth-
century salon or the modern seminar room. Surely, it will be said, the Proposal
represents an abdication from the role of spokesman: not a contribution to the
interminable search for a quick fix but a wholesale dismissal of it? My final
chapter contests this reading and proposes that this text, deeply implicated in the

processes 1t would expose to ndicule, 1s much more a product of its society than

an indictment of it. At any rate, the Proposal is recognizable as a production of

% Swift’s Irish Pamphlets: An Introductory Selection, ed. by Joseph McMinn, Ulster Editions and
Monographs, 2 (Gerrards Cross: Colin Smythe, 1991), p. 13.

*" See for example George Orwell, ‘Politics vs Literature: An Examination of Gulliver’s Travels’,
In Sonia Orwell and Ian Angus, eds., The Collected Essays, Journalism and Letters of George
Orwell, 4 vols (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1970; repr. 1971), 1v, In Front of Your Nose, 1945-50,
241-260, or Michael Foot’s introduction to Peter Dixon and John Chalker’s edition of Gulliver’s
Travels (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1967; repr. 1985), pp. 7-29.

8 Swift to Pope, 29 September 1725, Correspondence, ed. Woolley, 11, 606.
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Dean Swift of St Patrick’s in ways that Gulliver’s Travels is not. Printed, sold
and advertised in Dublin, it is in its own words designed ‘for this one individual
Kingdom of IRELAND, and for no other that ever was’ (X1, 116).

The Proposal therefore targets a specifically Irish audience and in this as
in his other pamphlets, Swift addressed himself not merely to the Kingdom’s
political and spiritual leaders but to ‘the bulk or mass of the people’ of Ireland.”’
This 1s the second respect in which Swift’s approach departs from his
contemporaries — from Bishop Berkeley who addressed his remedy for Ireland’s
torpor to the country’s Catholic clergy, and from innumerable other authors who
penned proposals and schemes for improvement that were invariably ‘humbly
offered’ to one or both houses of the Irish Parliament.’® By contrast Swift’s
appeal to ‘the bulk or mass of the people’ was broad — in theory at least. In
practice 1t was quite restricted. As McMinn goes on to note, the aspiration of
Swift’s writings to a national audience is ‘largely rhetorical’, and the
constituency they sought to capture was in fact confined to ‘the Church of

Ireland “middle rank”, those with enough property to come within his stem
definition of responsible citizenship’.”' Christopher Fauske elaborates on this
definition to show how Swift sought to enlist to his cause ‘the Irish-born bishops,
a majority of the resident landowners, most of the lower clergy, a sizeable cross-
section of the electorate and guild members’.*

That cause, as Fauske defines it, was the protection of the Church of
Ireland’s status within the constitutional fabric of the Kingdom of Ireland. In his
own writing, however, and in the estimation of his constituents, Swift becomes
the preserver not merely of the established church but of the entire nation. This
introduction has already shown how Swift described himself in the Horatian ode

as writing ‘in a public cause [...] to save a sinking nation’ and how the Dublin

Journal attested that the rendering of such services ‘made him dear to his own

? ‘Doing Good: A Sermon on the Occasion of WOOD’s PROJECT. Written in the Year M DCC
XXIV’, Prose 1X, Irish Tracts, 1720-1723 and Sermons, ed. by Herbert Davis and Louis Landa
(1948; repr. 1968), 234,

0 A Word to the Wise; or, An Exhortation to the Roman Catholic Clergy of Ireland. By a Member
of the Established Church, in A. Campbell Fraser, ed., The Works of George Berkeley, D. D.,
Formerly Bishop of Cloyne, Including his Posthumous Works, 4 vols (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1901), 1v, Miscellaneous Works, 1707-50, 541-58.

*! McMinn, Swift’s Irish Pamphlets, p. 17.

* Christopher J. Fauske, Jonathan Swift and the Church of Ireland 1710-1724 (Dublin: Insh
Academic Press, 2002), p. 74.



15

Nation’. In Swift’s case, the gap between writing for the church and for the
nation is easily bridged: being ‘by law established’, the Church of Ireland was an
integral component of the legal entity that was the Kingdom of Ireland. To serve
one was inevitably to serve the other, provided the church took precedence. For
Swift, obligation to Ireland was a practical consequence of commitment to the
church. As J. C. Beckett remarks, Swift felt ‘no obligation to Ireland which

might counter his natural self-interest [...] But he did feel committed to the

church, and was ready to defend her interest at any cost to himself’ ? Outside the
purview of an Anglican clergyman, however, this version of the fit between
national and ecclesiastical interests was increasingly anachronistic. Another
poem from the ‘Holyhead Journal’ shows Swift’s awareness of this ever-
widening disjunction and introduces the second of the three key terms to be

explained by this introduction.

Contexts

The poem °‘Ireland’ begins where ‘Holyhead’ left off, with the speaker
imploring some unseen force to remove him ‘from this land of slaves, / Where all
are fools, and all are knaves’.”* In Swiftian parlance, fools degrade themselves
because they do not know any better whereas knaves debase themselves
knowingly because they are corrupt. To label everyone in Ireland as both a fool
and a knave might be seen as an inconsistent proposition — an example of the so-
called ‘Irish bull’, which is discussed at more length in Chapter Three. In the
poem, however, this contradiction is resolved as we are presented with a figure
who knavishly prostitutes his country’s good for social advancement but remains
foolishly unaware that he in turn 1s being used. ‘Ireland’ stages an encounter

between an Irish MP whom Swift designates a ‘Whig’ and the Lord Lieutenant in

order to present a (notably biased) account of the workings of the Dublin

Parliament.

3 J. C. Beckett, ‘Swift: The Priest in Politics’ in Confrontations: Studies in Irish History (London:
Faber & Faber, 1972), pp. 111-122, p. 117-8.

* ‘Ireland’, Poems, pp. 330-32, 1. 1-2.
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Because programmes of legislation were dependent upon an initial vote
of assent at the beginning of each session, the Westminster administration could
not simply impose bills on the Irish Parliament. Instead its representatives in
Dublin had to cultivate the support of Irish members. This task was becoming
more complicated by the time George II’s reign commenced in 1727, as the
‘armies of Whigs and Tories’ that had previously crowded the benches of the
Insh Parliament were being ‘replaced by a nest of smaller factions’. 3 <party’
loyalty could no longer guarantee support, so it was instead necessary to cultivate

allegiances on a personal level. ‘Ireland’ shows such horse-trading being
conducted in the most egregious manner by the Lord Lieutenant in person. ‘His

Excellency’ curries the favour of an Irish MP, “spits in his mouth and strokes his
chaps’ to ensure that ‘[tlhe humble whelp gives every vote’ and ‘strains his
throat’ to demand that bills be enacted. In exchange for flattering murmurs about
his social circle and his pack of hunting hounds, His Excellency secures the
whelp’s accession to a raft of legislation. The details are enumerated in fawning

tones:

Our letters say a Jesuit boasts

Of some invasion on your coasts;
The King 1s ready, when you will,
To pass another popery bill;

And for dissenters he intends

To use them as his truest friends:

[- ss-and-the-ehureh-estat ished-too;
Stnce—tiserown-Protestar --=.
I think they justly ought to share

In all employments we can spare.
Next for encouragement of spinning,

A duty might be laid on linen;
An act for laying down the plough,
England will send you corn enough.*

This list summarizes the policies that had, in Swift’s opinion, reduced
Ireland to a condition of terminal decline. That the country was in a desperate

state was beyond dispute — by 1729 a member of the Irish Parliament was

* David Hayton, ‘The Beginnings of the “Undertaker System,”’ in Thomas Bartlett and D. W.

Hayton, eds., Penal Era and Golden Age: Essays in Irish History, 1690-1800 (Belfast: Ulster
Historical Foundation, 1979), pp. 32-54, pp. 41-2.

* ‘Ireland’, 11. 41-52, with deleted lines in brackets from Poems, p. 773.
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proposing an extraordinary motion to the committee on the state of the nation,
moving simply that ‘this country was in a miserable condition’.”’ But to accept
Swift’s account of the origins of that condition would be naive. S. J. Connolly
points out the danger of adopting ‘an uncritical reliance on Swift as a
commentator on the political, social or religious conditions of [...] early
eighteenth-century Ireland’. No-one, he continues, would dream of taking Swift’s

pamphleteering for the Oxford ministry ‘as other than a grotesque and highly
coloured depiction of the events and issues with which it was concerned’. The
same should be true of his Irish writings, which are ‘equally polemical and more
wilfully grotesque’.3 ® Swift’s depiction of policymaking in the Dublin Parliament
in the poem ‘Ireland’ is polemical; his tendency to conflate opposition to such
policies with love of country is grotesque. Only two of the measures assented to

by the ‘Whig’ MP were recognized in Swift’s day as issues of genuinely national

CONCCIII. 3

The first of these was the regulation of trade. By laying ‘a duty on linen’
the government would have added to a set of restrictions on Irish trade that had
been implemented piecemeal in the English Parliament between the middle and

the end of the seventeenth century. Most of these concermed exports: the

Navigation Act of 1663 required all goods bound for the English colonies to be

*7 Marmaduke Coghill to Edward Southwell, 8 November 1729, BL Add. MS 21,122, 1,91". The
letter continues: ‘it was such a strange motion that it was immediately laid aside’.

