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Abstract

This dissertation is an examination of the Irish revenue system in the reign of William III,
concentrating on the extent to which the period witnessed the development of a modem,
professional system, and the forces that shaped that change. The work is divided into an
introduction, nine chapters, a conclusion, and five appendices. Chapter one focuses on
the establishment of a Williamite revenue administration during the Irish war, 1689-91,
and the extent to which that administration maintained or altered the existing Jacobite
administration. Chapter two details the different revenue branches in Ireland, their origins
and legislative foundations, and the comparisons with the English revenue branches.
Chapter three examines revenue yield and expenditure, and the extent to which the
increased costs of government in the aftermath of the war necessitated an expansion of
the revenue sources. Chapter four provides an assessment of the role of the English
government in the Irish revenue establishment. Chapter five profiles the personnel of the
revenue commission, while chapter six examines the role of the commissioners. Chapter
seven focuses on the function and personnel of the commissioners' country-wide
collection service, while chapter eight looks at the diminishing role of the antiquated
exchequer. Chapter nine details the developments within Irish politics and parliament in
relation to the revenue, and examines how the government's increased need for money
caused the advent of regular parliaments, and allowed for greater parliamentary scrutiny
of the government's expenditure. The five appendices provide statistical information in
support of these chapters, covering the yield of all revenue branches, expenditure, petition
lists, office-holders in the exchequer, the revenue conmiission, the ancient customs offices,
and the collection service, money issues from the English treasury to the Irish receiver-
and paymaster-general, and a list of revenue officials sitting as M.P.s in the Irish
parliament.
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Glossary

Amerciament	 A fine arising from court.

Charge The amount of revenue that should be collected, as recorded in the
accounts and abstracts. A collection official was thus 'charged'
with collecting and accounting for that revenue. The main
difference between the charge and the actual revenue yield was
collection arrears, which were carried over to the next year's
charge. The use of the term 'charge' in relation to the
Establishment refers to the amount due to be paid on those lists in
any given year.

Civil list The part of the Establishment which recorded all the offices of the
civil government and pensions, and all payments to be made for the
civil government and pensions.

Concordatum An annual fund, with a set amount of money, included in the civil
list, for covering numerous incidental or extraordinary costs of
government, ranging from postage, repair of buildings, or the care
of widows and prisoners. It was a form of government petty cash,
and was regularly overdrawn, especially in times of crisis.

Custodiam The granting of the temporary care, and profit, of forfeited goods
or property to a person, who was liable to pay a 'custodiam' rent
for the time of the grant.

Demurrer	 An official and recorded objection entered in court.

Desperate	 A term of reference for revenue collection arrears that were
considered to be insolvent, or uncollectable (see sperate).

Discharge The amount of revenue accounted for at the end of any account.
It was always the same sum as the charge. It included all
collection arrears, and all deductions from the revenue prior to
payment into the treasury. A revenue official was given his
'discharge' when his accounts were checked and accepted by the
accountant-general, the exchequer, and the commissioners of
accounts.

Engross To make an official record on parchment of an account or grant, or,
in parliament, to draw up a bill following its second reading. In
general, it was to write a document in legal form.

Establishment The basis for all government payments. It was a written document
which listed all standard payments, salaries and funds on an annual
basis in two lists, known as the civil and military lists. This
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document was drawn up under the royal sign manual, and
countersigned by the English treasury lords. An Establishment thus
completed was valid until replaced by an updated edition. An
existing Establishment could be amended only by warrant from
England.

Fiat	 Legal and official document, decree or order granting authorisation.

Information	 An official charge or complaint lodged in court.

Military contingencies
An annual fund, with a set amount of money, included in the
military list, for covering incidental and extraordinary costs of the
army, in much the same manner as the civil list concordatum fund.

Military list The part of the Establishment which recorded all the army
regiments, general staff, half-pay officers, military pensions,
garrison governors, and any other aspect of the military forces, and
all the payments to be made to those forces.

Patent Official letter from the crown/government conferring the sole right
and title to a government office on an individual or individuals, or,
in general, confirming a person's right to something.

Pell	 To record all treasury receipts and acquittances in parchment.

Quantum A term of reference for the amount of money requested by the
government from parliament, and the amount that parliament
decided to supply.

Quietus An official acquittance or receipt given to a collection official as
his 'discharge', following the successful completion and passing of
his accounts before the accountant-general, the exchequer, and the
commissioners of accounts.

Scire facias A writ to enforce or annul a judgement or patent. It was used in
the exchequer as a legal process for collecting rent arrears or other
such debts to the crown.

Sole right A term of reference for the constitutional crisis that arose in 1692
due to the Irish parliament's resolutions as to their 'sole right' to
decide the 'ways and means' of raising, or supplying, money for
the government, and their right to a greater initiative in the
preparation of legislation.

Sperate	 A term of reference for revenue collection arrears that were
considered to be solvent, or collectable.
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Introduction

For most of the 17th century Irish governments functioned under tight financial

constraints, necessitated primarily by lack of money, rather than by a conservative fiscal

policy. More often than not, these financial problems went hand in hand with similar

financial difficulties in England.' James I, on his accession in 1603, inherited a large

debt on the English revenue that was partly the result of Tudor foreign policy, and partly

because of colonial expansion in Ireland. 2 The various endeavours of James I's and

Charles I's governments to deal with the financial pressures in early Stuart England and

Ireland were, in retrospect, little more than short-term coping mechanisms in a society

where the cost of government increased more rapidly than the antiquated crown revenue

sources, due to inflation, growing bureaucracy, and foreign wars. 3 The inability of the

Irish revenue system to support Irish government added to these problems. 4 It was a

constant desire of English government to cease having to pay supplements into the Irish

treasury. The Cromwellian period was no exception, the yearly payments to Ireland

actually being more regular and larger than before.5

With the restoration of Charles lithe financial pressures on Irish government did

not disappear, though the government was given a greater ability to cope with those

pressures through the financial settlement voted by the Irish parliament in the 1660s.6

This not only brought an immediate and extensive increase in crown revenue, but also

initiated certain concepts and institutions that were to accommodate a significant evolution

within the Irish revenue system in the later 17th century, 7 which was to reach fruition in

Williamite Ireland.

N.HJ., iii, passim; Beckett, Ire., chs. 2-7; Foster, Ire., chs. 1-6; Barnard, Cromwellian, passim; Cullen,
Economic, ch. 1; Dickson, Foundations, ch. 1.

2 Russell, 'Parliament', pp 91-8.

Conrad Russell, The causes of the English Civil War (Oxford, 1991), pp 166-84.

"Beckett, Ire., pp 43, 64, 123.

Barnard, Cromwellian, p. 27.

6 Beckett, Ire., pp 122-3; Dickson, Foundations, pp 9-10; Foster, Ire., p. 139.

Kiernan, Administration, pp 76-86; Réamonn, Co,nmissioners, pp xi-ii, 12-9.



The first and most obvious change was that the revenues voted were not just for

Charles II's life, as was the norm in England,8 but were voted to him and his heirs

forever.9 Although this allowed Charles, and in theory any future monarch living within

their means, to govern Ireland without further recourse to parliament,' 0 it also meant that

more attention had to be given to the revenue administration. A combination of intensive

and comprehensive farming and the institutional changes allowed by the main revenue

legislation of the 1660s eventually led to the evolution of a professional bureaucracy.'1

The existence of a substantial hereditary revenue also meant that once government

expenditure exceeded these resources, the difference could be made up from short-term

additions to existing revenues such as the inland excise. 12 The rapidly increasing

financial demands that accompanied William Ill's reign ensured that this concept was

adopted, thereby necessitating regular Irish parliaments.' 3 However, the increased

financial demands on Irish Williamite government were capable of being dealt with first

and foremost because of the foundations that had been laid in the Restoration period. The

Glorious Revolution provided the final ingredients - increased financial necessity and a

ruling Protestant elite whose position and power was dependant upon Ireland's connection

with Williamite England' 4 - for combining these various concepts and institutions into

a significantly evolved revenue system.

The Glorious Revolution has been interpreted rightly as a time of major transition

for England, in relation to constitutional, political, financial and religious history.

However, recent work has demonstrated that many developments of the 1690s had been

set in motion prior to 1688. In financial terms, the creation of the political and

administrative circumstances necessary for the financial revolution and the growth of a

8 Russell, 'Parliament', p. 95; John Miller, Charles II (London, 1991), pp 65-6.

Lecky, Ire., i, 193.

10 Beckett, Ire., p. 123.

Dickson, Foundations, pp 20-1; Réamonn, Commissioners, pp xi-ii, 10, 16-20, passim; Egan,
'Finance', passim.

12 Clarendon, Sketch, pp 28-36.

13 Simms, 'Case', p. 131; Hayton, 'Ministers', pp 90-1; James, Empire, p. 43.

14 Szechi & Hayton, 'Scot. & Ire.', pp 264-5.
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fiscal-military state date from the 1640-50s and Restoration period, with the growth in

indirect taxation, professionalisation of the treasury, parliamentary control over the raising

of revenue, and early experiments in public credit and loan facilities.' 5 The

concentration of emphasis on the 1690s is correct, though needs to be clarified in that

William's reign created the circumstance in which existing institutions and practices could

be wedded together in order to cope with greatly increased financial demands upon

government. William's and Anne's long wars with France provided the raison d'être for

the expansion, development and creative use of the existing infra-structure, a trend most

obvious in the rapid growth in public credit facilities and inventive fiscal devices such as

tallies, exchequer bills, lotteries, and tontines. The increased financial pressure of an

active and large-scale foreign policy created the environment for development.'6

Although the Glorious Revolution did not have such a dramatic effect upon Irish

financial practice, the same principle of an existing infra-structure being expanded and

developed in response to increased financial demands was applicable. However, certain

English developments can be readily removed from the equation at this point. Ireland did

not experience a financial revolution in the 1690s, and instead witnessed a financial

evolution, which in time allowed for the revolutionary innovations of English financial

policy to be assimilated into 18th-century Irish financial practice, especially after l7l5-6,

with the creation of a national debt and the recognition of reliable public credit facilities

in Ireland.'7

There are numerous reasons for the absence of a financial revolution in Ireland in

the 1690s. These were in part the lack of the requisite economic and financial climate,

and in part the lack of any overriding need. Ireland's economy was less developed than

England's, while a weaker central business market, such as the City of London provided

in England, meant less ready specie, a lack of public creditors, and the absence of a robust

' Braddick, Nerves, passim; Ibid., Taxation, passim; Roseveare, Financial, pp 1-28, passim; O'Brien
& Hunt, 'Emergence', pp 35-58.

16 Dickson, Financial, chs. 3, 13-15, passim; Brewer, Sinews, passim.

17 Cullen, Trade, pp 185-6, ch. 10; Kieman, Administration, pp 122-3; O'Donovan, 'Money', pp 57-8,
passim.
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46.

capital market.' 8 Also, Ireland's geographical and political position placed it on the

periphery of English financial developments. William did not require that Ireland provide

the kind of money that he needed from England. Following the conquest of Ireland in

1689-91, William's greatest need was that Ireland's economy recover sufficiently to

enable the government to pay its own way, and stop being a drain on English finances.

At the end of the Irish war in October 1691 the main concern for Williamite government

was the security of the English and Protestant interest in Ireland, the subordination of the

Catholic majority, and the prevention of any further attempt at a Stuart restoration.'9

The country had been devastated by war, and was not in a position to accommodate a

financial revolution. In view of the fears about the loyalty of the majority of the Irish

population, William and his English government probably felt it was better that Ireland

did not experience too much financial innovation, especially if it was aimed ultimately at

facilitating war. At the same time William's real concerns remained with Europe and

England.2°

These various factors meant that the Irish government never had the same

overheads as its English counterpart, and did not need large credit facilities to solve its

financial crisis of the 1 690s, which related primarily to the substantial pay arrears on the

Establishment. Although it took most of the decade, the financial infra-structure of the

Restoration period was sufficient for building towards a more productive revenue system

which addressed this problem, within the country's visible means, and without seeking

new fiscal devices other than parliamentary additional duties. It was not until 17 15-6 that

Irish government needed to adopt tested English financial concepts for raising funds of

credit, in the light of the perceived threat to the Hanoverian succession.2'

However, 1 690s Ireland did have some of the trappings of a public credit system,

in the use of army debentures and off-reckonings as a form of departmental credit, and

more generally, in the maintenance of the army on subsistence pay, and the growth in

18 Beckett, Ire., ch. 9; CuIlen, Economic, chs. 1-4; Ibid., Trade, chs. 1, 8-11; Dickson, Foundations, ch.

19 McGuire, 'Parliament', pp 1-31; Szechi & Hayton, 'Scot. & be.', pp 264-7; McGrath, 'Penal', Pp 25-

20 Gibbs, 'European', pp 9-28; Miller, 'Revolution', P. 44.

21 O'Donavan, 'Money', p. 58.
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civil list arrears, as a form of government 'borrowing' from employees. Government

officials became government creditors, with their unpaid salaries being used as a form of

'loan'. However, this type of pay arrear should not be confused with a national debt.

Although pay arrears were created by a lack of money, there was no contract loan or

exchange of money. The government's main 'debt' in the 1690s was to the military for

overdue salaries. At most, pay arrears could be seen as a form of simplistic unofficial

negative borrowing. They were not even an anticipation of revenue, as these pay arrears

were created due to a very real absence of money.22

The Irish forfeitures were also used as a form of public credit in 1691 when

debentures were issued to the army for pay, on the security of the forfeitures. However,

this was an English treasury action, for paying the English military Establishment. The

Irish government did not have the authority to do likewise. The granting away of the

forfeitures during the 1690s made these debentures a 'drag on the market', as their

security diminished. Eventually they were an important part of the complex financial

arrangements of the English parliament's resumption of the forfeitures in 1700, being used

by speculators to purchase lands from the English parliament-appointed trustees of the

forfeitures.23 However, they had proved less than useful as sources of public credit in

1691, and did not influence Irish financial developments in the 1690s.

There was only one real government loan made in the l690s, which took the form

of a short-term loan, by anticipating the government's income from rents. The principal

sum, lent by London businessmen in 1692, was only £33,050, and was therefore not

particularly significant in relation to the extent of English borrowing. However, the

protracted difficulties encountered by the government in repaying the loan, which involved

finding a second source of credit to buy out the original creditors due to the government's

failure to meet the agreed repayments, and the ensuing difficulties in repaying the second

creditor, demonstrated the Irish government's inability to enter the world of modern

finance. The need to look to London for both the original loan, and the second loan,

22 Dickson, Financial, pp 393-9.

23 Simms, Confiscation, pp 83-4.
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demonstrated the absence of such facilities within keland.

The government's difficulties in repaying this loan also highlighted another

difference in the financial concerns of England and beland. The 'great recoinage' in

England in 1696-9, and the ensuing damage to public credit and 'run' on the Bank of

England,25 did not have the same effect in Ireland, as neither issue was pertinent to Irish

finance. However, the devalutation of coinage in England was not taken into

consideration by the government when repaying the loan to their London creditor, making

him the only substantial loser in Irish terms from English revaluation. Despite an

unsuccessful attempt by the Irish parliament to 'fix' the value of coin in 1697, the absence

of a financial revolution meant that the English coinage revaluation was not as significant

in Ireland, where coinage was not revalued until 1701, when the actual loss of revenue

for the government was £7,435:16:07, which in relation to its income, was not overly

worrying.27

However, the absence of a financial revolution in Ireland did not mean that the

Glorious Revolution was less significant in relation to Irish politics, religion, government,

and the revenue. While some of these areas have been dealt with in detail by historians,

the revenue system has lacked attention because of the apparent absence of material for

a detailed study, due to the destruction of records in the Dublin Four Courts in 1922, and,

possibly, because of the supposed insignificance of the Irish revenue system in relation

to English and European developments of the period. However, neither supposition is

true.

Williamite Ireland witnessed the synthesis of several different revenue

developments from the 1640-50s and Restoration periods, resulting in the evolution of a

more modern, professional and productive revenue sytem, which was stimulated first and

Bodi., Carte MS 170, f. 103; B.L., Eg. MS 917, f. 121; P.R.O.N.1., De Ros MSS, D638/14/56-7;
C.S.P.D. 1693, pp 333-4; C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 1759-60; C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 29; C.T.B. 1697, p. 115; C.T.B.
1698-9, pp 47, 114, 225; C.T.P. 1697-1 702, pp 51, 257, 399, 570; Chishoim, Report, i, 236-7; appendix 1,
table 12.

25 Roseveare, Financial, pp 37-8.

B.L., Eg. MS 917, f. 121; C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 114.

27 B.L., Add MS 18,022, f. 58; C.S.P.D. 1697, pp 342, 344, 348, 365-6, 384; Cullen, Trade, pp 156-7;
appendix 1, table 1.
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foremost by the increased financial demands placed upon government by the Glorious

Revolution and the ensuing extended period of war. The 1640-60s innovations in

taxation, the administrative developments of the great farms of 1669-82, the institutional

developments allowed by the 1 660s revenue legislation, and the experiments in direct

government management in the 1 68Os, were all to be wedded together, expanded and

developed in the 1690s. The first step in that process was the establishment of a

Williamite revenue system in the wake of the 1689-91 conquest. 29 Although the

devastations of war ensured that the recovery in the yield from the hereditary revenue

branches was a slow process in the 1690s, causing a substantial growth in Establishment

pay arrears and restricting government expenditure, 3° the English government's decision

to continue with the 1680s experiments in direct management ensured that a collection

service was soon in place that was able to develop into a career-orientated professional

bureaucracy.31 Although the revenue system continued to be burdened with an

antiquated exchequer, the most essential part of that institution, the treasury, developed

in line with the collection service. 32 At the same time the increased financial demands

on government ensured that parliamentary supply became the only viable option for

augmenting the revenue, thus leading to the advent of regular parliaments, the introduction

of the concept of additional duties, and greater government accountability because of

parliamentary scrutiny of government finances. 33 It was these developments, and their

synthesis, that made the l690s a particularly important period in the history of the Irish

revenue system.

However, the most immediate effect of the Glorious Revolution in Ireland was that

it initiated three years of war throughout the country, between the multi-national forces

of William and the Franco-hish forces of James II. This war created a watershed in Irish

Barnard, Cromwellian, pp 27-30; Kiernan, Administration, pp 76-94; Réamonn, Commissioners, pp
xi-ii, 8-10, 16-20; Egan, 'Finance', passirn.

29 Ch. 1.

° Chs. 2, 3.

31 Cbs. 4, 5, 6, 7.

32 Ch. 8.

Ch. 9.

7



government. The eventual Williamite victory meant that the Jacobite administration which

governed in 1689 had little relevance for the form of government that was to commence

under William, and that was to be the basis for 18th-century government. William did

not introduce a revolution in bish government, as to a great extent the institutions,

procedures and personnel of the Restoration period were continued in the 1 690s. But the

war, and the related increased financial needs of government, created the circumstances

in which the existing infra-structure could be expanded and developed, leading to a more

'modern' concept of government, with a standing army and a large, bureaucratic revenue

establishment. However, with the outbreak of war in 1689, such developments were

unknown, and the main concern of William and his English government was to establish

an Irish Williamite government as and when the conquest of Ireland proceeded.

8



Chapter 1

Context: the establishment of a Williamite revenue system 1689-91

During the latter part of Charles II's reign, and throughout James II's reign, until 1688,

the Irish revenue yield was not only sufficient to meet the cost of governing Ireland, but

was also used to contribute towards the cost of governing England.' However, with the

advent of the Glorious Revolution, and the ensuing Irish war, Ireland became a major

drain on English revenue. Despite the reluctance of many English politicians, it was soon

apparent that Jacobite Ireland would have to be conquered, if only for the better security

of the new English monarchy. 2 Added to the burdensome cost of conquest were the

revenue losses incurred by the break with Ireland, and the problems of administering

Ireland from England while also endeavouring to establish an Irish Williamite government

that could restore order and control in the wake of the conquest. Essential to this last

need was a functioning revenue system, through which the financial burden of conquering

and governing Ireland could be removed from England, and placed once more upon an

Irish Establishment.

At the beginning of 1689 the English Williamite government had no official

control or representation in Ireland. For all intents and purposes Ireland had become an

independent foreign country, with its own monarch in the form of the deposed James ii.

Although small pockets of resistance to Jacobite rule existed, the activities of Irish

Williamites, prior to the arrival of the duke of Schomberg in August 1689, did not equate

by any means with the natural process of government. 4 As William Ill and his English

government pondered the task ahead, they did so in the knowledge that not only would

they have to conquer Ireland at the expense of England alone, but they would also have

to establish a new government. Only Cromwell before had faced similar problems, though

he arrived at Ringsend in August 1649 in the knowledge that Dublin, the seat of

government, had been in parliamentarian hands for over two years, and that at no time

C.S.P.D. 1687-9, p. 154; Egan, 'Finance', passim; Simms, Jacobite, pp 15-7.

2 Miller, 'Revolution', pp 42-4.

Simms, Jacobite, pp 52-6.

Simms, Jacobite, pp 56-7; Wauchope, Sarsfleld, pp 45-6.
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during the wars of the 1640s had Ireland managed to shake completely free from English

government, be it royalist or parliamentarian. 5 William did not have the benefit of such

luxuries, and in early 1689, apart from the appointment of Lundy as governor of Deny,

nothing could be done to establish a Williamite administration in Ireland. 6 Whitehall

became the centre of Irish Williamite government. A privy council conimittee was

appointed to deal with Irish affairs, 7 which, along with the two secretaries of state,8

began governing from afar. However, from the outset, the treasury lords played the most

important and powerful role in relation to the Irish revenue.9

The first half of 1689 was taken up predominantly with preparations for the

conquest of Ireland. The relief of Deny,'° the distressed state of Irish Protestants who

had sought refuge in England," the raising of regiments and provisions for Schomberg's

forthcoming expedition,' 2 and the search for reliable information from Ireland,' 3 were

just some of the issues occupying Ireland's English administrators. It was not until after

Schomberg landed in Ireland that attention turned towards establishing a civil

government.' 4 The first and only significant government appointment before then

occurred in July, when William Harbord was made vice-treasurer and receiver-general,

with power to act as paymaster to 'the forces for the reduction of Ireland'.' 5 Harbord's

appointment demonstrated that the revenue took precedence over all else. The first

N.H.!., iii, 323-4, 336-7.

6 C.S.P.D. 1689-90, p. 5; Maguire, Kings, p. xii.

Simms, Jacobite, pp 5 1-7, 62-3, 120-1.

8 C.S.P.D. 1689-90, pp 5-6, 16-7, 29, 67, 77, 80.

Ch. 4.

'° C.S.P.D. 1689-90, pp 5-6, 16-7, 48, 74-5, 77, 80-1, 107-8, 138-9; Simms, Jacobite, pp 95-1 13.

" C.S.P.D. 1689-90, pp 38, 67, 70, 73, 87, 89, 108, 113, 204, 240, 248-9, 253, 259-60; _____
Animadversions on the proposalfor sending back the nobility and gentry of Ireland (London, 1690), passim.

12 Simms, Jacobite, pp 120-1.

13 C.S.P.D. 1689-90, pp 4, 225.

' Simms, Jacobite, p. 121.

15 C.T.B. 1689-90, p. 203.
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Williamite chief governors were not appointed until more than a year later, in September

1690,16 with the first appointments to the privy council and of judges to the four courts

following in that autumn and winter.'7

Harbord's appointment was soon followed by that of other revenue officials. In

August 1689 the treasury lords ordered 'Mr Strong and Mr Culliford to attend ... about

the Irish revenue'. 18 During the early part of September the treasury meetings with these

men, former commissioners of the Irish revenue, resulted in the appointment by letters

patent of 11 collectors and 13 under-officers, as the first step in establishing a Williamite

collection service 'in the parts of Ireland which are or shall be reduced to obedience'.'9

Certain exceptional circumstances, caused by the war, may be noted in these

appointments. The appointments were made by the treasury lords, even though the power

of appointing all non-patent collection officials was the preserve of the Irish revenue

commissioners. 2° In normal circumstances, the commissioners, the ancient customs

officers, and the exchequer officers were the only Irish revenue officials appointed from

England. 2' However, no Williamite commissioners had been appointed by September

1689. Also, the areas covered by the 11 collectors actually incorporated all or part of 13

of the 38 ports and districts into which Ireland was divided normally. As each port and

district was meant to have its own collector, these first 11 appointments, covering 13 ports

and districts, were temporary measures to ensure that collection was initiated as soon as

possible.22

The area covered by the new collectors accounted for the greater part of Ulster,

excluding most of Cavan, but including Dundalk in north Leinster, and Sligo and Foxford

16 N.H.!., ix, 490.

17 C.S.P.D. 1690-1, pp 132, 136-7, 156-8.

18 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 49.

19 Ibid., pp 50-1, 252-3, 256.

20 Below, PP 144-5, 176-7, 194-6; NJ!.!., iv, 70.

21 Below, Pp 102-5, 144-5; Lascelles, Liber, i, Pt. ii, passim.

22 Armagh, Belfast, Cavan, Coleraine, Deny, Donaghadee, Dundalk, Foxford, Killybegs, Lisbum, Sligo,
Strabane and Strangford (B.L., Add MSS 18,022, ff 31-45; 28,876, ff225, 229; C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 252-3,
256; Analecta, pp 70-3; figure 1.1; ch. 7; appendix 3, table 2).
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in north Connaught. Although this gives some idea of the territory to have come under

Williamite control since the arrival of Schomberg, 23 it also portrays the lack of faith on

the part of the English government that any further progress would be made by the army

during the winter of 1689. While a full complement of Irish collection service officials

would normally number over 500, the treasury lords had only seen fit to appoint 25A

At the time of the appointments Cavan and Foxford were still under Jacobite control, and

before long, five of the new officials were to have less to worry about, as both Dundalk

and Sligo fell to the Jacobite forces. 25 Although Dundalk and Cavan were under

Williamite control by summer 1690, Sligo and Foxford remained in Jacobite hands until

the end of the war.

The orders given to the new officials were also exceptional. While specifying that

the revenue should be levied according to the statutes, duty was to be collected only on

goods imported 'to any considerable quantity' since Schomberg's arrival. Because of the

'present poverty' of Ireland, and the lack of ready money, merchants were to be allowed

three months to pay half the duty on wine, brandy and tobacco, on security of some of

their goods. More importantly, collection of the inland excise was postponed, and no

rents or hearth tax were to be collected until 'further order' from the treasury lords. All

books, bonds and other collection materials were to be seized. Collectors and surveyors

were empowered to appoint under-officers. Finally, monthly abstracts of all receipts,

payments and cash were to be sent to William Smith in Belfast, who was appointed as

comptroller and accountant-general by the treasury lords on 20 September. 27 Smith acted

as a temporary supervisor for the collection officials until the revenue commissioners were

appointed. In the absence of a functioning exchequer, the collectors were to pay the

23 Simms, Jacobite, pp 120-3 1; Wauchope, Sarsfleld, pp 74-5.

Appendix 3, table 3. The 25th official was William Smith, the comptroller- and accountant-general
(C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 260).

25 B.L., Add MS 28,876, ff225, 229; Analecta, pp 70-3; Simms, Jacobite, pp 13 1-2; Ibid., War, pp 100-
1; Wauchope, Sarsfield, chs. 5, 6.

26 Wauchope, Sarsfield, pp 90-115, 275.

27 C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 252-3, 260.

B.L., Add MS 28,876, ff 225, 229; Analecta, pp 70-3
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collected revenue directly to Harbord. 29 Although a war-time expedient, this practice

earned the censure of the Irish parliament in 1695, as the failure to pell payments and

receipts in line with exchequer methods was perceived as an invitation IW4 corruption.3°

The extraordinary nature of these orders can be seen most clearly in the suspension

of the collection of rents, hearth tax and inland excise, the empowering of collectors and

surveyors to appoint under-officers, and the failure to adhere to exchequer practice. But

the necessity for the treasury lords to become involved in selecting, and issuing orders to,

non-patent Irish collection officials, provides the most telling insight into the demands the

war placed upon the English government in the absence of an executive arm in Ireland.

From this rather inauspicious start, and although the conquest stagnated between

September 1689 and June 169O,' the fledgling revenue administration began to develop

under the continued guidance of the treasury lords. Their main concern was that their

appointees be recognised as official government representatives. On his arrival in Ireland,

Schomberg had appointed Robert Gorges, John Hill and Henry Davys as commissioners

for managing the revenue. The treasury lords were quick to impress upon Schomberg that

the power of appointing commissioners lay with the crown, notifying him in October 1689

that the 25 collection officials appointed in September represented the first official move

in 'the settling the revenue in those places in Ireland which are under their majesties'

obedience'. As for Schomberg's appointees, they promised to 'make provision for them'

when William nominated official commissioners. Gorges, Hill and Davys were notified

at the same time by William Jephson, treasury secretary, that the treasury lords were

satisfied with their conduct, but having appointed officers themselves, 'they desire the

revenue to be left to their management'. 32 When the first Williamite commissioners

where selected in May 169O, none of Schomberg's appointees was included, their

29 C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 252-3, 256, 1034; C.S.P.D. 1690-1, p. 309.

30 cjj•, ii, 664-6, 680-2, 707, 812, 816-9.

' Simms, Jacobite, pp 134-8; Wauchope, Sarsfield, pp 90-8.

32 C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 290-1, 681.

Appendix 3, table 1.
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'provision' being a pay-off of £150 each for their three months service.

The appointment of commissioners to manage the revenue was the most important

issue facing the treasury lords following the placement of the 25 collection officials. In

their early considerations on the revenue, the treasury lords had sought the advice of

several men, the most important of whom was William Culliford, an Irish commissioner

in the 1680s. 35 From August 1689 onwards he assisted the treasury lords in their

deliberations, 36 being accompanied intially by a 'Mr Strong', 37 and then by Edward

May, an ex-collector. 38 In February 1690 the treasury lords issued a commission for

Culliford and May to be 'supervisors, auditors-general and managers of the revenue', as

it was necessary

for their majesties' service that some fit persons be immediately appointed
to repair into that part of Ireland which is under their majesties' obedience
to take care of the revenue there before the reduction thereof when the
management of the revenues of the same may be settled in a more perfect
and orderly method.39

They were granted the general powers of commissioners, though without being officially

recognised as such, due to the fact that legally a conmiission required at least five

members.4° The appointment was a temporary war-time expedient, as it was

extraordinary under any circumstances for only two men to be given such sweeping

powers over the revenue. 4 ' Later events were to show that Culliford and May had not

been a wise choice for this exceptional appointment, as both men were removed from the

official commission in 1692 	 allegations of embezzlement and corruption.42

C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 681.

Below, pp 128-32.

36 C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 49-51.

William or Robert Strong, both of whom served as commissioners in the 1680s (Lascelles, Liber, i,
pt. ii, 133).

38 C.T.B. 1689-92, Pp 49-50; ch. 5.

Ibid., P. 484.

40 Below, pp 141-2.

41 Réamonn, Commissioners, pp xi-xii, 5-6.

42 Below, p. 129.
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Culliford and May were immediately active in their new post, dealing with

petitions for employment, and acquiring the necessary equipment for their new position.43

However, before they managed to depart for Ireland, their commission was superseded by

the appointment of the first official Williamite commission. On 1 May 1690 a warrant

was issued for a commission for Sir Charles Meredith, John Lowther, Culliford, May, and

Edward Ford to be the 'commissioners and governors' of the Irish revenue. These first

Williamite commissioners were active from May onwards. While still in England, they

began to deal with issues varying from employment petitions, meetings with the treasury

lords about a patent for making half-pence, to more immediate issues such as the

confusion amongst the collectors over whether duties were to be collected on all goods

'customable in Ireland'. 45 At the same time the treasury lords still took direct action in

Irish affairs, such as the appointment of another collector by letters patent on 9 May.46

Despite such incursions into the commissioners' territory, a definite administrative

structure was beginning to take shape during the spring and early summer of 1690.

William's expedition to Ireland in June 1690 was to speed up that process considerably.

William arrived in Ireland on 14 June l690. Two days earlier, the treasury

lords ordered the commissioners to 'hasten away for Ireland, as their majesties' service

requires you there'. On 16 June a treasury warrant was issued to the Belfast collector for

providing £100 each to Culliford, May and Ford for the charge of their equipage and

journey.48 Initially Meredith and Lowther remained in England. The same day the

treasury lords issued more comprehensive instructions for the commissioners, which

concentrated on establishing a clear understanding of the exact place and power of the

commissioners, and their under-officers, in the new Williamite chain of government.49

C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 387, 390, 481, 488, 491.

Ibid., pp 387, 607, 688.

Ibid., pp 613, 623, 660, 692, 390.

46 Ibid., p. 623.

Simms, Jacobite, pp 141-2.

" C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 702, 707.

" Ibid., pp 706-7.
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The patent for the commission was passed under the great seal of Ireland on 2 July 1690,

dated in Belfast, as a Williamite presence was not established in Dublin until several days

after the Boyne. On 15 July the patent was revoked and a new one issued joining

Bartholomew Vanhomrigh with the original five members. This commission remained

in place for the rest of the war.5°

Of the six members, only Culliford and Meredith had any previous experience of

their new position. May had experience of the lower levels of the Irish collection service.