*% 8. J. Connolly, ‘Swift and Protestant Ireland: Images and Reality’, in Locating Swift: Essays
from Dublin on the 250th Anniversary of the Death of Jonathan Swift 1667-1743, ed. by Aileen
Douglas, Patrick Kelly and Ian Campbell Ross (Dublin: Four Courts Press, 1998), pp. 28-46, p.
45,

*? Swift’s use of the term ‘Whig’ is troublesome. Successive English Whig ministries attempted
to extend some form of toleration to Dissenters, or to increase the severity of penal legislation
affecting Catholics in 1709, 1719 and 1731. In the poem, the member’s support for such
measures may have been enough for him to earn the appellation ‘Whig’ from Swift, even though
he keeps ‘a pack of hounds’, which would have been seen as the affectation of a Tory country
gentleman. The fact is that the terms ‘Whig’ and ‘Tory’ are even more difficult to define for Irish
politicians than they are for English ones. Archbishop King of Dublin, for example, was
nominally a Whig, but like many of the Irish Bishops in the Lords, he was vehemently opposed to
toleration for Dissenters. An accurate description of this member’s political orientation would be
that he 1s inclined to vote against the interests of the Church of Ireland, and in favour of the
landed interest. He does not oppose legislative restrictions on the Irish textile trade, nor does he
oppose absentee landlordism and the lack of hard currency in the Irish economy that results from
agricultural rents raised in Ireland being spent in England. He does not support the attempts that
were being made to increase the area of farmland under cultivation and to reduce the area used
for pasturage. He thus typifies the kind of political thinking that Swift’s writings of the 1720s
were designed to oppose, just as ‘His Excellency’ is not so much a satirical portrait of Carteret as
a caricature of the Lord Lieutenant whose management of Irish policy was directed by political
considerations in Westminster, rather than by the best interests of the Irish ‘nation’, as Swift
understood them.
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shipped from England or Wales, while in 1667 the Cattle Act had excluded Irish
cattle, sheep, beef and pork from export. In 1699, an act was passed to prohibit
the export of woollen goods from Ireland. Swift held these acts directly
responsible for continued economic decline in a country ‘which is capable of
producing all Things necessary and most things convenient for Life, sufficient
for the Support of four Times the Number of its Inhabitants’ (1X, 199). In the face
of such adversity, the domestic linen trade was unusual in that it experienced
some growth in the 1720s. Following an act passed by the English Parliament in
1696, linen became one of very few commodities allowed to be exported to
England and Scotland duty-free. The Linen Act of 1705 went on to exempt
exports to British North America from duty, and the Irish Parliament offered
active encouragement with the establishment of the Linen Board in 1711.%
‘Ireland’, however, imagines even this industry succumbing to the Walpole
ministry’s desire to run the Kingdom at a profit and to run its inhabitants into the
ground. This desire provides the master narrative behind Swift’s writing on Irish
affairs, but historians have adduced different explanations for Ireland’s ‘wretched
condition’ in the 1720s.

Ultimately the efforts of successive London governments to administer
the country cheaply and protect British trading interests had less of an effect than
recurring economic depressions caused by bad harvests, fluctuations in the value
of rents and ongoing difficulties resulting from the lack of a reliable European
market for Irish agricultural produce.®’ This combination made the 1720s as a
whole a ‘decade of economic crisis’ and notable periods of hardship occurred
both at the beginning and the end of the decade with which this thesis is
concerned.** As a result of these periodic downturns, there was a visible increase
in destitution among urban labourers and rural tenant farmers during the 1720s,
particularly outside Ulster where the linen trade was concentrated, with even the
northerly province succumbing to the widespread depression caused by three

successive bad harvests between 1727 and 1729. The resulting drive to promote

L. M. Cullen, An Economic History of Ireland since 1660 (London: Batsford, 1972; 2nd edn
1987), p. 13, p. 48, p. 34; Patrick Griffin, The People with no Name: Ireland’s Ulster Scots,
America’s Scots Irish and the Creation of a British Atlantic World, 1689-1764 (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 2001), p. 27.

*! Connolly, ‘Swift and Protestant Ireland’, p. 39; Cullen, Economic History of Ireland, chapter 2.
*2 Cullen, Economic History of Ireland, p. 48.
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textiles of Irish manufacture met with broad support. By the end of the decade
the use of home-produced fabrics was announced to be ‘Establish’d, and [...]
become a Rule, to be generally follow’d’ and, as Chapter Five discusses, the
following of this ‘rule’ had become another ritual to be observed in public and
read for political significance.” A second watchword of patriotic observance that
gained widespread support was the condemnation of landlords.

The mismanagement of estates by landowners, alluded to in the poem’s
reference to an ‘act for laying down the plough’, attracted increasingly vocal
criticism to the point where the ‘foolish Practice of Cruel Landlords’ was being
openly attacked in the Dublin prints by 1728.** In addition to favouring pasturage
over food crops, which pushed up grain prices even higher than they might have
been in times of scarcity, landlords were criticized for failing to make
improvements to their lands, for charging exorbitant rents, and for living abroad.
Absenteeism and rackrenting (the latter is defined by the OED as charging a
‘very high, excessive, or extortionate rent [...] equal (or nearly equal) to the full
value of the land’) have become embedded in popular understandings of Irish
history as abuses perpetrated by an Anglo-Irish aristocracy upon a Catholic
labouring class. It is worth emphasising, however, that the motives of Irish
Anglicans like Swift for criticizing such abuses were very different from those
that modern notions of social justice might suggest.

Some of the practices of landlords attracted opposition from all sectors of
public life. Absenteeism was universally criticized because when rents went
abroad this threatened to drain the country of specie. In 1728, Archbishop
William King of Dublin remarked to a correspondent: ‘I don’t know what will
become of this Kingdom for I don’t see that any money can be left in 1t’; while a
contemporary tract calculated that if just one or two landowners were to sell their
estates and the proceeds were diverted to England, then the kingdom would be
left bankrupt.”> This was a clear danger in both senses of the word, but other

issues were more complicated. Whilst there were good reasons for criticizing the

> Dublin Intelligence, 15 November 1729.

“ Dublin Intelligence, 28 December 1728.

> William King to Edward Southwell, 27 April 1728, TCD MS 750/9, p. 58; Thomas Prior, 4

List of the Absentees of Ireland, and the yearly Value of their Estates and Incomes Spent Abroad.
With Observations on the Present State and Condition of that Kingdom (Dublin: R. Gunne, 1729),
p. 20.
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use of land to graze sheep or cattle rather than to grow crops, less obvious factors
were also in play. It was in the interest of churchmen like Swift to promote
tillage over grazing because the established church was able to levy tithes on all
land under cultivation. Its ability to exact tithes on pasturage was more limited,
however, and its right to do so became the subject of fierce debates in the Irish
Parliament through the late 1720s and early thirties. A subtext of this controversy,
and indeed of the raft of inimical legislation outlined in the poem ‘Ireland’, is the
struggle between the Church of Ireland and the landed gentry’s competing claims
to stewardship. This was not just a contest to assert moral authority over the
populace but also a battle for control of the land itself.

For Swift that battle was already more than half lost. In contrast with its
English counterpart, the Church of Ireland had always been marginalized, an
impoverished and impotent bystander in the more elemental conflict that Swift
called ‘the long wars between the Invaders and the Natives® (XI1, 183). With the
Treaty of Limerick, concluded following the Jacobite surrender in October 1691,
this phase of conflict had ended, but a new one, between political and clerical
power in Protestant Ireland, had begun. In 1720, the relations between various
interest-groups within the post-Williamite state were still being worked out.
While the intricacies of this new constitutional settlement were being debated,
churchmen like Swift saw it as their duty to salvage some of their church’s
political authority and to guarantee the means of its physical survival. As D.
George Boyce explains, Swift followed a principle laid down by Richard Hooker
in the sixteenth century ‘that it was essential for the church and nation to be one’.

There existed a ‘contractual relationship’ between church and state and, as Swift
saw it, that agreement had already been broken once in his own lifetime by
James II and was coming under strain from successive London ministries. The
maintenance of the Church’s authority had become ‘a question of holding ground,
maintaining numbers, calculating religious and political arithmetic’.*° It is in this
context that Swift’s pronouncements on Ireland must be read, a context that, in

Fauske’s words, ‘irreducibly connects Swift’s English work and his middle years

“D. George Boyce, ‘The Road to Wood’s Halfpence and Beyond: William King, Jonathan Swift
and the Defence of the National Church, 1689-1724’, in D. George Boyce, Robert Eccleshall and
Vincent Geoghegan, eds., Political Discourse in Seventeenth- and Eighteenth-Century Ireland
(Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2001), pp. 81-109, pp. 82-3.
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of near silence with his appeals on behalf of the Irish’ — but it is worth asking in
this case who ‘the Irish’ actually were.*” Swift’s claim to speak for the ‘bulk or
mass of the people’ of Ireland must undergo extensive qualification when one
considers how his theoretical defence of the established church translates into
matters of practical policy.

In a confessional state (i.e., one where citizenship was largely conditional
upon a confession of Anglican faith), even issues that seemed purely economic
were political and consequently inseparable from matters of religion. Complaints
about landlords charging extortionate rents, for example, were informed by the
apprehension that such irresponsible profiteering would enable Catholics to gain
property at the expense of Protestant tenants. Rents did indeed go up during the
1720s as landlords took advantage of the expiry of twenty-one and thirty-one
year leases granted during the 1690s.*® Many in the Church of Ireland feared that
this would endanger the entire class of Protestant smallholders. Because they had
little chance of legal protection from landlords, it was argued, Catholics would
willingly bid for extortionate leases without any intention of complying with
their terms, thus forcing Protestant tenants off their lands. In some minds,

notably Archbishop King’s, this took on the character of a conspiracy:

every Lease that expires is set up to Cant [auction] and a Papist
will always bid more than a Protestant because they have taken up
two principles, one is to under live their Protestant Neighbours,
and the other is to outbid them upon all Cants[.] [N]or are they
concerned that they shall ever be able to pay the rent they promise,
because they reckon they shall be able to Enjoy the land two
years, and then they leave the key under the door and run away
with their Stock[.] I know several landlords that have been thus
served and to be sure did not pity them.*

Similar fears had been expressed by King in his correspondence from the
late 1710s and early twenties, coincident with the expiry of the twenty-one year

leases. And 1t was not merely the prospect of expropriation by Catholics that

*" Fauske, Swift and the Church of Ireland, p. 147.

* Cullen, Economic History of Ireland, p. 44, notes that the total rents of Ireland were estimated
at £1.2 million in 1687 and at £1.6-£2 million in the 1720s. Swift himself estimated them to be
‘about a million and a half, whereof one half million at least is spent by lords and gentlemen

residing m England’ (Swift to the Earl of Peterborough, 28 April 1726, Correspondence, ed.
Woolley, 11, 644).

* William King to Edward Southwell, 30 January 1729, TCD MS 750/9, p. 104.
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worried him and his fellow churchmen. Although King distinguishes here only
between Protestant and Catholic tenants, it should be borne in mind that after
1704 Ireland was not merely a Protestant state but an Anglican one. Before that
year’s Sacramental Test Act, any measure that might enhance the standing of
non-Anglican Protestants was vehemently opposed. The 1699 Woollen Act, for
example, was opposed by King (then Bishop of Derry) because he was ‘alarmed
that the prohibition would affect members of the Church of Ireland
disproportionately, and would thus strengthen the growing Presbyterian interest
in the north’.>® Like King, Swift was highly suspicious of this interest. He had
spent significant portions of his life in Ulster — his first parish was at Kilroot 1n
County Antrim — and had witnessed at first hand the financial and numerical
strength of Scottish-descended Presbyterians in that province. From his time 1n
what he called ‘the Scotch plantation in the north’, Swift acquired a lifelong
hatred of ‘Dissenters’ as non-Anglican Protestants were indiscriminately known,
although the term tended to refer mainly to Presbyterians when used in an Irish
context.”' His antipathy was strengthened by his reading of seventeenth-century
history, which made him identify them with regicide and anarchy. Some felt that
the Scottish Presbyterians who had colonized the northern counties during the
seventeenth century had changed the area for the better. John Browne wrote that
it had been ‘advantagious to the Country in general, for the industrious Scofts
Protestants, who succeeded the lazy Irish, laid the Foundation of the Linen
Manufacture, which is at this time their chiefest Wealth’.>* Although they would
have agreed fully with Browne’s estimation of the native Irish whom they had
displaced, churchmen did not share his view of the colonists. Their ideological
antipathy was matched by a tendency to see northern Presbyterians as the single
greatest threat to the civil and ecclesiastical establishment in Ireland.