Vanhomrigh, a Dutch merchant who had taken up residence in Dublin prior to 1688, may

have benefited from his mercantile background. It is unclear what qualifications Lowther

and Ford brought to the commission. Whatever their individual capabilities, their task

was not an easy one, as they were charged not only with managing the revenue, but also

with establishing a new administration from grass roots. As 1683 had been the first time

a commission had been established in Ireland for the direct management of the whole

revenue, and the coming of William to England in 1688 had caused a total break with

Ireland, the new conmiissioners had little previous practice upon which to base their future

actions.5'

The success of William's summer campaign meant that attention could finally turn

towards the other areas of the revenue. With the occupation of Dublin in July by the

Williamite army, work began on establishing a central civil government. 52 This included

the appointment of judges and officials to the various courts, including the exchequer, and

appointments to other patent revenue offices, as included in the civil list.53

Although the Irish exchequer was officially non-existent for six months during

1 690,M in real terms, a Wihiamite exchequer was non-existent from the moment Ireland

became the sole kingdom of the deposed James II. As James had appointed his own

exchequer officials while in Ireland, it was not surprising that William needed to appoint

a new exchequer court. However, many of the new Williamite exchequer officials were

° Appendix 3, table 1; Simms, Jacobite, pp 156-7.

Chs. 5, 6.

52 H.M.C., Finch, ii, 356; Simms, Jacobite, pp 187-8; Wauchope, Sarsfield, pp 152-3.

N.A.I., Wyche papers, 2/50/1-5.

Kieman, Administration, p. 123.
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actually resuming posts they had been forced to vacate in 1688-9. Of the 32 patent

exchequer offices, 15 were held by officials appointed by James after his departure from

England in 1688. A further six were held by persons appointed by James between 1685

and 1688. All 21 of these offices changed hands in the autumn of 1690 along with a

22nd office, in which the original holder, appointed in 1663, was a Catholic. Eight of

these 22 offices required totally new appointments, while the other 14 were filled with

individuals previously employed in those posts prior to the revolution. The remaining 10

offices were left in the hands of the existing incumbents, who had been appointed during

Charles II's reign, and may therefore have been considered safer to leave in office, than

those appointed under James II.

The eight new appointments made by William included five of the most important

exchequer offices. The most powerful office, the combined post of vice-treasurer,

receiver- and paymaster-general, and treasurer-at-war, had been put in commission by

James, and was initially granted by William to Harbord in July 1689. Harbord official'y

held the posts of vice-treasurer and receiver-general only, though he also acted as

paymaster of the forces. 56 In May 1690 a warrant was issued by the treasury lords

granting the office of receiver- and paymaster-general jointly to Charles Fox and Thomas

Coningsby.57 This appointment was made because Harbord had proved unable to cope

with the demands of the job, and was also suspected of certain irregularities in his

accounts. 58 The official reasons, given in the patent, were kinder to Harbord, if a bit

optimistic in relation to the progress of the war, in view of William's failure at Limerick

a month later:

And for as much as our arms have met with such great success, that almost
the whole kingdom of Ireland is reduced to our obedience; so that it is
necessary particular and immediate care should be taken of our revenue
growing and arising in that kingdom: And whereas vast inconveniencies
would arise to us if the payments and receipts were managed by different

Appendix 4, table 1; Lascelles, Liber, i, pt. ii, 41-73.

56 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 203.

' B.L., Eg. MS 917, if 119-21; C.T.B. 1689-92, PP 678-9; Lascelles, Liber, i, pt. ii, 47.

58 Henning, Parliament, ii, 488.
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persons, and much confusion and many difficulties would thereupon
ensue.59

Official, the post of paymaster-general had been vacant, and was thus given to

Coningsby and Fox. In order to avoid 'confusion' or 'difficulties', they were also given

joint control of the receipts, the official logic being that the management of payments and

receipts should be combined for greater effeciency. In actual fact, Harbord had been

unceremoniously stripped of his official post of receiver-general, and his unofficial post

of paymaster. He retained the office of vice-treasurer, but it was in truth little more than

a pension.6° On Harbord's death in 1692, Coningsby was made vice-treasurer, and

treasurer-at-war, a post which had not been filled by any Williamite official until then.6'

The four other important offices were the chief and second baron, and the attorney-

and solicitor-general. Stephen Rice, appointed chief baron in 1687, was replaced by the

Williamite John Hely in November 1690. Sir John Barnewall, appointed second baron

in 1689, was replaced in October 1690 by Henry Echlin. Richard Nagle, appointed

attorney-general in 1687, was replaced in October 1690 by Sir John Temple. Theobald

Butler, appointed solicitor-general in 1689, was replaced in November 1690 by Richard

Levinge. The three remaining offices which received totally new appointees were the

offices of transcriptor and foreign apposer, escheator of Leinster, and court usher.62

The 14 offices in which previous holders were reinstated in place of Jacobite

appointees were the offices of chancellor of the exchequer, third baron, auditor-general,

auditor of the foreign accounts and imprests, surveyor-general, prime serjeant, third

serjeant, chief chamberlain, clerk of the pells, clerk of the pipe, comptroller of the pipe,

summonister and clerk of the estreats, clerk of the first fruits and 20th parts, and the

pursuivant. 10 of these reappointments were straight continuations, whereby the

Williamite appointee had only had his tenure of office interrupted by a Jacobite

appointment made after James had left England in 1688. The remaining four posts had

individuals appointed to the offices who had originally been appointed under Charles II,

Lascelles, Liber, , Pt. ii, 47.

60 C.S.P.D. 1691-2, p. 427.

61 Lascelles, Liber, 1, Pt. ii, 47.

62 Appendix 4, table 1; Lascelles, Liber, i, pt. ii, 50, 52, 58, 66-7, 74, 76.
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but had been removed under James prior to 1688. The office of chancellor of the

exchequer reverted to Sir Charles Meredith, who had served as chancellor from 1674 to

1687, when he was replaced by Bruno Talbot. That of third baron was granted to Sir

Standish Hartstonge, who had previously held the office from 1680 to 1686, when he was

replaced by Stephen Rice. That of prime serjeant reverted to John Osborne, who had held

the office from 1676 to 1686, when he was replaced by Gerald Dillon. That of third

serjeant reverted to Richard Reeves, who had held the office from 1682 to 1687, when

he had been replaced by John Barnewall. All the Williamite appointments, re-

appointments, and continuations in the exchequer were carried out between October and

December 1690, apart from the vice-treasury offices. All the grants of office received the

privy seal in England, the patents being passed at later dates in Dublin.63

The Williamite rearrangements in the exchequer in the autumn-winter of 1690

appear to have aimed at ensuring as much continuity as possible with the past, while at

the same time ensuring that the most powerful, influential and prestigious posts were

placed in the hands of individuals who had not been tainted by Jacobite favour. While

achieving a sense of continuity, the Williamite changes ensured that every person

appointed to any exchequer office under James, both before and after the revolution, was

removed. The 10 offices in which no change was made were all continued in the hands

of individuals appointed under Charles II.M It is clear that while appointing an

experienced exchequer court, due attention was paid to the severing of any connection

with the Jacobite era. By the end of 1690 the new Wihiamite exchequer had begun to

function.65

There still remained a large number of patent revenue offices, which did not fall

directly under the auspices of the exchequer, or the commissioners. The majority of these

offices were ancient customs posts that originated in the 15th and 16th centuries, tended

to be granted for life, were often kept within the same family for generations, and were

often executed by deputies. On occasion a grantee held several offices at once. These

63 Appendix 4, table 1; Lascelles, Liber, i, pt. ii, 41-73.

Appendix 4, table 1.

65 Kiernan, Administration, p. 122.

Below, pp 183-4; appendix 3, table 5.
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aspectsof, family, multiple offices, deputisation, and life patents, along with the fact that

the offices were of less significance than those of the exchequer and revenue

commission, meant that far fewer changes were necessary in the autumn-winter of

1690.67

Of the 42 possible patent customs offices, only five changed hands during 1690-1.

The offices of customer in Dublin, comptroller in Waterford and Ross, searcher in Dublin,

and searcher in Wexford were filled with new officials, as the previous incumbents were

dead. The fifth change was that of the comptroller of Youghal and Dungarvan, and is the

only definite change instituted because the incumbents were Jacobites. In November 1691

Boyle Aldworth was appointed to the office on the forfeiture of Henry and Edward

Wilson. The Wilsons had been appointed under James in l686.

It is clear that neither James nor William were interested in tampering with the

ancient customs offices. Apart from the Wilsons' removal, there were no Williamite

changes introduced for any reasons other than the death of the patent-holder. This may

be ascribed to the lesser significance of these posts in the revenue system, but it is also

relevant that all bar one of the ancient customs officers who held on to their positions in

1690-1 had been appointed under Charles II. The exception was Henry Echlin and

William Pringle, joint holders of the office of customer for Strangford, who were

appointed in 1687. As Echlin was appointed under William as an exchequer baron, and

then as a justice of the king's bench, it would seem that he was considered a trustworthy

Williamite, hence his retention of the Strangford post.69

The remaining patent offices were made up predominantly of lesser posts such as

craner, wharfinger and packer of Dublin, weighmaster-general, saymaster, alnager, and

clerk of the market. All originated around the same time as the ancient customs offices.

The only two to change hands during the war were that of weighmaster-general and

saymaster, James having made appointments to both offices in 1689 and 1690, and

William making new appointments in 1690 and l692.°

67 Lascelles, Liber, i, pt. ii, 147-64.

C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 660, 692, 795; Lascelles, Liber, j, pt. ii, 147, 156, 158-9.

°° Lascelles, Liber, i, pt. ii, 52, 152.

° Ibid., 39-46.
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The only significant patent offices still unaccounted for were those of surveyor-

general, comptroller- and accountant-general, storekeeper of Dublin, and the commission

for appeals. The latter three of these four offices differed from all other patent offices in

that they were relatively new, having been brought into existence since the Restoration.

They were directly related to the work of the commissioners, and yet were outside the

commissioners' sphere of influence, being patent offices. The first Williamite commission

of appeals was apppointed in January 1691. The other two offices were continued in the

hands of the individuals appointed prior to James H's reign. The office of surveyor-

general was exceptional in that it was a combination of an 'ancient' office and a

Restoration office. This dichotomy was to cause confusion over who held the power of

appointment during the 1690s.'

Overall the Williamite appointments to the collection service, the conmiission, the

exchequer, the ancient customs offices and the collection service patent offices

demonstrate a desire for continuity, with experienced persons being appointed when

possible. The intention was to ensure a smooth and quick transference from Jacobite to

Williamite hands, in the hope of accelerating the recovery in the government's income

once the war ended. While this continuity is clearest in the case of the exchequer and

other patent offices, the available evidence for the collection service suggests that the

majority of those employed by Williamite government during the war had previous

revenue experience.72

While the work of appointing exchequer and other patent officers proceeded under

the auspices of the king and treasury lords, 73 the commissioners had many other tasks

to occupy their time. The disruption of the war ensured that they received a larger

number of petitions than usual to report upon and consider, as well as having to take

account of the treasury lords' recommendations of individuals for collection service

employments which were at the commissioners' disposal. 74 Their work was further

hampered in November 1690 when they were given the task of managing the Irish

71 Below, pp 201-4; Lascelles, Liber, i, pt. ii, 135-42.

72 Below, PP 206-8.

Below, PP 102-5.

Below, PP 194-6; appendix 2.
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forfeitures.75 But probably their most important task was the establishment of

functioning collection systems in the various ports and districts as they came under

Williamite control.

Despite a paucity of evidence for non-patent collection service appointments after

the removal of the power of appointment of under-officers from England to Ireland in

June 1690, it is possible to trace the speed with which an establishment was set up in any

given port or district, by examining the records of the total costs of individual

establishments from 1683 to 1713. There are no accounts for 1689, or for the first two

quarters of 1690.76 This is not surprising, as Williamite collection officials were only

appointed in the north of Ireland in late 1689, and no further military progress was made

until July 1690, during which time revenue was only collected in 10 ports and districts.77

But with the success of William's summer campaign, starting at the Boyne, moving

through Dublin, and on as far as the gates of Limerick,78 the returns for the quarter

ending 29 September 1690, provide a very different picture, showing a total of 24 out of

the 38 ports and districts having some form of collection system established. Apart from

the 10 ports and districts making returns during 1689-90, the new areas of control were

Coleraine, Clonmel, Drogheda, Dublin port, Dublin excise, Dublin county, Kilkenny,

Maryborough, Naas, Ross, Trim, Waterford, Wexford and Wicklow. 79 Of these,

Coleraine had been incorporated within the Deny collectorship in 1689,80 but the setting

up of a separate establishment was part of the rationalisation of the collection service into

the existing 38 ports and districts.

The existence of these new establishments does not prove that they actually

functioned with any success at that point in time, but on paper at least, it demonstrated

that the commissioners were making some progress. It is also apparent from the amounts

C.S.J'.D. 1690-1, p. 158.

76 B.L., Add MS 18,022, ff3 1-45.

B.L., Add MS 18,022, f. 53; C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 252-3.

78 Simms, Jacobite, pp 141-73; Wauchope, Sarsfield, pp 99-153.

' B.L., Add MS 18,022, f. 32.

80 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 253.
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allowed for salaries, that most of the ports and districts did not have a full complement

of officials, even on paper. Lisbum and Strangford were the only two that had achieved

stability in the cost of their establishments by September 1690. The remaining 14 not

under Williamite control were Athlone, Baltimore, Cork port, Cork excise, Ennis, Foxford,

Galway port, Gaiway excise, Kinsale, Limerick, Moyallow, Sligo, Tralee, and Youghal.8'

For all of William's success in the 1690 campaign, he failed to take Limerick, and

left Ireland at the end of August, disttisfied with the progress of the war. 82 The failure

to finish off the Jacobite army at Limerick meant that at least a third of Ireland remained

under Jacobite control for another year, thereby greatly increasing the cost of the war, and

further complicating and extending the process of establishing a complete collection

service.

After William's return to England the opposing armies began to settle into winter

lines on either side of the river Shannon. But the autunm of 1690 was not to be as

inactive as the previous year. On 23 September the earl of Marlborough landed with an

invasion force at Passage West in Cork. The plan was to take Cork city and Kinsale

town, which was an important port for contact with France and for control of the seas.

The Jacobite forces were unprepared and Marlborough's expedition met with great

success, taking Cork by 29 September, and Kinsale by 3 October.83 Apart from the

obvious implications for the war, Marlborough's success is apparent in the quarterly

returns for 25 December, which showed four new ports and districts in Williamite hands.

These were Cork port, Cork excise, Kinsale, and Youghal. According to the salary costs,

both Cork port and Youghal seem to have been up to strength within three months of

Marlborough's success. Cork excise and Kinsale took a little longer to achieve full

strength. By 25 December the ports and districts of Armagh, Belfast, Dundalk, Kilkenny,

Deny, Naas, Ross, Strabane, Wexford and Wicklow had also all achieved stability in the

cost of their establishments, and presumably all had a full complement of officials.M

After the fall of Cork and Kinsale the two sides settled down for an inactive

81 B.L., Add MS 18,022, f. 32.

82 Sirnms, Jacobite, p. 170.

83 Simms, Jacobite, pp 174-86; Wauchope, Sarsfield, pp 164-5.

B.L., Add MS 18,022, f. 32.
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winter. Skirmishes, failed attacks on outposts such as Birr and Lanesborough, and

destructive raids into no man's land east of the Shannon, did little to change the front

lines.85 It is therefore not surprising that there were no additional ports or districts

included in the quarterly returns in March and June 1691. The only changes during that

time were the achievement of cost and officer stability on the part of Coleraine, Cork

excise, Donaghadee, Drogheda, Killybegs, and Kinsale.86 The commissioners had been

fairly efficient up to the end of 1690 in establishing some form of collection service in

the areas that came under Williamite control. The inactivity of the winter months in

16901 87 could not reflect badly on them, as it was not their concern to fight the war.

Once the Williamite summer campaign finally got under way in late June, the last

stages in the establishment of a complete collection system could be set in motion. The

first major Williamite success came at Athlone, which fell to Ginkel on 30 June. On 12

July the Williamite army won a decisive victory at Aughrim, and on 19 July Ginkel

advanced on Galway, which capitulated after only token resistance. Little remained in

Jacobite hands. Sligo was besieged and surrendered on 14 September. Ginkel reached

Limerick, the last Jacobite stronghold, on 25 August, but it was not until 23 September

that treaty negotiations began, which were finally agreed and signed on 3 October,

bringing the war to a close.88

The commissioners appear to have slowed down in their work rate during the 1691

campaign, as the quick establishment of collection systems during 1690 was not repeated

in 1691. In the three months from the victory at Athlone to 29 September, only Galway

port and excise were added to the port and district returns. Athlone, in Williamite hands

before Galway, was not accounted for by 29 September. Sligo's absence from the returns

was more understandable as the town had only fallen on 14 September. 89 It was natural

for the conmiissioners to turn their attention to Galway as soon as the town was taken,

as it was one of the most important sea ports n the west toug4. Gaiway had suffered

85 Simms, Jacobite, pp 187-8: Wauchope, Sarsfield, pp 154-96.

86 B.L., Add MS 18,022, ff 32-3.

Simms, Jacobite, pp 187-200.

88 Simms, Jacobite, pp 201-65; Wauchope, Sarsfield, pp 201-76.

B.L., Add MS 18,022, f. 33.
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little by the war, and with the new monied interest of Catholic merchants and landowners

protected by the Gaiway articles, 90 the town offered better prospects for a quick revival

of fortune, and the production of revenue for the crown's coffers, than did landlocked,

war-weary Athione. Even still, the two Gaiway establishments were not at full strength

by 29 September, but along with the achievement of basic cost and officer stability in

Belfast and Dublin county, they represented the sum total of the commissioners' progress

between July and September. In the previous year during the same period they had begun

work on 14 different establishments. 9' The distance of Gaiway from Dublin, and the

absence of William, may well have added to their slow progress.

By the time of the September returns, only six ports and districts, Limerick, Ennis,

Tralee, Baltimore, Moyallow, and, two years after the Williamite collector had been

appointed, Foxford, remained in Jacobite hands. 92 They represented a thin line of

resistance precariously balanced on ireland's western seaboard. But with the surrender

of Limerick, the Jacobite cause in ireland came to an end. 93 By the time the quarterly

returns were made for 25 December, all 38 ports and districts were registered as having

some form of new establishment.

With the end of the war, the commissioners had even greater reason to establish

the collection service in the remaining ports and districts, as people turned their attention

once again to earning a living. In the short term, the establishment for Limerick took on

special significance because the transport of 14,000 Jacobites to France created the

opportunity for both legal and illegal import and export of goods. 95 The special

allowance granted by Ginkel to Sarsfield, whereby he sent several of the transport ships

back to ireland laden with French goods, the sale of which were ostensibly to defray the

costs incurred by Sarsfield in transporting the irish to France, was to become the focus

° Simms, Jacobite, pp 230-36.

91 B.L., Add MS 18,022, ff 32-3.

92 Ibid.

Simms, Jacobite, pp 240-65; Wauchope, Sarsfield, pp 263-76.

94B.L., Add MS 18,022, f. 33.

Simms, Jacobite, pp 259-60; Wauchope, Sarsfield, pp 277-83.
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of allegations of corruption within the collection serivce during the l69Os.

The quarterly returns for 25 December, in revenue terms, represented the

conclusion of the Williamite conquest. The representation, in administrative costs on the

returns, of a revenue establishment in all the 38 ports and districts, signifies the real

beginning of Williamite management of the whole Irish revenue. But the costs and officer

complements of the complete system were to take another year to reach any sort of

overall stability. After 1692, the gradual increase in cost and numbers of officers simply

reflected new growth within the collection service. 97 However, in December 1691, the

last vestiges of Jacobite Ireland were discarded, as the whole country came under the

control of a Williamite revenue system, which in terms of personnel and institutions, was

a natural progression from that which had existed in the 1680s.

96 Ch. 5.

B.L., Add MS 18,022, ff 33-45.
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Figure 1.1: A map of the 38 ports and districts of Ireland, c.1700

Source: N.L.I.. MS 1437: J. H. Andrews, Irish maps (Irish Heritage Series, 18).
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Chapter 2

The revenue branches

Before examining income and expenditure in Williamite Ireland,' it is necessary to

establish the sources from which that revenue arose, and the basis upon which that

revenue was granted to the crown. While a great deal of work has been done by

historians on the English public revenue in the 17th century,2 the existing works for the

Irish equivalent are less substantial. 3 Nevertheless, with the use of the statute books and

contemporary works it is possible to carry out a detailed examination of the revenue

branches in Wihiamite Ireland, and to compare taxation in England and Ireland.

While recourse to the statute books provides an official introduction to the

Restoration hereditary revenues and the Williamite parliamentary fiscal devices adopted

to meet the increased cost of government following the Glorious Revolution, 4 there are

two comprehensive works on the revenue branches, both dating from 1694, that present

a contemporary view on both the application of the law, and the nature of the revenue

branches. These two treatises, written by revenue officials, appear to have been a

response to the enquiries carried out in the English parliament in 1693 into the

government of Ireland during and after the 1689-91 war.5

The first treatise is an account sent by Chief Baron Hely to Coningsby. Hely had

written the treatise because the Irish lords justices had told him 'that they had a very

mean opinion in ... the treasury in England of the course of the exchequer and

management of the revenue here'. He hoped his treatise would encourage the Irish

government to assist in 'getting it [revenue] right', and that it would convince the English

government that 'we were not so much out of order here as was imagined, and ... would

Ch. 3.

2 Braddick Taxation; Ibid., Nerves; Brewer, Sinews; Chandaman, Revenue; Dickson, Financial; Hughes,
Administration; Jones, Economy; Roseveare, Financial; O'Brien, 'Economy'; O'Brien & Hunt, 'Fiscal';
Ibid., 'Emergence'; Ibid., 'Excises'; Beckett, 'Land tax'; Brooks, 'Land tax'.

Kieman, Administration; Réamonn, Commissioners; Treadwell, 'Customs'; Egan, 'Finance'.

Stat, ire., ii, iii.

BI., Han. MS 4892, ff 127-90; C.SP.D. 1693, pp 55-6, 71-2; McGuire, 'Parliament', pp 25-6.
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promote from them a better opinion of us'. 6 The second treatise is credited to

Commissioner Vanhomrigh. It was included as part of a series of detailed revenue

accounts from August 1689 to December l693. Besides the statutes and these two

treatises there exist a number of 18th-century published handbooks for merchants and

revenue officials. These works usually took the form of lists of all statutes relevant to the

revenue, coupled with brief histories of the revenue branches.8

Prior to exarng the revenue branches on an individual basis, it is necessary to

clarify the terms of reference used for the Irish revenue. Normally the constant and

perpetual revenue available to the crown at any given time, without the need for

parliamentary consent, was known as the hereditary revenue, which was divided between

the old and new branches. The old hereditary revenue was based upon revenues to which

the crown was entitled, in perpetuity, by common law and in part by statute. These

comprised tonnage and poundage, crown and composition rents, ale and aqua-vitae

licences, prizage, lighthouse duties, aulnage duties, and the other casual revenues, which

together by 1660 yielded between £35-70,000 yearly. 9 The new hereditary revenues

were those granted by statute to Charles II, his heirs and successors, in perpetuity, and

comprised quit rents, customs, import and inland excise, hearth tax, ale, wine and strong-

water licences, and aulnage duties.'° These new hereditary revenues were to become the

backbone of the Irish revenue system, providing a much greater annual yield for

government,' 1 which allowed Charles and James II to govern without parliament, 12 and

enabled William to do likewise until 1692. However, the legislative structure of the new

hereditary revenues was also to allow Williamite and later parliaments to answer the

6 P.R.O.N.1., De Ros MSS, D638/l/5; B.L., Add MSS 18,022, if 94-104; 36,651, ff 7-26; N.L.1., MS
11,969, ff3 1-58; T.C.D., MS 748 [ff.16-42].

B.L., Eg. MS 790, if 1-67.

8 Young, Collection; Edgar, Collection; Dowdall, Several; Bacon, Complete; Fleming, Collection; Eaton,
Rates; Bullingbroke, Abridgement; Howard, Treatise; Howard, Abstract; Canipbdll, Historical; Clarendon,
Sketch.

Kieman, Administration, pp 76-80; Egan, 'Finance', i, 25.

10 Kieman, Administration, pp 80-86; Rdamonn, Commissioners, p. 3.

11 Ch. 3.

12 Kieman, Administration, pp 80-86; Réamonn, Commissioners, p. 3; Egan, 'Finance', passim.
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government's growing need for money through short-term additional duties voted on the

basis of the existing revenue branches, without recourse to the more burdensome land

taxes of 18th-century England. Short-term additional duties also ensured parliament's

survival, by keeping the executive sufficiently dependent upon regular parliamentary

supply.' 3 The new hereditary revenues also provided the legislative framework for the

development of a modern collection bureaucracy,' 4 which, in turn, helped to undermine

the role of the exchequer.'5

The hereditary revenue was divided into 'certain' and 'uncertain' parts. The

certain part was that where the yield would, in theory, remain the same every year, and

consisted of composition, crown, and quit rents. Composition rents were yearly rents paid

by the freeholders and inhabitants of Connaught and County Clare, on the basis of an

Elizabethan agreement, in lieu of cess and press, quartering of soldiers and other

impositions, over and above the crown rents, and raised c.f1,000 per annum. The crown

rents were ancient yearly rents reserved to the crown on land granted by favour since the

conquest of Ireland, before 1641, and mainly derived from the estates of religious houses

confiscated and planted, and from ancient rents out of fisheries, markets, fairs and ferries.

These rents averaged around £14,800 per annum. The quit rents were the newest rents,

payable to the crown out of the estates forfeited following the 1641 rebellion, and granted

to soldiers, adventurers, and 'restored to innocents'. The rents, the rates of which were

fixed by the acts of settlement (1662) and explanation (1665), were set on a scale of 3d

per English acre in Leinster, 2.5d in Munster, 2d in Ulster, and l.5d in Connaught, and

were charged as a perpetual land rent. They eventually realised c.50,000 per annum,

which was by far the greatest part of the certain revenues. In theory the normal yield of

these three rents in the 1690s was c.I65,000 per annum, of which c.4,500 was deducted

for abatements and grants made by James II and William, which left an annual gross

income of ci6O,000.'6

13 Cli. 9.

14 Chs. 5, 6, 7.

15 Ch. 8.

16 B.L., Eg. MS 790, if 56-67; Add MS 36,651, ff 7-26; N.L.I., MS 11,969, ff 31-58; T.C.D., MS 748,
[ff 16-421; Stat. Ire. ii, 239-348; iii, 2-137; Bacon, Complete, pp 394-6; Campbell, Historical, pp 406-8,
410-11; Clarendon, Sketch, pp 8-12; Eaton, Rates, pp xxii-xxiii; Fleming, Collection, p.2; Howard, Treatise,
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While the composition and crown rents were part of the old hereditary revenue,

the quit rents belonged to the new revenue. However all three rents were 'feudal' in

concept, as the quit rents were paid in lieu of military service, a feudal arrangement

between crown and tenant.' 7 These rents represented the main revenue yield from the

crown's demesne revenues. In Restoration England these revenues were part of the 'small

branches', and produced an insignificant percentage of the overall revenue yield.

Eventually, in the 1670s, the most substantial part of these, the fee-farm rents, were sold

into private hands, removing the last significant vestiges of feudal rents in England.'8

In Ireland, however, rents continued to be one of the four main revenue sources well into

the 18th century, yielding more than the hearth tax, though less than the customs and

excise.' 9 Although not a tax in the parliamentary sense, Irish rents still represented a

significant income for William from a land-based source, and in part, along with the

hearth tax, may explain parliament's disinclination towards providing a supply from a land

tax on a regular basis.

The uncertain part of the revenue for each year was dependent on factors such as

'the condition of the kingdom, accidents of trade, consumption and the like'. 20 The three

main branches in terms of yield were the customs, excise, and hearth tax. 2 ' Customs

were the oldest of these taxes, and were also known as tonnage and poundage because the

duty was calculated either by the pound (money) value of goods or by the ton weight.

The origins of customs are obscure. William Petty believed wttf4 originally a premium

i, 31-3, 38-43; Lecky, Ire., i, 17; Kiernan, Administration, pp 76-7, 80; Egan, 'Finance', ii, 210-14;
R&monn, Commissioners, p. 19. Port-corn rent was collected from tenants of abbeys and monasteries, but
represented an insignificant amount, and was treated as a perquisite of the chief governor, lord chiefjustice,
master of the rolls, chief baron, and presidents of Munster and Connaught. Between 1682-1701 the rent
amounted to £1,422:18:03 in total (N.A.I., M2461, f. 31; Clarendon, Sketch, p. 9; Kieman, Administration,
pp 76-7).

17 Egan, 'Finance', ii, 210.

18 Braddick, Taxation, pp 1-4; Ibid., Nerves, pp 68-70; Chandaman, Revenue, pp 110-15.

' Figure 2.3.

20 B.L., Eg. MS 790, ff 56-67; Add MS 36,651, ff 7-26; N.L.I., MS 11,969, ff 31-58; T.C.D., MS 748,
[ff 16-42].

21 Figure 2.3.
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paid for protection against pirates, and against other losses at sea.22 They were called

customs because originally they were 'customary' duties of 'a common-law character

exacted by traditional prerogative'. 23 However, the customs of the early modern period

were also based in part upon statute. Several 15th-century acts made reference to aspects

of customs collection, while in Henry VU's reign the customs duties in general were

confirmed and granted to the crown in perpetuity by statute.

The Irish customs were based upon the same principles as those of England,

presumably because the English customs duties were transposed to Ireland when Ireland

came under the lordship of England. 25 However, the origins of English customs, while

still relatively obscure, are better known, especially as to the complexity of the different

exactions that constituted customs duties. The Restoration tonnage and poundage

represented only the parliament-granted part of earlier customs duties, many of which, like

the Tudor and Stuart impositions, were based upon prerogative powers. This dichotomous

source of authority was a cause of serious legal and constitutional dispute in the 16th and

17th century, and was not completely resolved until the Restoration, when the 1660

customs act confirmed that the sole authority for raising customs duties rested with

parliament. While there is little evidence of a similar struggle in Ireland, the effect of

the 1662 Irish customs act was the same in terms of recognising parliamentary control

over raising customs.27

During the Interregnum customs duties were collected in Ireland according to the

English book of rates, which ensured that the duties differed from those before 1641.

With the restoration of Charles II, the Irish parliament continued the collection of customs

duties on a short-term basis in two acts of 1661-2, aimed at dealing with the immediate

22 Kieman, Administration, pp 79-80.

23 Réamonn, Commissioners, pp 3-4.

Edgar, Collection, pp 280-2; Fleming, Collection, pp 1-2; Kiernan, Administration, p. 76; Réamonn,
Commissioners, pp 6-8; Treadwell, 'Customs', pp 384-417; Donnelly, Administration', pp 1-2.

25 Donnelly, 'Administration', p. 1.

Braddick, Nerves, pp 49-55.

27 Stat. Ire., ii, 4 19-93.

Barnard, Cromwellian, p. 44.
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need to pay the army. 29 But the uncertainty over the correct rates to be levied, ensured

greater consideration was needed before passing a more permanent grant of customs. A

similar situation existed in England in 1660, where prolonged scrutiny of the rates resulted

in the tonnage and poundage act of July 1660.° The inclusion in the 1662 Irish act of

a substantial and permanent book of rates was a response to the differing opinions over

prices of goods. It would also have eradicated any uncertainties as to what rates of duties

were due to be paid. However, like the English act, the Irish act did more than confirm

a set rate of duties.3'

The customs were settled on the crown in perpetuity by the 1662 customs act, as

part of the financial settlement of a new hereditary revenue on Charles II and his

successors. The existing rate of 12d in 20s was to be paid for all goods imported or

exported by natives according to the value in the book of rates, and if not rated, then

according to the market value. Thereafter, for 'the better' guarding of the seas, the

security of the nation, and an increase in the king's revenue, an additional poundage of

12d in 20s was imposed on all exports of native goods, or manufactures made from native

goods, bringing the poundage on such exports to 2s in 20s. All goods from the English

plantations first landed in England, paid only half-custom. All wines and tobacco

imported from England paid the amount of custom equal to the amount discharged or

refunded on exportation from England. All other goods, except wine, tobacco and English

plantation goods, imported by natives from any place other than England paid one-third

more in customs. All goods imported or exported by non-natives paid double the normal

customs, unless specified otherwise within the act, as in the case of tonnage. The tonnage

paid on wines and oils depended on the country of origin, and again on whether imported

by natives or non-natives. The highest rate was for Spanish and Portugese wines, at £5

per ton for natives, and £6:13:4 per ton for non-natives. Of the oils, 'sallett' oil carried

the highest rates, at £3:3:0 per ton natives, and £3:18:9 per ton non-natives. The only

items exempt from import customs were bullion, either in coins, bars or plates, and wool.

Items to be exported duty-free were fustians of Irish manufacture, garments and wearing

29 Stat. ire., ii, 236, 495-6.

° Chandanian, Revenue, pp 11-12.

31 Stat. ire., ii, 4 19-93.
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apparel of all sorts, jewels, and Spanish wool.

The customs act allowed merchants a 10% rebate of duty for leakage of wines, if

not filled on ship, and 5% on all other goods imported, except oils. The act also imposed

a duty of 5s per ton of all goods in every ship or vessel belonging to any subjects of

France that came into any Irish port, either to load or unload goods, or to land passengers.

This duty, known as French tonnage, was not collected between 1689-97, due to the war

with France, though James 11 had endeavoured to encourage more French imports in 1689

by removing the extra imposition.32

The next major branch of the 'uncertain' revenue was the excise. Excise was first

introduced to Ireland in 1643, following its imposition in England by both the

parliamentarian and royalist sides during the civil war. 33 During the 1640s and 1650s

the Irish excise was a reflection of that which was imposed in England, especially once

parliamentary union occurred in the 1650s. In both countries the import and inland

excises imposed during these years were of a more general nature, covering a wider

spectrum of goods, than was to be the case in the Restoration and Williamite periods.

It was only with the restoration of the Irish parliament in the 1660s that the Irish excise

began to take on a character of its own. In 1661-2 two short-term acts, of six months

duration, were passed to enable the Irish government to continue collecting 'the customs,

excise and new impost'. 35 As in England, these acts were passed for limited periods,

while the deliberations were pursued as to whether or not excise was to be included in the

financial settlements to be conferred on Charles 11.36 The second act, in 1662, clarified

the basis upon which excise was collected in Ireland up to that point, stating that

32 B.L., Eg. MS 790, ff 56-67; Add MS 36,651, ff 7-26; N.L.I., MS 11,969, if 31-58; T.C.D., MS 748,
[ff 16-42]; Stat. Ire., ii, 419-93; H.M.C., Ormonde, ii, 405-6; Young, Collection, pp 1-101; Bacon, Complete,

Pp 342, 371; Campbell, Historical, pp 409-10, 413; Clarendon, Sketch, pp 12-14; Eaton, Rates, pp ii, vi;
Edgar, Collection, pp 1-120; Fleming, Collection, pp 50-114; Howard, Treatise, i, 60-62; Kiernan,
Administration, pp 78-9; Egan, 'Finance', ii, 196-203; Réamonn, Commissioners, pp 1, 3-4.

Barnard, Cromwellian, pp 28-30; Braddick, Nerves, p. 99; Hughes, Administration, pp 119-120;
Donnelly, 'Administration', pp 10-11; O'Brien & Hunt, 'Emergence', pp 43-5 1; Ibid., 'Excises', pp 15-21.

Braddick, Taxation, pp 169, 170-7 1, 183; Ibid., Nerves, p. 99; Chandaman, Revenue, p. 37; O'Brien
& Hunt, 'Excises', pp 16-7, 23-5.

Stat. Ire., ii, 236, 495-6.

Chandaman, Revenue, p. 37.
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collection was to be carried out according to the rules

as were formerly by one or more act, or pretended ... acts of the pretended
parliament of England, in the year [1649] entitled, an act for the speedy
raising and levying of moneys by way of new impost or excise; and also
by one other act, or pretended act ... entitled an additional act for the better
improvement, and advancing the receipts of the excise and new impost,
made in the [pretended] parliament ... at Westminster [l657].

The establishment of a permanent and perpetual import and inland excise, which

was an Irish as opposed to English imposition, was carried out in the 1662 excise act.

The preamble stated that the act was passed to the need for regular money towards

the constant pay of the army, and for defraying 'other public charges in the defence and

preservation' of Ireland. At the same time the granting of an excise was justified on the

grounds that it 'is found by experience to be the most equal and indifferent levy that can

be ... laid on the people'.38

This excise was a tax of two parts. Import excise was charged according to the

book of rates in the act, and was classed as excise because it was, in theory, to be paid

by the retailer. In practice it tended to be collected directly from the importer, for the

collector's ease. According to the act, 2s in 20s was paid on all drugs imported. Raw

hemp, flax, tow, tar, rosin, pitch, wax, cable-yarn, and cordage paid 6d. All other goods,

bar jewels, bullion, corn, victuals, arms, and ammunition which were free from duty, paid

1 2d in 20s according to the value in the book of rates, or if omitted, then according to the

highest market price. 39 The book of rates allowed for the duty-free import of wool, old

and new drapery from England, tarred and untarred cables, horses, and indigo and indigo

dust.4°

Inland excise was paid by brewers and distillers. According to the act, 2s 6d was

paid on every 32 gallons of beer or ale over 6s in price, and 6d on every 32 gallons of

beer or ale under that price, whether sold publicly or privately. All aqua-vitae and strong-

Stat. Ire., ii, 495-6.

38 Ibid., 365-418.

B.L., Eg. MS 790, ff 56-67; Add MS 36,651, ff 7-26; N.L.I., MS 11,969, if 31-58; T.C.D., MS 748,
[ff 16-421; Young, Collection, pp 105-50; Bacon, Complete, pp 352-3; Clarendon, Sketch, pp 14-5; Eaton,
Rates, pp ii-iv; Edgar, Collection, pp 124-203; Fleming, Collection, pp 3-50; Howard, Treatise, i, 62-4;
Kieman, Administration, pp 83-4.

40 Stat. Ire., ii, 366-7, 395-418.
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waters paid 4d per gallon. The act made provision for leakage, decay or other accidents,

allowing to the brewers one gallon in 21 of ale, and one gallon in 11 of beer.4'

There are certain aspects of the 1662 excise act that differentiate it from the

English excise. The import and inland excises were imposed by the same act. 42 This

has led to confused interpretation of the act with regard to the supposed existence of a

general inland excise in lieland,43 as opposed to the restricted English inland excise.

However, this assumption is incorrect, though it is understandable due to the inclusion of

a comprehensive book of rates in the act. The excise book of rates, as with that in the

customs act, was intended as a guide for assessing the normal duty to be collected on a

wide variety of goods, according to the various measures such as gallons, barrels, bushels,

and pecks. This book was for assessing duty on goods imported, that is the import excise,

and did not relate to the inland excise. However, the book of rates represented a

general excise on all imports or, in English terms, a 'foreign excise', 45 especially as

those imports not recorded were still liable to pay duty by values established from the

market-place.46

Although in theory an import tax did not qualify as an excise, and was more

correctly an ad valorem customs duty,47 belief in the concept of an import excise was

as prevalent in England as it was in Ireland, although the English import excise of the

l640s and l650s was not continued in the Restoration period, due to parliamentary

opposition. While some of the English import excise schedule was assimilated into the

customs schedule, and the English inland excise acts of 1660 included duties payable on

41 B.L., Eg. MS 790, if 56-67; Add MS 36,651, ff 7-26; N.L.I., MS 11,969, ff3 1-58; T.C.D., MS 748,
[ff 16-42]; Publicanus, Some observations on the original and late and present slate of the excise
establishment (Dublin, 1815), passim; Young, Collection, pp 151-7; Bacon, Complete, pp 380-81; Campbell,
Historical, pp 411-13; Clarendon, Sketch, pp 15-6; Eaton, Rates, pp xii-xvii; Howard, Treatise, i, 83-4;
Kieman, Administration, pp 83-4; Egan, 'Finance', ii, 204-9.

42 Stat. Ire., ii, 365-418.

Egan, 'Finance', ii, 205.

Stat. Ire., ii, 366-7, 395-418.

' O'Brien & Hunt, 'Excises', pp 7, 16-7, 23-5.

Stat. Ire., ii, 366-7, 395-418.

Kieman, Administration, pp 83-4; Réamonn, Commissioners, p. 13.
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imports of beer, ale, cider, perry, spirits and strong-waters, the English governments of

Charles II, James II and William struggled unsuccessfully to get the English parliament

to agree to such a general import excise as was imposed in perpetuity in Ireland in

1662.48

The Irish inland excise bore a closer resemblance to the English inland excise in

that it applied only to 'liquors'. For Ireland, this meant beer, ale, strong-waters and aqua-

vitae.49 English inland excise included these products, at the same rates for beer and ale,

though at a lesser rate of 2d per gallon for strong-waters and aqua-vitae, though inclusive

of cider, perry, chocolate, sherbet, coffee, vinegar beer, and metheglin or mead. Although

the English excise covered a broader spectrum of liquors, the duties collected on beer, ale,

cider and perry accounted for over 90% of the total Restoration inland excise yield,5°

suggesting that the absence of such items as coffee and tea from the Irish schedule would

not have lessened the returns to any noticeable extent, while the higher Irish duty of 4d

on strong-waters and aqua-vitae would have helped to restore a rough parity in taxation

burdens between the two countries. It must also be considered that goods such as

chocolate, sherbet, coffee and tea do not appear to have been produced or consumed in

Ireland in any significant quantity when the act was passed. 5 ' The Irish parliament did

not feel it necessary to impose excise rates on tea, coffee and chocolate until 1719, in an

additional duty act which also taxed molasses, treacle and cocoa-nuts for the first time.52

It may seem surprising that a broader excise tax was acceptable to the Irish

parliament in 1662, especially as the excise was not only an English Interregnum

innovation imposed by Westminster, but was also identified with the heavy tax burdens

of European absolutist governments. 53 However, the Irish parliament in the l660s was

Chandaman, Revenue, pp 37-41, 43-9; Braddick, Taxation, pp 168-9, 174-5, 183, 187, 201-2; Ibid.,
Nerves, pp 99-101; Brewer, Sinews, pp 91-101.

Stat. Ire., ii, 366.

50 Chandaman, Revenue, p. 40.

Barnard, Cromwellian, pp 30-49; Cullen, Economic, ch. 1, p. 116.

52 Stat. Ire., iv, 504.

Braddick, Nerves, p. 99; Chandaman, Revenue, p. 40.
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in a weaker bargaining postion, in relation to government, than the English parliament.TM

The voting of the excise in perpetuity, like the customs and hearth tax, ensured that on

the accession of William, he could continue to rely upon and collect those substantial

revenues without the need for a financial settlement on the lines of that voted by the

English parliament. 55 The long-term significance of the 1662 customs and excise acts

was emphasised by an fish revenue commissioner in 1950, in a lecture to the Civic

Institute of Ireland. In his opinion the two acts 'laid the foundation of the modern

system', while the customs act in particular provided definite rules of procedure governing

the payment of duties 'which still remain as the basis of customs administration'.56

The third major branch of the 'uncertain' revenue was the hearth tax. This

innovatory tax was first granted at the beginning of the Restoration. The 'genesis of the

new tax' is obscure, 57 but although the fish tax was granted after the English hearth tax

in 1662, the speed with which the Irish parliament adopted the same fiscal device suggests

that they had been considering the tax's imposition in its own right, and were not just

taking their lead from England.58 Such a view is supported by the fact that William

Petty may have provided the impetus for the tax with the publication of his 'Treatise of

taxes and contributions' in the same month as the passing of the English hearth tax. The

treatise included a justification of hearth tax as an equitable method of taxation. The

existence of a similar tax in France and the United Provinces may have provided a model,

though the adoption of European fiscal devices usually met with resistance in England.

The purpose of the English tax was unclear, it having been voted in perpetuity as an

addition to the English hereditary, as oppose to 'life', revenues. 59 Such considerations

were irrelevant for the Irish parliament, which did not concern itself with life revenues,

choosing instead to vote a complete settlement of hereditary revenues, which represented

Egan, 'Finance', ii, 204.

Roberts, 'Constitutional', pp 59-76.

56 Donnelly, 'Administration', pp 2-3.

Chandanian, Revenue, p. 77.

58 Egan, 'Finance', ii, 215.

Chandaman, Revenue, p. 78.
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'a surrender by ... parliament of its duty to itself and its successors'. 6° However, in

reality, the voting of the fish hearth tax in perpetuity made more sense than hereditary

customs and excise, as it was intended as full 'recompense and satisfaction for the profits

of the court of wards' which was due to be abolished. 6 ' Such justification was valid,

and followed the same principle applied by the English parliament two years earlier, when

half of the excise revenue was granted in perpetuity in return for the abolition of the

English court of wards.62

The irish hearth tax was granted to the crown by two acts, in 1662 and 1665. An

annual tax of 2s was to paid for every firehearth, stove, public oven, or kiln, in every

house, dwelling place, or edifice of any kind. Any house which did not have a fixed

hearth or chimney was to be charged for two hearths. The duty did not have to be paid

by colleges, hospitals, alms-houses, and, upon certification by two justices of the peace,

bidowi whose house was worth less than 8s per annum for the full improved rent, and

who did not have in her possession any lands to the value of £4. This criterion for a

minimum liable rent had originally been applied to all houses in 1662, but the 1665 act

restricted the allowance to widows only. There was no minimum liable rent for anyone

else.63

Both the English and Irish acts imposed the same rate of 2s per hearth,TM

suggesting the imposition of a similar tax burden, and that therefore a similar percentage

yield was forthcoming in both countries. But, if anything, the Irish tax imposed a heavier

burden on the population, as there was no minimum liable rent, whereas in England the

minimum was 20s per annum.65 While problems of resistance and evasion may have

Kieman, Administration, p. 103.

61 Stat. Ire., ii, 503.

62 Chandaman, Revenue, p. 39.

63 B.L., Eg. MS 790, ff 56-67; Add MS 36,651, ff 7-26; N.L.I., MS 11,969, if 31-58; T.C.D., MS 748,
[ff 16-421; Stat. Ire., ii, 503-10; iii, 177-84; Young, Collection, pp 165-87; Bacon, Complete, pp 391-2;
Campbell, Historical, pp 413-4; Clarendon, Sketch, pp 17-8; Eaton, Rates, pp xx-xxii; Fleming, Collection,
pp 116-33; Howard, Treatise, i, 89-90; Egan, 'Finance', ii, 215-8; Réamonn, Commissioners, p. 18.

64 Chandaman, Revenue, p. 81.

65 Stat. Ire., ii, 508; Braddick, Taxation, p. 258; D. G. Edwards (ed.), Derbyshire hearth tax assessments
1662-70 (Derbyshire Record Society, vii, 1982), p. xiii; Kevin Schurer & Tom Arkell (eds.), Surveying the
people: the interpretation and use of document sources for the study of population in the later 17th century
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reduced the annual yield, such difficulties were applicable to both countries, and in real

terms the Irish acts ensured that a greater percentage of the population had to pay the tax.

Although the English hearth tax remained an unpopular imposition, eventually

being abolished by parliament in 1689,67 the Irish hearth tax proved a successful and

lucrative supplement to the income derived from excise, customs and rents, and continued

to be collected throughout the 18th century, with a constantly growing yield. The

retention of the tax in Williamite Ireland may explain in part the reluctance of the Irish

parliament to adopt a regular land tax on the lines of that imposed in England. During

William's reign the hearth tax remained the only revenue branch to be farmed, eventually

coming under direct management in 1706.69

The remaining uncertain revenue branches were individually very small in terms

of percentage yield. 7° In England these were referred to as the 'small branches',7'

which in Ireland comprised ale and wine licences, fines, seizures, prizage, and plantation

duty. Ale licences were a duty settled on the crown in perpetuity by the 1662 licences

act, whereby any beer or ale retailer had to pay 20s a year for a licence to sell. This act

was introduced due to the large number of illegal ale houses. Wine and strong-water

licences were settled on the crown by the 1665 licences act, and were also licences to sell.

There were no set rates, the duty being compounded and agreed upon yearly, according

to the circumstances of trade. The limits for wine licences were 40s to £20, and spirits

licences lOs to £5, except in Dublin, where the upper limits were £40 and £10

(Oxford, 1992), pp 39-40.

Braddick, Taxation, pp 245, 247, 252-6, 260-2; Réamonn, Commissioners, p. 24.

67 Braddick, Taxation, pp 245, 247, 252-6, 260-2; Brewer, Sinews, p. 95; Chandaman, Revenue, ch. 3;
Hughes, Administration, p. 168; Roberts, 'Constitutional', p. 64.

Dickson, 'Hearth tax', pp 180-1.

69 Ibid., p. 136.

70 Figures 2.1-6.

71 Chandaman, Revenue, ch. 4.
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respectively. 72 These new hereditary licences appear to have replaced the old hereditary

ale and aqua-vitae licences. 73 The Irish ale and beer licences act does not appear to have

an equivalent in England, though a similar wine licences act was passed in 1 66O.

Of the remaining 'small branches', fmes were revenues arising by the customs,

excise, and licences acts. Fines could be levied on any individual, including revenue

officials, attempting to load or land goods without paying the required duty, attempting

to avoid paying excise, or for selling without a licence. Seizures were revenues arising

from the sale of goods forfeited for offences against the customs and import excise acts.

Goods landed, shipped or concealed without payment of the required duties, and all boats

and coaches involved in such fraud, were seized and forfeited. During the war with

France all ships and goods seized trading with France were included under this branch.75

Plantation duty was paid on goods from the English plantations, bound for

England, but sold in Ireland in order to raise the necessary money for the ship to continue

its journey. If a ship had to put into Ireland due to weather conditions or a similar

problem, the ship's master could, by swearing on oath his need for provisions for the rest

of his journey, sell enough goods to raise the necessary funds. The duty was secured by

bill without any charge, and remitted to the English receiver-general of customs. Prizage

was a duty belonging to the duke of Ormonde, which had been granted to that family as

the king's butler. It gave them the right to collect one ton of wine from any ship or

vessel importing 9-18 tons, and two tons from any import above 18 tons. It was

traditionally collected in kind, and until 1693-4 was 'collected for his grace the present

duke by his agent'. But from 1695 onwards prizage was farmed to the crown for an

72 B.L., Eg. MS 790, ff 56-67; Add MS 36,651, ff 7-26; N.L.I., MS 11,969, if 31-58; T.C.D., MS 748,
[ff 16-421; Stat. Ire., ii, 511-5; iii, 185-9; Bacon, Complete, pp 388-9; Campbell, Historical, pp 414-5;
Clarendon, Sketch, pp 15-6; Eaton, Rates, pp xviii-xx; Fleming, Collection, pp 123-7, 133-7; Howard,
Treatise, i, 87-8; Kieman, Administration, pp 83-4; Réamonn, Co,nmissioners, pp 18-9.

Egan, 'Finance', i, 25.

' Chandanian, Revenue, pp 117-21. On ale and beer retail regulation in England see Peter Clark, The
English alehouse: a social history 1200-1830 (London, 1983), pp 166-79, ch. 8.

B.L., Eg. MS 790, if 63-4; Add MSS 18,022, ff 76-7; 36,651, f. 22; Bacon, Complete, pp 373-4;
Clarendon, Sketch, p. 16; Eaton, Rates, pp vii-viii; Howard, Treatise, i, 97-9.
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annual rent, as had been the case in the l6SOs.76

The final uncertain branch was the casual revenue, which was miniscule in terms

of percentage yield, 77 and was the only part of the revenue, other than the hearth tax,

that was outside the remit of the commissioners and their collection service. It remained

the only collection concern of the exchequer, as the sheriffs, who collected this revenue,

were answerable for it to the exchequer.78

The casual revenue included many different sub-branches. The first fruits, settled

on the crown by statute in 1537, were the first year's value of every ecclesiastical

benefice or promotion, payable by any clergyman on succeeding to a new post, according

to the valuation in the king's book in the chief remembrancer's office. The 20th parts,

settled on the crown by statute in 1537, were 5% of the yearly value of all ecclesiastical

benefices or promotions, which was paid every year barring the first year. The hanaper

was a duty paid to the crown on any patents or original writs passed under the great seal,

all patents for land or office grants paying 25s 3d. Original writs were charged according

to the nature of the writ. The green wax consisted of all fines, issues and amerciaments

from the king's bench, common pleas, the assizes or sessions, post-fines or alienations out

of the common pleas, and forfeited recognizances. Custodiam rents were rents reserved

to the crown, and granted on leases under the exchequer seal, of lands and houses seized

by the crown in cases of outlawry in personal actions for satisfaction of debts.

Custodiams were also granted by the exchequer, on special warrants, out of the Williamite

forfeitures.79 Fines and proffers were payments, amounting to about £50 per annum,

paid by sheriffs and escheators for the profits of their offices, the profits of lands vested

in the crown by the acts of settlement and explanation, still undisposed of, and profits of

vacant bishoprics and ecclesiastical livings.

76 B.L., Eg. MS 790, if 63-4; Add MS 36,651, f. 22; N.A.I., Co.2430; MS M1014; C.SJ'.D. 1694-5,

p. 440; C.S.P.D. 1695 & Add., p. 112; C.T.B. 1693-6, pp 932, 1005, 1240; Bacon, Complete, pp 366-7;
Clarendon, Sketch, pp 18-9; Eaton, Rates, pp v-vi; Howard, Treatise, i, 74-9; Kieman, Administration, pp
77-8; Réamonn, Com,nissioners, p. 4.

Figure 2.3.

78 Clarendon, Sketch, p. 21.

" B.L., Eg. MS 790, if 56-67; Add MS 36,651, if 7-26; N.L.I., MS 11,969, ff 31-58; T.C.D., MS 748,
[ff 16-421; Stat. Ire., i, 96-100, 110-19; Clarendon, Sketch, pp 21-4; Howard, Treatise, i, 102-40; ii, 25-46.
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The casual revenue also included money raised on numerous incidental sources.

Waifs were stolen goods, or goods belonging to a thief, discarded in flight. Strays were

cattle unclaimed by anyone, and seized by the sheriff. Felon and fugitive goods were the

goods of escaped convicted felons and fugitives which were forfeited to the crown.

Money raised by forfeiture by penal statutes, on wool bonds, and on all other bonds taken

by collectors was also part of the casual revenue, as were treasure trove, prize goods,

escheats, and the king's silver in the king's bench, which was an ancient tax charged on

all fines. The tax of faculties, confirmed by statute in 1537, had been granted to the lord

primate by James I. In 1693 this was under the consideration of the exchequer court, as

it was believed the crown was still entitled to a moiety of the tax. Relief, to be paid by

the heir of a crown tenant, by the act for taking away the court of wards, had not been

levied. It was believed that the patent for Sir James Shaen's farm in the 1670s allowed

the benefit of relief, if ever levied, to be paid to Shaen and his partners. Casual revenue

arising from the royal mines had been granted to James Hamilton. Lighthouse duty was

a payment of 4d per ton per voyage of all foreign ships trading in Ireland. It was a non-

statutory duty, and was usually granted to the persons responsible for building and

maintaining lighthouses. In Anne's reign the lighthouses were put under the care of the

commissioners, who were to pay the expense out of the hereditary revenues. Aulnage

duties, although originally part of the ancient hereditary duties, had been allowed to lapse,

but were re-established by an act of 1665. A tax of 4d was charged by the king's

aulnager on weighing, measuring, and sealing each piece of woollen cloth of Irish

manufacture. Finally, deodands were moveable possessions, such as a horse or cart,

forfeited due to causing a person's death.8°

The hereditary revenues outlined above enabled Charles and James II to govern

Ireland without recourse to parliament. But the expense of the 1689-91 war, the

increasing costs of government, the slow recovery in the hereditary revenues, and

° B.L., Eg. MS 790, ff 56-67; Add MSS 18,022, ff 75-6; 36,651, ff 7-26; N.L.1., MS 11,969, ff3 1-58;
T.C.D., MS 748, [ff 16-42]; Stat, ire., i, 142-57; iii, 167-75; Bacon, Complete, pp 368-9; Campbell,
Historical, pp 409, 415-6; Clarendon, Sketch, pp 19-20, 24-5; Eaton, Rates, p. vi; Howard, Treatise, i, 80-83,
141-64; Kiernan, Administration, p. 79, 85-6; Réamonn, Commissioners, p. 23. Money from wool licences
was a perquisite of the chief governor, and so was not part of the public revenue per se (N.L.I., Keightley
papers, folder 971, f. 3; Clarendon, Sketch, p. 20).
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William's use of Ireland after 1697 as a barracks for his standing army, 8 ' meant that new

sources of parliamentary supply were required to supplement the crown's ordinary income.

The fiscal device adopted by the Williamite parliaments to supplement the ordinary

revenue was known as the 'additional duty', which in the political context helped to

ensure the regular meeting of parliament, while also addressing the increased financial

needs of government.82

An additional duty involved the imposition of an increased levy upon an existing

duty for a regulated period of time,83 in order to provide an estimated amount of money.

Such fiscal devices had already been used in Restoration England, but on an irregular

basis, and by an increasingly reluctant parliament. Although additional duties were not

enacted by any Irish parliament prior to the 1690s, the device was regarded by Essex and

Ormonde in the 1670s as the best method for raising a parliamentary supply in Ireland.

Ormonde's proposed parliament never met, falling victim to the Popish Plot and the

intrigues of the Irish revenue farmers, though the government's acceptance in 1677-81 that

parliament would not agree to any enlargement of the hereditary revenue, opened the way

for use of this device in the Williamite Irish parliaments. 85 In the 1690s the English

parliament adopted the device again, primarily as a way of avoiding the imposition of a

general excise, though the additions to the excise were imposed grudgingly. 86 In Ireland

the Restoration concept, instigated by the government in 1692, was not only adopted, but

implemented with great regularity, as parliament became aware of how this device

increased its influence on the executive.87

Two parliaments met in Ireland under William, the first, a single session sitting,

' Ch. 3.

82 Campbell, Historical, p. 416; Kieman, Administration, pp 113-4, 116-7.

83 Eaton, Rates, pp iv-v.

' Chandaman, Revenue, pp 15-7, 44-8.

85 Aydelotte, 'Ormonde', pp 30-194; Szechi & Hayton, 'Scot. & be.', pp 262-3.

86 Beckett, 'Land tax', pp 298-307.

87 Ch. 9.
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in 1692, and the second, of three sessions, between 1695 and 1699. The 1692

parliament, best known for the conflict between the government and Commons over the

'sole right',89 established the precedent for additional duties, by passing the government-

sponsored 'act for an additional duty of excise upon beer, ale and other liquors'. The

preamble stated that in conditions of 'great decay' in ireland 'by reason of the calamities

fallen upon your subjects during the last unnatural rebellion', the additional duty was

granted for the crown's honour, and peace and tranquillity in ireland. The additional duty

was granted for one year from November 1692, above and over all other duties charged

in the 1662 excise act. An additional duty of is 6d was charged on every 32 gallons of

beer and ale above the price of 6s per barrel brewed in ireland, bringing the total duty to

4s per 32 gallons, a 60% increase on the original duty. Every 32 gallons of beer and ale

worth 6s or less was charged with an addition of 3d, bringing the total duty to 9d, a 50%

increase. Every gallon of aqua-vitae and strong-water distilled in ireland was charged

with an addition of 3d, bringing the total duty to 7d, a 75% increase, while a 7d addition

was laid on every gallon of Balkan or other potable spirits, 'not before charged by this

act', made or distilled in Ireland, which represented a 175% increase. All the additional

duties were levied and collected according to the 1662 excise act. 9° The specification

of Balkan or other potable spirits appears an oddity, as they are not mentioned in the 1662

act. However, the 1662 act did apply to all aqua-vitae and strong-waters distilled in

Ireland, 'whether of foreign or domestic spirits or materials', which would appear to cover

Balkan and all other potable spirits.9 ' The estimated yield from these duties was

£20,000.92

The 1692 additional excise expired at the end of 1693, leaving the government

dependent upon the hereditary revenue until the next meeting of parliament in 1695. As

part of the negotiated compromise of 1694-5 between the executive and legislature over

the sole right, the government included only one money bill in its legislative programme

88 Englefield, Parliament, pp 34-5.

89 Ch. 9; McGuire, 'Parliament', passim.

90 N.L.I., MS 1437, ff 3-4; Stat. Ire., iii, 245-6; Clarendon, Sketch, p. 28.

91 Stat. Ire., ii, 366.

92 T.C.D., MS 1179, f. 146; Cullen, Economic, p. 40.
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in 1695. As in 1692, the bill was for an additional excise duty for one year on beer,

ale and other liquors. The bill was passed as the first money act of the session, and was

in most parts a copy of the 1692 act, granting the same additional duties for one year

from October 1695, though the addition on Balkan and other potable spirits was reduced

from 7d to 3d, bringing them in line with the aqua-vitae and strong-water additionsY"

The 1695 parliamentary session being more successful for the government than

1692, further short-term additional duties were granted on the instigation of parliament.95

The second additional duty was 'An act for granting unto his majesty, an aid or additional

custom', as the supplies already granted were not sufficient to 'answer your majesty's

occasions'. Whereas the previous additional duties had applied to inland excises, this new

act applied to imports, while the period for imposition was increased to four years, to

December 1699. An additional duty of l.5d was charged on every pound weight of

tobacco imported, bringing the total duty to 4d, a 60% increase on the original duty.

Every yard of old drapery imported was charged with an addition of 12d, a c.5% increase,

while every yard of new drapery was charged with an addition of 4d, a c.6% increase.

Imports of English old and new drapery were exempt.97 Every eli (45 inches) of linen

was charged 6d, bar scotch cloth, which was charged 6d per yard. The percentage

increases of duties due on imported linens varied enormously and are problematic to

ascertain, though they appear in general to have been high enough to be prohibitive, which

may have been the intention, as the parliamentary committee on trade had recommended

McGrath, 'Protestant', chs. 4, 5.

T.C.D., MS 1179, ff 145-8; N.L.I., MS 1437, ff 3-4; Stat. ire., iii, 249-50; Clarendon, Sketch, p. 29.

Below, pp 271-83.

96 The base rate customs and excise duty for tobacco appears to have been 24, (Stat. Ire., ii, 366-7, 417,
467, 493) but the 1695 act confirmed the duty prior to any additions as 2.5d (Stat. Ire., iii, 312-3; Fleming,
Collection, p. 137).

As the original duty for old and new draperies is not given in the 1695 act (Stat. Ire., iii, 3 12-3), the
original duty has been calculated on the basis of the rates given in the 1662 customs and excise acts, and
the values per yard of material in the books of rates, with the customs being calculated on the basis of a
native importer bringing goods from a foreign country, thereby being liable to pay 1/3 more customs (Stat.
Ire., ii, 398, 440, 493).
Old drapery - £8:10:00 value per yard: 5% excise = 8s 6d; 5% customs = 8s 6d; 1/3 more customs = 2s 3d;
total duty = 19s lOd.
New drapery - £2:05:0O value per yard: 5% excise = 2s 3d; 5% customs = 2s 3d; 1/3 more customs = 9d;
total duty = 5s 3d.
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further duties on linens, in order to encourage Irish trade. 98 Every ton of wine imported

had an additional charge of £3, except for wine from Spain or her dominions, which was

exempt. Although these duties were called an 'additional custom', the method of levy and

collection was to be carried out according to the 1662 excise act, while the duties were

to be paid upon 'merchandizes imported and exported', according to the book of rates in

that actY

The reference in the 1695 act to exports is erroneous, as the duties imposed were

only on imports, while the excise book of rates only applied to imports. The 1695

additional duty act, like most future additional duty acts for imports, imposed a general

extra duty, in reality an import excise, over and above the existing combined customs and

import excise rates. The main reason for levying the extra duty according to the 1662

excise act was because the duty was a flat rate addition applicable to all persons liable to

pay, regardless of their nationality, and was therefore an import excise. The 1662 customs

act imposed too many extra impositions and exemptions based on nationality, making it

useless for levying a flat rate addition. 10° The only exception was the extra duty on

wine which was a tonnage imposition, and was therefore more correctly an extra customs

duty, as the excise rates on wine imports were imposed by poundage.'°' The estimated

yield from these combined duties was £23,000.b02

The third additional duty of 1695 was in reality an extension of the additional

inland excise. The revised expiry date was December 1698, extending the duty from one

year to three years and two months.'° 3 The estimated yield from this act was

£40,000.b04

98 Stat. Ire., ii, 410, 457; iii, 312-3; C.J.I., ii, 680.

T.C.D. MS 1179, ff 145-8; N.L.I., MS 1437, ff 3-4; Stat. Ire., iii, 312-3; Clarendon, Sketch, p. 29.

1(8) Stat. ire., ii, 365-493.

101 According to the value per tn of French wine in the excise book of rates, which was £14, the base
rate excise duty was 14s, while the customs tnnage subsidy for a native importer was £3:10:0O. The
additional duty of 1695 of £3 was more logically an addition to the ttinnage rate (Stat. ire., ii, 418, 470; iii,
312-3).

102 B.L., Add MS 28,879, f. 210.

101 T.C.D., MS 1179, ff 145-8; N.L.I., MS 1437, ff 3-4; Stat. ire., iii, 328; Clarendon, Sketch, p. 29.

'° B.L., Add MS 28,879, f. 210.
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The second session in 1697 continued to utilise the fiscal device of additional

duties to meet the government's immediate financial needs. The first money act passed

was for granting 'an additional duty on tobacco; and for continuing unto his majesty an

aid or additional custom on several goods and merchandizes; and also for continuing the

additional duty on beer and ale, and other liquors' to December l702.'° This act

represented a further rationalisation of the policy of granting short-term additional duties,

in that it performed the same function as three separate acts of 1695. It also suggests that

the use of short-term additional duties had become an acceptable policy for parliament,

and that a set procedure had been adopted, whereby one act per session would suffice for

granting short-term additional duties, as a means of providing an 'ordinary' parliamentary

supply.

The preamble stated that the money raised was intended for reimbursing William

for rents he had respited during 1692-5 at the request of the Commons, for building

barracks for the army in order to alleviate the pressures of quartering upon the populace,

and towards other uses stated within the act. This represented the first specific allocation

of money raised by additional duties. The first £50,000 was to be paid into the exchequer

for the government's immediate needs. The next £25,000 was to be applied to the

barracks. The next £2 1,027:03:06 was to be paid to the government as reimbursement for

the respited rents. Any further sums raised were to be applied first toward payment of

£6,000 to the sons of Sir Audley Mern, for his services to Charles II as prime serjeant

and speaker of the Commons in 1661-6, and then towards payment of £600 to Richard

Warburton for services during the same parliament.