Although they had made common cause with Irish Anglicans during the
conflicts of the seventeenth century, many churchmen thought that in a future

absence of mutual self-interest the Dissenters would not hesitate to turn on their

former allies. By admitting non-Anglican Protestants to full participation in civic,

*® Cullen, Economic History of Ireland, p. 35.

*1 Swift to Peterborough, 28 April 1726, Correspondence, ed. Woolley, 11, 644.
*? John Browne, Seasonable Remarks on Trade, in A Collection of Tracts, concerning the Present
State of Ireland (London: T. Woodward and J. Peele, 1729), p. 32.
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military and judicial affairs, they argued, the state would have been playing host
to a Trojan horse. This argument was made with increasing urgency during the
early years of George I’s reign. The loss of Queen Anne’s support for the
Anglican clergy was keenly felt and it was feared that the newly-installed Whig
ministry might reverse the 1704 Sacramental Test Act, which had ‘served as a de
facto exclusion from public life’ for Irish Dissenters.” Anglican polemics played
up the Presbyterian threat, describing how Dissenters had intimidated their
Church of Ireland counterparts by using security fears sparked by the abortive
Jacobite rising of 1715 as a pretext to abuse Anglican ministers and laity.
William Tisdall, Vicar of Belfast and sometime friend of Swift, devoted tracts to
exposing the conditional and provisional nature of Presbyterian loyalty.”* Others
sought theoretical justification for the exclusion of fellow Protestants from the
franchise. In a private letter to the Archbishop of Canterbury, Archbishop
Edward Synge of Tuam described a scenario in which a British king might enlist
an Irish ‘Army of Dissenters’ to assist in making him an absolute monarch, much
as James II had tried to do a generation earlier ‘by an Army of Papish, if God had
not brought King William to our Rescue’. Synge argued that if some future errant

king offered to make Presbyterianism the established church of Ireland, the

Dissenters would be unable to resist such a ‘Temptation [...] to join with him in

his Design’.”

As Synge’s letter dramatized the situation, Anglican Ireland was caught
between the retreating spectre of Catholic domination and the advancing threat of
Presbyterian resurgence. Outnumbered by Dissenters as much as two to one in
Ulster, Anglicans were elsewhere in a minority to Catholics, the city of Dublin

excepted. Various estimates made between 1706 and 1731 placed Catholic
numerical superiority over Protestants for the island as a whole at two, five, six,

seven, or even ten to one.”® Anything that might increase this disproportion or

>} Griffin, The People with no Name, p. 24.

** The Present State of Religion in Ireland (London: Andrew Bell, [1712]); Thomas Lindesay and
Edward Smith, The Insolence of the Dissenters against the Establish’d Church (London: J, Baker
and T. Warner, 1716); William Tisdall, 4 Sample of true-Blew Presbyterian Loyalty (Dublin:

John Ray, 1709); idem, The Conduct of the Dissenters of Ireland, with respect both to Church
and State (Dublin: [n. pub], 1712).

>> Edward Synge to William Wake, 3 February 1716, BL Add. MS 6117, fol. 111",

*°S. J. Connolly, Religion, Law, and Power: The Making of Protestant Ireland, 1660-1760
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1992), p. 144. As Connolly suggests, in the absence of any reliable

method of calculating the proportions, most estimates were influenced by the politics of whoever
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augment the economic power of Catholics was to be opposed at all costs. It
would seem surprising, therefore, that the Lord Lieutenant’s desire to ‘pass
another popery bill’ 1s among those measures singled out for criticism in Swift’s
poem ‘Ireland’. These ‘popery laws’ were the penal laws passed between the
Jacobite surrender and the middle of the eighteenth century. They were designed
to prevent any resurgence of Catholic power within the new state. To this end
individual laws were enacted to impose various limitations, restricting Catholics’
ability to do such things as inhent land, hold civic office or enter various
professions. The Sacramental Test Act, which placed similar restrictions on
Dissenters, was in fact a clause added to an Irish ‘popery bill’ in 1704.”
Dissenters still enjoyed the right to vote and to sit in Parliament, and their
position within the state was subject to periodic review. But the exclusion of
Catholics was meant to be absolute. One often-quoted summary of the penal
laws’ effect was given in a judgment of the chief baron of the Irish exchequer in
1758. He said that Irish law ‘did not presume a Catholic to exist, except for the
purpose of punishment’.”® Even a generation before this remark was made,
Anglican clergymen were opposing anti-Catholic legislation because they felt
Catholics had already been pushed far enough outside the pale of legal protection.

Describing his opposition to a 1719 ‘popery bill’, for example,
Archbishop King explained, ‘I think, we should execute some of those acts, we
have already made against Popery, before we call for more’.> In other words, he
opposed additional penal legislation not on principle but because he believed
sufficient legal provision for the oppression of Catholics had already been made.
Swift was of a similar mind. He supported ‘limited but reasonable repression’
according to Fauske, who also contends that the idea of allowing Catholics civil

liberties of ‘any but the meanest sort’ would not have occurred to someone in

was doing the estimating. Thus the Tory zealot Sir Richard Cox put the ratio at two to one in
1706 as part of an argument that Catholics no longer constituted a serious threat; conversely, the
Whig Chancellor Richard Freeman put the figure at “at least ten to one’ only two years later.
Chapter Five below discusses attempts made to calculate this important ratio in the late 1720s and
early thirties.

*" Griffin, The People with no Name, p. 23.

> Connolly, Religion, Law, and Power, p. 228, and chapter 7, which gives a detailed analysis of
the penal laws.

> William King to Edward Southwell, 12 November 1719, quoted in Patrick McNally, ‘William
King, Patriotism and the “National Question™’, in Christopher J. Fauske, ed., Archbishop William
King and the Anglican Irish Context, 16881729 (Dublin: Four Courts Press, 2004), pp. 47-72, p.
53.
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Swift’s position.”” Troubled by the legal subjugation of Catholics only in that
they thought it poorly enforced, Swift and his co-religionists were much more
exercised by those who would manipulate the Popish threat for political purposes.
This is what ‘Ireland’ portrays the Lord Lieutenant as doing when he murmurs of
‘Jesuit boasts’ concerning an imminent invasion. Even after the Jacobite rising of
1715, English Whigs and their allies in Ireland were accused of inflating the
threat of an insurrection led by James II's heir, ‘the Pretender’. Various ulterior
motives were ascribed to such insinuations and exaggerations, ranging from
foreign policy considerations to a simple desire to cast their opponents as
unrepentant Jacobites who would install the son of their fallen idol on the throne
at the first given opportunity. For a member of the Church of Ireland, the most
worrying aspect of such propagandizing was that it offered a justification for
repealing the 1704 Test Act, a move hinted at in His Excellency’s news that the
king ‘intends / to use dissenters as his truest friends’.

For their own part, Dissenters argued that their importance In
safeguarding the Kingdom of Ireland was ‘so obvious as to need no Illustration’.
In a country where ‘the Papists are still vastly superior in Strength and Numbers
to Protestants of all Perswasions’, it was a gross anomaly that ‘they who had so

often and successfully signaliz’d their Zeal for the Protestant and British Interest

should be discourag’d, nay disabled to do any such Service for the future’.®’

Despite such eloquent appeals all factions in the Dublin Parliament, including the
[rish allies of the English Whigs, resolutely opposed any amendment to the Test
well beyond the 1720s.°* The prospect of repeal in Ireland was ultimately more
of a political rallying point than a realistic threat. In this respect it was much like
the prospect of a Jacobite invasion. Nonetheless it met with such vehement
opposition from Swift as to occasion his first published tract on Irish politics and
his permanent alienation from the Whigs in 1708. Twenty years later, when he
felt 1t was ‘too late’ to propose any workable remedy for the state of Ireland,
Swift was ranking the London ministry’s cultivation of Ireland’s dissenters

alongside policies that had contributed to the starvation of its people and the

* Fauske, Swift and the Church of Ireland, p. 80, p. 98.

°! [John Abemnethy], The Nature and Consequence of the Sacramental Test Considered with
Reasons Humbly Offered for the Repeal of it ([Dublin]: [n. pub.], 1731), p. 15.
°2 Connolly, Religion, Law and Power, p. 80; Beckett, ‘Swift: The Priest in Politics’, p. 121.
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crippling of its economy. It had become a symbolic betrayal, much like the litany
of personal betrayals he racked up throughout his life and collated in old age.®’
The violence that had been done to Ireland’s established church had, in Swift’s
reading, defiled the country as a whole beyond hope, transforming it into ‘a land
of slaves’. Everything Swift wrote about Ireland thus proceeds from two
postulates: that the country and its established church were synonymous and that
wilful neglect and abuse of the church was both symbolized and punished in the
‘wretched condition’ of the country.

Often these first principles remain unspoken — coherent subtexts to be
discerned beneath the screed of Swift’s ‘savage indignation’. Their importance,
but also their inherent futility, is graphically conveyed in the lines that Swift
omitted from °‘Ireland’ even as he was composing it. By striking out the
reference to ‘the church established’ in the manuscript of his poem, Swift may
have been admitting his inability to insinuate the Anglican cause into the agenda
at Dublin Castle. But the deletion also shows how his own crusade to protect the
established church could be subsumed within a broader ‘patriot’ agenda. When
he despaired that the Irish would ever love their country, Swift was referring not
merely to an emotional idea but to a legal entity of which the Church of Ireland
was an integral component. For an Anglican churchman, this connection may
have been implicit. It may very well not have been for the newsboys who signed
proclamations against William Wood’s halfpence or for the weavers who
presented him with a speech of welcome on his return from Holyhead. At
Holyhead, Swift had written a poem criticizing the manner of conducting
business 1n the Irish Parliament, which depended upon a relationship of clientage
between the landed interest in Ireland and policymakers in England. This usurped
the moral authonity and legal prerogative of the Church of Ireland, and showed
how it had lost out in the reworking of the Kingdom’s constitutional fabric that
followed the ‘Glorious Revolution’ of 1688 and the Jacobite surrender of 1691.