The rates of additional duties to be levied were the same as those in the three 1695

acts. The excise on ale, beer and other liquors was extended for four years from

December 1698 to December 1702. The additional duties on tobacco, linens, scotch cloth,

and wine were continued for three years from December 1699 to December 1702. The

additional duty on old and new drapery was allowed to lapse in 1699, while Spanish wine

continued to be exempt. The only alteration in rates occurred for tobacco, whereby a

second additional duty of id per pound weight was imposed on imported tobacco, until

December 1699. This extra duty was then continued for three years, until December

'° Stat. Ire., iii, 353-8; Doyle, 'Politics', pp 235, 256, 258.
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1702, making the total additional tobacco duty, from November 1697 to December 1702,

2.5d per pound weight, a 100% increase on the original duty. Once again, all the

additional duties were to be levied and collected according to the 1662 excise act.'°6

In the 1698-9 session the policy of voting short-term additional duties

continued.' 07 However, the additions were not as extensive, as the 1697 act had already

continued the duties to December 1702. An act for reforming abuses in the making of

butter-casks included a small amendment to the 1697 act, whereby the expiiy date for the

duties was clarified as December 1702.108 The main additional duty act of 1698-9 was

'to complete the supply to his majesty, and to build and finish the barracks'. There was

no specification of the uses for money raised besides the intention to complete the sum

required for the government, and to pay for finishing the barracks. The act applied only

to tobacco imports, imposing a further additional duty of id per pound weight from

December 1698 to December 1702, bringing the total additional duty for those four years

to 3.5d, a 140% increase on the original duty. The total additional duty was then to be

continued for a further six months until June 1703. Once again, the duty was to be levied

and collected according to the 1662 excise act.'°9

The one other additional duty of 1698-9 was an act 'for laying an additional duty

upon woollen manufactures exported' from lieland. The preamble was non-specific in the

intention of the act, stating that the money was voted in recognition of the 'great expense

your majesty hath been, and still continues at, for defence of this your kingdom in peace

and safety from the contrivances of your majesty's and its enemies'. An additional duty

was imposed of 4s per 20s of exported broad cloth of Irish manufacture, a 200% increase

on the original duty, and 2s per 20s of exported 'new drapery made of wool, or mixed

with wool' (except frizes), a 100% increase. These additional duties were imposed from

March 1699 to March 1702, and were to be levied and collected according to the 1662

109 T.C.D., MS 1179, ff 145-8; N.L.I., MS 1437, ff 3-4; Stat, ire., iii, 353-8.

107 Ch. 9.

108 Stat, ire., iii, 449-51.

109 T.C.D., MS 1179, ff 145-8; N.L.I., MS 1437, if 3-4; Stat. Ire., iii, 471-2; Clarendon, Sketch, p. 34.
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customs act."°

This duty on woollens was the last additional duty voted during William's reign,

no further sessions being held before his death in March 1702. The woollen act was also

an exception amongst Williamite additional duties, in that its primary purpose was not

raising revenue, but to pre-empt an English parliamentary prohibition of lush woollen

exports. The dramatic increase in duties was an attempt to bring the price of Irish

woollens to the same level as English woollens. However, the increases were not deemed

satisfactory, and the feared prohibition was imposed later in 1699." The woollen act

was also an exception in that it imposed additional duties on exports, thereby being an

addition to the customs outwards schedule. Williamite and 18th-century additional duties

were predominantly additions to either the inland or import excise schedules. It was not

the norm to impose extra duties on exports.

The heavy financial pressures on Williamite government, caused by the economic

disruption of the 1689-9 1 war, the continuing war in Europe, and the growing army pay

arrears, meant that the Irish parliament needed to provide 'extraordinary' supplies to cover

what in Irish terms were extraordinary needs. The sole right issue ensured that no

progress was made in this area during the 1692 parliament. The more settled

arrangements in 1695-9 allowed for several Williamite supplies that were to prove

exceptions within the developing policy of using short-term additional duties for meeting

the government's needs. The form of these extraordinary supplies were two poll taxes

and a 'land' tax.

The first poll tax was passed in 1695. The preamble stated that it was granted in

consideration of 'the great expense your majesty hath been put to, and is daily at, in the

support and government of this kingdom, exceeding the revenue thereof, which is now

much fallen through the want of trade, occasioned by the present wars'. The poll was

110 T.C.D., MS 1179, ff 145-8; N.L.I., MS 1437, if 3-4; Stat. Ire., iii, 472-3. As the original duties
payable on woollen exports are not included within the 1699 act, they have been calculated by reference to
the 1662 customs act, which imposed a duty of 10% of the value of the goods exported, or 2s in 20s (Stat.
Ire., ii, 420, 479).
Broad woollen cloth - value per 36 yards £3:06:08: 10% custom = 6s 8d; 1699 addition = 13s 4d; total
custom = £1.
New draperies - value per piece 15s: 10% custom = is 6d; 1699 addition = is 6d; total custom = 3s.

" Kearney, 'Mercantilism', pp 484-96; Kelly, 'Kearney re-visited', pp 22-44; Cullen, Economic, pp 34-
5; Clarendon, Sketch, p. 34.
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charged as a one-off tax at a basic rate of is per person, male and female, and of all

ages. However, no individual was to pay for more than two children aged under 16. On

top of the basic rate, a substantial list of higher rates were included for persons of rank

and position. The highest set rate was £50, payable by archbishops and dukes, though

higher individual returns were ensured through the use of poundage rates for assessing

government officials, pension holders, absentee clergy, sinecure holders and salaried

servants. Judges and other government officials paid either 3s or 2s in 20s depending on

the specifications in the act, while pension holders were charged 3s in 20s on all yearly

pensions worth £20-f50, or 4s on those worth £50 or more. Absentee clergy and sinecure

holders paid £10 in every £l00.h12 Evidence of the type of burden possible by

poundage assessment was provided in 1696, when the lord chancellor complained that his

personal liability for the poil was £327." Various exemptions were granted, covering

widows or Protestant refugees exempt from the hearth tax, a blind man with a £25 civil

list pension, army officers sent overseas, all private soldiers and navy seamen, and all

non-patent revenue officials whose yearly salaries were less than £40." The tax's

estimated yield was £80-100,000."

However, continuing government financial difficulties,"6 and the not uncommon

problems of poll tax evasion," 7 meant that the 1697 session had to provide further

extraordinary supplies. Parliament's deliberations resulted in the second poll tax. The

preamble stated that it was granted on consideration of the fact 'that many debts,

contracted by your majesty for our security and preservation, remain unpaid, through a

deficiency of your majesty's established and settled revenue to discharge the same'. The

basic rate was increased to 2s per person, with the same criteria as the 1695 act for higher

rates payable by persons of rank and status, and similar rules for exemptions, which

112 Stat. ire., iii, 289-95; Clarendon, Sketch, pp 31-2.

113 P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638/18/40.

114 T.C.D., MS 1179, ff 145-8; N.L.I., MS 1437, ff 3-4; Stat. ire., iii, 289-95; Clarendon, Sketch, pp 31-
2.

115 B.L., Add MS 28,879, f. 210; S.R.O., Somers papers, 371/14/12.

116 Ch. 3.

" Braiidick, Taxation, p. 241; Ibid., Nerves, p. 104.
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included new allowances for relatives of day-labourers, and excluded non-patent revenue

officials. However, the use of poundage for assessing government officials, pension

holders and salaried servants was done away with, leaving such people to be assessed at

a set rate based upon the traditional assessment by social standing within the community.

The use of poundage assessment still applied to absentee clergy and sinecure holders. The

other major change was that the tax was to be collected for two years in quarterly

installments from November 1697 to November 1699, with the basic and higher rates

being payable on a per annum basis. The act also included two new clauses, stating that

the first £100,000 was to be paid to the government, with any excess to be used for

paying 'several sums of money due to the people of this kingdom ... by the army for

quarters', before June 1692, and for avoiding the 'great abuses' of the first poii by means

of individuals making multiple appeals against their assessment."8

The 1697 poll tax proved less fruitful than expected, causing the 1698-9 session

to pursue further means of extraordinary taxation. This time they resorted to 'the ancient

mode of a tax upon land ... but in a new and peculiar form'." 9 Although officially a

land tax, it was referred to in the revenue accounts as a subsidy.' 2° The act was to raise

£120,000 'on all lands, tenements, and hereditaments' in Ireland. The money was to be

collected in four equal half-yearly payments of £30,000 starting in June 1699. The

£30,000 was proportioned by province, with Leinster paying £10,050, Munster £8,940,

Ulster £7,000, and Connaught £4,010. These amounts were broken down by city, town

and county, wherein it was to be levied by barony, ward, or parish, the rates payable on

each parcel of land, hereditament, tenement, tithe and impropriation being laid in the

normal manner 'by presentment of the grand-juries, at the assizes or quarter-sessions',

with the assessment of the proportion payable being 'ascertained by the major part of the

commissioners appointed by this act'.'2'

There remained one further revenue source for Williamite government which does

118 T.C.D., MS 1179, ff 145-8; N.L.I., MS 1437, ff 3-4; Stat. Ire., iii, 374-96; Clarendon, Sketch, p. 33.

119 Clarendon, Sketch, p. 33.

120 B.L., Add MS 18,022, f. 54; N.L.1., MS 1437, f. 7; T.C.D., MS 1179, f. 145.

121 T.C.D., MS 1179, ff 145-8; N.L.I., MS 1437, ff 3-4; Stat. Ire., iii, 45 1-70; Clarendon, Sketch, pp 33-
4. For grand juries laying public charges and raising money, see B.L., Add MS 38,153, ff7, 9; T.C.D., MS
1178, ff 58-9; McCracken, 'Administration', ch. 8.
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not fit into any of the normal categories, and is therefore to be considered on its own.

The Williamite forfeitures represented an extraordinary source that was not available to

any other government in the 18th century. In 1694 Hely chose to consider the forfeitures

as a separate entity from the rest of the revenue branches 'since they are not like to be

retained as a constant branch of it'.' 22 In the 1640s and l650s the Interregnum

governments had benefited from a similar source, but primarily by means of loans secured

from adventurers on the security of the land confiscations, and as a means of clearing

army pay arrears in land. However, in the 1690s, the Williamite government had access

to the revenue arising from the forfeitures as a source of supplemental income, primarily

in custodiam rents, but also through the sale of forfeited goods.

The history of the forfeitures is one of mismanagement and corruption, and what

was meant to be a lucrative source, proved to be a disappointment.' 23 Amidst the

confused forfeitures management between 1691 and 1700, when the forfeited estates were

appropriated by the English parliament's Act of Resumption in order to raise revenue for

paying 'officers' arrears, debts for transport service and clothing, debts and interest on

tallies, orders, tickets and exchange bills and no other use whatever', most of the revenue

that theoretically could have been raised was lost through large land grants by William

to favourites such as Ruvigny, Ginkel, Romney, and Albemarle. At the same time many

of the custodiams were allowed rent abatements and remissions, while a large number of

estates were restored to Catholics comprehended within the articles of Limerick and

Galway, or granted royal pardons. 1 " It is impossible to assess how much revenue was

raised prior to 1700, though £20,689:l2:04 was recorded in the revenue accounts for

168995.125 After that there were no more entries in the accounts for forfeitures, though

at times orders were given for the money arising from that source to be applied to the

B.L., Add MS 36,651, f. 19.

' B.L., Add MS 36,651, ff 19-22; Ministerial conduct, pp 23-4; Bumet, History, iv, 208; Dalrymple,
Memoirs, iii, 28-9.

1699, passim; Simms, Confiscation, pp 9, 13, 20,45-6, 73-9, 82, 87-8, 102-5, 110-18, 158,
passim.

' Appendix 1, table 13.
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building of barracks.' Once the forfeitures had been taken over by the English

parliament in 1700, there was little chance of any of the revenue raised being paid into

the Irish treasury.' 27 It is therefore to be presumed that what had the potential to be a

lucrative source in the 1690s in actual fact had little or no impact on the Williamite

government's income.

In considering all the revenue sources available to Williamite government, and the

degree of dependence upon certain sources, it is necessary to differentiate between

ordinary and extraordinary revenues, and direct and indirect taxation. Ordinary revenues

were those which were constantly recurring, as in the hereditary revenues. Extraordinary

revenues were supplementary, voted by parliament as short-term expedients to meet an

immediate financial need.' However, the 1690s additional duties, which were

theoretically extraordinary revenues, were to become in practice ordinary revenues in the

18th century, being regular additions to the ordinary hereditary customs and excise. Each

session of Anne's parliaments passed at least one additional duty act, each building upon

the 1690s acts, with adaptations, such as the 1703 inclusion of a 4s in 20s tax on

pensions, and additions, such as rock-salt in 1709. This procedure continued in the

Hanoverian period, with similar adaptations, such as the 1715 inclusion of a tax on

salaries, profits of employments, fees and pensions, and additions, such as molasses,

treacle, tea, coffee, chocolate and cocoa-nuts in 1719. Additional duties remained the

norm for supplementing government income until the Union of 180 1.129 However, the

Williamite poll and 'land' taxes were indeed 'extraordinary' taxes, being short-term

supplements to the ordinary revenue in order to provide for the extraordinary expenses of

government caused by the 1689-91 war. The extraordinary nature of these taxes was

highlighted by the fact that they were not repeated by any Irish parliament in the 18th

century!3°

' N.A.1., Wyche papers, 1/1/86, 88, 92; C.S.P.D. 1693, pp 234, 348; C.T.P. 1697-1702, p. 120.

127 B.L., Add MS 18,022, f. 70; Simms, Confiscation, pp 110-18.

128 Braddick, Taxation, pp 1-2: Ibid., Nerves, p. 4.

' Stat. Ire., iv, 1-2, 7-10, 69-71, 109-12, 188-90, 252-4, 291-3, 315-21, 325-7, 431-8, 504; Stat. Ire.,
v-xx, passim; Dickson, Foundations, p. 77; O'Donvan, 'Money', pp 57-8.

130 Stat. Ire., iv-xx, passim; Campbell, Historical, p. 416.
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Alongside the division of ordinary and extraordinary revenues was that of direct

and indirect taxation. Generally, reference to direct and indirect taxation applies to

parliamentary taxes. Direct taxes were usually extraordinary taxation, such as

assessments, subsidies, poli and land taxes, where the levies were based upon personal

wealth and property. Indirect taxes were usually ordinary revenues, such as customs and

excise, where the levies were based upon consumption. The hearth tax was considered

to be an indirect tax.' 3 ' In England and Ireland in the later 17th century indirect

taxation, primarily through the increase in excises, became the main revenue source. In

England the introduction of the land tax in the 1690s meant that direct taxation once more

became a substantial and important part of the ordinary revenue in the 18th century,

initially yielding more than the customs or excise, but after 1714 holding its own with the

customs as the second and third main sources behind the excise. These three sources

accounted for 90% of the state's revenue in the 18th century. Although indirect taxation

continued to be the dominant source, direct taxation remained significant. 132 The same

catijiot be said of Ireland, were indirect taxation continued to grow, due to the additional

duties, and dominated as the main revenue source in the 18th century, to the detriment of

direct taxation.'33

Examination of the branches of the ordinary revenue as percentages of the gross

yield demonstrates the degree of dependence on particular branches.' In 1683-8, when

the revenue first came under direct management, 62% of the yield was from customs and

excise, and 32% from rents and hearth tax. In William's reign these figures changed

further in favour of the excise and customs, to 70%, while rents and hearth tax diminished

to 26%. These changes reflect partly the slow recovery in rents and hearth tax after the

1689-91 war, and partly the advent of regular parliamentary additions to the inland excise.

During Anne's reign a more realistic balance was reached, with a full recovery in rents

and hearth tax bringing them up to 28% of the total yield, with excise and customs

131 Braddick, Nerves, pp 4-5, 91-107; Chandaman, Revenue, p. 138; O'Brien & Hunt, 'Fiscal', Pp 138-
43.

132 Brewer, Sinews, pp 95-8; O'Brien & Hunt, 'Fiscal', p. 163; Ibid., 'Emergence', pp 35-58; Beckett,
'Land tax', passim; Brooks, 'Land tax', p. 283.

133 Dickson, Foundations, p. 77.

134 Money from forfeitures has been discounted due to lack of information on the yield.
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accounting for 68%, thanks to the ongoing steady growth in inland excise. The growing

dependence upon indirect taxation is also apparent, as in 1683-8 the customs, excise and

hearth tax represented 72% of the total yield, whereas in 1689-1702 they increased to

77%, rising further to 78% during 1703-10. During the period 1683-1710 the four main

branches of excise, customs, hearth tax and rents accounted for 95-6% of the total gross

income from ordinary sources. At all times the inland excise remained the single largest

source.'35

Examination of the gross yield of both the ordinary and extraordinary revenue

sources during William's reign is hampered slightly by the constant inclusion of the

additional inland excise duties within the hereditary inland excise figures. However the

figures for the other extraordinary duties are mostly extant, and for comparison purposes

include the additional duties from 1695-9, even though these were in time to become

ordinary branches. Parliamentary additions and the poll and 'land' taxes voted in 1695-9

accounted for c.l5% of the gross yield in William's reign. However, the inland excise

still remained the largest single source, yielding 25% of all government income, while the

combined indirect taxes, including the parliamentary additions, accounted for 73%. In

comparison, direct taxes and rents, including the poll and 'land' taxes, accounted for 23%.

For William's reign the four main branches of the ordinary revenue accounted for 82%

of the total gross income from ordinary and extraordinary sources.'36

The growing dependence on indirect taxation is clear from these percentages.

More significantly, it is apparent that the main source remained the hereditary revenue.

However, the parliamentary supplies were an important extra source, producing more than

the hearth tax, and representing the fourth major revenue 'branch'. They also provided

the necessary funds for government to meet its increased costs, which the hereditary

revenue was unable to cover. It was this ability on the part of parliament to control the

provision of the last 10-15% of government financial needs that was to ensure the regular

meeting of parliament in the 18th century.

While it is not practical to carry out a direct comparison of the English and Irish

Figures 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5; appendix 1, tables 4, 5; ch. 3.

Figure 2.1,2.6; appendix 1, tables 4, 5, 15. The percentages for additional duties and poll and 'land'
taxes in figure 2.6 do not equal the figure for parliamentary supply in figure 2.1. The discrepancy of 1%
is due to the data being rounded up or down to the nearest percent.
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revenue yields and tax burdens, some conclusions can be drawn from the respective

figures and percentages. By the 1690s in England c.95% of all revenue was raised by

parliamentary taxation in one form or another.' 37 In Ireland, taking account of the fact

that the hereditary excise, customs and hearth tax were based upon parliamentary statute,

over 80% arose from parliamentary-based taxation. If the quit rents are included in this

computation, on the grounds that the acts of settlement and explanation gave

parliamentary status to those rents, the figure rises to over 90%.138

However, Ireland's taxation burden was dissimilar to England's. At the end of the

Restoration period the main revenue sources in both countries were excise and customs,

which imposed similar rates and duties and were therefore of similar burden. In the 1690s

the similarities lessened, as the English parliament imposed permanent and long-term

additions to the excise, and short-term additions to the excise and customs.' 39 The Irish

additional duties, although continous from 1695 to 1703, remained short-term additions

only. However, the real difference in the 1690s taxation burden arose in the area of

English land and assessed taxes which raised c.47% of government income between 1689-

l702.'° During the war years, 1689-97, these direct taxes yielded an even higher

percentage, the land tax accounting for 52% of income in l696.'' The absence of a

regular Irish land tax makes comparisons of the English and Irish tax burden less useful,

unless the Irish rents and hearth tax are used as part of a replacement land tax

computation. There are certain criteria that make this a valid endeavour. Irish rents,

unlike English rents, represented a significant part of the annual yield, and thereby

demand consideration in any assessment of a tax burden. The hearth tax likewise had no

comparable English tax after 1689, although the introduction of the English window tax

137 O'Brien & Hunt, 'Fiscal', p. 164.

' Figure 2.1. The 4% for 'other rev.' includes wine and ale licences, French tonnage, seizures, and
fines, all of which were raised by statute.

139 Dickson, Financial, pp 48-9, 352-4.

140 O'Brien, 'Economy', p. 10; Dickson, Financial, p. 47; Jones, Economy, pp 70-71. Roseveare gives
a figure of 'over' 39% for this period (Roseveare, Financial, pp 33-4).

141 Brewer, Sinews, p. 95.
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in 1696 went a small way to redressing the balance.' 42 All that considered, these fish

'equivalent' sources of rents and hearth tax, combined with the more legitimately

equivalent poii and 'land' taxes, still only accounted for 29% of the total income during

William's reign.' 43 The disparity in tax burdens is further highlighted when comparison

is made of the percentage returns from extraordinary taxation. While 49% of money

raised in England in 1689-97 came from extraordinary parliamentary supply,' in

Ireland only c.l5% arose from that source in l689-l7O2.'

However, in the context of a country devastated by three years of war, with a

slowly recovering economy hampered by the ongoing war in Europe, and with a

government expenditure in the early 1690s that greatly exceeded the means at its

disposal,' 46 the eventual voting of substantial additional duties, two poll taxes and a

'land' tax in the later 1690s represented a very real increase in the tax burden. While the

English economy was also adversely affected by the nine years war,' 47 it had not

suffered the destruction wrought by three years of country-wide warfare, with armies

living at free-quarter, pillaging the country's resources, and laying waste the land. In the

second half of William's reign, the Irish tax burden, although not on a par with England's,

was comparable with the heavy tax burdens of Cromwellian Ireland,'48 and may well

have been the heaviest ever imposed in Ireland.

The financial aims of Williamite government, that Ireland should cease to be a

drain on English money, should pay for its own upkeep, and, after 1697, should provide

for the maintenance of the largest part of William's standing army, were all realised in

the l690s. The large Restoration hereditary revenue formed the basis for the realisation

of those aims, while also giving Irish government an advantage over English government,

142 Braddick, Nerves, p. 103.

143 Figure 2.6.

144 O'Brien, 'Economy', p. 4.

' Figure 2.1.

Ch. 3.

' Jones, Economy, passim.

148 Barnard, Cromwellian, pp 27-49.
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through the knowledge of having a substantial permanent revenue Out of which much of

the cost of government could be met. The parliamentary supplies of 1695-9 provided the

extra money necessary to meet the increased costs of government prompted by the 1689-

91 war, and the maintenance of William's army. While freland's tax burden was not

comparable to that in England, it was sufficient, as it allowed for the government to be

financially self-supporting after 1692, unlike the governments of the 1650s and 1660s

which relied on regular subventions from England. Also, after 1697 it raised enough

money to contribute indirectly to the English Establishment, by supporting one third of

the whole British standing army.'49

149 Ch. 3; Ferguson, 'Army', pp 53-63, passim.
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Chapter 3

Income and expenditure

In early 17th-century Ireland the government's ordinary annual revenue yield arose from

the old hereditary revenue, which by 1660 was worth a paliry £35-70,000 per annum.'

However, the Restoration fmancial settlement revolutionised the hereditary revenues, 2 so

that the government's net ordinary income rose steadily from £87,833 in 1661 to a

Restoration high of £256,994:03:06 in 1684. Although in the 1660s the ordinary revenue

was augmented by a poll tax, and various subsidies and English subventions, after 1671

the ordinary yield was sufficient to support the government, allow for non-parliamentary

rule, and enable Ireland to contribute money towards English foreign policy, paying

£97,000 per annum by 1678 towards the navy and the maintenance of the Tangiers

garrison, while still managing to avoid any debt. 4 Such contributions continued during

James II's reign.5

Under James the ordinary revenue was in a buoyant condition. 6 The lowest net

yield was £225,978:13:10, in 1685. Government income peaked in 1686, with a net yield

of £286,5l6:00:10. The net yield represented the cash available to the government to

pay the Establishment, and was always more than sufficient for this purpose, as the cost

of the Establishment was c1200,000 in 1685, rising eventually to £243,663:06:03 in

1688 .8 These figures were representative of a healthy revenue system which, if not

unduly pressurised, would be able to cope for the forseeable future. The Glorious

Kiernan, Administration, pp 76-80; Egan, 'Finance', i, 25.

2 Kiernan, Administration, pp 80-86.

Egan, 'Finance', ii, 222-4; appendix 1, table 1.

Murray, Financial, pp 160-1; Dickson, Foundations, pp 21-2 ; Egan, 'Finance', passim;

C.S.P.D. 1687-9, p. 154; Simms, Jacobite, pp 15-7.

6 Dickson, Foundations, pp 21-2.

Figure 3.1; appendix 1, table 1.

8 C.T.B. 1681-5, pp 738, 1002-12; C.T.B. 1685 -9, pp 1742-7.
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Revolution was the undue pressure that threw the system into crisis.9

With the outbreak of war in 1689, the Irish revenue system collapsed. The surviving

revenue accounts from this period are therefore exceptional, and, at times, confused.

However, as the establishment of Williamite control over the revenue was dependent upon

a successful conquest of Ireland, the 1689-91 revenue accounts reflect the progress of that

conquest. In 1688 the revenue charge was £429,262:12:06, and the net yield

£25 1,826:00:01. In comparison, the first Williamite charge in 1689 was £8,884: 14:05, and

the net yield £4,038:00:l1, reflecting the small area of Ireland in Williamite hands, and

the effects of war on the economy and administration of government. The re-

establishment of the revenue system followed apace with the conquest. In 1690 the

charge was £94,244:00:00, and the net yield £50,l71:01:09. In 1691 the charge was

£274,959:00:00, and the net yield £1 19,333:08:07. However, although these figures

represented a steady increase in the ordinary revenue, they were still well below the pre-

1689 figures.'°

The war was the reason for this decrease in revenue. The disruption caused to

Irish trade, agriculture, manufacture, the economy in general, and the administration of

government, had an immediate and lasting effect. 1 ' Apart from the more obvious

problems inherent to two armies living at free quarter, plundering goods, and causing

devastation to areas in battle, on the march, and while encamped,' 2 the economy was

affected also by a series of Wiffiamite trade embargoes,' 3 by the activities of French and

Jacobite privateers, and by the raids and plundering of rapparees and tories.' 4 James II's

Lecky, ire., i, 193.

10 Figure 3.1; appendix 1, table 1.

Cullen, Economic, pp 26-7.

12 N.L.I., MS 1793; T.C.D., MS 1180, ff87, 145-6; C.S.P.D. 1690-1, pp 154-5, 160-1, 168, 229, 351;
C.S.P.D. 1695 & Add., pp 155, 157, 159; H.M.C., Finch, ii, 418, 450; Portland, iii, 449,461,463; Berwick,
Rawdon, p. 326; Burnet, History, iv, 115; Dalrymple, Memoirs, iii, 49.

13 B.L., Add MS 40,771, f. 9; P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638/1 1/1,20; C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 284,619-20,
825, 863-4, 979, 1017, 1033, 1074, 1133; H.M.C., Finch, ii, 201.

14 C.S.P.D. 1689-90, pp 368-9; C.S.P.D. 1690-1, pp 127, 152, 229, 351, 385-6; Berwick, Rawdon, pp
338-9; Dalrymple, Memoirs, iii, 50.
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government and forces struggled under similar difficulties. The most significant long-term

effect of Jacobite money problems was the notorious 'brass money', coining of which

commenced in June 1689.' By 1690 this coinage was being blamed for ruining trade,

discouraging industry, forcing the price of provisions to quadruple, and disordering

commerce in general, merchants having to give £160 brass money for 40 guineas of ready

specie.' 6 In July 1690 William issued a proclamation to reduce the value of brass money

from '30 to one, nay, as King James had lately doubled it, from 60 to one, so that his 5s

goes now for a penny'.' 7 Both the causes and effects of brass money were synonymous

with an economy in trouble.

The largely unavoidable war-time decrease in revenue was made greater by

specific government actions. The granting of numerous allowances for duty-free imports

of essential items such as arms, clothing, provisions, and horses, as well as non-essential

commodities such as wine and tobacco, ensured an even smaller yield from customs and

excise duties.' 8 The granting of a remission from September 1688 until Easter 1692 of

all rents and hearth tax payable by the Protestant population,' 9 similar remissions granted

to persons covered by the articles of Limerick and Galway,2° remissions granted by royal

favour to individual Catholics, 2' and the remission of first fruits due before March

1692,22 also helped to ensure a slower recovery in the revenue.

A more extensive problem arose in the area of collection arrears. It was normal

for a certain amount of the yearly charge to consist of uncollected revenue from the

H.M.C., Ormonde, ii, 400-1, 405-39.

C.S.P.D. 1689-90, p. 532; H.M.C., Finch, ii, 274.

' H.M.C., Finch, ii, 356.

' T.C.D., MS 1180, f. 79; C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 219, 319, 524, 533, 545, 572, 600,614,624,694,704-5,
822-5, 831, 853, 855, 861, 869, 901, 1016-7, 1022, 1031, 1048-9, 1097-8, 1101, 1110, 1113, 1126, 1131,
1142, 1144, 1150-3, 1162, 1215, 1240, 1287, 1410; H.M.C., Finch, iii, 7.

P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638/11/50; C.S.P.D. 1691-2, pp 123, 261, 297, 329-30; C.T.B. 1689-92,
p. 1645.

20 N.A.I., Wyche papers, 2/119.

21 CT.?. 1557-1696, p. 276.

22 N.A.I., Wyche papers, 1/2/10; C.S.P.D. 1691-2, p. 493.
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previous year. When the revenue came under direct government management in 1683,

the first year's charge was clear of any arrears, as all previous arrears remained the

concern of the farmers. By December 1683 the arrears were £23,727:11:02. By the start

of 1688 they had risen to £85,007:07:07, and by December to £112,398:1 1:07.23 A

certain percentage of this arrear was due to the departure from Ireland of many Protestant

gentry, merchants and men of means during James H's reign, especially in 1688. Their

departure adversely effected revenue collection, not only because individual debtors were

absent, but also because the ready specie in Ireland greatly diminished as these individuals

took great quantities of money with them to England. As war drew closer, many

collectors added to the increasing arrear by not accounting for money already collected.25

In theory, all arrears remained outstanding, though with the advent of war, the

possibility of collecting them greatly diminished. During the war little effort was made

to account for the 1688 arrear, while at the same time further arrears grew due, through

normal practice, and more so because of the disruption to the economy. In the 1689

charge, only 19s 4d was for arrears 'due in the late King James's time'. In 1690, this had

increased to £3,289:06:04, and in 1691, to £46,403:12:11.26 The inclusion of these

amounts on the charge for each year did not mean that the collectors had much success

in receiving the money. Further complications arose from the remissions and discharging

of arrears allowed by the Williamite government. 27 Also, the confusion caused in

accounting procedures during the war meant that it became extremely difficult to establish

who owed what, a matter made worse by the death of debtors, their exile, forfeiture, oi

more commonly, insolvency, caused by the war. Another difficulty arose from individuals

who claimed to have paid arrears to collectors who had since absconded, died, or

23 Figure 3.1; appendix 1, table 6.

C.T.P. 1557-1696, pp 35-7, 40-1, 51-2, 54-5, 57, 59-60, 77, 85, 107, 129, 135; Heslip, 'Brass', pp
125-6.

25 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 73.

26 B.L., Add MS 4761, f. 207.

B.L., Add MSS 4761, f. 77; 21,136, f. 90; P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638/18/31; N.A.I., Wyche
papers, 1/2/17; C.S.P.D. 1693, pp 178, 194; C.T.P. 1557-1696, p. 276; H.M.C., Downshire, i, 454.
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remained adherents of James II.	 Faced with such numerous problems, the

commissioners and their officials found that the issue of arrears remained a major problem

that could not be tackled with any success until after the war.

But the main problem for the Williamite government was that the revenue yield

was insignificant when compared to the increased expenditure necessitated by the war.

From the beginning of 1689 the war was financed by the English treasury. 29 Williamite

government expenditure in Ireland from June 1689 to September 1692, exclusive of the

majority of war-related payments, which were made in England, was £1,021 ,946:06: 11.

Only £267,367: 11:03 of this amount was of Irish origin, the majority of which was

collected in 1691-2. The remainder, £754,578:15:08, was remitted from the English

treasury. However, the full cost of the war to the English taxpayer was much greater than

this, although no clear figure exists. 3° Irish treasury receipts had little impact on these

costs, remaining well below the minimum amount required to pay the Establishment.

The first Irish Williamite Establishment was transmitted from England in May

1691, with a retrospective commencement date of December l690,' which left a two-

year void in official government expenditure, creating problems enough for the historian,

apart from the difficulties contemporary officials had in trying to get payment for periods

in office prior to December 1690.32 The new Establishment consisted of a skeleton civil

and military list of £15,222:1l:05 and £6,653:06:08 per annum respectively. The full

military list was transmitted in April 1692, and was to commence from January 1692, at

a cost of £262,783: 12:09 per annum.33 This commencement date confirmed that the

Williamite army in war-time Ireland was part of the English Establishment until January

1692, at which point certain regiments were transferred to the Irish Establishment. This

B.L., Add MS 4761, f. 208.

29 B.L., Add MS 18,022, f. 64; Chisholm, Report, i, 228-3 1.

° Below, pp 234-5; appendix 1, tables 1, 2, 12; Chishoim, Report, i, 228-31. Chisholm's 1688-94
figures combine the net income and expenditure of James II and William in 1688-9, and are not calculated
as yearly sums until 1695. They are therefore of less use in assessing the revenue for 1688-94.

31 C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 1180-1.

32 H.M.C., Finch, iii, 144.

C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 1595-7.
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meant that all war-time pay arrears were to be paid from England, ensuring that the cost

of the war remained a major issue in England.

However, the main problem facing Irish government in January 1692 was that the

yield was less than the Establishment. With net receipts for 1691 of £ 119,333:08:07 the

government's prospects for receiving enough income in 1692 to meet the Establishment

costs of £279,206:15:02 were not good. 35 During the war the Williamite forces had

received subsistence payments only, thereby creating extensive pay arrears on the English

Establishment.36 The Irish government's inability to meet the costs of the 1692

Establishment meant that the war-time expedient of paying subsistence only was continued

in peace-time, thereby ensuring that Irish pay arrears grew rapidly from 1692 onwards.37

As the collection arrears became a burden to revenue officials, so the pay arrears became

a pressing issue for government in the 1 690s.

The end of the war marked a new stage for the Williamite revenue system. The years

1692-7 saw a steady increase in the government's income, though the continuing war with

France and the lingering effects of the Irish war ensured that it was a slow recovery.

1697 was the first year in which the net yield achieved parity with the highest point of

James II's reign, with a yield of £299,334:12:06, about £13,000 more than 1686. But

even this figure is misleading, because the 1686 yield was from ordinary revenues only,

while the 1697 yield included £55,722: 17:09 from parliamentary taxes.38

Although Ireland was at peace during 1692-7, external and internal factors still

hampered the speed of recovery in the revenue. The trade restrictions imposed by the

continuing war in Europe, including Williamite trade embargoes on Irish commodities

C.T.B. 1702, pp ccvii-ccxxiv, 1081-1170.