But rather than give it a title which reflected this complex subject matter, Swift

simply called his poem °‘Ireland’. At once overdetermined and incomplete,

‘Ireland’ was a simulacrum, as Baudnllard defines it, a copy without an

®* Correspondence, ed. Williams, v, Appendix XXX, 270, reprints “a list in which Swift has
classed his friends as ungrateful, grateful, indifferent and doubtful’.
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original. ®* As such it was inevitably subject to further distortion and
simplification as it was publicly disseminated. These processes introduce the

third key term in my subtitle.

Constructions of ldentity

Recent writing has begun to take Swift seriously as a political thinker,
and one result of this has been to focus attention on his use of models and
metaphors of contract. % Carole Fabricant discusses the ‘radical contractarian
elements in Swift’s political thinking’, whilst J. A. Downie has shown how 1n
constitutional matters, ‘Swift was not a divine right theorist but a contract
theorist’.®® Contractarianism can also be seen to underlie Swift’s theory of
communication, as a fragment entitled ‘Some Thoughts on Freethinking’ reveals.
This brief, unfinished piece relates a conversation with ‘a prelate of the kingdom
of Ireland’ who offered the following definition of ‘the difference betwixt a mad-

man and one 1n his wits’:

That the former spoke out whatever came into his mind, and just
In the confused manner as his imagination presented the ideas.
The latter only expressed such thoughts, as his judgement
directed him to chuse, leaving the rest to die away in his memory.
And that if the wisest man would at any time utter his thoughts, 1n
the crude undigested manner, as they come into his head, he
would be looked upon as raving mad.®’

According to this model, each of the participants in a conversation 1s

obliged to speak in such a way as to appear sane; otherwise he will be looked

* Jean Baudrillard, ‘Simulacra and Simulations®, Selected Writings, ed. by Mark Poster
SCarnbridge: Polity Press, 1988), pp. 166—-184.

> One indication of Swift’s increasing prominence as political theorist is the fact that in a volume
dedicated to Irish political thought in the eighteenth century, Swift’s collected prose and
correspondence are the only texts referred to frequently enough to be included in the initial list of
abbreviations (Political Thought in Eighteenth-Century Ireland, ed. by S. J. Connolly (Dublin:
Four Courts Press, 2000), p. 9).
° Carole Fabricant, ‘Swift’s Political legacy: Re-membering the Past in Order to Imagine the
Future’, in Douglas et al., Locating Swift, pp. 188-200, p. 195; Downie, ‘Swift’s Politics’, in
Proceedings of the First Miinster Symposium on Jonathan Swift, ed. by Hermann J. Real and
Heinz Vienken (Munich: Wilhelm Fink, 1985), pp. 47-58, p. 52.
°” *‘Some Thoughts on Free-Thinking’, in Prose Iv, 4 Proposal for Correcting the English Tongue,
Polite Conversation, Etc. ed. by Herbert Davis, with Louis Landa (1957; repr. 1973), 49.
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upon as mad. But semblance is a minimal and potentially inadequate guarantor of
sanity. A 1suggestion of anarchy lingers in the final sentence where the author
imagines ‘the wisest man’ uttering his thoughts ‘in the crude undigested manner
in which they came into his head’. Inverting this image provides another more
threatening possibility, where madmen fashion their words to give them the
semblance of reasoned judgement, and so enable themselves to appear sane.
Swift’s three great satires, 4 Tale of a Tub (1704), Gulliver's Travels (1726) and
A Modest Proposal (1729) explore the uncharted territory opened up by such
violations of contract. The vehicle for such exploration is the author’s persona —
a word that means ‘mask’, but which, as Gordon Teskey points out, ‘is literally a
thing “to sound through,” per-sonare, indicating a sonic essence transpiercing a
mask that at once represents and conceals the wearer’.®® As a device that can
both amplify and distort the wearer’s speaking voice, persona is thus more than a
disguise that cancels the identity of the wearer underneath. It is a means of
creating authornal 1dentity through the partial negation of personal identity. Since
this thesis 1s concerned with corporate as well as personal identity, it is fitting to
draw attention to the uses of persona as a legal and political device as well as a
literary one.

These neglected aspects of persona are illuminated in what is also a

seminal work of contract theory. In Leviathan (1651), Thomas Hobbes explicates

a concept of ‘Persons, Authors and Things Personated’:

The word Person 1s latine: insteed whereof the Greeks have
npoowrnov, which signifies the Face, as Persona in latine signifies
the disguise, or outward appearance of a man, counterfeited on
the Stage; and sometimes more particularly that part of it, which
disguiseth the face, as a Mask or Visard: And from the Stage,
hath been translated to any Representer of speech and action, as
well in Tribunalls, as Theaters. So that a Person, is the same that
an Actor is, both on the Stage and in common Conversation; and
to Personate, is to Act, or Represent himselfe, or an other;®’

To personate was thus once to act the part of oneself or someone else, ‘as

well in Tribunalls, as Theaters’. Hobbes gives a list of people who typically

°® Gordon Teskey, Allegory and Violence (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1996), p. 22.

% Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan, ed. by Richard Tuck (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1991), p. 112.
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personate others in this sense of ‘represent officially’: ‘a Representer, or
Representative, a Lieutenant, a Vicar, an Attorney, a Deputy, a Procurator, an
Actor’. Of course, the verb ‘personate’ is now routinely used with the
overwhelmingly negative denotation of fraudulent imitation or impersonation.
Intriguingly, none other than Swift has been credited with steering the word
away from its earlier, positive sense. Swift’s use of ‘personate’ is ‘unusually
prolific’, asserts Richard Terry, ‘and this fact has ensured that its semantic

development (and hence that of our derived concept of ‘impersonation’) 1s
closely intertwined with his own verbal habits.” Terry goes on to argue that in
Swift’s idiolect, ‘personate’ takes on a meaning very close to ‘parody’, a term
which specifically denotes ‘seizure of the words of other authors and their
perversion into burlesque’. "° It is, to say the least, an arresting coincidence that
an author obsessed with betrayed or decayed relationships of trust should also be
charged with subverting the very meaning of a word that once denoted such a
relationship. The expressions of personal and national identity that this thesis
traces in Swift’s work are products of a similarly compromised principle of
representation. In Swift’s Irish tracts, Emer Nolan remarks, ‘the problems that
attend “nationhood” or political community more generally, are analogous to the
problems that attend “individuality” or embodied selfhood.”’' Rather than
succumb to a gradual perversion or even be compromised from the outset,
Swift’s method of personation can be seen as inherently parodic, in which an
unstable personal identity is a burlesque substitute for a degraded communal

integrity and vice versa. This 1s a process of simulation which ‘envelops the

whole edifice of representation as itself a simulacrum’.”?

As shown at the beginning of this introduction, Swift had by 1727
acquired the status of a pseudo-official envoy for Irish affairs at the English court
— a personator in the Hobbesian sense. The Dublin prints confirmed him 1n this
office, which he willingly took upon himself. Swift had justified his 1727

London trip before his bishop with the explanation that ‘the occasion of my

" Richard Terry, ‘Swift’s use of “Personate” to indicate Parody’, Notes and Queries, 239 (n.s. 4),
1994, 196-198, p. 196.

" Emer Nolan, ‘Swift: The Patriot Game’, British Journal for Eighteenth-Century Studies, 21
$1998), 39-53, p. 39.
? Baudrillard, ‘Simulacra’, p. 170.
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journey hither [was] partly for the advantage of that kingdom’. A year earlier he
had taken on the role more comprehensively still, remarking of his audience with
Walpole that ‘I had no other design [...], than to represent the affairs of Ireland
to him in a true light’.”> How do we distinguish such claims from that of the
Modest Proposer to speak ‘for this one individual Kingdom of IRELAND, and for
no other that ever was’ (X1, 116)? Ultimately with Swift there can be no clear
separation between satiric and genuine advocacy — a point explored in detail by
Claude Rawson and neatly summarized in Richard Terry’s observation that Swift
did not clearly differentiate between representing the views of others and their
‘perversion into burlesque’.” One reason for this, leaving aside Swift’s lexical
idiosyncrasies, is that legal, political and literary representation are all to some
extent dependent on fictions. In the Hobbesian commonwealth, for example,
power is conferred by voluntary agreement, ‘by Covenant of every man with
every man, in such manner, as if every man should say to every man, I Authorise
and give up my Right of Governing my selfe, to this Man, or to this Assembly of
men, on this condition, that thou give up thy Right to him, and Authorise all his
Actions in like manner’.”” This dramatization of the moment of a state’s founding
contains an important qualification. Rather than actually give their assent, social

agents are treated as if they had delegated their autonomy and authority to

someone else. As Nigel Smith remarks, this makes the contract itself a fiction,
dependent on a collective 1llusion of mass volition: ‘[t]he making of the covenant

1s a forever present political unconscious — since nowhere in the Leviathan 1s the

making of a covenant actually described as a historical or institutional event.’”

By the time of Swift’s maturity, the danger of unconditional reliance on
such fictions had been made apparent. John Locke, premier political theorist of

the 1688 revolution, was careful to stress the minimal and provisional nature of
the 1nitial agreement that binds members of a commonwealth together under a

sovereign power. In Two Treatises of Government (1690), a work whose basic

3 Swift to Archbishop King, 18 May 1727, Correspondence, ed. Woolley, 111, 88; to
Peterborough, 28 Apnl 1726, 1bid., 11, 642.

7% Claude Rawson, God, Gulliver, and Genocide: Barbarism and the European Imagination,
1492-1945 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002).

> Leviathan, p. 120.

’® Nigel Smith, Literature and Revolution in England 1640-1660 (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1994), p. 163.
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tenets ‘Swift appears to have accepted, throughout his adult life,” Locke stressed
that the act of forming a community is ‘done by barely agreeing to unite into one
Political Society’. Such bare agreement constitutes ‘all the Compact that 1s, or
needs be, between the Individuals, that enter into, or make up a Common-
wealth’.”’ Additionally, Locke conceived the members of such a commonwealth
not as subjects united under a sovereign but as agents who had conditionally
entrusted their power to the legislative, which retained ‘only a Fiduciary Power
to act for certain ends’. There continued to be vested in the people a ‘Supream
Power to remove or alter the Legislative, when they find the Legislative act
contrary to the trust reposed in them’. Meanwhile, the executive power, when
constituted as a single person, ‘has no right to Obedience, nor can claim it
otherwise than as the publick Person vested with the Power of the Law’. As an
essentially passive agent, the wielder of executive power is a cipher who ‘has no
Will, no Power, but that of the Law’ and is to ‘be consider’d as the Image,
Phantom, or Representative of the Commonwealth’.