Figure 3.4; appendix 1, tables 1, 11.

36 Bodi., Raw!. MS B476.

Figure 3.4; appendix 1, table 11.

38 B.L., Add MS 18,022, f. 55; figures 3.1, 3.2, 3.3; appendix 1, tables 1, 15.

68



such as corn, and the related problem of smuggling, 39 had a detrimental effect upon

customs and excise.4° Also, the activities of French and Jacobite privateers along the

Irish coastline encouraged smuggling, while having a very immediate impact on legitimate

trade.4 ' The continuing problem of tories and rapparees caused disruption to economic

life in the countryside, while also providing a definite contact within Ireland for

privateers.42 The continuation until 1697 of duty-free imports and exports on essential

items for the war in Europe also hindered recovery.43

Throughout 1692-7 customs and import excise remained below the average charges

for the pre-1689 period. The one exception was customs inwards in 1692, which, at

£52,489:08:02, exceeded the highest pre-war figure by £3,OOO. This was a one-off

occurence, due partly to the process of repatriation after the war, which accounted for a

short term influx of money and taxable goods with returning Protestants, and partly to the

process of 'restocking after a period of shortage'.45 There was a quicker recovery of

parity in the inland excise, which, at £81,549:15:ll by 1696, had achieved a higher charge

than at any time during the 1680s. However, this figure included the 1695 parliamentary

additional inland excise duties, so that even until the end of 1697 the hereditary inland

D.C.L., Gilbert MS 205, f. 9; P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638/18/19-20, 22, 32, 34; C.S.P.D. 1691-2,

p. 262; C.S.P.D. 1693, pp 338, 358, 369-72, 413, 417-8, 430-1; C.S.P.D. 1694-5, pp 76-7, 213-4, 236-7,
330, 346, 360, 425; C.S.P.D. 1695 & Add., pp 37, 104, 193-4, 204; C.S.P.D. 1696, pp 38, 208, 227, 230-1,
242, 218, 221, 225; C.T.B. 1693-6, pp 676, 698-9, 824, 880; C.T.B. 1697, p. 172; C.T.P. 155 7-1696, pp 348,
354, 402; H.M.C., Buccleuch, ii, 137, 141, 147, 150, 152, 156, 159.

° B.L., Add MS 4761, f. 12; C.S.P.D. 1691-2, pp 233, 299; C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 1512, 1636; C.T.B.
1693-6, pp 831, 844, 866, 1355; H.M.C., Portland, ii, 107-8.

41 B.L., Add MS 4761, f. 12; Wyche papers, 1/3/33; P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638/18/6;
C.S.P.D. 1693, pp 251, 351-2, 364,370,430-1; C.S.P.D. 1694-5, pp 76-7, 141, 151, 176,202-3,213-4,236-
7, 278, 282-3, 300, 308, 319, 347, 370, 418, 425; C.S.P.D. 1695 & Add., pp 37, 181-2, 193-4, 200-1, 204,
235, 238, 244, 247-9, 251; C.S.P.D. 1696, pp 2, 50, 80, 104, 198-200, 207-8, 218, 221, 225, 227, 230-1,
235, 242, 265, 278-9, 302-3, 316, 322, 354-5, 358, 392; C.S.P.D. 1697, pp 117, 149,218, 238, 272, 291-3,
308, 311, 314, 347, 418-9, 441; C.T.B. 1693 -6, pp 650, 658, 929, 1011; C.T.P. 155 7-1696, pp 243, 296-7,
313.

42 P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638/14/45-6, 48; D638/18/19; C.S.P.D. 1693, pp 364, 417-8; C.S.P.D.
1695 & Add., pp 176, 178-9, 276-8.

B.L., Add MS 4761, f. 12; C.S.P.D. 1691-2, pp 101, 103, 251, 325; C.S.P.D. 1695 & Add., p. 180;
C.S.P.D. 1696, pp 4-5; C.T.P. 1557-1696, pp 218, 293, 342.

Appendix 1, table 4.

B.L., Add MS 4761, f. 12; Cullen, Economic, pp 28-9; Heslip, 'Brass', p. 126.
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excise may have remained below the pre-1689 equivalent. The 1693 inland excise was

also increased by the 1692 parliamentary additional duty. 46 The increase in inland excise

was also partly due to a gradually increasing spending ability amongst the general

populace, caused primarily by an extended period of above average harvests during the

1690s.47

In all other revenue branches the annual charge remained below the pre- 1689

averages throughout 1692-7. In the other two main branches, hearth tax and rents, this

was primarily due to the depopulation of the country because of the war, 49 though a

significant loss accrued from crown remissions of rents, such as those to Trinity

College, 5° the earl of Ranelagh,5 ' and the rectory at Dunboyne 2 crown grants of

rents, such as those to the countess of Dorchester, 53 the countess dowager of

Castlehaven,TM Edward Fitzpatrick,55 and John Butcher;56 and rent abatements, such

as those given to Richard Cox and Henry Petty. 57 The crown's tendency to use Irish

rents as a source of patronage did not go unnoticed, 58 though in 1697 the Irish

parliament was happy to follow suit, and requested the discharge of £21,000 rent arrears

Appendix 1, table 4. Unfortunately, there are no complete accounts for these excise additions (T.C.D.,
MS 1179, f. 146; Cullen, Economic, p. 40).

B.L., Add MS 4761, f. 12; D.C.L., Gilbert MS 205, f. 9; Cullen, Economic, pp 27-30.

Appendix 1, table 5.

B.L., Add MS 4761, ff 1, 12; D.C.L., Gilbert MS 205, f. 9; P.R.O., S.P. 63/355/133.

50 B.L., Add MS 21,136, f. 90; P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638/18/31; C.S.P.D. 1691-2, p.419; C.S.P.D.
1694-5, p. 423; C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 968; H.M.C., Downshire, i, 454.

51 N.A.I., Wyche papers, 1/2/17; C.S.P.D. 1697, p. 112; C.T.B. 1697, p. 115.

52 C.S.P.D. 1697, p. 370; C.T.B. 1697, pp 305, 315-6.

C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 356; C.T.B. 1696-7, pp 235, 369.

C.S.P.D. 1691-2, p. 481; C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 357.

C.T.B. 1693 -6, pp 665-6, 833, 992; C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 314.

56 C.T.B. 1697, pp 99, 301, 327-34.

C.S.P.D. 1693, pp 75, 77, 178, 194; C.S.P.D. 1695 & Add., p. 62; C.T.B. 1693-6, pp 259, 582, 1198-
1200; C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 200.

58 Alan Brodrick to Stiohn, 25 Feb. 1696 (G.M.R., Midton papers, 1248/1).
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from 1692-5, owed by Irish Protestants 'on some waste lands', which was agreed to in

England on condition that parliament provided the same amount from some other fund.59

During 1689-91 there was no charge made for collection of rents or hearth tax.

In 1692, six months rent was charged on all properties from Easter, including those on

which a complete remission had been granted for the period of the war, plus a charge of

£36,894:05:06 for arrears 'standiiig out at Easter 1692 brought in charge in the respective

years that lists of the particulars could be found'. In the following two years further

arrears for the same period were charged, amounting to £17,458:1l:02 in 1693, and

£3,317:18:05 in 1694. These sums were made up from pre-1689 arrears, and arrears

owing from Catholics during 1689-91. In 1693 the first full year's rent charge was

£66,250:ll:06. Although this equates with the lowest pre-1689 charge, it was also, in the

context of post-war Ireland, an horrendous over-charge. The immediate consequence was

that rent arrears almost doubled in 1693. During the following years the charge continued

to drop until a realistic level was reached in 1695-6, at c160,000. For the remainder of

William's reign, and into Anne's reign, rents remained below the l680s level. The first

full year's hearth tax charge was in 1693, at a reduced amount of £17,553:12:03. By

1697 the charge had increased to £25,550:14:OO, which was still below the lowest pre-

1689 figure.6°

Alongside the problem of below average revenue yields was that of collection

arrears, which continued to increase from 1692 onwards, and were symptomatic of

problems created by the Irish war. At the start of 1692 arrears stood at £lOO,633:09:06.

By December 1694 they had risen to £l74,124:ll:OO.61 A breakdown of this figure

provides evidence of the source of the arrears, and which arrears were considered sperate

and desperate.

The arrears in December 1694 consisted of money owing for import and inland

excises, ale and wine licences, hearth tax, rents, and from dismissed collectors. The

largest amount was rent arrears of £95,771: 10:08. The accountant-general estimated that

Appendix 1, table 9; B.L., Add MS 4761, f. 77; C.S.P.D. 1697, pp 163, 195, 205, 266, 288-9, 315,
320.

60 Appendix 1, table 5; B.L., Add MS 4761, f. 207.

61 Appendix 1, table 6.
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£58,000 of this figure was sperate. Of the remaining desperate £37,77 1:10:08, he

estimated that £28,700 had been charged in error for September 1688-92 on Catholics

claiming benefit of the articles of Limerick and Gaiway. Until claims were adjudged, all

claimants were entitled to the remission of such rents to Easter 1692. The remaining sum

was a double charge for 1688 of money paid to Jacobite collectors.

The next largest amount was that of dismissed collectors, who owed

£35,538: 17:03. Of this only £2,000 was sperate, the remainder consisting primarily of

balances due from collectors dismissed before and during the war, and who had claims

to discharge all or most of their balances. A small amount was due from hearth tax

farmers in the l680s, 'but upon examination it appears that the money due from the said

persons is insolvent, they and their families being dead and ruined in the late war'.

Of the remaining arrears, £21,927:06:08 was owed for inland excise, of which

£5,000 was sperate, the remaining £16,927:06:08 being due 'from persons impoverished

and ruined by the late troubles and otherwise'. A further £9,167:04:04 was considered

desperate for the same reasons from the ale and wine licence arrears. £364:05:01 of the

£1,407: 10:03 owed for hearth tax was written off due to 'persons insolvent', and similarly

£6,355:06: 11 of the £7,955:06: 11 import excise arrears were written off, having been

'contracted in brass money time, the persons dead and absconded'.

The total sperate arrears were £70,000, and the remainding £104,124:ll:00 was

desperate. Apart from clogging up the revenue accounts, and inflating the charge given

to each collector at the commencement of the fiscal year, the insolvent arrears represented

a real loss of revenue. Despite the loss, the treasury lords wanted at least some of 'these

troublesome accounts' to be examined and struck off.62

The need to reduce the amount of collection arrears was recognised in heland and

England. In 1692 the treasury lords instructed the comissioners not to seize lands where,

'by reason of the late devastations', the proprietors were unable to pay their rents. With

regard to c130,000 pre-war rent arrears, they were to distrain for payment only in cases

where persons were 'able to pay the arrear and the growing rent'. It was left to the

commissioners' discretion whether to strike off excise and licences arrears due before the

battle of the Boyne, and a half-year rent arrear for 1690-1 on forfeited lands which had

62 B.L., Add MS 4761, ff 207-8.
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been laid waste by the two armies, as in both cases debtor insolvency made it unlikely

that payment could be received.63 The government's leniency towards people in arrears

appeared to be a matter of avoiding undue pressure upon a populace struggling to recover

from the devastation of war. For the period Easter 1692 to Christmas 1693 the total rent

due was £148,215:16:06, of which £47,275:02:05 had been collected, £12,316:06:02 had

been discharged by various grants and remissions, leaving a total arrear of £88,624:07:l1.

Of this, £19,709:15:00 was to be paid by instalment, £14,227:02:04 collected when

possible, £9,138:03:08 respited completely, £41,7 10:03:10 returned as waste land, and

only £3,839:03:00 distrained for. This disinclination to distrain for arrears meant that

other methods of reducing the deficit were required.

From 1691 onwards it became common practice to discharge rent arrears by order

of the king or exchequer. Some of the amount discharged accrued from acts of favour

to individuals such as Ranelagh, though the vast majority was discharged in a desire to

get rid of 'desperate' and 'troublesome accounts'. By the end of William's reign a total

of £84, 124:01:00 had been cleared by order of the king and exchequer. 65 Such action

represented a further loss of revenue.

Some arrears on other branches were discharged by specific warrants. A 1693

warrant empowered the commissioners to make abatements with regard to the claims of

Protestant collectors and ex-collectors for discharging arrears upon their 1687-91 accounts,

in consideration of arms, horses and goods taken from them by 'the Irish', and also to

accommodate the arrears created by the rapid depreciation of brass money, the burden of

which fell upon collectors who had received it as payment. The same warrant also

allowed for the discharge of a hearth tax arrear of £3,321:07:09 from 1687, which had

been farmed to 'Irishmen' because no one else could be found to take it on. By 1693

most of the 'Irishmen' could 'not be found', while those that had appeared were not worth

anything.67 Further examples include warrants for discharging the relatives of dead

63 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1927.

B.L., Add MS 4761, ff 178-9.

65 Appendix 1, table 9; B.L., Add MS 4761, f. 208.

C.S.P.D. 1691-2, p. 457.

67 C.S.P.D. 1693, pp 269-70.
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collectors from arrears owing on their accounts.

Another method for reducing arrears was to discharge army debts by cancelling

arrears owed to collectors against certificates given by the army for their provisions and

quarters.69 In 1692 the receiver-general was directed to give exchequer acquittances for

inland excise arrears to December 1691 and rents on forfeited lands due before November

1691 to any collectors who had certificates from the army accounts commissioners, thus

cancelling the equivalent sum in bills signed by the army to December l69l.° In 1694

a more general warrant was issued to the lords justices for discounting excise and licences

arrears to December 1693 against bills signed by army officers for quarters. 7 ' In 1695

another warrant was issued for collecting excise and licences arrears and rents on forfeited

lands to December 1693, by receiving the value of arrears in certificates verified by the

army accounts commissioners. Collectors were to accept certificates as if they were actual

money, 'which certificates may be transferable from one person to another'. 72 Apart

from the use of certificates as money, this process cleared some of the existing arrears and

army's debts, though it also reduced the amount of cash going into the treasury.

The various endeavours to reduce arrears proved successful, with a steady decrease

in amounts from 1695 onwards. 73 However, the resulting loss in revenue did not help

to alleviate the Irish government's main problem during 1692-7, which was the large

discrepancy between the yield and the cost of the Establishment. From 1692 onwards the

Irish Williamite Establishment, which in January 1692 was £279,206:15:02 per annum,

was to be paid from Irish revenue alone. 74 In theory the first year in which the yield

was sufficient to pay the whole Establishment was 1697. However, the rapidly increasing

cost of the Establishment, and the government's inability in reality to pay the full cost in

C.S.P.D. 1697, pp 370-1; C.T.B. 1693 -6, pp 900, 1341; C.T.B. 1697, p. 305.

69 C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 174.

70 C.S.P.D. 1691-2, p. 497.

71 C.S.P.D. 1694-5, p. 340.

72 Ibid., pp 497-8.

Appendix 1, table 6.

N.A.I., Wyche papers, 2/50.
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any year prior to 1699, ensured that substantial pay arrears existed throughout the

1690s.

Government expenditure in 1692-7 demonstrated this problem. Once the last of

the English war-time money had been spent in 1692, fish expenditure had to remain

within the bounds of the amount of money arising from the net yield. Only in 1693 was

expenditure (kl85,340:00:06) more than the yield (l69,278:04:03), due to the addition

of a £30,000 loan secured against rents. However, this exception demonstrated the

absence of credit facilities for the government in normal circumstances. The expenditure

recorded in December 1694 (±209,507:l2:04) covered a 15-month period, so that,

although greater than the 12-month yield (f.l87,777:01:1 1), it did not actually exceed the

yield for the equivalent 15-month period (c1230,000). The need to contain expenditure

within the confines of the net yield meant that pay arrears spiralled from c.±l00,000 in

December 1692 to £312,314:l 1:05 in June 1696. In 1697 the 1695 parliamentary supplies

had begun to take effect, with a slight reduction to £309,711 :04:04. However, pay arrears

remained the most significant financial problem for the government.76

The government's concern over their inability to pay the Establishment was a

constant theme in correspondence to Whitehall. In January 1692 the lords justices, Sir

Charles Porter and Thomas Coningsby, wrote to Secretary Nottingham of the 'pressing

necessity we are under for want of money'. They had paid subsistence for January to the

army out of the last supply from England, but required another £24,000 from England to

pay two more months' subsistence before the Irish revenue would have any hope of

answering the charge for the rest of the year. They also desired that the £2,000

concordatum allowed on the Establishment should be increased, as it was insufficient for

their needs. 77 When Henry, Viscount Sydney, was appointed lord lieutenant in March

1692 his main concern prior to his departure for freland was the state of the revenue.78

In April Coningsby informed him 'that the government of freland will be very uneasy to

anybody that undertakes it without a good deal of money'. Sydney found that his

Figure 3.4; appendix 1, tables 1, 11.

76 Figure 3.4; appendix 1, tables 1, 11, 12.

C.S.P.D. 1695 & Add., pp 177-8.

N.HJ., ix, 490.
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solicitations for money to the treasury lords were to no avail, being informed by them that

Ireland had 'had all that we may expect from hence'. The only solution was to 'engage'

the revenue by way of a loan, and to look to the Irish parliament, which was to meet

under his lord lieutenancy, for a money supply.79 In June Sydney was still pessimistic

with regard to finding money, although the deputy receiver-general, William Robinson,

was endeavouring to negotiate a loan in London.8° By August Robinson had managed

to secure a loan of £30,000 on the credit of Irish rents from Sir Joseph Herne, Sir Stephen

Evance and William Scawen, at 10% interest, with an agreement to loan 'some further

sum' before September 1694.81

Armed with the temporary security of a loan, Sydney felt able to take on the

government of Ireland, arriving in Dublin in August. In September he informed

Nottingham that on enquiring into the state of the Irish revenue, he found that 'our income

will fall extremely short of our expense'. 82 At the commencement of Sydney's

government, the Establishment had grown, in less than a year, to £287,761:15:02.83

Based upon an estimate of the yield for 1693 being c.l70,000, Sydney believed he

faced a pay arrear of £115,841 in 1693.85 This was theoretical, because with receipts

in 1692 of £137,920:18:04 plus a loan of £30,000 being totally inadequate to pay the

Establishment for that year, the alieady existing pay arrears, at a conservative estimate,

would have reached £100,000 by the end of 1692.86 Even if the Irish parliament had

voted the £50-70,000 Sydney hoped for, the arrears would still have been considerable.87

As it was, parliament voted only one one-year additional supply, estimated at c120,000,

P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638/14/44.

80 Ibid., D638/14/50.

81 C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 1759-60; P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638/14/56-7.

82 C.S.P.D. 1695 & Add., pp 196-7.

83 B.L., Add MS 4761, f. 205.

Ibid., ff 11-12, 206.

85 C.S.P.D. 1695 & Add., p. 197. Sydney's estimate was incorrect, and should have been £117,761.

86 Figure 3.4; appendix 1, table 11.

C.S.P.D. 1695 & Add., pp 197, 203-5.
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while the Establishment increased to £308,981: 11:07 by December. Although Sydney

did not give up hope of settling the revenue problems through parliament,89 in the

interim the government had to rely upon other ways of dealing with the growing arrears.

Although Sydney favoured trying to obtain a supply from England, such an option was

unrealistic in view of the great expense Ireland had already been to England. The

government's initial option was to reduce the size of the army, and continue the remaining

soldiers on subsistence. However, these were only short-term measures, the reduction in

the army being disliked by the Protestant nation due to the 'number and inclination of the

inhabitants', while paying subsistence tended to cause the officers to cheat the enlisted

men of their money, as subsistence allowances were too little to provide adequate

provisions and quarters, thereby leading to soldiers living at free quarter.9°

In 1693 the removal of four regiments from the Establishment temporarily reduced

costs to £25 1,386:08:10.91 Although this was still greater than the yield, the continuation

of the army on subsistence, which reduced from c.f.130,000 in 1692 to c.f.11 1,000 in

1693 ,92 coupled with full pay for the rest of the Establishment, brought the annual cost

to c.±167,000, which was less than the yield from 1693 onwards. However, the existing

pay arrears remained untouched, while new arrears developed on a daily basis for soldiers

kept on subsistence, ensuring that pay arrears became a greater problem with each passing

year.93

The three lords justices, Sir Henry Capel, Sir Cyril Wyche and William

Duncombe, who replaced Sydney in June 1693, were very aware of the problem facing

them. Even before taking their oath of office they reminded William that, as far as they

could discern, the 1693 yield 'will not answer the subsistence of the army and pay of the

88 Appendix 1, table 11.

89 C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 22.

90 C.S.P.D. 1695 & Add., pp 197-8.

91 B.L., Add MS 4761, ff 205, 246.

92 N.A.I., Wyche papers, 2/6; C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1710.

Figure 3.4; appendix 1, table 11.
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civil list by a large sum'. Also, other costs, such as reclothing old regiments and

rebuilding fortifications,95 constantly scuppered spending forecasts based upon army

subsistence and full pay for the rest of the Establishment. In August they warned

Godolphin that 'the treasury is so empty and the occasions for money in several garrisons

at present so pressing, and if not immediately supplied will require greater sums'.

For the remainder of 1693, and throughout 1694, the lords justices continued to

reiterate these sentiments in their correspondence to Whitehall. 97 By the middle of 1694

these problems led Whitehall and Dublin to think of calling another Irish parliament.

While the lords justices disagreed over the advisability of such a move, they did provide

yet another account of the financial straits they were in. 98 Capel gave the most detail,

informing Secretary Trenchard that

there is a necessity of calling a parliament no man can doubt, who will
consider the want for money. There is an arrear of £180,000 ... grown due
since the beginning of the Establishment, January, 1691[2J; the general
officers of the army, the officers of the several forts and garrisons with
many others, unpaid. There are likewise many considerable debts owing
from the crown, not comprehended in the Establishment, which ought to
be satisfied, nor is there any prospect when our condition will mend, the
charge of the Establishment exceeding the produce of the growing revenue,
by a modest computation, at least £60,000 per annumY

Capel's figures were estimates, based upon earlier computations. The actual arrear had

increased to £l98,852:15:l0 by June 1694, though an annual growth in arrears by £60,000

was not far from the truth, as by June 1696 they had reached £312,314:ll:05.'°°

Without a parliamentary supply, there was little hope of the situation improving as long

' C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 217.

N.A.I., Wyche papers, 1/1/88, 92; C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 234.

96 Bodi., Carte MS 170, f. 7.

' Bodi., Carte MS 170, ff1 18-22; N.A.I., Wyche papers, 2/139; MS M2465/20; C.S.P.D. 1693, pp 365-
7; C.S.P.D. 1694-5, pp 41, 51-2, 54, 59; C.T.B. 1693-6, pp 548, 606, 631, 657, 672-3.

McGrath, 'Protestant', chs. 1, 4.

H.M.C., Buccleuch, ii, 99.

Appendix 1, table 11.
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as the war with France continued.'0'

For the remainder of 1694, and most of 1695, the problems complained of by the

lords justices remained the same!° 2 It was not until Cape! became lord deputy in May

1695, and a parliament met that August, that the first inroads were made into the growing

debt.'°3 But even with the voting of supplies of c.1163,000, pay arrears continued to

grow during 1696, as the ordinary revenue had still not recovered fully from the effects

of the Irish war, the war with France continued to retard the pace of recovery, and the

Establishment was increased to £315,601:16:05.'° The true effect of the 1695

parliamentary supplies was not seen until the end of 1696, when the net yield finally

passed £200,000, producing £261,788:0l:02, of which £52,477:18:04 arose from

parliamentary taxation.'°5 This did not remove the financial problems, but it did help

to slow the rapid rise in arrears. The financial recovery progressed slowly, and prudence

in payments remained the norm throughout 16967,b06 although the voting of further

parliamentary supplies in 1697 was to result in a greater yield than ever before.'° 7 The

end of England's war with France in September 1697 heralded a new phase in the

finances of Irish Williamite government.

The period 1698-1702 commenced with peace in Europe and the opportunity for greater

recovery within the irish economy, and ended with England once more on the eve of war

with France. The state of the Irish revenue during this time reflects the changing

circumstances. In 1698 the net yield was well in advance of any previously recorded, at

£373,443:05:04. In 1699 and 1700 the yield continued to grow, reaching an all time high

in 1700 of £47 1,725:09:03. But by the end of 1701 a slight decline had begun, with the

101 H.M.C., Buccleuch, ii, 114.

102 BodI., Carte MS 170, ff158, 166-7; C.S.P.D. 1694-5, p. 435; C.T.B. 1693-6, pp 1420, 1432; H.M.C.,
Buccleuch, ii, 184.

'° Below, pp 271-83.

104 D.C.L., Gilbert MS 205, f. 9; IHLM.C., Buccleuch, ii, 184; appendix 1, tables 1, 11.

°s Figure 3.3; appendix 1, tables 1, 11, 15.

106 C.SJ'.D. 1696-7, pp 138, 201; C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 1264; C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 207; C.T.B. 1697, pp 317-8.

107 Figure 3.3; appendix 1, table 1.
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yield dropping to £436,681 :04:03. Although still a respectable figure, this yield reflected

a change in the fortunes of the economy, which was to be intensified by the outbreak of

war with France in May 1702, two months into Anne's reign. The 1702 yield dropped

considerably, to £334,731: 16:01. While still higher than any yield prior to 1698, the 1702

yield marked the beginning of an extended period of recession in the revenue.'08

Examination of the revenue branches shows that with the end of the war in 1697,

the slow recovery of the preceding years received added impetus. Customs inwards, and

import and inland excise continued to grow steadily during 1698-1701, all exceeding the

pre-1689 highest levels. Customs outwards, while maintaining a slightly higher average

than the pre-l689 levels, tended to fluctuate year by year, and did not experience the

growth seen in other branches. By 1702, all these branches experienced the beginnings

of a downward trend, which though not of large proportions, did reflect the changing

fortunes of the Irish economy.' 09 The main causes of the improvements from 1698

onwards were the opening up of foreign markets, and the end of war-time duty-free

imports and After 1698, the main remittal of duties was for pre-1697 cases,

cases 4re ships had been cast away on the Irish coast, and for the personal goods of

chief governors. 11 ' The renewed collection of French tonnage was responsible for an

average yearly addition of c.E 1,000 to the revenue on top of the normal duties arising

from renewed trade with France," 2 which also meant that irish merchants living in exile

could return 'if such as by trade or otherwise may contribute to the common advantage'

of Ireland, and would not be 'obnoxious or dangerous' to the government." 3 The

improvement in the yield did not mean that the losses experienced during 1689-97 ceased.

Although the problem of privateers was removed by 1698, thus ensuring a greater volume

of trade, the loss of ships to pirates and the attractions of smuggling remained concerns

Figures 3.1, 3.3; appendix 1, tables 1, 15.

109 Appendix 1, table 4.

110 C.T.B. 1697-8, p. 371.

C.T.B. 1699-1 700, p. 406; C.T.B. 1700-1, pp 234, 330, 353.

112 B.L., Add MS 18,022, f. 58.

Lords justices to B [lathwayt], 3 Aug. 1699 (N.A.I., MS M2457).
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for any government, as did the activities of tories and rapparees." 4 But the great

decrease in correspondence on these issues after 1697 suggests that the losses were minor

in comparison to war-time.

The other main branches, rents and hearth tax, did not experience the same
._-.	 '4

fluctuations, as they were less dependent uponthe economy. Although in 1698-9 there

was a slight rise in the rent charge, by 1700 the previously established annual charge of

c160,000 was settled upon again. At no point did rents regain their pre-1689 highest

levels. The continued practice of allowing rent remissions and grants also assisted in

maintaining rents at this lower level." 5 The annual hearth tax charge rose slowly until

peaking at £30,898:09:l 1 in 1702, but then settled from 1703 onwards at c.±29,500. It

was not until 1706, the first year of full direct management of this branch, that the charge

exceeded the pre-1689 levels."6

However, the increased yield in 1698-1702, while partly due to peace-time

recovery of the economy, was primarily due to the gradual acceptance during the 1690s

of the need for regular parliaments to provide for the increased costs of government."7

The benefits of regular parliamentary taxation did not begin to take noticeable effect until

1696-7. But it was only from 1698 onwards that these taxes began to have a major

impact upon the yield, and the government's ability to pay its own way. The yield in

1698 was £41 1,523:18:05, of which £78,755:08:08 came from parliamentary supplies.

Therefore, while the ordinary revenue yield in 1698 was still greater than any previously

recorded, the final receipts were much boosted by parliamentary taxation. In the

following years the steadily increasing ordinary revenue was augmented by substantial

amounts from these taxes. In 1699 the yield from these taxes was £13 1,744:19:01, in

1700 £133,382:01:03, in 1701 £83,865:l3:03, in 1702 £42,8 10: 17:00, and in 1703, when

114 C.S.P.D. 1700-2, p. 470; C.T.B. 1698-9, pp 129-31, 215; C.T.B. 1699-1 700, pp 20, 127, 400; C.T.B.
1700-1, p. 31.

115 C.S.P.D. 1699-1 700, pp 368-9; C.S.P.D. 1700-2, p. 84; C.T.B. 1697-8, pp 246, 383, 405; C.T.B.
1698-9, pp 108, 254,273, 346, 373-4; C.TB. 1699-1700, pp 20,87, 204, 361-2; C.T.B. 1700-1, pp 131, 210.

116 Appendix 1, table 5.

117 Ch. 9.
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the last of the Williamite parliaments' taxes expired, £21,086:18:00.118 After 1702, the

Irish parliament ceased voting such large supplies, averaging between £30-40,000 per

annum during Anne's reign. The ordinary yield also lessened after 1702, and although

it did not drop below the pre- 1689 levels, the decrease implied a general recession in the

Irish revenue and economy.

The various endeavours adopted to reduce collection arrears continued to prove

successful after 1697, and the yearly totals steadily decreased until the end of 1699,

despite extra arrears from the 1695 and 1697 poll taxes." 9 The initial yield of the 1695

poll tax demonstrates the difficulties encountered in collection of this type of direct

taxation, with only £37,144 of the projected £80-100,000 being received in the treasury.

However, the arrears continued to be collected over the following years, so that with the

last recorded payment in 1703, the total yield was an acceptable £7 1,722:13:08.120 A

sudden increase in collection arrears at the end of 1699-1700 was due to the 1698 land

tax.' 2' At the end of 1699 £32,958:15:00 of the arrears of £164,539:19:01 was for the

land tax, leaving an arrear of £13 1,688:06:09 due from all other branches. This figure is

more in line with the continuing decrease. When the land tax arrear for 1700 of

£36,662:10:06 is likewise deducted from that year's arrears, the resulting figure of

£l28,877:08:07 appears more consistent with the trend.' 22 After 1701 the annual arrears

tended to average out at c.l40,000, suggesting a degree of stability within, and

acceptance of, the problem of collection arrears.'23

Even in peace-time, the arrears on the ordinary revenue, to a great extent, were due

to the war. Two breakdowns of arrears in 1700 and 1701 show the extent to which they

were inflated by war-related insolvent debts. In 1700, while £52,993: 17:08 was sperate,

£75,753:02:08 was desperate, primarily because of debtors being in exile or killed in the

118 Figure 3.3; appendix 1, table 15.

119 Appendix 1, table 6.

120 Appendix 1, table 15.

121 Stat. ire., iii, 451-70.

' T.C.D., MS 1179, f. 145.

' Appendix 1, table 6.
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war, money owing from James H's collectors since dismissed, absconded, or dead, and

money owing from persons ruined by the war and the burden of subsisting the army.

In 1701 £56,329:00:00 was sperate and £76,548:11:03 was desperate, while the reasons

remained the same.'25 A certain minority of the desperate arrears were for debts grown

due since the war, but in general, the sperate arrears tended to be those that were more

recent. The majority of arrears remained on the charge, to be collected when

possible.'26

The benefits of peace for the yield were balanced out by the increased cost of

government necessitated by William's use of Ireland as a barracks for his standing army

following the treaty of Ryswick.' 27 During 1698 the regiments in Ireland that had not

seen overseas service were disbanded and replaced by a much greater number of

regiments returning from Europe. By June the cost of the Establishment had temporarily

increased to £390,626: 18:11, though by October the continued disbanding of old regiments

allowed for a new military Establishment to be transmitted from England, at a total cost

of £3 14,390:15:09, which, with the addition of the existing civil list, brought the overall

cost to £339,339:07:02. While this remained below the yield for 1698-9, it did slow the

endeavours to reduce the pay arrears.' In August 1699 another revised Establishment

was implemented, which, although reducing the number of regiments, had significant

additions of £21,571:10:00 for half-pay reformed officers on the military list and

£25,829:16:08 for 'other pensions' on the civil list, which were all French pensions,

raising the Establishment cost to £342,229:16:00. The transfer of the French pensioners

to the civil list, following the acrimonious disbanding of the Huguenot regiments in 1698-

9 at the behest of the English parliament, appeared an attempt to hide possible reserve

troops within the Establishment. The maintenance of 373 half-pay officers on the military

list was a similar ploy, whereby trained soldiers were kept ready to form the nucleus of

124 N.L.I., MS 1437, f. 14.

125 N.L.I., MS 50, f. 14.

126 N.A.I., MS M2461, if 31-2; N.L.I., MS 1437, f. 14; T.C.D., MS 1179, f.145; C.T.B. 1699-1700, p.
296; C.T.B. 1700-1, pp 202, 240; C.T.P. 1697-1 702, p. 345.

' C.S.P.D. 1698, pp v-vi; C.S.P.D. 1699-1 700, pp ix-x.

128 C.S.P.D. 1698, pp 437-40; C.T.B. 1698-9, pp 139-43.
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quickly raised regiments. William's sense of obligation to the Huguenot regiments was

also a significant factor, as in 1698, prior to their disbandment, the French pensions on

the Irish military list stood at £7,770. The following year, after disbandment, that amount

had more than trebled, and included at least 621 pensioners.' 29 In Anne's reign the use

of the Irish pension list as a reward for services elsewhere was to become a major

parliamentary grievance.' 30 In June 1700 another revised military list was implemented,

which, with the existing civil list, cost £327,325:06:08.'' In August 1701 the final

complete Williamite Establishment was implemented, which with slight reductions in

French pensions, and the removal of four regiments, came to a more normal total of

£296,500:03:04.132

It is apparent, from the confidence with which William and Whitehall increased

the cost of the Irish government from 1698 onwards, that the Irish revenue had recovered

sufficently to cope with these extra burdens. This is borne out by the lack of

correspondence from the Irish government complaining about their inability to meet these

costs. There is no comparison with the regular complaints of Sydney in 1692-3, and the

lords justices and Capel in 1693-6. This was partly because most of the regiments placed

upon the Establishment after 1698 had no pay arrears due in Ireland, having been

previously on the English Establishment. Those regiments that were disbanded in Ireland

and were due arrears from the Irish Establishment were paid from the parliamentary

supplies voted in 1698-9.' Although at times the government still had to resort to

paying the army subsistence only,' 34 in general the yield during 1698-1702 was more

than sufficient for meeting the increased costs, while the pay arrears, which had gone out

of control during 1692-7, became less significant by 1702.135

129 C.T.B. 1699-1700, pp 141-57; Ferguson, 'Army', pp 53-5.

130 Hayton, 'Debate', pp 151-63.

131 C.T.B. 1699-1 700, pp 364-7.

132 C.T.B. 1700-1, pp 338-9; appendix 1, table 11.

B.L., Add MS 4761, f. 150; C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 169; C.T.P. 1697-1 702, p. 133.

134 C.S.P.D. 1699-1 700, p. 392; N.L.I., Keightley papers, folder 2597.

135 N.L.I., Keightley papers, folder 2600; appendix 1, tables 1, 11.
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From 1699 onwards the combined total expenditure on the civil and military lists

exceeded the cost of the Establishment, and represented the beginning of substantial

reduction of the pay arrears. There is a direct correlation between the increased yield,

parliamentary taxation, increased expenditure, and the reduction of pay arrears. By 1703

these arrears had reduced to £94,898:02:04, which was lower than at any time since 1691-

2, and represented a significant success on the part of the lush executive and legislature

in solving ireland's Williamite financial problems. However, a lesser expenditure in

1703 undermined this trend, allowing for the growth of new arrears, a prospect which was

probably already in motion from 1702 onwards, with the return to war with France, and

the downturn in the economy.'36

Although contemporary opinion was that the 1699 Irish woollen exports prohibition

imposed by the English parliament would have a disastrous effect upon the economy, this

was not borne out in the revenue. The beginning of the decline in Ireland's economy did

not occur until the middle of 1701, with a downturn in prices, which was to be mirrored

in the rest of Europe the following year. While the drop in prices in Ireland was initially

caused by the revaluation of the Irish currency, the outbreak of war in Europe in 1702

ensured that the downward trend continued for the rest of the decade. Recovery from the

recession did not occur until 171341 ., with the end of the war and the opening up of

foreign markets once more. By 17156 the ordinary revenue had recovered to the peaks

of 1699-1701, rising by a further 11% by 1719-20.' It was clear that the revenue yield

was dependent upon an economy prone to fluctuation and uncertainty, but by Anne's

reign, the yield had been firmly established at a level beyond that of the Restoration

period. The basis for this permanent increase had been laid in the financially difficult

l690s.

Ireland's eventual ability to reduce the Establishment pay arrears, through

parliamentary taxation and improvement in the ordinary revenue yield, demonstrated the

existence of a working relationship between executive and legislature, and of a successful

and developing professional revenue establishment and system.' 38 It may also have been

' Figures 3.3, 3.4; appendix 1, tables 1, 11, 12.

137 Cullen, Economic, pp 42-4.

138 Chs. 6, 7, 9.
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a reason why a union between Ireland and England was not percved as necessary, when

the same action was taken in relation to Scotland. Scotland's revenue system remained

antiquated at the end of the 17th century. This was reflected in continued farming, dismal

annual yields of dl 10,000, and very substantial pay arrears in excess of £250,000 in

l706-7.' Whereas the Scottish revenue system failed to develop under Williamite

government, Ireland's evolved in line with the new demands placed upon it by the

Glorious Revolution, was able to cope with the new financial needs of government, and

thereby became less of a concern for early 18th-century English government. Although

never equating with the revolution in government finances that occurred in England,

Ireland witnessed a significant evolution in relation to government income and expenditure

in the 1690s.

Ferguson, Scotland, p. 48; Ibid., 'Union', p. 107; Riley, Ministers, pp 37-9, 65-7, 129, 206-7, 220-1;
Ibid., 'Union', p. 526.
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Figure 3.1: The Revenue, 1683-I 710
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Figure 3.2: Chisholm 's net income compared, 1695-1 710
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Figure 3.3: The total revenue yield (net), 1683-1710, detailing the ordina,y yield (net),
1695-1703
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Figure 3.4: The Establishmen4 pay arrears, net yield and expenditure, 1690-1703
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Chapter 4

English government and the Irish revenue

In studying 17th- and 18th-century Irish government, it is not always apparent to what

degree it was subservient to, or under the direct control of, the English government. The

existence of a separate Irish executive, privy council, and legislature tended to cloud the

issue. Poynings' law ensured that the Irish parliament was ultimately dependent upon

English government, but control of parliament, and the executive, was dependent upon

less tangible factors. The great importance placed upon patronage in controlling Irish

government ensured that the boundaries of direct English control remained unclear. The

lack of written rules guiding the relationship between the two countries, and the use of

precedent to establish a norm, added to the lack of clarity, while events such as the

English Revolution, the Restoration, the Glorious Revolution, the financial revolution, and

more mundane, though important, developments such as a professional treasury,' changed

the boundaries of that relationship.

The 1689-9 1 war necessitated an exceptional degree of English involvement in

Irish government. In 1689-90 the English Williamite government did not have a partner

government in Ireland, so that Ireland was governed directly from England, a clear break

with the Restoration period. The degree of English involvement in the Irish revenue

during the war was also exceptional. The committee for Irish affairs had a higher profile

than normal, while the extent of direct action by the secretaries of state, the work of the

treasury lords, the debates and votes of the English parliament, the involvement of

William and Mary in Irish matters, and the massive expenditure of English money in the

conquest of Ireland, added to the confusion over the boundaries of power. 2 This

involvement, and, in general, the legacy of the war, were to affect the nature of the

relationship between English and Irish government in relation to the revenue system.

The most constant role in Irish revenue matters belonged to the treasury lords.

Examination of the treasury books and papers shows the high percentage of Irish material

coming before them throughout the Williamite period. The largest volume of material

Roseveare, Treasury (evolution), ch. 3.

2 Ch. 1.
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were Irish petitions, which are extremely valuable for establishing a clearer understanding

of the power and influence of English government in Irish revenue affairs. These

petitions consumed a great deal of the treasury lords' time, and while individual petitions

were sent to, or processed by, other government officials, the treasury lords were the only

body that dealt with all petitions. In some cases, William became directly involved, but

in the main, the treasury lords were either aware of William's desires prior to a decision,

or used their discretion.

The number of Irish petitions dealt with in England during 1689-1702 totalled at

least 1,105. Of these, the two largest groups were army pay petitions, numbering 285,

and forfeitures petitions, numbering 279. There were also significant numbers of petitions

relating to crown debts to private individuals (91), trade (81), employments (73), rents

(70), civil pay (66), the war (64), and revenue collection and accounts (35)•3 Of these,

the petitions relating to rents, crown debts, civil pay, the war, and collection and accounts,

were spread evenly throughout the period, while the remainder showed noticeable

variations. The majority of employment petitions were submitted in 1689-93, when the

disruption caused by the war opened up more opportunities for advancement than was

normal in peace-time. A similar pattern arose with trade petitions, the majority being

submitted in 1689-91. The main concerns were remission of duties and contested seizures

of goods, though in 1692-7 trade violations dominated, while England remained at war

with France.

The two main groups also showed noticeable variations. It is clear from the nature

and number of petitions in these two categories that they occupied a great deal of

everybody's time, including the English government bodies responsible for processing

them. The issues arising in these two categories were primarily due to the Irish war, as

was the case with those related to crown debts, employments, and trade.

Of the 285 army pay petitons, the majority were for pay arrears from the time of

the war. Such petitions, which varied from individual cases to several regiments at a

time, were common throughout the period. The Irish and English governments' failure

to meet these payments was reflected in the outstanding debt for such arrears on

William's death in 1702, and in continued petitioning during Anne's reign. In the later

Appendix 2. The remaining 61 petitions covered subjects from lighthouses to vacant bishoprics, and
includes 25 petitions of uncertain subject matter.
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l690s petitions for post-war arrears began to appear as well, as the Dublin government's

inability to pay the army during the 1690s created another large pay arrear, which began

to diminish only after 1697. There was a constantly high proportion of 22-34 petitions

per year during 1692-6, followed by a slight drop to 14-17 in 1697-9, and then a peak of

50 in 1700.

The forfeitures petitions had a more obvious pattern, the majority occurring in

1693-9, with a peak of 64 in 1697. This was due to the fact that only after victory in

1691 could the true extent of the forfeitures be discovered, so that petitions increased as

forfeitures were discovered and the crown's title proven. The peak in 1697 was due to

the high number of custodiams due for renewal that year. The rapid decrease in petitions

from 1699 onwards was due to the English parliament's resumption of the forfeitures.

Most petitions after that date were for financial recompense for cancelled forfeiture

grants. 5 The final decision on forfeitures petitions was usually made by William, whereas

with other petitions, the final decisions were made by the treasury lords, or, to a lesser

extent, the English privy council. William's attitude towards the forfeitures, as if they

were his personal estate, was reflected in his greater control over their disposal.6

Overall, the pattern of petitioning during 1689-1702 was dominated by army pay

and forfeitures petitions. Thus from a low point of 36 petitions in 1689, there was a

fluctuating rise to a peak of 117 in 1697, followed by a drop to 75 per year in 1698-9,

a slight rise in 1700 to 81, and then dropping away to 59 in 1701, followed by seven in

the first two months of 1702, prior to William's death.7

The process of the 1,105 petitions also proves revealing in certain areas.

Examination of the government bodies that petitions came before and were transmitted

to, shows that while the treasury lords played a constant role, others had only a temporary

interest. The committee for Irish affairs was involved in decision making on revenue

petitions only in 1689-91, when the Williamite revenue administration was being

established. Once the new administration was in situ, the committee ceased to have a

Appendix 1, table 11.

Appendix 2.

6 Simms, Confiscation, ch. 8.

' Appendix 2.
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role. Although petitions were referred for report to other English government bodies

throughout the period, a higher proportion of such references occurred during the war.

This was most notable with trade petitions, the English customs and excise commissions

being most prominent in that regard. Others frequently referred to were the English

attorney-general, paymaster of the forces, and ordnance board. The latter two usually

received references of war-related petitions. Ultimately, petition proceedings were

dominated by the treasury lords and the English council.

While final decisions are not always available, the number of petitions definitely

decided in the petitioner's favour was 159, while only 39 definitely received negative

responses. This statistic of about 5:1 in favour of pos'tive results appears to be a fair

reflection of the overall pattern of final decisions, as the multitude of payment orders for

army arrears given to the Irish paymaster-general, 8 and the high number of warrants for

grants and custodiams of forfeited estates, 9 were very often the result of earlier petitions.

The true extent of English government control of Irish affairs was made more

apparent in the actual process of a petition from start to finish. The few cases where the

correct procedure was not followed provide the best insight into the proper procedure.

In 1695 a report by the treasury lords to William on a petition from the countess of

Clancarty stated that the 'usual method with petitions relating to Irish matters was for the

treasury to refer same to the ... [Irish] chief governor for report'!° In 1699 this

procedure was expounded upon when the treasury lords ordered a letter to be dispatched

to the lords justices to inform them, upon the question of the latters' letter of

recommendation to the secretary of state of a grant to Count Dohna of his wife's estate,

that nothing ought to be done in order to obtaining a grant of lands in
Ireland but by a petition to the king whereupon this board receives the
king's pleasure to refer it to the government there [Ireland] and by a report
thereupon to this board to be laid by my lords before the king.'1

Failure to comply with any aspect of this procedure could hold up a result at any stage.

8 C.T.B. 1693-6, pp 695, 732, 806, 808, 1278-9, 1320; C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 107; C.T.B. 1697-8, p. 120;
C.T.B. 1698-9, pp 111, 164; C.T.B. 1699-1700, p. 296.

C.S.P.D. 1693, pp 79-80, 128, 249, 269, 274; C.S.P.D. 1697, pp 129-30; C.T.B. 1697, pp 139, 141;
C.T.B. 1698-9, pp 374-5.

10 C.T.B. 1693-6, pp 977-8.

C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 66.

92



In June 1699 the treasury lords stopped a warrant, signed by William, for a grant of

forfeited lands to Sir Stephen Fox, because the warrant had been prepared 'without the

direction of the treasury lords and without laying the reports thereon before the king'.'2

In 1697 the treasury lords had emphasised their power in this area, by requiring the lords

justices to send them a list of all grants passed in Ireland 'since the king's accession for

which the warrants have been signed by the king or the late queen' but not counter-signed

by the treasury lords.' 3 This investigation into grants confirmed Porter's suggestion in

1696 that 'if his majesty shall please to grant me anything of the forfeitures I believe it

must go to the lords of the treasury' for consjderation.'4

The procedure for petitions, which clearly gave the power of the final decision to

William, the English council and the treasury lords, was understandably laborious and

time-consuming. A petition, addressed to the king, was sent to England, usually through

the auspices of the Irish government, where it was read at council, and then, if considered

to come under the jurisdiction of the treasury, was transmitted to the treasury lords. In

the more straightforward cases the privy council sent petitions directly to Ireland for

report.' 5 In some circumstances, where a petition had been received in person by

William, he delivered it straight to the treasury lords when attending treasury meetings.'6

Once a petition was considered by the board, it was transmitted to the Irish government

body considered most capable of reporting upon its contents.' 7 Cases of army pay

arrears were usually referred to the irish paymaster-general,' 8 those for forfeiture grants

12 C.TB. 1698-9, pp 225, 384.

13 C.T.B. 1697, p. 156.

14 P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638/18/86.

15 C.S.P.D 1693, pp 104, 226, 341, 378; C.S.P.D. 1694-5, pp 95, 100-1, 225, 305, 402; C.S.P.D. 1697,
pp 66, 88-9, 105-6, 118, 491.

16 C.T.P. 1557-1696, pp 134-5; C.T.P. 1697-1702, p. 495.

17 C.T.B. 1693-6, pp 579, 585, 629, 694, 701, 922, 1244; C.T.B. 1696-7, pp 294, 304, 306, 316, 375-6,
380.

18 C.T.B. 1693-6, pp 321,393,409, 1179-80, 1211, 1239, 1255, 1323, 1341; C.T.B. 1700-1, pp 181, 187,
189, 193, 211-2, 269, 276, 343, 367, 390; C.T.P. 1557-1696, pp 291, 353.
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usually went to the chief governor,' 9 while those about rents, trade or appointments

might go to the commissioners. 2° Once the petition was in Ireland, it could pass through

several hands if different aspects of the case required different expertise. It was not

unusual for the report returned to England to have a further report from the attorney- and

solicitor-generals, ordnance board, auditor-general, mustermaster-general, or lord

chancellor, or a combination of two or more of these officials. 2' Once all this material

had been gathered a final decision was made in England, normally at the treasury board.

Even at this stage the process could be delayed further, as William's yearly absence in

Europe until the end of 1697 meant that many cases, once reported back to England, were

sent, with the final report and recommendations, to wherever his camp was at that time,

or else, if the case was considered to be 'of great consequence', it was put aside until his

return, so that the treasury lords could speak to him in person.22

The cumbersome nature of this procedure did not pass without comment, even to

the extent of encouraging complaint from the Irish government. In 1697 Secretary

Trumbull informed the lords justices that

As regard your complaints concerning references upon petitions sent from
hence, ... I have to say ... that when the subject matter of a petition lies
wholly in Ireland, our only means of information is to refer it to the
government of Ireland. The gentlemen of that kingdom would look upon
themselves as very hardly used, if we took upon ourselves to examine the
allegations of their petitions here. I hope you will be satisfied that,
however unreasonable the demands of the petitions may be it is only
reasonable for us to refer them to be inquired into in Ireland.23

The amount of time that such petitions occupied in the affairs of the English

government can be uncovered in part by examination of the treasury board minutes.'

' C.S.P.D. 1696, pp 109, 132; C.T.B. 1698-9, pp 374-5; C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 327.

20 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1512; C.T.B. 1693-6, pp 228, 244-5.

21 B.L., Add MSS 4761, f.225; 21,136, ff 88-9; N.A.I., Wyche papers, 2/119; C.T.P. 1557-1696, pp 453,
47 1-2, 485.

22 C.T.B. 1697, pp 266-7, 306.

23 C.S.P.D. 1697, p. 39.

The minutes for June 1691-April 1695 are missing (C.T.B. 1702, p. 490). As a significant number
of the 1,105 petitions listed in appendix 2 were extracted from the treasury minutes, it may be assumed that
the missing minutes would have provided more petitions.
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Henry Roseveare, in The treasury: the evolution of a British institution, points out that 'it

is only necessary to glance at the treasury minute books to appreciate that the treasury's

chiefs were extremely hard worked, meeting morning and afternoon for an average of four

days a week'. 25 Such a glance also reveals that a significant minority of their work was

on Irish affairs, of which petitions, and the related proceedings, reports, warrants and

orders, occupied a large proportion. William was not a regular attender at the board, but,

for Irish affairs, the occasions upon which he did attend, were significant? In April

1697 he attended a series of treasury meetings, during which a disproportionate number

of Irish petitions were dealt with. Just under one third of all the petitions in 1697 were

before the treasury in April. 27 The explanation for this lies partly with William's

particular interest in forfeitures petitions, which would account for such petitions being

respited until he could attend the board, partly because it was likely that the large number

of petitions emanating from Ireland created periodic backlogs, which were cleared when

possible, and partly because of William's pending departure to Europe for the summer.

The minutes for 14 April, with William in attendance, noted that the Derry petition was

not granted, the Irish Judges' petition was respited, and 'many other petitions are read and

the [king'sI answers are endorsed upon them'. Further activity occurred on Irish petitions

on 16 and 21 April, when William was in attendance again?

Even when William was not in attendance at the board, progress continued on Irish

matters. The majority of army pay petitions were dealt with by the treasury lords by a

reference to the Irish paymaster-general, followed by the appropriate action on receiving

his report, which usually involved ordering him to make payment. 29 This in itself was

significant, as the paymaster-general was also the Irish vice-treasurer, who did not

normally have such a direct connection with the treasury lords. The massive cost of the

reduction of Ireland, and the fact that the cost remained a charge on the English revenue,

25 Roseveare, Treasury (evolution), p. 79.

26 C.T.B. 1693-6, pp 1418-20, 1432; C.T.B. 1697-8, pp 57, 60, 94, 99.

27 Appendix 2.

C.T.B. 1697, pp 3-4, 7, 14.

29 C.T.B. 1693 -6, pp 774, 776, 1156, 1159.
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created this unique relationship.3°

With most army pay airears the involvement of William, the English council, or

the Irish government was kept to a minimum, and was required only in contested cases,

where issues arose such as periods or countries of service. The most notable difficulties

arose in the case of the French Huguenot regiments which had served in ireland during

1689-91, in Handers until 1697, and had then been posted to ireland in the wake of the

English parliament's attacks upon William's standing army in l698-9.' By 1699 all

four regiments had been disbanded. 32 Despite regular petitioning throughout the

1690s,33 three of the regiments were still owed money in 1702 for service in l689-9l.

Many French soldiers fared better with individual petitions, or were compensated through

pensions on the irish Establishment. 35 All other regiments that petitioned for pay arrears

appear to have been successful eventually, apart from the Enniskillen and Derry regiments

raised in 1689.

Certain issues militated against the French, the most obvious being that their

numerous movements from England to Ireland, back to England, to Flanders, to England

again, and then to Ireland, and the parallel changes from one pay Establishment to

another, threw the accounts of the several paymasters into disarray, which necessitated

detailed and lengthy investigations. A further, though less tangible) problem may have

been one of nationality. The English parliament's xenophobia in 1698-9 towards soldiers

of William's army not of English birth, 36 suggests that the concerns of the French

regiments did not, or could not, rank high amongst the treasury lords' priorities. The

plight of the irregular regiments raised for the defence of Enniskillen and Deny in 1689

may have been caused by a similar problem. These regiments were disbanded before the

° Below, pp 234-9.

31 C.S.P.D. 1698, pp v-vu.

32 C.S.P.D. 1699-1 700, p. x; Flarmaii Murtagh, 'Huguenot involvement in the Irish Jacobite war, 1689-
91', Caldicott, Gough, & Pittion (eds.), The Huguenots. anatomy of an emigration (Dublin, 1987), p. 234.

Appendix 2.

C.T.B. 1702, p. ccxiii.

Above, pp 83-4.

36 C.S.P.D. 1699-1 700, pp viii-x.
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end of 1691, yet their pay claims remained unsettled in 1702. The fact that this force had

been raised independently, at a time when no Williamite government existed in Ireland,

must have created problems for validating the soldiers' pay claims. By 1711 the total

army debt from William's reign, inclusive of all Establishments, stood at £372,452:04:09,

of which £195,091:05:06 was owed to the Deny and Enniskillen regiments, £2,83 1:14:06

for other Irish debts, and £1 1,189:03:02 pay arrears to three French regiments. Not

surprisingly, in view of the attitude to foreign troops, the other major debt was to 13

Dutch regiments. All these sums, bar the Dutch debt, were due for the time of the Irish

war, and although administered by the Irish paymaster-general, were charged upon the

English Establishment. They do not appear to have ever been paid.37

While the fortunes of the French regiments fared badly at the treasury, 38 their

paper work, and that of the other numerous applicants for army pay, occupied much

time.39 This work was usually accompanied by similar concerns over provisions, clothes

and arms for the army in Ireland, amongst other time-consuming military matters. 4° The

same may be said of most Irish affairs dealt with at the treasury. The case of Laurence

Stanyn, a revenue farmer of the 1670s, 4' the contest between the commissioners and

a dismissed surveyor-general,42 and the case of Daniel Butts, commissary to the Jacobite

forces transported to France in l69l, all of which dragged on through the 1690s, were

three examples of the many petitions that represented a great deal more than just the paper

they were written upon.

The Irish concerns of the treasury lords extended beyond petitions, into many

C.T.B. 1702, pp ccxii-iii, 946, 1081-1 170.

38 C.T.B. 1698-9, pp 63, 69, 71; C.T.B. 1699-1 700, pp 51, 61, 88, 100; C.T.B. 1700-1, pp 16, 48.

Appendix 2.

° C.T.B. 1696-7, pp 33, 38, 44-4, 62, 66, 344; C.T.B. 1697-8, p. 62; C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 47; C.T.B. 1702,

pp 503-4, 506.

' C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 60, 72, 368, 387-9, 612; C.T.B. 1697-8, pp 20, 37; C.T.B. 1699-1 700, p. 110;
C.T.B. 1702, p. 506.

42 C.T.B. 1693 -6, pp 1365, 1370; C.T.B. 1697, pp 37, 51, 54, 62, 68; C.T.B. 1697-8, pp 94, 109; C.T.B.
1698-9, pp 10, 18, 53, 68, 305.

' C.T.B. 1698-9, pp 27, 30, 38-9; C.T.B. 1699-1 700, pp 14, 19; C.TJ'. 155 7-1696, pp 246, 248, 252,
499-500.
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areas, including deliberations upon a proposal for an Irish mint, involvement in the

accounts of the Irish treasury,45 and perusal of the irish revenue accounts. 46 It was not

surprising that they found it necessary in 1699 to order from the king's printers two

volumes of all Irish acts 'to the present time'. 47 However, the most significant areas of

treasury involvement wHere appointments to office, and the making and amending of the

Irish Establishment.

The procedure on the Establishment, and money warrants, was fairly clear. A

?rivy council order in 1668 stated that 'all revenue warrants for Ireland, not compnsed

in the civil and military lists, be first communicated to the treasury commissioners'.48

By the 1690s all money warrants received final authorisation, or cancellation, at the

treasury, regardless of origin.49 Colonel Maurice Hussey discovered in 1697 that

William's pleasure to pay him had to be signified first to the treasury lords, 'which it

seems is the only way to be paid any money in Ireland'. 5° With the treasury lords'

power over army pay arrears, this superintending control over all money warrants gave

them extensive influence over Irish government expenditure, and especially over the

paymaster-general.5'

Their control was consolidated by their role in the making and amending of the

Establishments. In total there were five different Irish Establishments during William's

reign.52 The first, implemented in 169 1-2, was amended with a new military list in

1698. In 1699 a new Establishment was put in place. In 1700 the military list was

C.T.B. 1698 -9, pp 1, 107.

C.T.B. 1697, p. 3; C.T.B. 1697-8, p. 84; C.T.B. 1699-1 700, pp 7, 27, 35, 109-10; C.T.B. 1702, pp 494,
504.

C.T.P. 1697-1 702, pp 360, 399, 444, 446, 474, 547, 551.

C.T.B. 1699-1 700, pp 34, 235.

Roseveare, Treasury (evolution), pp 81-2.

B.L., Add MS 31,237, f. 72.

° H.M.C., Downshire, i, 771.

51 Below, pp 235-9.

52 Appendix 1, table 11.
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replaced again, and in 1701 a final Williamite Establishment was implemented. Of these,

the first Establishment, due to its length of use, received numerous individual additions

and removals by treasury warrant, but it is the later Establishments that provide greater

insight into the treasury lords' role in this process. In 1699 a series of meetings at the

treasury, with William in attendance, saw the treasury lords at work upon the

Establishment, including changing the yearly reckoning for payments from 12 to 13 lunar

months, reducing the salaries of the lord chancellor, auditor-general, accountant-general,

and serjeant-at-arms, removing several storekeepers from garrisons, excluding most of the

town governors from the military list, reducing the military contingencies fund to £1,000,

omitting the conmiissioners of appeals, removing the rent for the parliament house, and

including an allowance for the rent in the concordatum.53

Some of these changes did not pass without objections, and by 1701 the salaries

of the auditor-general and serjeant-at-arms had been increased to their pre- 1699 level.54

Of greater significance were the tamperings with the military contingencies and

concordatum funds. Throughout the 1690s both these funds were constantly overstretched

as the various fish governments used them as a crisis allowance for paying all kinds of

costs that were not covered by the Establishment. Any reduction in the amounts allowed

ultimately fell back upon the treasury lords and the king, as it was their responsibility to

allow these overpayments by special warrant.55 Even stern words from William in 1700

did not stop the over-use of these funds.56

The preparation of the 1701 Establishment is worthy of special consideration,

partly because of the action taken over military contingencies and concordatums, but

mainly because it was the only recorded occasion when the Irish chief governor attended

the treasury board meetings on a regular basis. The earl of Rochester was appointed lord

lieutenant in December l700. His previous treasury experience made him aware of

C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 89.

C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 396.

N.A.I., Wyche papers, 112/6; C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 438; C.S.P.D. 1697, p. 132; C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 1785-
6; C.T.B. 1697, pp 131-2; C.T.B. 1702, pp 142-5, 220-1.

56 C.T.B. 1699-1 700, p. 95.

N.H.!., ix, 491.
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what was required from the treasury lords to help ensure a successful period in Irish

government,58 hence his concern with attending meetings prior to his departure for

Ireland. Capel, also with treasury experience, 59 may have pursued a similar policy prior

to taking up office in Ireland, but the absence of treasury minutes for 1691-5 hamper

further investigation. 60 It is possible that Capel's success in 1694-5 in handling the Irish

financial problems owed something to his connections with the English treasury, and his

better understanding of government finance than other chief governors.6 ' Those

governors that came between Capel and Rochester certainly made no personal appearances

at the treasury.

Rochester appears to have started attending treasury meetings in April 1701.

Initially, individual concerns were discussed, such as Stanyn's ongoing case, and

Rochester's and his lords justices' pay. By June Rochester had introduced more telling

issues into the arena. He revived a proposal for linen manufacture in Ireland, which had

already been considered at the board, but obviously not to Rochester's satisfaction. More

importantly, he revived the rejected 1698 proposal for erecting an Irish mint. It was

agreed that on his arrival in Ireland, Rochester should assess the need for English specie

there, if the need of such coin was 'very great and prejudicial' to trade, and estimate the

cost of erecting a mint for silver coin. If Rochester felt it was necessary, authority would

be given by William for erecting a mint for two to three years. 62 This represented a

complete volte-face by the treasury lords, who in 1698 had accepted Isaac Newton's

objections against an Irish mint, which had centred on Newton's belief that

Ireland is one of the English plantations and though it has changed the title
of lordship to that of kingdom yet it still continues annexed to the crown
of England like the other plantations is [sic], and ought to be inferior to
this kingdom and subservient to its interests.

Newton believed a mint would give Ireland a dangerous sense of 'equal dignity and

58 Roseveare, Treasury (evolution), pp 71, 75, 79; Hughes, Administration, pp 156-9.

J. C. Sainty, Office-holders in modern Britain: 1: treasury officials 1660-1870 (London, 1972), p. 18.

60 C.T.B. 1702, p. 490.

61 McGrath, 'Protestant', chs. 4, 5.

62 C.T.B. 1700-1, pp 59, 69, 72-4.
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dominion' with England, and perhaps lead to lieland siding with England's enemies.63

Such questions of 'dominion' did not seem to matter in 1701.

Rochester followed up this success by gaining greater input into the new

Establishment than any of his predecessors could have achieved. It is the exceptional

nature of his role in the preparation of the 1701 Establishment that demonstrates the

normally dominant role of the treasury. At the end of July a draft Establishment was sent

to William, which had been drawn up at his request by the treasury lords and Rochester.

it is not clear when William had made this request, but would appear to have been some

time in late June, for prior to July, Rochester's only concern had been to secure the

inclusion of individual pensions and payments upon the existing Establishment. But on

2 July Rochester was successful in getting the military contingencies and concordatum

funds increased from £1,000 to £2,000, and £4,000 to £5,000 per year respectively. On

the same day the treasury lords objected to two Irish pensions put forward by Rochester,

one for 21 years, which they considered 'very inconvenient' and of possible 'ill

consequence', and the other a grant for life, which they pointed out had not been the

practice for 'several years'. However, William agreed to both pensions as proposed.0

Other individual payments were decided on the same day, including a pension for the Irish

commissioner, and Rochester's brother-in-law, Thomas Keightley. 65 By 23 July the new

Establishment had been sent to William, though Rochester continued to attend the treasury

meetings until August, mainly to sort out loose ends for his government.

Rochester continued to play a more forceful role for Irish government in London

after William's death. In May 1702 he was back at the treasury helping to prepare

another new Establishment, and to renew the existing revenue commission, only this time

with the desired salary increase for the commissioners that had been refused by

William. 67 In Ireland, Rochester took a more active role in revenue affairs than did most

chief governors, a fact that has not received attention from historians. The short time

63 C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 107.

C.T.B. 1700-1, pp 69, 72, 83-4, 92, 338, 366.

65 Below, pp 114-9.

C.T.B. 1700-1, pp 93, 95.

67 C.T.B. 1702, p. 33.
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Rochester spent there has led to the assumption that he 'made little mark in beland'.

But his activities at the treasury board alone were significant for highlighting the uncertain

boundaries of power between the governments of the two countries.

The powers of appointment to Irish revenue posts were more uncertain, being split

between England and Ireland. The top revenue positions were filled by means of letters

patent which originated from England. In normal circumstances appointments to these

offices were made by the king and treasury lords, at times in consultation with the Irish

government and senior revenue officials, though the degree to which their views were

heeded varied with circumstance and the persons concerned. There was flexibility in this

arrangement, and on occasion the advice of an Irish chief governor, or a specific English

minister, held greater sway than the opinions of the treasury, such as the changes

instigated in 1695 during Capel's lord deputyship, with the support of Secretary

Shrewsbury. 69 The process of appointment generally occurred smoothly, the warrant

being issued from the treasury, sent to Ireland, and passed under the great seal. The main

officials appointed by this procedure were the exchequer officers, ancient customs officers,

commissioners, and several connected collection offices.7°

During 1689-1702 se-veil separate patents were issued for constituting an Irish

revenue commission. 7 ' Only two of these patents prompted any significant debate. In

1692 a major reshuffle of the commission, due to allegations of corruption and

embezzlement, resulted in five of the seven personnel being removed by the king and

treasury lords, partly because of pressure from the English parliament. 72 The lords

justices played a spectators' role, being kept informed of events by the secretary to the

Irish privy council, John Pulhey, who sat as an English M.P. 73 The replacement of

Christopher Carleton by Sir Thomas Southwell in 1697 also demonstrated the power of

Dickson, Foundations, p. 52.

69 McGrath, 'Protestant', pp 156-64.

70 Appendix 3, tables 1, 5; appendix 4, table 1.

71 Appendix 3, table 1.

72 C.S.P.D. 1691-2, PP 183, 238.

P.R.O.N.1., De Ros MSS, D638/13/106, 116, 130, 132, 135.
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the king and treasury lords in commission appointments, though on this occasion the

views of the Irish government were eventually taken into consideration, resulting in

Carleton's reinstatement several months later following the death of commissioner John

Lowther.74

Appointments to the exchequer offices 75 were made in similar fashion, the

exception that proved the rule occurring in 1695, when a reformation was implemented

in government at the behest of Capel. These changes were part of a political strategy to

create a strong court party in parliament, and included the replacement of two of the

exchequer barons, including the chief baron, and the attorney- and solicitor-general.76

The changes extended to the other courts and privy council, and were master-minded by

Capel and his political allies in Ireland. Capel's strong backing in England, and his

promise of success in governing Ireland to the crown's advantage, ensured that William

accepted this reformation.77 The same situation did not arise at any other time during

William's reign. The norm remained that appointments to exchequer offices started and

finished in England, with opinion being sought from Ireland when necessary.