Such terms — particularly the word ‘Phantom’ with its intimations of
delusion, deception and falsity — emphasized that any relationship of personation
was liable to abuse. Locke’s Treatises established immediate invalidation of the
initial contract as the consequence of such abuse. When the wielder of executive
power ‘quits this Representation and acts by his own private Will, he degrades
himself and is but a single private Person without Power’. ’® Ireland became the
proving ground for these stipulations. Swift’s peers there were exercised by the
minutia¢ of contract theory as manifested in the problematic constitutional
position of the Kingdom of Ireland and its ruling class. But the Dean of St
Patrick’s was more possessed by the process of personal degradation activated by
those who are party to a broken contract.

The site of James II's last stand produced a host of texts exploring or
influenced by the contractual reading of monarchical power. These ranged from

William Molyneux’s defence of Ireland’s status as a separate kingdom, to the

" Downie, ‘Swift and Locke’s Two Treatises of Government® in Rudolf Freiburg, Arno Léffler
and Wolfgang Zach, eds., with the assistance of Jan Schnitker, Swift, The Enigmatic Dean:
Festschrift for Hermann Josef Real (Tiibingen: Stauffenburg, 1998), pp. 27-34; John Locke, Two

Treatises of Government, ed. by Peter Laslett, 2nd edn (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1967; repr. 1999), p. 333.

" Two Treatises, pp. 367-8.
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radical output of Viscount Molesworth’s circle, to the classic explication of the
Williamite accession, Archbishop King’s The State of the Protestants of Ireland
under the late King James's Government (1691). Swift was not foremost among
these authors. His political thinking betrayed the influence of Locke, particularly
the idea that the executive and legislative powers should be kept separate.”” But
despite his ambitions to produce ‘serious’ political history, Swift’s energies were
continually diverted into imitation, parody and polemic — modes that subvert, by
exposing as a fiction, the idea that a text represents the unmediated expression of
its author’s thoughts. Rather than uphold the Lockean contract as his
contemporaries did, Swift was continually drawn to the possibilities offered by
the phantoms, the empty forms, the degraded personae that were loosed upon the
world when such a contract was violated.

It would be distorting to impute an overriding theme to the disparate array
of sermons, letters, pamphlets and poems that makes up Swift’s occasional
writings. They could, however, be read as a set of variations on this abiding
theme of a contractual relationship that, in spite of being fatally compromised,
continues to be upheld. This impulse would accurately characterize Swift’s
determination to write ‘on purpose when it is too late’ at the end of his career,
much as a striking image from its beginning reveals an enduring fascination with
formal arrangements that persist long after they been rendered grotesquely bereft
of function. A Discourse concerning the Mechanical Operation of the Spirit
(1710) relates the opinion that the human brain is ‘only a Crowd of little

Animals’ who cling together to provide the illusion of a unitary whole, ‘like the

Picture of Hobbes’s Leviathan, or like Bees in a perpendicular swarm upon a
Tree, or like a Carrion corrupted into Vermin, still preserving the Shape and
Figure of the Mother Animal’.*® The last of these images would later come to
exemplify Swift’s idea of Ireland. My Conclusion will show how Swift, by the
end of the 1720s, came to imagine the country as a corrupted body infested with
parasites that it had itself spawned and nurtured.

The intervening pages trace the degradation of an idea in the three modes

outlined in this introduction. Part One of this thesis comprises the first two

® Downie, Jonathan Swift, p. 247, ‘Swift and Locke’s Two Treatises’, p. 34.
%0 A Discourse concerning the Mechanical Operation of the Spirit in a Letter to a Friend. A
Fragment, Prose 1, A Tale of a Tub with other early Works, 1696—1707 (1939), 181.
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chapters. Its title, ‘Constructing Constituencies’, is meant to convey the idea that
Swift was not only building support for his cause but constructing his readership
according to the sense of that verb as it is commonly used in literary criticism to
imply an act somewhere between interpretation and creation, where an object 1s
transformed into an abstraction and freighted with meaning. Additionally, when
it refers to Swift’s constituents, this thesis implies not only that Swift constitutes

his Insh readerships in certain ways, but also that those readerships play an

active role in constituting and disseminating Swift’s image and authonty:
constituents in the sense of constituent parts of a collective self-representation.
Part Two, ‘Construing Contexts’, also invokes a double meaning in that 1t looks
at con-fexts, the less canonical and more ephemeral writings that emphasize how
Swift’s was once a voice among many. The last three chapters look at such con-
texts to show how Swift and his Irish contemporaries used the genres of history
and pastoral, the modes of allegory and arithmetic as conceptual aids to construe
their place in the world, in time, and in law. But I begin with an unwelcome

statement which tried to do just that against the wishes of Swift and the nation he

constructed.
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Chapter One
Hewers of Wood and Drawers of Water

[ ever thought it the most uncontrolled and universally agreed Maxim,
that Freedom consists in a People being governed by Laws made
with their own Consent; and Slavery in the Contrary. (X, 86-7)

By 1727 Swift was beyond doubt that Ireland had become a ‘land of slaves’,
but at the beginning of the 1720s this proposition could still be put interrogatively.
‘(TThe Question’, he wrote to Charles Ford on 4 April 1720, ‘is whether People
ought to be Slaves or no’.! That spring, when Swift is supposed to have made his
debut as an Irish pamphleteer, this was the question on everyone’s lips. In February,
Archbishop King wrote that he did not value anything that he held ‘at the meer will
and pleasure of another’. He felt that ‘the title of Slaves’ had been conferred on him

and his countrymen by a piece of legislation that had just begun its passage through

the British Parliament. It asserted that Ireland as a Kingdom was ‘subordinate unto
and dependent upon the imperial Crown of Great Britain’.” King’s private note of
defiance was also sounded in public, as part of a rhetoric of slavery that was
becoming widespread in the wake of the bill. The Archbishop observed, he said, the
spreading of a ‘universal disaffection of all people thro’ the whole Kingdom’.* There
were some who were appalled by the chorus of disapproval and the way a threat of
‘slavery’ was apparently being mantpulated. They perceived a conscious effort to
promote a dangerous fallacy that Ireland was suffering at the hands of the English

legislature. Their very unease attests the extent of this discourse of enslavement. A

' Correspondence, ed. Woolley, 11, 327.

2 King to Lord Southwell, 3 February 1720, TCD MS 750/6, p. 40.

* For an account of how this act came into being, see below and Isolde Victory, ‘The Making of the
Declaratory Act of 1720°, in Gerard O’Brien, ed., Parliament, Politics and People: Essays in
Eighteenth-Century Irish History (Blackrock: Irish Academic Press, 1989), pp. 9-29.

* Ferguson, p. 53, quoting King to Molesworth, 20 May, 1720.
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few months before King’s remark to Southwell, Bishop Nicolson of Derry warned
the Archbishop of Canterbury to the effect that ‘great efforts had been made to

convince the population [of Ireland] that the British parliament was trying to reduce

Ireland to a condition of complete vassalage and slavery’.’

The most arresting use of the slavery motif is found in an anonymous

pamphlet of 1720 that complained of the recent ‘astonishing Treatment of Ireland’
represented by the Dependency Act. The tract was published by Edward Waters,
who would go on to issue Swift’s Proposal for the Universal Use of Irish
Manufacture in May of that year. Before he did so, Waters printed a pamphlet called
Hibernia’s Passive Obedience, Strain to Britannia.® It was not only the phrase
‘Passive Obedience’ that resurrected the political vocabulary of the recent past, since

the tract was largely composed of excerpts from Swift’s writings of a decade or so

earlier. ' It reproduced some now timely phrases from three of his previous
pamphlets: A Letter [...] Concerning the Sacramental Test (1709), The Contests and

Dissensions in Athens and Rome (1701) and Sentiments of a Church of England Man
(1708), including the latter’s reference to ‘Arbitrary Power’ as ‘a greater Evil than
Anarchy itself; as much as a Savage is in a Happier State of Life, than a Slave at an
Oar’.? In the Irish House of Lords, Viscount Molesworth was also digging up the

past to describe the present, likening his situation under the new law to ‘being

> Robert E. Bumns, Irish Parliamentary Politics in the Eighteenth Century, 2 vols (Washington, D.C.:
Catholic University of America Press, 1989), 1, 97, paraphrasing Nicolson to Archbishop Wake, 6
October 1719, BL Add. MS 6,116, p. 174.

® Ferguson (p. 54, n. 81) argues that Hibernia's Passive Obedience was printed before Swift’s
Proposal for the Universal Use of Irish Manufacture because it makes no reference to the latter
Proposal and because the printer of Hibernia’s Passive Obedience, Edward Waters, was prosecuted
when he went on to print Swift’s Proposal. It would, writes Ferguson have been ‘foolhardy’ of
Waters to have printed Hibernia's Passive Obedience under these circumstances.

T ¢pPassive Obedience’ was the phrase used to describe the policy of submitting to the ‘arbitrary’ rule
of James II. It is discussed in a multitude of texts including William King’s The State of the
Protestants of Ireland under the late King James's Government (1691) and George Berkeley’s
Passive Obedience, or the Christian Doctrine of not resisting the Supreme Power (1712).

® Anon., Hibernia's Passive Obedience, Strain to Britannia (Dublin: E. Waters, 1720), p. 6; cf. Prose
11, 15. Ferguson notes that, with the exception of the author’s introduction and some sections drawn
from Thomas Bumnet’s Essays Divine, Moral, and Political (1714), this pamphlet is ‘substantially a
compilation of passages from three of Swift’s earlier tracts, The Sentiments of a Church-of-England

Man, The Contests and Dissensions in Athens and Rome, and the Letter Concerning the Sacramental
Test’ (Swift and Ireland, p. 53 and p. 54, n. 81).
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actually chained like a galley slave to the oar and drubbed at will and pleasure’.” A
strange recirculation of rhetoric was at work. Not only were Swift’s twenty-year old
words being redeployed in a fresh context, so was the Lockean concept of liberty
that underlay them, one that Molesworth had himself explored in some detail, in
another context, a generation earlier. This chapter shows how the 1720 Act was felt
and read by Swift and his contemporaries as a perlocutionary act as much as a legal
one, performing a sudden and drastic removal of agency. It relates this question of
political autonomy to the issue of authorial agency by showing how Swift’s ‘first’
Irish tract was by no means a decisive intervention in the controversy caused by the
act, being both pre-empted and effectively challenged by the productions of less
celebrated authors. The last part of this chapter deals with the odd fact that the
opponents of the 1720 Act also sanctioned a form of slavery, one visited upon those
who, in Locke’s words, had ‘forfeited their Lives, and with it their Liberties, and lost

their Estates’.!

As the earliest piece in his canon to be both written and published in Ireland
for Irish readers, A Proposal for the Universal Use of Irish Manufacture represents
Swift’s debut on the Irish stage. His involvement with Irish issues is traced back to
1707 and The Story of the Injured Lady, and continues with the Letter [...]
Concerning the Sacramental Test and the Letter to a Member of Parliament in
Ireland upon the Chusing a New Speaker There.'' However, by excerpting The
Contests and Dissensions in Athens and Rome, and incorporating its content into a

critique of Ireland’s condition in 1720, Hibernia’s Passive Obedience pushes the

point of origin back to 1701. Swift studies is not a competitive exercise in the

? Ferguson, p. 53, quoting Historical Manuscripts Commission, Report on Manuscripts in Various
Collections, Vi1, 283. Victory (p. 20, n. 33) writes that ‘this paper [...] is undoubtedly the text of
Molesworth’s speech given during the debates on the Representation [of the Insh Lords to the King,
October 1719), as noted by Bishop Nicolson’ in his letter to Archbishop Wake of 2 October 1719.

' Two Treatises of Government, p. 323.

1 Prose IX, 3-9; Prose 11, Bickerstaff Papers and Pamphlets on the Church (1939), 109-125, 127-135.
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retrospective Hibernification of the author’s canon. No five shilling postal order 1s
awarded annually to the critic who can roll back furthest the date of Swift’s first

engagement with Ireland. The point is actually that Swift was not referring to Ireland

when he wrote, in 1701, words similar to these:

I[...] can’t forbear observing, that there is an appearance of Fatality;,
and that the Period of a State approaches, when a Concurrence of
many Circumstances both Within and Without, unite to its Ruin;
while the whole Body of the People are either stupidly negligent, or
else giving in with all their Might to those very Practices that are

working their Destruction. To see whole Bodies of Men breaking a
CONSTITUTION, by the very same Errors that so many have been

broke before [...] These and some others that might be Named,

appear to be the most likely Symptoms in a State of Sickness unto
Death."

When they were re-written in 1720, however, these words did refer to Ireland.
In fact, they seem uniquely fitted to Swift’s work in the decade to come, with its as

yet unwritten themes of a nation in a state of terminal decline, one hastened by the
cynical collusion of the ‘knaves’ who run it and the feckless indifference of the
‘fools’ they govern. Generic as well as thematic considerations confirm its aptness.
A Discourse of the Contests and Dissensions between the Nobles and the Commons
in Athens and Rome is, says Irvin Ehrenpreis, an example of ‘parallel history’,
defined as ‘a common method of evading censorship or of teaching by indirection’."
Its original parallel had been between the nobles and commons of Rome and Greece
and the two houses of the English Parliament.'* Ehrenpreis adds that the ‘humblest
form’ of this rhetorical genre ‘was merely the reprinting of a historical work in
circumstances which made the affairs related seem parallel to recent events’. A

relevant example is William Molyneux’s The Case of Ireland’s being bound by Acts

'2 Hibernia's Passive Obedience, pp. 6-8; cf. Prose1,228-9.

13 Ehrenpreis, 11, Dr. Swift (London: Methuen, 1967), 48.

'% The Contests and Dissensions opposed the English House of Commons’ impeachment of four
Whig Lords for arranging international treaties without keeping Parliament informed. The treaties in
question were the First and Second Partition Treaties, which were concerned to divide Spanish
possessions among the major European powers and to settle the question of who would succeed
Charles II to the Spanish throne, thus avoiding war. They failed in this objective. (Ehrenpreis, 11, 44—

7.
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of Parliament in England, Stated (1698), which was said by Bishop Nicolson to
have been ‘in every bodie’s hand’ when it was reprinted in 1720."” Waters’s cento of
Swiftian maxims is also a ‘parallel history’, which takes its form from the need to
evade censorship. The author writes that ‘it might not be safe, for persons under
servile Tenures, to give vent to their own Sentiments’, so he resorts to the strategy of
‘quoting approved of Maxims, by the most Zealous Patriots of Revolution
Principles®.'® The pamphlet is, however, an altogether more radical example of the
genre than either the reprint of Molyneux or the Contests and Dissensions as it first
appeared in 1701. It is a ‘parallel history’ in that it creates a parallel universe. It
imagines a possible world whose history deviates from that of the actual world
sufficiently for the divergence to be noted, and yet not so much that the new world
becomes unrecognizable.'” Hibernia’s Passive Obedience creates a possible world
inhabited by a dramatically altered figure of ‘Jonathan Swift’, insofar as the name

between the inverted commas has the meaning it had for Irish readers in the 1720s,

namely a champion of the political liberties of the Irish ‘nation’, the ‘Hibernian
Patriot’ as he was being called by 1725.'® Hibernia’s Passive Obedience can be

credited with inventing this ‘Hibemnian Patriot’ and citing 1701 as the year of his
birth.

It 1s worth repeating that Contests and Dissensions and the political crisis
from which it emerged have nothing to do with Ireland. This fact becomes all the

more striking when we return to the text of 1701, and the paragraph that follows
after the one reprinted by Waters in 1720:

15 Ferguson, p. 53, quoting Dublin Public Libraries, Gilbert Collection MS 27, Nicolson to Wake, 6
October, 1719.

' Hibernia’s Passive Obedience, p. 4. Admittedly, it seems strange that Hibernia’s Passive
Obedience goes to such lengths to avoid prosecution, given that Waters would shortly go on to
publish A Proposal for the Universal Use of Irish Manufacture, and to be prosecuted for his pains.
Ehrenpreis (111, 129-30) details the lengths that Swift went to after the publication of the Proposal to
secure a decree of noli prosequi from Lord Lieutenant Grafton in the resulting case.

'" For definitions of the ‘possible world’ concept, see Ruth Ronen, Possible Worlds in Literary
Theory, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994), p. 21; Gregory McCulloch, The Game of
the Name: Introducing Language, Logic, and Mind (Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1993), p. 112.

'8 A collected edition of the Drapier’s letters was published by George Faulkner in 1725 under the
title Fraud Detected; or, the Hibernian Patriot.
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THERE are some Conjunctures wherein the Death or Dissolution of
Government i1s more lamentable in its Consequences than it would be
in others. And, I think, a State can never arrive to its Period in a more
deplorable Crisis, than at a Time when some Prince in the
Neighbourhood, of vast Power and Ambition, lies hovering like a
Vulture to devour, or at least, dismember its dying Carcase; by which

Means, it becomes only a Province or Acq‘uisition to some mighty
- [ 9
Monarchy, without Hopes of a Resurrection.

The parallels in this passage with Swift’s writing of the twenties are of
course entirely fortuitous. The Drapier may say that William Wood ‘goes about
watching when to devour us’ (X, 22), just as ‘some Prince’ hovers over this passage
‘like a Vulture’, waiting to do the same. The image of ‘a Carcass [...] without hopes
of a Resurrection’ may sound similar to what Swift was saying of Ireland during the
famine years of 1727-9. But these are commonplaces of political rhetorc:
Ehrenpreis goes so far as to say that Swift’s use of the body-politic metaphor reflects

‘old, impotent thinking’ in a discourse where ‘[c]liché invites cliché’.?’ That the

paragraph immediately preceding this one was reprinted and applied to Ireland in
1720 1s a contingent rather than a necessary truth: the ‘Prince’ it speaks of is Louis
XIV and he waits to devour Europe, not the whole people of Ireland. The
relationship between the state of Europe in 1701 and of Ireland in 1720 is an affinity
engineered by the author of Hibernia's Passive Obedience, but it remains an affinity
nonetheless. So when we return to the Contests and Dissensions via Hibernia’s
Passive QObedience, this passage cannot help but have its reference altered,
transformed into something new and strange, simply because it can refer to Ireland
in 1720. Hibernia’s Passive Obedience infuses the entire text with a new power and
relevance.

The passage deals with the way a territory becomes ‘only a Province or
Acquisition to some mighty Monarchy’ and this is what was perceived to be
happening to Ireland in 1720. Long before that date, William King observed this
phenomenon when he wrote that ‘the wise man tells us, Eccl[esiastes] 5,8: If thou

seest oppression of the poor and violent perverting of judgement and Justice in a

‘¥ Prose 1, 229.
20 Ehrenpreis, p. 53.
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province marvell not at the matter’, for this is the generally case of all provinces and
particularly of Ireland’.?' Swift himself had, during his time as a Tory propagandist,
composed an 1ssue of the Examiner that took the form of a parallel history, in which
Thomas Wharton, the Whig Lord Lieutenant, was compared to Verres, the Roman
Governor of Sicily, a ‘province’ which ‘had neither the Benefit of our Laws, nor
their own, nor even of Common Right’q.22 It was in 1720, however, that King’s
private observations and Swift’s learned satire gave way to a popular sense of
disenfranchisement in Ireland. This was the ‘universal disaffection of all people
thro’ the whole Kingdom’ that King had spoken of, and the language of slavery
became the conduit for such disaffection.”’ I have shown that Swift’s image of a
land of slaves draws on the rhetoric of this moment, but it is equally true that the
moment was 1n one sense formed out of Swift’s language, which seems to take on an

agency of 1ts own. For the author of Hibernia’s Passive Obedience, Swift’s earlier
writing became the necessary means to articulate the crisis of 1720, even before

Swift had written a word about 1t. We could say that the ‘Irish’ Swift, the Hibernian
Patriot, was bormn out of the crisis caused by the 1720 Act.

The Declaratory Act began its passage through the British Parliament on 1
February 1720. It cleared the Commons on what was technically the first day of the
new year, 26 March. Archbishop King referred to it as ‘our Enslaving Bill’, and it
has also been known as the Dependency Law and the sixth of George the First, as

well as the Declaratory Act.”* The name that the act took from its own content was

2! Fauske, Jonathan Swift and the Church of Ireland 1710-1724, p. 75, quoting King to Gilbert
Bumet, Bishop of Salisbury, 29 January 1697. Emphasis in original.

22 Ferguson, p. 39. Swift went own to produce 4 Short Character of His Excellency Thomas Earl of
Wharton, which stated that the ‘People of Ireland’ were distinguished from ‘all her Majesty’s
Subjects’ in that they lived under ‘arbitrary Power, and Oppression’, and Ireland’s English governors
‘valued themselves upon every Step they make, towards finishing the Slavery of that People, as if it
were gaining a mighty Point to the Advantage of England’ (Prose 111, The Examiner and Other Pieces
Written in 171011 (1940; repr. 1946), 177).

2 Ferguson, p. 53, quoting King to Molesworth, 20 May, 1720; Burns, p. 109.

24 King to Francis Annesley, 28 October, 1721, TCD MS 750/7, p. 20.
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‘An Act for the better securing the Dependency of the Kingdom of Ireland, on the
Crown of Great Brtain’. It made two provisions. The first was that ‘the [...]
Kingdom of Ireland hath been, is and of right ought to be, subordinate unto and
dependent upon the imperial Crown of Great Britain’; the second was an assertion
that the Irish House of Lords had no right to act as the highest court of appeal for

cases originating in Ireland. This power was said by the act to be vested in the
British House of Lords.?’