Appointments to the ancient customs offices 78 also tended to be straightforward,

with the rights of the king and treasury lords rarely being contested. A letter of 1690

from Shrewsbury to Jephson helps to clarify the situation. Major-eneral Kirke, in

appointing the mayor of Derry to the patent office of customer, had acted beyond his

powers, as any application for the post 'ought to have been made' to the treasury lords.

Despite Shrewsbury's hope that the treasury lords would overlook 'this error', 79 the

existing patentee, John Gage, remained in office.8°

It was only in cases of contested appointments that the actual bounds of power

Below, PP 122-8.

Appendix 4, table 1.

76 Below, pp 246-9; C.S.P.D. 1694-5, p. 469.

McGrath, 'Protestant', Pp 156-68.

78 Appendix 3, table 5.

C.S.P.D. 1689-90, pp 447-8.

80 Lascelles, Liber, i, pt. ii, 152.
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became truly apparent. The abnormal number of offices vacated or forfeited during the

lush war ensured that a greater number of patents than usual were issued from the

treasury during 1689-91. Some of these appointments were contested. In 1689 the

treasury lords recommended John Mogridge for the combined post of searcher, packer and

gauger for Derry and Coleraine, 'he being a person that his majesty is disposed to gratify

for his late services at that town'.8 ' A year later the treasury lords referred a petition to

the commissioners, on the case of Francis Cornwall, who had a patent for life from 1681

for the post, even though the position had been 'granted by constitution' to Mogridge.82

In 1691 the commissioners reported that Cornwall had a right to the office. The treasury

lords agreed, and issued orders for establishing Cornwall in office. 83 However, in

September the treasury lords transmitted another petition to the commissioners, this time

from the mayor and corporation of Deny, with a request to know 'why do you oppose

what they allege to be on their charter?M In 1692 the treasury lords, having considered

the commissioners' report on the mayor's petition, ordered the conmiissioners to withdraw

their orders for establishing Cornwall in the office, and decided to leave the corporation

and Cornwall to contest their respective titles 'at law'. 85 The final outcome was in

Cornwall's favour, as the office remained in his hands until his death in 1724.86

The case highlighted many of the problems arising over appointments. Had

William and the treasury lords investigated the existing patents prior to promising the post

to Mogridge, they would have found that Cornwall, along with his partner John Mellins,

not only held the patent for the post in Derry and Coleraine, but also for Galway, Sligo,

Carrickfergus and Belfast, and Newcastle, Strangford and Donaghadee. 87 The treasury

lords' recommendation and appointment of Mogridge to the post would have been

" C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 73.

82 Ibid., p. 938.

83 C.T.P. 155 7-1696, p. 165.

C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1302.

85 Ibid., p. 1565.

86 Appendix 3, table 5.

Appendix 3, table 5.
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perfectly valid, had not Cornwall a legal right to the position. Once Cornwall's right had

been confirmed by the commissioners, the treasury lords were happy to see Cornwall

reinstated. But once the issue became overly complicated by the intercession of Derry

corporation, the treasury lords took the safe option, avoiding a contest over their power

of appointment, and referred the whole case to the courts.

Another post which highlighted the inconsistencies within the appointment process

was that of counsel to the commissioners. In the early 1690s the treasury lords had filled

the post on the occasions when it was vacant. 88 When it fell vacant again in 1695,

Thomas Medlycopetitioned for the post, his petition being referred with favour, by the

treasury lords to the commissioners.89 Unfortunately for Medlycot, he was to fall foul

of political mano1vring. In November 1695 Cape! appointed John Reading to the post

as reward for his support of the court party in parliament. 90 The political nature of the

appointment was not lost on Porter, Capel's adversary, who tried to solicit help from

Coningsby and Romney for the Porterite Medlyco expressing the hope that the treasury

lords 'will do him right'. 9 ' But the treasury lords were not keen to come into conflict

with Cape!, who had strong backing within the English government.92 The

commissioners, in making their excuses to the treasury lords for not sending the requested

report on Medlycos petition, stated that they had been 'commanded' by Capel 'to admit'

Reading to the post, and not to make the report until further order from Cape!. At the

same time Cape! expressed his desire that the treasury lords would 'concur with him in

the approbation' of Reading, which they did by delaying any decision on Medlycot's

renewed petition of November 1695 until 1697, when they rejected it. 93 Officially Capel

did not have power to make the appointment, which in theory lay with the treasury lords,

but the backing Cape! received from the whig junto in England, of whom Montagu was

88 N.L.I., MS 174; C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 613; C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 131.

89 C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 1135.

90 Below, pp 168-9; appendix 5; CT.?. 1557-1696, p. 471.

' P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638/18/60.

92 McGrath, 'Protestant', ch. 4.

C.T.P. 1557-1696, pp 471-2.
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on the treasury board, ensured that his 'recommendation' of Reading to the commissioners

was as good as an order. Even if he was overstepping the bounds of his power of office,

the political concerns of the time were more important than any infringement upon the

treasury lords' authority.

When the office became vacant again with Reading's death in 1699, a very

different scenario arose. Capel's death in 1696, and the continuation of executive power

in Ireland in the hands of lords justices, enabled the treasury lords to reassert their

authority. The commissioners made the mistake of employing William Broderick as their

counsel, before acquainting the treasury of their decision. The treasury lords were

quick to respond, telling the commissioners to present someone else to them for the post,

as they had 'received a very bad character' of Broderick. 95 Nine days later the

commissioners meekly responded, 'acquiescing in the treasury lords' pleasure', and

'naming' John Forster for the post, a suggestion which received the treasury lords'

approval.96

The uncertainty over powers of appointment was highlighted also in cases where

officers were dismissed by the commissioners, as in the case of Francis Babe, surveyor-

general of the excise. Babe had been confirmed in this office by the commissioners in

1690, but by 1693 they had removed him, ostensibly on the grounds that the office was

superfluous to their needs. 97 Babe petitioned for reinstatement on the grounds that the

office was to be appointed under the great seal of Ireland pursuant to the 1662 excise act.

The treasury lords requested a report from the commissioners,98 who replied that no such

officer had been appointed by patent 'for many years', and that they conceived the

employment 'to be no use, but a burden to the revenue'Y It was true that the last patent

C.T.P. 1697-1 702, p. 308.

C.T.B. 1698-9, pp 98, 394.

96 C.T.P. 1697-1 702, p. 314.

C.T.P. 1557-1696, p. 330.

98 C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 378.

CT.?. 1557-1696, p. 330.
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had been issued in 1669,'°° but in 1694, on the request of the treasury lords,' 0' the

Irish lord chancellor and lord chief justice gave opinions that favoured Babe, stating that

the employment was 'not only necessary but required by law to be established'.'02

Following this report, a warrant signed by the queen and treasury lords was issued to the

lord justices in June, directing the commissioners to reinstate Babe.'° 3 Unfortunately,

the case had become more complex by that time, as allegations by Babe against the

commissioners of mismanagement and corruption, and counter allegations by the

commissioners, began to surface, giving the commissioners a pretext for not carrying out

a direct order from the crown. By November they had still not complied with the order,

causing the treasury lords to write to the lords justices again, desiring that they comply

with the previous warrant.'°4 But in December Babe informed the treasury lords of the

continuing 'shifts and artifices' used by the commissioners 'to prevail on the lords

justices, not to give obedience to the queen's letters', and that the queen and treasury

lords did not have 'that prevailing power there [Ireland] which they ought to have',

though he emphasised that of the three lords justices, no fault could be laid at Capel's

do or. 105

In March 1695 the treasury lords sent a direct order to the commissioners to

reinstate Babe,'°6 which they obeyed, though they were able to use the continuing

allegations by both sides as an excuse to dismiss him again in early 1696, even going so

far as to have him taken into custody for a 'pretended debt'. Capel, whose constant

support for Babe was as much about ggfa iij his political opponents as it was about

justice, managed to get Babe released after twice ordering the commissioners to do so, but

the conflict was to continue after Capel's death in a series of protracted debates and

Lascelles, Liber, i, pt. ii, 138.

101 C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 535.

102 C.T.P. 1557-1696, P. 354.

' B.L., Add MS 28,878, ff 210, 217-20; C.S.P.D. 1694-5, p. 170; C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 646.

' C.T.B. 1693 -6, pp 817-8.

105 B.L., Add MS 28,878, f. 268; C.T.P. 1557-1696, P. 405.

106 C.T.B. 1693 -6, P. 946.
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hearings before the treasury lords during 1696-9, which culminated in the treasury lords

recommending that Babe be re-employed and paid his arrears of salary.'° 7 He was

reinstated by 1700.108 The case demonstrated how it was possible for the conmiissioners

to ignore an order from England for the appointment of a government official, by

endlessly deferring action by raising objections. It was not a common occurence, but it

did mean that given the will, a way to resist an order from England did exist.

Appointments to the remaining revenue offices, the 500-800 non-patent collection

service employments, were in theory, and generally in practice, the preserve of the

commissioners.'°9 However, such appointments were open to some interference from

England, which was most usually done by way of a treasury 'recommendation'. Such

recommendations were often the result of either a petition for employment, which, in

reality, represented an appeal over the heads of the commissioners, or of more private

channels of patronage. Unfortunately, the incomplete nature of the material on the

collection service means that at times it is not possible to establish if particular

recommendations were carried out. The absence of negative responses from Ireland, and

the minimal number of repeated recommendations of an individual, would suggest that

most recommendations met with success. In the aftermath of the Irish war, when most

vacancies occurred, the commissioners saw fit generally to re-employ officials who had

been dismissed under James II, or had resigned or left Ireland due to the war. Thus the

treasury lords' recommendations of such individuals were received favourably by the

commissioners, though not all persons were employed in the exact posts they petitioned

for. The number of recommendations coming from England were of insignificant

proportions in comparison to the total number of employees in the collection service in

the 1 690s, although the ability to get someone appointed to a potentially lucrative post

such as collector was still a useful form of patronage."°

The only occasion when the treasury lords made direct appointments to the Irish

107 C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 1365; C.T.B. 1697, pp 37, 51, 54, 62, 68; C.T.B. 1697-8, pp 94, 109; C.T.B. 1698-
9, pp 10, 18, 53, 68, 305.

1C P.R.O., Cust. 1/5, 16 April, 20 June, 19 Oct. 1700.

'° N.H.!., iv, 70.

110 McNally, 'Patronage', pp 85-94.
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collection service was during the extraordinary circumstances of 1689-91. With no Irish

Williamite government, the treasury lords found it necessary, in 1689, to appoint 24

collection officials for those parts of beland under Williamite control. All of these

appointments were made by treasury letters patent, although they were all non-patent

employments." In the circumstances, with no Williamite commission in existence, the

appointments were uncontested and necessary, although the use of letters patent, while

common in England and America, was unusual in Ireland." 2 Once a commission had

been appointed in 1690, the treasury lords, after appointing one more collection official

by letters patent in 1690," ceased making such blatant incursions into the

commissioners' territory. What had been acceptable in extraordinary circumstances in

1689, was no longer tenable after 1690.

However, the reversion to 'normal practice' from 1690 onwards did not exclude

the treasury lords from influencing non-patent appointments. Between 1689 and 1702 the

treasury lords became involved in at least 33 potential appointments outside their official

control, though it is possible that their involvement extended beyond these surviving

cases. Of the surviving cases, 23 were recommendations of individuals to the

commissioners, based upon petitions before the treasury." 4 Five of the 23 carried the

more forceful wordage of the treasury lords' 'desire' that the person be employed."5

Of the remaining 10 cases, three were direct orders from the treasury to employ

individuals," 6 one was the treasury lords' approbation of the commissioners' suggestion

of a person for employment," 7 five were recommendations of individuals in which the

" Appendix 3, table 4; C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 252-3, 256.

112 C.T.B. 1697-8, pp 298, 303, 334, 350, 361, 371, 379, 406; C.T.B. 1699-1 700, p. 130.

113 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 623.

114 P.R.O., Cust. 1/3, 6 Nov. 1696; C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 783, 813, 816, 823, 846, 949, 1008, 1304, 1350,
1636-7, 1648, 1656; C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 211; C.T.B. 1696-7, pp 252-3; C.T.B. 1697-8, p. 372; C.T.B. 1699-
1700, pp 176, 417.

115 C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 850, 1251, 1307-8, 1637, 1652.

116 C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 623, 715; C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1272.

117 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1205.

109



reason behind the treasury lords' involvement was less apparent," 8 and one was a

treasury recommendation of a person on the request of Sir Robert Southwell, secretary of

state for ireland."9

Of the recommendations, 10 were for individuals to be employed as collectors in

specific ports and districts, one was for employment as a collector anywhere, four were

for surveyors' positions, one for a tide surveyor, one for clerk of the securities, one for

the prosecution of lawsuits for quit rents, and 15 were for individuals to be given 'some

employment' in the revenue for which they were deemed fit. While recommendations for

collectors' positions dominated the cases where a specific post was desired, the total that

specified posts was 18, while 15 did not specify a post, suggesting that there was no

particular pattern to the treasury lords' recommendations. It was understandable that a

collector's position was the most sought-after, as it was the most senior and lucrative non-

patent job in the collection service.' 20 But in general, the treasury lords do not appear

to have had a policy for recommendations, and seem to have been guided by the petition

or request of the prospective employee. The greatest concentration of recommendations

was during 1690-2, as the war had opened up an unprecendented number of vacancies.

Of the 33 cases during William's reign, 24 occuned during 1690-2, the remaining nine

being spread out over 1693-1702. Normally, the involvement of the treasury lords in non-

patent appointments was minimal.

The evidence for persons employed in posts from collector downwards is scarce,

though it is possible to verify the success of some of the treasury lords' recommendations.

Five of the petitions for collectors' places were definitely successful, three petitions for

other offices resulted in the individuals gaining employment as collectors,' 2' while two

of the treasury lords' other recommendations resulted in the persons being employed as

118 P.R.O., Cust. 1/3, 30 July 1697; C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 1343, 1637; C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 364; C.T.B. 1699-
1700, p. 369.

119 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1648; C.T.P. 1557-1696, p. 232; N.H.!., ix, 527.

120 Below, p. 180.

121 B.L., Eg. MS 790, if 23-5, 33; C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 623, 813, 816, 869, 1343, 1636-7, 1656.
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collectors.' 22 Sir Robert Southwell's client was employed as a surveyor,' 23 while at

least three of the remaining recommendations met with success.'' It is difficult to

discover the outcome of the other recommendations. If repeated recommendations implied

that the commissioners either refused to comply, or where unable to comply due to lack

of vacancies, then they proved very compliant, as only one case was recommended

twice.' 25 Based upon the evidence available, it would appear that it was at times

worthwhile for the treasury lords to endeavour to influence appointments that lay within

the remit of the commissioners. However, the commissioners were not obliged to comply,

and by the Hanoverian period, they readily ignored the treasury lords' recommendations

on occasion.'

One remaining treasury incursion into the commissioners' territory related to

Christopher Cole, a Dublin surveyor, who in 1699 was allowed by the treasury lords to

exchange offices with Hugh Stevenson, a Bristol landwaiter.' 27 The exchange was

granted on compassionate grounds. During consideration of the case, Cole appealed

directly to Sir Stephen Fox, one of the treasury lords, whom Cole had assisted in some

matter when landwaiter in Waterford. He also had Robert Southwell's support.' The

case drew no objections from any quarter, and suggests that a certain amount of cross-

employment was practised between England and lieland:- the two systems were very

similar, and the employment of officers in one country, who had previously worked in the

other, was not uncommon. A further four cases of English revenue officials being

recommended for employment in Ireland exist amongst the treasury lords' 33

122 Appendix 3, table 4; P.R.O., Cust. 1/3, 30 July 1697; Cust. 1/5, 6 June 1700; C.T.B. 1699-1700, p.
369.

123 N.A.I., Wyche papers, 1/1/79.

124 B.L., Add MS 18,022, f. 2; P.R.O., Cust. 1/5, 14 Nov. 1700; Cust. 1/6, 15 Dec. 1702; C.T.B. 1689-
92, p. 715; C.T.B. 1697-8, p. 372; C.T.B. 1699-1700, p. 417.

125 C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 949, 1008.

126 McNally, 'Patronage', pp 86-7.

C.T.B. 1699-1700, p. 218; C.T.P. 1697-1 702, p. 340.

' N.A.I., Wyche papers, 1/1/164.
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recommendations, though once again, the problem remains of proving success or

failure.'29

The lack of a definite rule guiding non-patent appointments within the collection

service meant that conflict between the English and Irish governments was always

possible, although this did not occur during William's reign. In 1734 the duke of Dorset,

while lord lieutenant,' 30 fell out with Sir Robert Walpole over the power of appointment

for the collectorship at Cork. Dorset gave the post to 'Mr Dixon', an M.P who had

served him well in the Irish parliament, while Walpole had appointed one 'Mr Love'. In

Walpole's opinion, 'all places in the revenue of Ireland are in the gift and disposal of the

treasury of England'.' 3 ' 'Normal practice' could always be circumvented by the

influence of certain individuals.'32

It is apparent that the role of the English government in the Irish revenue was

complex, and at times confused. During William's reign the most significant factor

effecting that role was the Glorious Revolution and the ensuing Irish war. While the more

obvious powers of English government were not hard to discern, such as the increased

importance of Poynings' law in an era of regular parliaments and the power of the English

parliament to legislate for Ireland,' 33 the subtle but significant changes brought about

by the events of 1688-91 were more pertinent on a day to day basis. The abnormal

increase in vacancies for revenue posts, the time-consuming work of the treasury lords in

dealing with Irish petitions of which most were a result of the Irish war, the pressures

placed upon the Irish Establishment by the increased costs of government and the related

increase in work for the English treasury, the unique relationship between the Irish

paymaster-general and the English treasury for payment of the forces used for the

reduction of beland,' and William's particular interest in the Irish forfeitures, all

' C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 704, 1307-8; C.T.B. 1693-6, pp 211, 948.

'3° NJ/f., ix, 493.

131 H.M.C., Egmont Diary, ii, 109.

132 McNally, 'Patronage', pp 93-4.

Ch. 9.

' Below, pp 235-9.
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helped change the intensity and nature of the working relationship between England and

beland.
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Chapter 5

The personnel of the revenue commission

Information on individual commissioners is very unevenly distributed. Probably the

greatest amount exists for Thomas Keightley, who was of English birth, and pursued a

public career in England before becoming involved in Irish government. He was born in

Hertfordshire c.1650, and by 1672 had been appointed as a gentleman-usher to James,

duke of York. In July 1675 he made a significant family alliance that was to play an

important role in his progress during William's reign, by marrying the youngest daughter

of the earl of Clarendon, and sister of James II's first wife. It is possible that he adopted

catholicism for a short period around this time.1

Soon after his marriage he sold his property in Hertfordshire, and emigrated to

Ireland. In the 1680s his family connections resulted in the duke of York granting annual

rents of £238:l8:00 from his Irish estate to Keightley for 31 years,2 while Charles II

granted him a yearly pension of £400. Keightly's involvement in Irish government

commenced with the appointment of his brother-in-law, the second earl of Clarendon, as

lord lieutenant. In 1686 Keightley was appointed vice-treasurer, normally a lucrative post,

but the grant applied only to the judicial role, with a yearly salary of £20. The ministerial

powers, and the fees of £6-8,000 per annum, remained in the hands of an existing

commission.4 Keightley later claimed to have received profits of £300 per annum from

the vice-treasurer's place.5

Keightley's prospects improved further in July 1686, when Clarendon sent him to

England, ostensibly on private business, but in reality to keep his other brother-in-law, the

earl of Rochester, informed on Irish affairs. Clarendon told Rochester that Keighitley's

'integrity and great concern for you and me' ... 'is not to be questioned in the least... He

D.N.B., x, 1194-5.

2 C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 1597-9.

C.T.B. 1693-6, pp 492-3.

"N.L.I., Keightley papers, folder 1182.

C.T.B. 1693-6, pp 492-3.
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is a man of very good sense, and of an excellent understanding'. 6 By William's reign,

Rochester was to take over as Keightley's patron.

Keightley remained in England for the rest of James II's reign. In December 1688,

following William's arrival in England, Clarendon dispatched Keightley to the house at

Rochester where James was being held, to convince him to remain in the country. James

saw him on 22 December, but left for France the next morning.7

Keightley's long career in Irish government commenced in earnest in 1692, with

his appointment to the commission and privy council. 8 Prior to these appointments

Keightley had commenced proceedings for recovering the rents and pension granted to

him in the 1680s, and from which he had not received any income since 1689. Initially

he had looked for a new grant of the same sources of money, but by 1694 he was

petitioning for a custodiam of forfeited lands worth £1,132 per annum.9 William looked

favourably upon the petition, granting Keightley a three year custodiam of lands to the

yearly value of £674: 11 :06.'° In 1695 he received a rent remission of £529: 11:06, due

to incumbrances and land restored to former owners," after which he petitioned

successfully for a lifelong grant,' 2 receiving a 99 year grant to the same value, and

mainly out of the same lands, as his original custodiam.' 3 Over the next three years

Keightley sold substantial parts of his estates, including sales to Christopher Carleton, a

fellow con-imissioner,' 4 Benjamin Chetwood, clerk of the casual revenues,' 5 William

6 D.N.B., x, 1194-5.

' Ibid., 1194-5.

8 Appendix 3, table 1; C.S.P.D. 1691-2, p. 192.

C.T.B. 1693 -6, pp 492-3.

'° C.S.P.D. 1694-5, p. 161; C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 638; C.T.P. 1557-1696, p. 355.

' C.S.P.D. 1694-5, p. 443; C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1012.

12 C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1418.

13 N.L.I., Keightley papers, folder 2519; C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 132.

14 Appendix 3, table 1.

15 B.L., Add MS 18,022, f. 2.
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Palmer, the lords justices secretary in 1696,16 and Robert Rochfort, the attorney-

general.'7

Events in England altered the significance of Keightley's grants. As early as 1698

Keightley feared that all the grants might be 'undone' by the English parliament, and had

begun to solicit help in England for maintaining his grant.' 8 In 1699 the appointment

of parliamentary commissioners of enquiry, followed by the Act of Resumption in 1700,

brought unwanted scrutiny of the grants and grantees.' 9 The parliamentary report

reflected badly upon everyone involved with the forfeitures. Grantees were said to have

misled the king as to the value of the lands granted to them, while the conmiissioners

were believed to have mismanaged the forfeitures when under their control, and to have

profited unfairly. Keightley was named in the report as one of 16 grantees to benefit most

from the 76 grants and custodiams in being at that time. Likewise he was one of the five

named grantees who had sold substantial parts of their grants, to a total value of

£68,l55:03:0l, of which Keightley's percentage was £5,123:10:00. The other four were

Albemarle, Romney, Athlone, and Coningsby.2°

The resumption of the forfeitures caused problems for Keightley. The loss of his

estates, and those he had sold, could have been financially ruinous. It was not surprising

that he petitioned for a re-grant of his 1680s pension,2' which Rochester secured for him

in 1701, along with a pension of £200 for Keightley's daughter. 22 As for the forfeited

lands he had sold, Keightley had hoped irtially that his purchasers' petitions, composed

as early as 1698, would have solved the problem. 23 However, in November 1700 he

signed an agreement with the purchasers, whereby they paid his expenses in applying to

16 B.L., Add MS 28,880, f. 272.

17 N.H.!., ix, 514; N.L.I., Keightley papers, folders 990, 1184-8, 2588, 2595; B.L., Add MS 21,136, f.
39.

18 B.L., Add MS 28,882, ff 133-4, 181.

19 Simrns, Confiscation, pp 97, 110-13.

20 Report ... 1699, pp 12-4, 19-20.

2! C.TJ3 . 1697-1 702, p. 357.

22 T.C.D., MS 2022, f. 138; C.T.B. 1700-1, pp 83, 310.

23 B.L., Add MS 28,882, f. 181.
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the English parliament for a 'saving or confirmation for his said grants'. This was an

expensive process, the 13 purchasers agreeing to pay him the equivalent of '4 years

purchase' one month after he received confirmation of the grant. By July 1702

Keightley had succeeded in getting an act passed for confirming his original grant, but at

greater cost than had been expected. The purchasers entered a further agreement, whereby

they paid Keightley two years value of the lands 'as a voluntary and free gift to re-

imburse the said costs'.25 Keightley's private act for confirmation of his grant was one

of over 40 such acts passed following the Act of Resumption. In the end, Keightley

fared well out of the upheavals of 1699-1700, and continued to benefit from his land

grants.27

Of all the commissioners during William's reign, Keightley received the most

favour from the English government. Although at times he was alienated from the Irish

'court' party, most notably during Capel's governership, he managed to retain his post,

and receive other benefits. The main reason for this was his relationship with Rochester.

Rochester's return from the political wilderness of the early 1690s, and his appointment

as lord lieutenant in 1700, heralded an upturn in Keightley's position. Prior to his arrival

in Ireland in autumn 1701, Rochester kept up a regular correspondence with Keightley,

treating him as his personal agent, his mouthpiece in government, and canvassing his

views on all aspects of the revenue, and government in general. 29 Rochester's trust in

Keightley was evident from his candid acknowledgement that it was best to keep secret

the buoyant state of the revenue in order to ease the demands placed upon government,30

and by his empowering Keighfley, by letter of attorney, to 'ask, demand and receive' all

N.L.I., Keightley papers, folder 2584.

25 Ibid., folders 2584-5.

26 Simms, Confiscation, pp 128-33.

27 N.L.I., Keightley papers, folder 2588.

H.M.C., Buccleuch, ii, 184, 214-5, 235.

29 N.L.I., Keightley papers, folders 2596-8.

30 Ibid., folder 2596.
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money due him as lord lieutenant.3'

A gap in the correspondence from August 1701-January 1702 represents

Rochester's stay in lieland, but with his return to England, Keightley's position improved

further. Despite an ominous expression of dissatisfaction by Rochester with his lords

justices, his most significant request prior to March 1702 was for Keightley to send a

hogshead 'of very good wine' to Chester, and to arrange 'some management to save the

customs' 32 - itself an expression of trust.

Rochester's dissatisfaction with his lords justices found expression on Anne's

succession in March 1702, when he informed Keightley that

I write again this night to the lords justices on the occasion of some
particular directions I received from the queen, with which you must be
acquainted, and you will find that I have not said a word to them of the
queen's intention to alter that commission though I believe it will be
speedily put in practice, ... I have writ major-general Erle word that he will
be one, and now I tell you, you will be another, ... and let me bespeak your
favour in time that Mr Dawson may not be past [sic] by being your
secretary, when you are in your kingdom.33

Keightley, unlike the lords justices, already knew that the commission was to change. As

with this letter, and the rest of Rochester's correspondence during this period, it is

apparent that Keightley remained his closest contact within Irish government. Keightley's

reward for honouring that trust was his promotion to lord justice on 30 March l702.'

Rochester now looked to Keightley for advice on issues such as the calling of

parliament, coastal defence, raising regiments, and gove'ment appointments, 35 while still

relying upon him in his role as commissioner, 36 as his private agent, and, on more

sensitive issues, as his friend. In May Rochester requested Keightley's opinion as to

which government offices had become vacant by William's death, and which officers

therein employed should be replaced or continued. He was keen to emphasise that no one

31 N.L.I., Keightley papers, folder 984.

32 Ibid., folder 2599.

Ibid., folder 2599.

N.H.l., ix, 491.

N.L.I., Keightley papers, folders 2599-2601.

36 Ibid., folders 2600-1.
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would know that Keightley had provided the information, writing that

I should have been glad, and did really expect from you before this time,
to have received a particular account of all such places ... together with
your private opinion as a friend to me, who might be fit to be continued,
and who not.37

Keightley complied, sending a comprehensive list of offices, with his opinions on each

one.38

The replacement of Rochester by Ormonde as lord lieutenant in 1 703 A. heralded the

end of Keightley's brief foray into the realms of the chief governor's office. 39 For the

remainder of Anne's reign he continued as a commissioner, and, although being suggested

for the post of lord justice in 1706,° he did not progress again within government. In

1714 he was removed from the commission, as part of a wider political reformation in

government.4 ' The year before he received a pension of £1,000 for his 'long and

faithful' service.42 He did not serve in the office again, and died in 171 9•43 Keightley

sat in the 1695 and 1703 par1iaments.

Bartholomew Vanhomrigh, father of Hester, Swift's 'Vanessa', was a Dutch

merchant who had settled in Dublin, becoming an alderman in 1687. His advance into

central government commenced during the war, when he was sent to Schomberg's camp

in December 1689 as commissary-general, 46 sharing the post with William Robinson, the

N.L.I., Keightley papers, folder 2599.

38 Ibid., folder 983.

NH]., ix, 491.

40 B.L., Add MS 38,154, f. 102.

41 Appendix 3, table 1; Bums, Politics, ch. 2.

42 T.C.D., MS 2022, f. 140; N.L.I., Keightley papers, folder 2585.

43 D.N.B., x, 1194-5.

Cii., ii, 637; iii, 5-6.

Craig, Dublin, p. 72; Simms, Jacobite, p. 35.

46 C.S.P.D. 1689-90, pp 346-7; Simms, War, p. 101.
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deputy receiver-general. 47 Schomberg did not think well of Vanhomrigh, complaining

to William that he was 'incapable of such a charge'. Schomberg's belief that Vanhomrigh

was 'incapable here alone' was not helped by the fact that 'Robinson ... is always in

England'. This belief quickly extended to the view that Vanhomrigh, though not capable,

was at least faithful%, whereas Robinson shirked his work.

Schomberg's views are suspect, as he complained about everybody who had

anything to do with army provisions. William gave little credence to his complaints, and

in July 1690 appointed Vanhomngh as the sixth member of the first commission,49

because he was 'a very intelligent man in trade'.5° Vanhomrigh continued to work as

commissary-general, while also being made a commissioner for stating the army

accounts,5 ' and being given responsibility for military transport affairs. 52 These tasks

occupied much of his time.53

After the war Vanhomrigh continued as commissary-general. TM By 1693 the

demands on his time in this capacity eased, although the process of stating his army

accounts had only begun, 55 while in 1694 he was still involved in transporting troops.56

As with most war-related issues, Vanhomrigh did not manage to close his accounts as

commissary-general until 1698-9, when he also petitioned for 'some allowances', having

Below, pp 239-42; C.S.P.D. 1689-90, p. 549; Harman Murtagh, 'The war in Iceland 1689-91',
Maguire, Kings, p. 71.

48 C.S.P.D. 1689-90, pp 346-7, 401, 420, 437, 556-7.

Appendix 3, table 1.

50 H.M.C., Finch, ii, 356.

' T.C.D., MS 1180, ff 91-2.

52 H.M.C., Finch, ii, 452-3.

C.S.P.D. 1690-1, pp 273-4; C.S.P.D. 1695 & Add., p. 170; C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 859, 867, 1052, 1501;
C.TJ'. 1557-1696, p. 362.

B.L., Add MS 28,878, ff 63-4; C.S.P.D. 1691-2, pp 88-9, 176; C.S.P.D. 1695 & Add., p. 182; H.M.C.,
Finch, iv, 74.

C.T.B. 1693 -6, pp 63-4, 179.

56 N.A.I., Wyche papers, 1/3/32.
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received nothing since 1693 for managing the stores and transporting troops. 57 In 1699

he was given £1,000 for these services. 58 Vanhomrigh's experience was still being

utilised in 1701, when he received £1,000 for transporting troops to Jamacia.59

Vanhomrigh also managed to divert his attention into other areas. In 1692 he was

one of 23 individuals named in a warrant as governors of the company of royal fisheries

of ireland.6° In 1695 he was listed as a Dublin alderman. 6 ' In 1697 he received

permission from the treasury lords to accept the office of mayor of Dublin in addition to

his duty as a commissioner. 62 During his term of office he applied for 'a collar of S.S.

and his majesty's effigies to be worn by the lord mayor', 63 as the originals, granted by

Charles II, had gone missing during the war.M In October a warrant was sent to lieland

for bestowing the collar to the city of Dublin, at a cost of 700 guineas, to be borne by the

lush treasury.65 However, these activities did not detract from Vanhomrigh's work as

a commissioner, as he was the most consistent attender of board meetings. 66 He

remained a commissioner until his death in 1703, and was the only commissioner to serve

continously from the commencement of Williamite government through to Anne's

reign.67 Although he never received any forfeitures grant, he did purchase forfeited lands

from Ginkel, earl of Athlone, 68 to the value of £900. After the Act of Resumption, he

received £3 17:12:08 out of £21,000 granted as compensation to purchasers of resumed

C.T.B. 1698-9, pp 149, 368.

58 C.T.P. 1697-1 702, p. 217.

C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 318.

60 C.S.P.D. 1691-2, pp 112-3.

61 C.S.P.D. 1694-5, p. 388.

62 C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 393; C.T.P. 1697-1702, p. 4.

H.M.C., Downshire, i, 745.

64 Craig, Dublin, p. 72.

65 B.L., Add MS 21,136, ff49, 51; C.T.P. 1697-1 702, p. 13.

P.R.O., Cust 1/3, 5-6.