The words ‘subordinate’ and ‘dependent’ are the ones that leap out at a
modern reader, but to many contemporarnies the more damaging clause was the one
that removed the appellate jurisdiction of the Irish upper house. Although it refers to
the ‘Kingdom of Ireland’ as subordinate, the terms of the Act actually applied to the
country’s parliament, and in this respect it was simply articulating de jure what was
a de facto constitutional position. By 1720 the Irish parliament had regained some of

the ‘legislative initiative’ it had lost under the statute known as Poynings’ Law, but

it remained dependent on the English legislature in important ways.?® Technically
speaking, the Irish Parliament could not originate any of its own laws. Either house
could draw up ‘heads of bills’, documents that were transmitted to the English Privy
Council for approval and then sent back as actual bills to be debated in both houses
before being returned to England for royal assent. The English Privy Council had the
power to amend any bill or even to reject it entirely. There were also precedents for
the London Parliament’s ability to promulgate laws that were binding in Ireland.
When the Declaratory Bill was being debated in England, Philip Yorke invoked the
Resumption Act of 1700 as a piece of legislation ‘made in England binding Ireland
that was complied with there’.”’ In 1698, William Molyneux had written The Case
of Ireland’s being Bound by Act of Parliament in England, Stated because, as his

title suggests, it was the case that Acts of Parliament passed in England had been

binding in Ireland, even though that country possessed its own assemblies for

2 The Act is reproduced in Field Day Anthology, 1, 882.

26 <Poynings’ law’ was a statute of Henry VII enacted in 1494, It provided that the Irish parliament
could only convene when the King and council in England were satisfied that there was expedient
cause for it do so. Adapted from Bums, Irish Parliamentary Politics, p. 5, which is also the source of
the phrase ‘legislative initiative’.

27 Burns, p. 103.
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making laws. Molyneux even provides a list of such laws that had passed between
1641 and the time of writing.?® He was trying to refute the legality of an existing
procedure, rather than prevent a possible one from coming into being. The issue that
had still to be resolved, and the one that prompted Molyneux to preface his book

with a disclaimer, was the problem of the Irish House Lords’ jurisdiction in its

capacity as a court of law.

In the opening pages of his book, Molyneux makes three denials. He asserts
that he has no ‘Concern in Wooll, or in the Wooll-Trade’, that he is ‘no wise
Interested in the Forfeitures, or Grants’, and that he is ‘not at all Solicitous, whether
the Bishop, or Society of Derry Recover the Land they Contest about’.*’ The last
comment is a reference to William King. When Molyneux’s book was first printed
in 1698, King, then Bishop of Derry, was involved in a legal dispute with the Irish
Society of London over some lands and fishery rights in his diocese.”® King was
defeated by his opponents in the Irish Court of Chancery, and so he appealed the
case to the Irish House of Lords, where the judgement was overturned in his favour.
In May 1698, however, the English House of Lords overturned the decision of the
Irish peers — perhaps, suggests Victory, because Molyneux’s book had ‘hardened
attitudes against the bishop"'."‘l A year later, the English Lords also overruled its Irish
counterpart in a case between the Earl of Meath and Lord Ward. The Irish Lords
delayed their response until 1704, when they ‘passed a series of unanimous
resolutions asserting the appellate jurisdiction of their house in strident language’
and reversing the decision of the English House.”* The constitutional implications of
these resolutions were not entered Into at the time, and Addison would later refer to
this outcome as being talked about in Ireland ‘with a secret kind of triumph’.>® In

spite of the Irish Lords’ victory on this score, the issue of appellate jurisdiction did

> William Molyneux, The Case of Ireland’s being bound by Acts of Parliament in England, Stated
(Dublin: Joseph Ray, 1698), pp. 99-111.

22 Molyneux, verso of second unnumbered page following A4,

*% Philip O’Regan, Archbishop William King of Dublin (1650~1729) and the Constitution in Church
and State (Dublin: Four Courts Press, 2000), p. 99.

3! Victory, ‘Declaratory Act’, p. 11; Burns, Irish Parliamentary Politics, pp. 36-7.

*2 Bums, p. 41.

33 Addison to Godolphin, 30 June 1709, quoted by Victory, p. 13.



43

not go away. It was settled decisively by the 1720 Declaratory Act, which
represented the final word on yet another case involving lands. This time the
disputants were Maurice Annesley and Hester Sherlock. Their case, which
concerned lands in county Kildare, had been heard in the Court of Exchequer. The
Court found for Annesley but the Irish Lords upheld Sherlock’s appeal.”* Once again,
the decision of the Irish Lords was reversed when the case reached England, and the
Irish Lords’ reaction was more provocative than it had been in 1705. They
imprisoned the Barons of the Court of Exchequer for upholding the English Lords’
decision, and in October 1719 issued an address to the King explaining their
actions.” The address complained that ‘these proceedings of the lords of England
have greatly embarrassed your parliament and disquieted the generality of your most
loyal protestant subjects in this your kingdom’.’® It added that the issue of
jurisdiction had not been raised ‘whilst many of the peers and commons who sat in
parliament were papists’ but this was no longer the case ‘of late’. The Lords

complained the issue had only been raised in recent times, when ‘only protestants
are qualified to have a share in the legislature’ and that the result was ‘great
discouragement and weakening of the protestant interest in Ireland’.>” The response
of the British Lords was to formulate and pass the Declaratory Act, pausing only to

make a vote of thanks to the Barons of the Exchequer for their courage.®

The Act’s denial of the Insh Lords’ appellate jurisdiction seems more like a
point pedantically scored than a killer blow, but its impact was felt to be devastating.
It was perceived to be so destructive because it deprived Ireland of a supreme
legislature and put its future at the mercy of the English Lords. This had worrying
ramifications for the system of land tenure. As a contemporary pamphlet points out,

‘Most of the Estates and Purchasers, in the common Opinion, wou’d be unsettl’d at

34 Ferguson, p. 45.

3 Bums, p. 96. The Barons of the Court of Exchequer were the most senior judges of the court when
it sat as a court of Common Law.

°¢ Representation of the Irish House of Lords, October 1719. Reprinted in Irish Historical Documents
1172-1922, ed. by Edmund Curtis and R. B. McDowell (London: Methuen, 1943), pp. 214-218, p.
217.

> Tbid.

** Ferguson, p.46; Bums, p. 99.
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one Stroke; and a World of Families wou’d apprehend themselves to be utterly
ruin’d’ if the bill should become law. In such an eventuality, the pamphlet goes on to
explain, the English ‘Lords will [...] come to have the Disposal of all the Property in
Ireland’.”” That eventuality did transpire, in theory at least, when the Act became
law. It was not likely that the English Lords would suddenly reverse the
confiscations and forfeitures of land that had come to pass when the Treaty of
Limerick was finally implemented in 1697. We should bear in mind that the Irish
Lords found in favour of Hester Sherlock, whose brother Christopher had forfeited
his lands after the Williamite victory. Equally, one of the first assertions of post-
Tudor Ireland’s judicial and legislative independence had come from the Jacobite
Parliament of 1689 — though this would have been for different reasons from those
cited by the opponents of the Declaratory Act.*’

No one opposed the Act out of a genuine fear that the settlement of 1691
would be reversed. The point was rather that, because they now had the final say in
any case originating in Ireland, the English Lords had gained authority to transform
the structure of Irish society as dramatically as the Cromwellian and Williamite
confiscations had done in the previous century. Equally, they had the power to
ensure that the status quo remained entirely unchanged; the important thing was that
the prerogative was now vested in them and not the Kingdom of Ireland. The Act
amounted to a performative statement that transformed a gradual and theoretical
erosion of power into a sudden and catastrophic loss of agency. It asserted that the
future of Ireland no longer lay within the power of Irish governors to shape. Without
a supreme legislature, Ireland was no longer a kingdom, in the sense of that term as

it was understood by the opponents of the Act to denote a separate realm under the

dual monarchy instituted By Henry II. This 1s why Archbishop King, using the

3 Jlohn] T[olan]d, An Act for the better securing the Dependency of Ireland upon the Crown of Great
Britain. To which is added, J----n T- - - - - d, Esq; his Reasons Why the Bill for the Better Securing
the Dependency of the Kingdom of Ireland, should not pass (London: [n. pub], 1720,) p. 7, 8. This is
a version, published after the act had become law, of Reasons most humbly offer'd to the honble
House of Commons why the bill sent down to them from the most honble House of Lords [...] shou'd
not pass (London: R, Franklin, 1720).

40 Victory, p. 9, citing A. G. Donaldson, Some Comparative Aspects of Irish Law.
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possessive pronoun to refer to himself and his fellow Irish peers, referred to the
Declaratory Act as ‘the Bill to destroy our Jurisdiction and in truth the Kingdom’.*'
Although figures like King had for many years murmured in private at what
they saw as the transformation of their kingdom into a province, 1720 was the
moment when this alteration was manifested publicly in the form of the Act. This
was the moment when subjects begaq to re-imagine themselves as slaves. Even as he
called it ‘no Nation’, Swift’s nation was faced with the legal possibility of its
dissolution in the spring of 1720.*® Tensions ran so high at the time of the
controversy that a mob attacked the house of one of the imprisoned Barons and
smashed his windows.*’ Bishop Nicolson wrote that ‘a seditious spirit is arisen (and
grown rampant) amongst us; which i1s daily animating the populace to assert their
Irish liberties, exempt from the dominion of (what they call) foreigners’.** There
were outpourings 1n print as well as on the streets. The reprint of Molyneux, and the
reworking of Swift that was Hibernia's Passive Obedience, were just two of many
pieces expressing the political fervour that developed between the autumn of 1719

and the spring of 1720. Also among this multitude was A Proposal for the Universal
Use of Irish Manufacture.

IV

Although it emerged from the controversies surrounding the act of 1720 and
was ‘manifestly intended to keep them alive’, Swift’s Proposal has very little to say
on the matter, other than to pose the question of ‘whether a Law to bind Men without
their own Consent, be obligatory in foro Conscientice’.*> Nevertheless, when the

Declaratory Act was finally repealed in 1782, Henry Grattan knew whom to thank.

4l King to Southwell, February 13, 1720, TCD MS 750/6, p. 32.

42 Swift to Charles Ford, 4 April 1720, Correspondence, ed. Woolley, 11, 327.

“> Burns, p. 96.

* Victory, p. 21, quoting Nicolson to Wake, 1 September, 1719, BL Add. MS 6,116, fol. 89.
S Ferguson, p. 54; Prose IX, 19.
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The leader of the movement for legislative independence stood up in the Irish

Parliament and said that he was about to ‘address a free people’. He went on to
salute the architects of that people’s liberty: ‘Spirit of Swift! spirit of Molyneux!
your genius has prevailed! Ireland is now a nation!**°

An idea, as Don Marquis said, ‘isn’t responsible for the people who believe
in it’, and the spirits of dead authors have no power of veto over the individuals that
may invoke them.*’ Swift represents an unlikely patron for a polity that comes into
being when ‘the Presbyterians of Bangor petition for the freedom of the Catholics of
Munster’. * Grattan’s ideals are more readily assimilable to modem, pluralist,
concepts of freedom than any that could be extrapolated from Swift’s writing. As
Downie points out, Swift entertains a negative concept of freedom as liberty ‘from
certain invasions of individual rights and privileges’ in a time when, to quote Locke,
‘Government has no other end but the preservation of Property’.*” Grattan’s version

of the Irish nation was more inclusive than the one that assembled to oppose the act

sixty years earlier. But this fact should not lead us into regarding the first wave of
opposition as homogeneous, since the speaker of the 1720 Proposal kept some
surprising company.

If Grattan represents an unlikely successor to Swift then John Toland was an
equally improbable fellow-traveller in 1720. Both authors produced pamphlets
attesting the political disquiet of that year, but twelve years earlier Swift had
dismissed his latter-day ally in the rﬁost scathing terms as ‘an Irish Priest, the Son of
an Irish Priest’.”’ Toland, the author of Reasons most humbly offer'd to the honble

House of Commons, represents a mixture of forces and allegiances that is every bit

¢ Henry Grattan, ‘Triumph of Irish Independence [Speech to the Irish Parliament}, April 16, 1782,
in The Speeches of the Right Hon. Henry Grattan; to which is added his Letter on the Union, with a
Commentary on his Career and Character by Daniel Owen Madden, Esq. (Dublin: James Duffy,
1865), p. 7077, p. 70. Excerpted in The Field Day Anthology of Irish Writing, 1,918-921,919. The
Field Day editors note that when he prepared his addresses for publication, ‘Grattan appears to have
written up this speech as he would have liked to have delivered it’ rather than as he actually spoke it,
so ‘the text, with its memorable rhetoric and sense of historical perspective, is a later fabrication’
(Ibid., 918).

‘7 Quoted in the Independent, 21 October 2002, p. 14.

8 Grattan, Speeches, p. 71.

9 «Swift’s Politics’, p. 54, citing Isaiah Berlin, Four Essays on Liberty.

*® An Argument against Abolishing Christianity, Prose 11, 26-39, 29.
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as complex as the nation whose freedom Grattan would go on to proclaim in 1782,
He was born on what one biographical study has called the ‘wild northemm Irish
peninsula of Inishowen’, County Donegal.>’ A Catholic by birth and by his own
admission the son of a priest and his concubine, Toland worked as a shepherd until
his mid teens. His conversion to Protestantism was rewarded with a place at the local
school by sponsors who hoped he would use his native proficiency in Irish to
convert others. In 1696, after studies at Glasgow, Edinburgh, Leiden and Oxford,
Toland produced Christianity not Mysterious. The parliamentary committee on
religion found this volume so offensive that both the national and the city
governments were called upon to express their disapproval. The Irish Commons
ordered the hangman to burn Toland’s book twice, once outside the Parliament
House and an hour later outside the Tholsel. They also recommended that Toland be
prosecuted, causing him to flee the country to which he had briefly returned.*

Toland’s 1720 defence of the Irish Parliament’s rights is not just notable for

its magnanimity towards the institution that had once hounded him. It is also striking
for the subsidiary arguments 1t manages to interpolate into the main one. His tract
begins with the assertion that ‘The Protestants [of Ireland] have, on all Occasions,
[...] vigilantly asserted [...] the Rights of the Crown of England’, and commends
their loyalty in ‘suppressing Rebellions against his present Majesty, both in England
and Scotland’. Among those Irish Protestants it singles out ‘the Dissenters’, who,
‘notwithstanding their legal Incapacity, took Arms at their own Charge for the
common Interest, to the great Joy of all good Churchmen’. It also notes pointedly

that in spite of their exemplary behaviour, the Irish Dissenters still ‘stand in need of
a Pardon to this Hour’.>® This was a reference to another part of the legislative

programme that had been brought before the Irish Parliament in the session of 1719-

*! Robert E. Sullivan, John Toland and the Deist Controversy: A Study in Adaptations (Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press, 1982), p. 2.

*2 Sullivan, pp. 3-9; J. G. Simms, ‘John Toland, (1670-1722), a Donegal Heretic’, in idem., War and
Politics in Ireland, 1649-1730, (London: Hambledon, 1986), pp. 31-47, p. 38; Field Day Anthology,
803-4, Victory, ‘Declaratory Act’, p. 26. See also the title essay in Terry Eagleton, Crazy John and
the Bishop and other Essays on Irish Culture (Cork: Cork University Press in association with Field
Day, 1998).

3 r'Toland), An Act for the better securing the Dependency of Ireland upon the Crown of Great
Britain, p. 3.
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20, a proposed Toleration Bill. To committed Anglicans such as Swift and King, this
bill was no less objectionable than the one designed to curb the powers of the Irish
Parliament — Swift’s 1720 Proposal censures the Irish Parliament for presuming to
concern itself with ‘Regulation of Church Matters’ and for failing to attend to the
State of the Nation’ (X, 16). In his 1727 poem ‘Ireland’, as my introduction has
shown, Swift held up Dublin Castle’s intention to ‘pass another popery bill’ as an
emblem of Ireland’s slavish condition. For Toland, conversely, the Test Act itself
was an instrument of slavery. The Parliament’s failure to repeal it, along with its
refusal to pass another popery bill, represented to him a deviation from the course of
liberty. He and Swift may have concurred on a basic and general conception of
liberty, but in the details, and indeed 1in their notions of slavery, they were far from
being in agreement.

Toland, as Victory notes, wrote his pamphlet at the behest of Viscount
Molesworth, who had spoken out against slavery in the Irish House of Lords.” The
Viscount may have been less of a maverick than his protégé, but his anti-clericalism

was no less pronounced. His views are especially notable for the form in which they

were expressed. In 1694, Molesworth produced a book based on his experiences as
William III’s envoy extraordinary to the Danish court. An Account of Denmark, as it

was in the year 1692 is a remarkable work in which polemic masquerades as
documentary. Molesworth relates how in 1660, the Danish Commons had
surrendered absolute power to their king and made his elective monarchy into a
hereditary office. ‘The Clergy’, Molesworth writes, ‘were the only Gainers in this
Point’, as they enjoy the court’s favour for their services as ‘the Instruments that first
promoted, and now keep the People in a due Temper of Slavery; the Passive
Obedience Principle riding triumphant in this unhappy Kingdom’.”® His account is
both revelatory and cautionary. ‘Slavery’, remarks the preface, ‘has within these last

200 Years crept upon Europe’ and by the time of writing it had overtaken ‘most of

** Victory, p. 26 and p. 26, n. 51, citing King to Molesworth, 10 September 1720, and same to same,
29 September 1720, TCD MS 750/6, pp. 117-8, p. 124.

>> [Robert Molesworth), An Account of Denmark, as it was in the Year 1692 (London: Thomas
Longman, 1738), p. 47. This is the fourth edition of a text first published in 1694.



49

the Protestant, as well as Popish countries’.’® The refusal to distinguish between

Protestant and Catholic ‘arbitrary’ monarchies was the part that was meant to startle.

Slavery in Denmark ‘seems to be more absolutely established than it is in France’

and, as Molesworth makes clear 1n his conclusion:

IT has been a great Mistake among us, That the Popish Religion 1s
the only one, of all the Christian Sects, proper to introduce and
establish Slavery in a Nation, insomuch that Popery and Slavery have

been thought inseparable [...] [W]hoever takes the Pains to visit the
Protestant Countries abroad, who have lost their Liberty even since
they changed their Religion for a better, will be convinced that 1t 1s
not Popery, as such, but the Doctrine of a blind Obedience, in what
Religion soever it be found, that is the Destruction of the Liberty, and
consequently of all the Happiness of any Nation.>’

Such revelations of the insidious and non-denominational character of
slavery caused a stir at the time the book was published, chiefly in London where 1t
‘played a considerable part in establishing an atmosphere [...] in which the views of
disaffected churchmen [...] could be heard’.”® By 1720, Molesworth had found that
it was possible to impose ‘slavery’ even without the cover of religion. Like Swift’s
Contests and Dissensions, Molesworth’s book takes on a new and unanticipated
relevance in 1720. Cast against the crisis surrounding the Declaratory Act, his
Account of Denmark emerges as yet another ‘parallel history’, a prolepsis of the
enslavement that had yet to engulf Ireland, which was then one of only three
kingdoms in Europe, along with Poland and Great Britain, where the parliamentary
tradition had not been ‘lost [...] within this last Age’.”” Together Molesworth and
Toland reveal that there is a great deal of room to manoeuvre within the confines of

such an ‘uncontrolled and universally agreed Maxim’ as the Drapier’s definition of
freedom. They also show that Swift was not the only controversialist to bring a

blended agenda to bear upon the crisis of 1720.

¢ Molesworth, p. x.

57 Molesworth, pp. 164-6

*8 Field Day Anthology, 1, 870.
*> Molesworth, p. 27.



50

While the radicalism of the Molesworth circle has always been recognized,
Swift’s equally polemical treatment of issues arising from the 1720 Act tends to be
misread as an uncomplicated defence of the ‘national interest’. This is true of
eighteenth-century accounts of Swift as of more recent ones. In Lives of the English
Poets, for example, Samuel Johnson argues that Swift’s 1720 Proposal was
essentially a defence of a ‘natural right’ of every ‘man to use the productions of his
own labour’. The ‘outrageous resentment’ expressed against the Proposal was
explained by Johnson as originating among ‘those who had an interest in the English
trade’. By contrast, Johnson sees no such natural rights informing Molesworth’s
Account of Denmark. In his life of William King (the poet, not the archbishop),
Johnson says that Molesworth, in his text of 1694, ‘takes the opportunity of
insinuating those wild principles, by which he supposes liberty to be established’.”’
In the reading of this chapter, Johnson’s criticism applies equally to Swift’s text,
which may be short on what Johnson would recognize as ‘wild principles’ but could
not be said to lack insinuations. Eleven of its twenty paragraphs deal with something

other than the proposal named in the title. In fact, the concern with domestic

manufactures could be called a pretext, but this would be to impute a coherent
schema to a piece that is essentially a tapestry of subtexts. Ultimately, the Proposal
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