67 Appendix 3, table 1.

Maguire, 'The land settlement', Maguire, Kings, p. 149.
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lands.69 Vanhomrigh had a close relationship with Ginkel, who may have been

responsible for Vanhomrigh's progress in government. Vanhomrigh managed Ginkel's

Irish estates throughout the 1 69Os,° while in 1695 he travelled to England with Ginkel,

'according to his majesty's instructions'. He returned to Ireland during May 1695, which

appears to have been the only occasion that he travelled to England while serving as a

commissioner. 7 ' Vanhomrigh sat in the 1692 and 1695 parliaments.72

Little is known of Christopher Carleton's origins, but it appears that he served in

the Irish revenue before the Glorious Revolution, and was one of the first Williamite

collectors appointed in 1689. He was entrusted with carrying the warrants for the new

officers into Ireland, 73 and seems to have assumed a higher profile than his fellow

collectors, primarily due to his appointment at Belfast, the first port of the Williamite

conquest.74 Following Marlborough's capture of Cork, Carleton was made collector of

Cork port in l69O, where he acted also as agent for commissary-general

Vanhomrigh.76 He remained at Cork port until his promotion to the commission in

1 692.

Carleton's promotion was not a foregone conclusion. The decision to change the

commission was taken in early 1692, and by March six persons, Robartes, Keightley,

Evelyn, Sedgwick, Vanhomrigh, and William Dickenson, a commissioner in the 1680s,

were named in the new commission. 78 The seventh place remained open. On 15 April

69 N.A.I., Wyche papers, 2/104/7.

70 Wouter Troost (ed.), 'Letters from Bartholomew Vanhomngh to General Ginkel, earl of Athione 1692-
1700', Analecta Hibernica, 33 (1986), 59-128.

71 C.S.P.D. 1694-5, pp 390, 455.

72 cjj, ii, 571, 638.

C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 290.

T.C.D., MS 1181, f. 53; C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 252-3, 291.
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76 C.S.P.D. 1690-1, pp 273-4.
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Godolphin informed William that 'a great difficulty' had arisen for the new commission,

as Dickenson 'declines the service'. This left only five commissioners, 'so that we are

wholly at a loss at present ... and unless we can find one or two of more experience than

these five ... it will not be fit to alter the commission'. 79 Carleton's name was first

mentioned on 19 April, when Godolphin informed William that as the five remaining

commissioners 'are wholly strangers' to 'the business of the customs', the treasury lords

were recommending Carleton to the queen as the sixth commissioner. He added that

Carleton 'is not known to any one of us at the treasury, so he is not recommended for any

friendship but upon a universal good character of his being an honest and experienced

officer'. 8° In May Carleton's name was included as one of six commissioners, 8 ' and

by July he was confirmed as one of the seven commissioners.82

Carleton's service as a commissioner was overshadowed by the ongoing Babe case.

As the issue became more protracted, Babe's allegations of corruption centred on

Carleton, when he was collector in Cork. In March 1694 Babe provided 'informations'

to the treasury, accusing Carleton of carrying on a private trade with France in 1691-2,

'under the pretence of leave from the general [Ginkel] for the use of the Lord Lucan

[Sarsfield]'. Daniel Butts, the Williamite commissary to the Irish troops transported to

France in 1691-2, and a Dublin merchant, 'Mr Twigg', were accused of complicity in the

trade.83 Babe provided affidavits, letters and certificates to support his allegations,

including statements by two ships' masters, Robert Savage and John Sinclair, and by an

Irish merchant, Robert MacKarrell, who was already in trouble with the commissioners

for supposedly trading with France,' all of which pointed towards Carleton's

involvement in such trade.85

C.S.P.D. 1691-2, p. 238.

80 C.S.P.D. 1691-2, p. 245; P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638/13/135.

81 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1631.

82 Appendix 3, table 1.
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The treasury lords took the allegations seriously, and referred the papers to the

lords justices for report in July 1694.86 In September Carleton answered the allegations,

on the basis that, while no one denied that the evidence of the trade was authentic, h

I1Wft&-ffrW he had not been actively involved, and the trade itself was not illegal,

as it had been allowed by Ginkel, as part of the agreement with Sarsfield at Limerick.

Carleton stated that he had been ordered by Ginkel to assist in the preparation of

Sarsfield's ships for the journey to France, including being ordered by Vanhomrigh and

Robinson to purchase provisions for the ships, which he did. Butts was empowered by

Ginkel to send 300 tons of French goods to Ireland, and several Protestant gentlemen had

put up the money for Sarsfield to load the ships with French goods, and for the cost of

shipping and importing. Some of these goods had been entered in Carleton's name, but

without his consent. The only item he received personally was a parcel of Italian silk, on

which the duty was paid. He denied ever being involved in any trade. In his defence he

offered the books of his office, and claimed the whole issue was invented by Babe and

MacKarrell as revenge, because he had been responsible for seizing MacKarrell's six ships

for trading with France, and because Babe believed he was responsible for his removal

from office. Carleton also provided a certificate from Butts naming the ships loaded with

Saiield's goods, and stating that Carleton had not been involved in this trade, even

though the goods had been consigned to him, which had been done without his knowledge

or consent. The Protestant financiers had written to Carleton to request his assistance, but

he had refused. Butts also claimed that he sent the silk to Carleton as a present. Further

support was provided by a letter from the lords justices of December 1691, expressing

their satisfaction with Carleton's actions in shipping the Irish to France, plus affidavits

from the comptroller and customer of Cork, and the surveyor and boatmen at Cove,

swearing that the silk had been entered and duty paid upon it in the correct manner.87

The other commissioners supported Carleton in his defence, and took exception

to the fact that Babe's other complaints, most notably to the commissioners of accounts,

reflected badly on the whole commission. By November Babe was trying to placate them,

denying that he had charged them in general with conniving at a secret trade with France,

86 C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 701.

N.A.I., Wyche papers, 2/145.
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and that it was only Carleton 'who might probably have connived at it', unknown to the

other conmiissioners.

Babe's accusations of a trade with France continued over the next few years, but

after 1694, he ceased to direct them at Carleton in particular, although he did blame

Carleton for convincing the Irish Commons that he had committed a high breach of

privilege by his utterances in regard to the French trade inquiry. For his pains Babe was

confined for eight days and received a reprimand on his knees before the House. The

commissioners used this as another example of the need to keep Babe out of office.89

There is no evidence that Carleton cleared his name, though no action was taken

against him or Babe. The only certainty is that Ginkel had granted Sarsfield the right to

import French goods to Ireland in the returning transport ships. 9° It is harder to say

whether Carleton connived at an illegal private trade under cover of Ginkel's warrant.

The position of the treasury lords would suggest that no clear answer could be found.

They made no effort to reprimand either Babe or Carleton, they left Carleton in his

position of commissioner, and they continued to support Babe in his quest for

reinstatement. 9 ' Even MacKarrell was recompensed for his losses over the seizure of

his ships.92

The controversy for Carleton did not end in 1695. In 1694 Babe had also made

allegations against the commissioners of irregularities in the setting of the hearth tax in

Ulster. 93 In December 1696 the issue came before the treasury lords, when John

Richardson, a collection service official, provided a written tract on the subject, which was

directed mainly against Carleton, and may help to account for short-term removal from

the conimission. In May 1697 the treasury lords were informed by Blathwayt that Sir

88 C.T.P. 155 7-1696. pp 397, 402.

89 Ibid., pp 470, 475, 477.

90 Simms, Treaty, pp 10-11.

' Above, pp 106-8.

92 C.T.P. 1557-1696, pp 419, 467, 572.

Ibid., pp 401, 404-5, 410.
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Thomas Southwell was to be made a commissioner, in place of either Evelyn or Carleton.

By 13 May the treasury lords had decided to remove Carleton, even though Evelyn was

unable to perform his duties, being terminally ill and permanently resident in England.95

The other commissioners were 'all' surprised at Carleton's removal, as he was a 'useful

man' who would be 'much wanted'. However, Carleton was reinstated in August, in

place of the deceased con-imissioner, John Lowther. 97 Due to slowness in implementing

Southwell's warrant, Carleton continued as an active member of the commission until 1

July, and was attending meetings again by 28 August.98

Carleton travelled to England in July to defend himself,99 attending several

treasury meetings. The treasury investigations centred on Richardson's evidence. He had

taken part in the farming of the Deny hearth tax in 1694, and claimed that the farm had

been underlet, to the crown's loss, causing the lords justices to insist that the

commissioners cancel the farm agreement. Richardson charged Carleton in particular with

being responsible for the irregularities. Babe supported Richardson, stating that he did

not believe any of the other commissioners 'had any hand in the matter'.'°° On 23 July

Carleton, Babe and Richardson were all called to be heard before the board. By 4 August

the treasury lords had heard them all, and dismissed the accusations as 'hearsay' and

'trivial', telling Babe and Richardson that in future if they had any proposals for the

advantage of the revenue they were to address them to the commissioners.'° 1 This

rebuff to Carleton's accusers represented his final vindication.

Already in mid-July the attitude of the English government had turned in

Carleton's favour, with the English lords justices considering continuing him in the

C.T.P. 1697-1 702, p. 43.

96 B.L., Add MS 28,881, f. 286.

Appendix 3, table 1.
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commission in place of Evelyn, who was to have a yearly pension of £400 instead,'02

an idea suggested by Carleton to John Ellis, under-secretary of state, in late May, and

rumoured in freland in early July.'° 3 Carleton also received strong support from

Shrewsbury, Galway, and the Irish lord chancellor, John Methuen. On 17 July Methuen

informed Vernon that

The weakest part of our government is the [revenue] commission ... and
now by turning out Mr Carleton it is made much weaker. There was a
great hope he might come in again in place of Mr Evelyn, who might have
a pension on this Establishment. Carleton is a parliament man, and would
be very useful to us; we shall suffer by his being displaced.

Methuen wanted Vernon to inform Shrewsbury 'that it will be a great loss to us if we

cannot have him here, either now in the revenue, or at some other time'.'° 4 On 28 July

Galway wrote to Vernon in Carleton's favour,' 05 while on 5 August Shrewsbury

informed Winchester that in most people's opinion Carleton 'had hard measure before, in

being removed'.' 06 The desire to reinstate Carleton took on a political complexion, as

the Dublin executive saw him as a member of the parliamentary court party. Likewise

Shrewsbury understood the need to keep as many Irish M.P.s on the side of the court, by

whatever means. Also, an ex-commissioner could represent a difficult proposition in

parliament if he chose to create problems in relation to money bills, which remained the

executive's main priority.

It is not clear whether these political considerations influenced the treasury

investigations. The fact that the English lords justices were considering reinstating

Carleton in mid-July, although the hearings before the treasury were not completed until

5 August, would suggest that the political considerations could have influenced the

outcome. However the final decision was not taken until after 30 July, when a real

vacancy occured, with the death of Lowther. On 30 July Lowndes informed Blathwayt

about the vacancy, stating that the treasury lords desired that the place remain open until

102 C.S.P.D. 1697, p. 253.

103 B.L., Add MS 28,881, ff 283, 346.

'° C.S.P.D. 1697, pp 255-6.

02 Ibid., p. 272.
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they had an opportunity to name 'a fit person after the king's return and to lay before his

majesty an account of such observations as they have made'.'° 7 The treasury lords may

not have been considering Carleton for reappointment, though on the same day in the

secretary of state's office opinion was that the vacancy 'will be disposed of by the next

post to Mr Carleton'.' 08 Either way, on 5 August word reached the treasury that

William had approved of Carleton's restoration.'°9 By 6 August a new warrant had

been signed, reinstating Carleton to the commission."°

It remains unclear whether the various allegations levelled against Carleton caused

his removal in May 1697, or if the allegations were true. However, the possible political

aspect to his quick restoration may be responsible for this lack of clarity, as concern over

administrative irregularities took second place to the more immediate need to secure the

allegiance of M.P.s to the court party.

Carleton remained a commissioner, avoiding any further controversy, until his

death in 1703.111 Unlike some of the conmiissioners, he was always resident in Ireland,

appears to have understood the revenue, and to have carried out his duties." 2 Apart

from July 1697, the only time he requested leave to go to England was in March 1702.

The treasury lords granted him two months leave for his health, 'provided a quorum of

your commission be left at Dublin'." 3 He sat in parliament from 1696 until his

death."4

William Culliford was probably the most experienced member of the first

Williamite commission," 5 having been employed for 25 years in the English revenue,

107 C.T.B. 1697, p. 273.

C.S.P.D. 1697, p. 276.
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112 B.L., Add MS 28,940, ff45, 64-5; P.R.O., Cust. 1/3, 5/6; H.M.C., Portland, iv, 1.

113 C.T.B. 1702, p. 175.

" Cii., ii, 640, 827; iii, 10.

" Appendix 3, table 1.

128



to the level of customs commissioner."6 In 1684 he was appointed as an Irish

commissioner." 7 After recovering from a bullet wound inflicted by a sacked customs

officer, Culliford moved to ireland and retained his post until early 1688, when he was

removed, ostensibly in order to join the English commission, though Culliford believed

it was only done to make way for a Catholic." 8 A newsletter of January 1688 supports

this view, stating that 'Mr Trindar, a romanist, is ordered to go for ireland to be one of

the commissioners', while Culliford was to replace the deceased English commissioner,

Sir John Buckworth." 9 In the end, Culliford was not included in the English

commission, and by May 1689 he was unemployed, and petitioning for the post of

surveyor-general of the customs in England.' 2° The treasury lords employed him on a

temporary basis during the summer for visiting the western ports of England,' 2' but by

August he was being called upon to assist them in their deliberations on the Irish

revenue.' 22 In February 1690 the treasury lords issued a commission for Culliford and

Edward May to manage the Irish revenue.' 23 Although only a temporary appointment,

this commission portrays the treasury lords' confidence in these men. By July 1690

Culliford and May had been appointed to the first proper Williamite commission.''

Culliford was removed from the commission in 1692, over allegations of

corruption and embezzlement. The allegations mainly related to the commissioners' role

in managing the forfeitures. In October 1691, in response to growing concern over the

forfeitures management, Sir Charles Meredith gave evidence to the English commission

of accounts, which incriminated Culliford and May in particular. Both men were accused

116 C.T.P. 1557-1696, pp 38, 34, 37.

117 Lascelles, Liber, i, pt. ii, 133.
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of underhand dealings, to their own personal benefit.' 25 Culliford bore the brunt of the

ensuing investigations, and became the scapegoat for the mismanagement of the previous

two years. When the English Commons, in early 1692, turned their attention to the Irish

forfeitures, a report was made against Culliford.' In March Sydney informed

Coningsby that 'the commission ... is quite altered, and Mr Culliford left out for the

present till he can justify himself'.' 27 In April Culliford was called to be heard at the

treasury board. The hearing did not go well, it being reported on 9 April that he was to

be replaced, 'as is generally believed', by 'Mr Travers a member of the ... Commons'.'

Culliford's dismissal was reported in a newsletter on 14 April.' 29 The outcome of the

treasury meeting was clarified by Godoiphin, when he wrote to William on 15 April:

Culliford was heard at the treasury as to the charge against him, and
though there was nothing that could amount to a legal proof, yet the board
was of opinion it was not advisable at this time to continue him in that
service.'30

Culliford's problems did not end with his dismissal. When the Irish parliament

met in October 1692, the committee of grievances 'had fallen upon Mr Culliford and had

summoned him to attend them',' 3 ' as part of their enquiries into the allegations of

corruption and embezzlement.' 32 Culliford worsened the situation by claiming that his

privilege as an English M.P. freed him from any obligation to participate in the

committee's investigations, and thereby 'joined personal to political jnsult'.'33

Culliford was saved from the complete censure of the Commons by the timely

prorogation on 3 November, the day before charges against him were to be discussed in

'' H.M.C., Portland, iii, 476-7.

' P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638/13/106, 113.
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the House. Although Sydney claimed the prorogation was due to the Commons' vote on

the sole right, the real reason was Sydney's desire to protect himself, Culliford, and other

government officials, such as Coningsby and Porter, from possible impeachment over the

investigations by the grievances conmiittee.'' Having avoided the attempts of the Irish

Commons to charge him with embezzlement, Culliford faced one last crisis during the

investigations into the state of Ireland undertaken by the English parliament in February

1693. Once again his name arose in the evidence given by Irish politicians to that

parliament, though no action was taken against him.'35

Culliford spent the next few years out of the public eye, and out of government

employment. He still had important friends, who sympathised with his plight, though

such sympathy came from other individuals suspected of having benefitled illegally from

the forfeitures, for whom Culliford had been the scapegoat. It was not surprising that

Porter asked Coningsby to remind the treasury lords that Culliford had not been 'provided

for as was intended notwithstanding his great abilities to serve the king in his revenue and

the other services he has done', and that he had suffered unjustly 'under an unreasonable

clamour' 136

Culliford's rehabilitation took several years. In 1694 his name was linked to the

possible revival of the English office of general surveyor of the customs, although the

customs commissioners were against jt.' 37 In 1696 the treasury lords were still

considering employing Culliford as general surveyor. On 30 June the debate in the

treasury e4-i+ opinion. Godoiphin and Sir Robert Southwell were in favour of

employing him, while William Young pointed out that the previous survey undertaken by

Culliford, in 1689, had resulted in the removal of good officers and their replacement by

less deserving individuals. 'Mr Chadwick' felt the power of the office was too great.

The treasury lords, though, had a 'good opinion' of Culliford.' 38 On 15 July the

customs commissioners recommended that Culliford be employed in a new office,

McGuire, 'Parliament', pp 21-2.

135 B.L., Han. MS 4892, ff 127-31, 153-9; McGuire, 'Parliament', pp 25-6.

136 P.R.O.N.1., De Ros MSS, D638/18/87.

C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 800; C.TJ'. 155 7-1696, pp 395-6.

' C.T.B. 1696-7, pp 30, 33; C.T.P. 155 7-1696, pp 527-8.
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inspector-general of imports and exports, for detecting frauds and debts.' 39 The treasury

lords agreed, and in September Culliford was established in the new post.' 4° Although

this signified that Culliford was acceptable in government once again, the treasury lords'

recommendation of him to William for a vacancy in the English customs commission in

July 1696 was not successful.' 4 ' By 1697 Culliford was once more assisting the

treasury lords on questions arising over the lush revenue, although he was never again

officially involved in Irish affairs.' 42 In 1701 he regained his status in government with

his appointment to the English customs commission.'43

Francis Robartes was a younger son of the earl of Radnor. Despite peripheral

connections with Ireland, through his father's service as lord lieutenant in 1669-70, and

his own marriage to a daughter of Wentworth Fitzgerald, the 17th earl of Kildare, he

represents the most clear-cut case of a commissioner's post being used as reward to an

Eng1ishman.' He was foremost an English politician, sitting in the English Commons

from 1672-3 onwards, until his death in 1718.' During the exclusion crisis he was

noted as 'worthy' on Shaftesbury's list. tc3cribed aA'moderately activmember, he sat

in the Convention in 1689 'as a tory', and sat on the committees for the relief of Irish

Protestants and clergy, and for the prevention of the importation of French goods, as well

as on the enquiry into the customs and excise collection following the death of Charles

II. After being made a 'placeman' on the Irish Establishment in 1692, he spent the

remainder of his long parliamentary career supporting the government.'46

Robartes' Irish career commenced in 1692, with his appointment to the

' C.T.P. 1557-1696, pp 527-8.

'4° C.T.B. 1696-7, pp 44, 54, 264.

141 Ibid., p. 37.

142 C.T.B. 1697, p. 264.

'' C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 112.

144 Complete peerage, x, 712, 716; James, Lords, pp 12-3, 173, 178.

145 D.N.B., xvi, 1224-5.

'4° Henning, Parliament, iii, 336-7; Horwitz, Parliament, pp 353, 364.
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commission, 147 and privy counci1.' His English parliamentary commitments meant

that he was absent from ireland for long periods, though he managed to pursue some

revenue work in England.'49 In October 1693 Nottingham informed Robartes, then in

ireland, that his presence might be necessary in parliament. The lords justices were

commanded by the queen to permit him to go to England. They concurred, though

Robartes's departure was delayed, as he had to await Sedgwick's return from England,

so that there would still be a quorum for the excise commission. The lords justices also

pointed out that had they known he was required in England they would not have named

him as a commissioner of the great seal, in the absence of the lord chancel1or.'°

The lords justices' sentiments suggest that both they and Robartes saw his role in

Irish government in a more positive light than was usual for a 'placeman', and his

commitments in ireland at that time also included being a member of the chamber of

commerce in Dublin.' 5 ' The same can not be said for him in light of Southwell's and

Keightley's complaints, in 1699 and 1702, over his constant absence, and the evidenc%of

his slack attendancej the commissioners' minutej However, Robartes had an important

friend in Godoiphin, and despite his fellow commissioners believing that he had turned

his office into a sinecure,' 52 he continued in office until 1704, when he was made a

teller of the English exchequer. In 1710 he was reappointed to the commission, in which

post he remained until 1714 when he was removed for the last time.' 53 He died in

l7l8.' It is not certain if Robartes sat in the irish parliament, though a 'Francis

Roberts' sat for Kildare town in 1692.155 This may have been Robartes, as in January

Appendix 3, table 1.

148 C.S.P.D. 1691-2, p. 195.

149 B.L., Add MS 28,881, f. 233; C.T.P. 155 7-1696, p. 397.

'° C.S.P.D. 1693, pp 364, 377.

151 Ibid., p. 264.

' 52 N.L.I., Keightley papers, folder 2600-1; P.R.O., Cust. 1/3, 5-6; P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638/30/12.

153 Appendix 3, table 1.

154 DNB xvi, 1224-5.

155 cjj•, ii, 566.
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1693 Sydney informed Nottingham that if the Irish parliament was to meet again, it was

advisable 'to have all the members now in London here, Mr. Roberts ... especially'.'56

John Evelyn, junior, son of the diarist, John Evelyn, was another Englishman of

no apparent connection with Ireland, whose previous career suggests little reason for his

appointment to the commission in l692.' He attended Oxford in 1667, Middle Temple

in 1672, and was called to the bar in 1683.158 In December 1688 he joined William at

Abingdon, and as a volunteer in Lord Lovelace's troop he helped to secure Oxford.'59

His previous revenue experience occurred in 1687, when he went to Devonk on a

commission from the treasury lords, about concealed lands,' 6° and in 1690 when he

purchased the chief clerkship of the treasury, a post from which he was removed within

one year.' 6 ' In March 1692 John Evelyn, senior, wrote of his son's Irish appointment:

'My son was made one of the commissioners of the revenue and treasury of Ireland, to

which employment he had a mind, far from my wishes, had it consisted with his

circumstances'. On 11 August he left with his wife and daughter for Ireland. His father

wrote 'The lord%sus, accompany and bless him, ... and prosper him, and grant that I may

yet see him in prosperity again'.' 62 If Evelyn had financial problems, the

commissioner's yearly salary of £800 may have helped him, but his father's wishes were

not to be fulfilled, and after four years in Ireland, he returned to England in ill health.

He remained in England for the next three years, 163 and died 'after a tedious ... sickness,

contracted in Ireland, and increased here'. His father believed he had performed his job

as commissioner 'with great ability and reputation'.'TM

' C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 23.

157 Appendix 3, table 1.

' De Beer, Evelyn, iii, 474, 613-4; iv, 375.

D.N.B., vi, 947.

160 De Beer, Evelyn, iv, 565.

161 D.N.B., vi, 947.

162 De Beer, Evelyn, v, 92, 113.

163 P.R.O.N.I.. De Ros MSS, D638/30/12.

164 De Beer, Evelyn, v, 240, 266, 282, 286, 318.
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Sir Thomas Southwell, one of the Southwell family from the south4west of Ireland,

of whom his cousin Sir Robert Southwell, Irish secretary of state, was the best

known,' 65 was appointed to the commission in 1697.' In 1692 he was granted £500

by order of the queen as compensation for his imprisonment by Jacobite forces during the

war, and the money he expended in support of his fellow prisoners.' 67 Southwell's

elevation to the commission was initiated in early 1697, when William ordered that he be

placed in the revenue. The lords justices informed Blathwayt that they had considered the

king's commands, but legally could not make Southwell a supernumerary on the

commission, and that the treasury lords could not remove an existing commissioner on

a verbal order from William. They requested that William put his orders in writing.168

In May the treasury lords received written orders from William for making Southwell a

commissioner in place of Carleton or Evelyn.'69

Southwell's appointment was not surprising, in view of his family connections, his

recommendation by Shrewsbury,' 7° and the validation it received from such royal

favourites as Albemarle and Coningsby, Thomas's father-in-law, and regular

correspondent.' 7 ' Although Southwell'endance at commission meetings was erratic,

he was not afraid to express his opinion on the problems caused by absenteeism.' 72 He

remained a commissioner until early 1714, when he was removed briefly, being reinstated

at the end of the year. He was the only Williamite commissioner to serve in the

Hanoverian period, dying in office in 1720.'	 He sat in the 1695 and 1703

165 Henning, Parliament, iii, 459; Doyle, 'Politics', p. 224.

' Appendix 3, table 1.

' C.S.P.D. 1691-2, p. 442; J. Oldmixon, Memoirs of Ireland from the Restoration to the present times
(London, 1716), pp 224-30.

N.A.I., MS 2454.

169 CT.?. 1697-1 702, p. 43.

170 James, Letters, i, 255.

171 P.R.O.N.I., Dc Ros MSS, D638f33t2, D638/30/-; Doyle, 'Politics', p. 224.

172 P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638f30/12.

173 Appendix 3, table 1.
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parliaments,' 74 and was probably the most politically active commissioner, which may

have been a consideration in his initial appointment.'75

Little is known about the remaining commissioners. John Lowther, first appointed

in 1690, was removed in early 1692, but reinstated in July.' 76 His short-term removal,

at a time when the commission's activities were under public scrutiny, prompted some

debate. In April, Godoiphin informed William that Sir John Lowther, previously one of

the treasury lords, 'takes the removing of his brother , from Ireland extremely much to

heart, and at the same time I do not meet with anyone that has a truer zeal to your

service'. Godoiphin also argued that Lowther's reappointment would bolster a new

commission which was lacking in practical experience.' 77 However, he was only

reinstated after Dickenson refused the offer of the post.' 78 In June 1692 Lowther, along

with three lesser revenue officials, was named in a warrant granting to them all wrecks

in the Shannon.' 79 In April 1695 the same persons petitioned for an extension to the

grant.' 8° A month later Lowther was granted leave to go to England for three months

'about your affairs as soon as Mr Roberts [sic] or the other commissioners who are now

going to Ireland shall be arrived there'.' 8 ' Lowther remained a commissioner until his

death in 1697.182

John South, who was appointed in 1696, had been a commissioner for army

accounts in Ireland in the early 1690s.'83 His 1696 appointment was supported by

Ci.!., ii, 637; iii, 7.

'' Below, pp 172-3.

176 C.S.P.D. 1691-2, p. 387; C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1631.

C.S.P.D. 1691-2, p. 238.

178 Ibid., p. 357.

Edward Ford, Arthur Bushe arid Charles Melville (C.S.P.D. 1691-2, p. 337).

180 C.S.P.D. 1694-5, p. 426.

181 C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 1067.

182 Appendix 3, table 1.

' C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 97.
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William Trumbull, secretary of state.' TM South showed great enthusiasm for his work,

with an excellent attendance record at meetings during l6968.185 However his private

affairs required several applications to the treasury lords, in 1696, 1699, and 1700, for

permission to spend time in England, which was granted each time on the understanding

that there would be 'a quorum of your commission at Dublin without you'.' 86 These

absences did not go unnoticed by his fellow commissioners. In 1699 Southwell

complained that South had spent the last nine months in England, and intended staying

'till next summer which will be a year and a half',' 87 while in 1702 Keightley

complained that he was 'very infirm', and was kept from attending commission business

by ill health.1TM However, he remained a commissioner until his death in 17 11.189

South sat in the 1703 parliament.'90

Sir Charles Meredith was appointed chancellor of the exchequer in Ireland in 1674.

He held office until 1687, when he was removed in favour of Bruno Talbot. He was

reinstated under William in 1690-1. In 1695 he surrendered the office to Philip

Savage.'9 ' He served as a commissioner in the l670s,' 92 and it was this experience

which probably accounted for his appointment to the first Williamite commission in

1690 . 193 He was one of four commissioners removed in 1692, although unlike the

others, he was not tainted by the accusations of embezzlement and corruption, having left

Ireland in October 1691 in order to report the irregularities in Ireland to the English

' H.M.C., Downshire, i, 541.

185 P.R.O., Cust. 1/3, 5-6.

186 C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 238; C.T.B. 1698-9, pp 53, 250; C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 174.

187 P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638/30/12.

188 N.L.I., Keightley papers, folder 2600.

189 Appendix 3, table 1.

190 Cj•j•, iii, 5.

191 Lascelles, Liber, , Pt.	 49.

192 Ibid., 132.

193 Appendix 3, table 1.

137



commission of accounts.'" It is possible that his removal was at his own request. He

was not involved again in the revenue, although he did petition in 1696 for a grant of a

forfeited Jesuit chapel in Dublin, which he wanted for French Protestants.' 95 He sat in

the 1692 parliament.'96

Edward May was a member of the first Williamite commission,' 97 prior to which

he had served with Culliford as temporary managers of the revenue in early 1690.198

In 1692 May was removed from the commission because of allegations that he had made

personal profit out of the forfeitures.' He never served as a commissioner again,

though he continued to pursue a career in the revenue. In 1692 he was appointed

collector at Waterford. In 1693 he was transferred to Limerick, and in 1698 to Ross,

where he remained until his removal in 1701 for unaccounted debts. 20° In 1694 he

received a notable mark of favour when he was appointed as one of five commissioners

for inspection into the forfeitures. 201 He remained in that post until January 1696, when

the forfeitures management was handed back to the revenue commissioners. 202 At the

same time he petitioned William for a grant of the 'redemption and inheritance' of the

forfeited estate of Lord Galmoy at a crown rent of £40 per annum, as reward for his

services, and in recompense for his losses during the war and a debt owed him by

Galmoy. 203 He appears to have been successful in his petition, though it was alleged

that his grant was as reward for supporting the attempted impeachment against Porter in

'' H.M.C., Portland, iii, 476-7.

195 C.S.P.D. 1696, p. 163.

196 cj•j•, ii, 566.

' Appendix 3, table 1.

198 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 484.

199 H.M.C., Portland, iii, 476-7.

2 Appendix 3, table 4; P.R.O., Cust. 1/5, 14 Aug. 1701.

201 C.S.P.D. 1694-5, pp 8-9.

202 C.S.P.D. 1696, p. 31.

203 Ibid., p. 4.
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the 1695 parliament, 204 in which he sat as an M.P.205

Edward Ford was a member of the first Williamite commission, and was removed

in 1692, although it does not appear that he was implicated in any of the allegations of

corruption.206 He never served as a commissioner again, but in November 1692 was

appointed to the patent office of customer in Dublin port, along with Charles Ford, in

place of John Jephson. In 1703 his name was replaced in the patent by that of Joshua

Dawson.207 This office, being one of the ancient customs offices included in the civil

list, was little more than a sinecure. It appears that Ford bought the office from Jephson.

When Sydney recommended Ford for the post in September 1692, he informed

Nottingham that Ford had 'agreed with Mr Jephson for the place'. Of Ford himself,

Sydney said that 'everybody gives him a good character'. 208 In June 1692 Ford was

named in the same warrant Lowther, granting them the rights to all wrecks in the

Shannon.209 Ford sat in the 1692 and 1703 parliaments.210

Zacheus Sedgwick was of English origin, and was appointed to the commission

in 1692.211 He spent time in England in 1693.212 An anonymous tract of 1693

described him as having the knowledge only of a tidesurveyor, that he knew only about

the English excise, and that his rashness of temper and the 'indisposition of his body'

made him unfit for the job. It also claimed that he was using the collection service to

employ friends 'brought over' from England, most notably his 'ignorant and seldom

sober' brother, who was appointed collector in Wicklow. 213 However, Sedgwick wrote

204 P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MS D638/18/64.

205 c•j•j•, ii, 637.

204 Appendix 3, table 1.

2(Y7 Appendix 3, table 5; Lascelles, Liber, i, pt. ii, 147.

204 C.S.P.D. 1695 & Add., pp 203-4.

209 C.S.P.D. 1691-2, P. 337.

210 cj•j•, ii, 572; iii, 8.

211 Appendix 3, table 1.

212 C.S.P.D. 1693, P. 377.

213 B.L., Add MS 28,940, if 97, 100-1; chs. 6-7.
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a detailed document in 1694 which provided a comprehensive account of the state of the

revenue, which suggests he knew more than the 1693 tract cared to admit. 214 But the

assertion of his ill healthAhad some basis, as he died in office in 1695.215 He sat in the

1692 parliament, and was elected in 1695, though he died before the session began.216

Samuel Ogle was the last person to be appointed to the Williamite contmission,

as a replacement for the deceased Evelyn in 1699.217 Like Robartes, Ogle was an active

English M.P., sitting in the Commons throughout the 1690s bud-early Ifith centu4. Of

whiggish sympathies, he supported the court party, most notably in voting against

disbanding the army in 1699, a fact that may have assisted him in getting appointed to

the commission. 218 His involvement in English politics and his need to attend

parliamentary sessions meant that he was often absent from lieland, a fact that was

commented upon by Southwell in 1699,219 and by Keightley in 1702.220 In 1700 he

was granted leave also to go to England for three months to look after his affairs.22'

However, he did manage to be actively involved in commission affairs, and when in

lieland, was a regular attender at commission meetings. 222 He was removed from the

commission in 1714, as part of a wider political reformation in government at the end of

Anne's reign.223

214 D.C.L., Gilbert MS 205, f. 9.

215 Appendix 3, table 1.

216 cj•j•, ii, 566, 638.

217 Appendix 3, table 1.

28 Horwitz, Parliament, pp 352, 364.

219 P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638/30/12.
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Chapter 6

The role of the revenue commission

The first 'revenue commissioners' were appointed in Ireland during the Interregnum, with

a remit that covered most aspects of civil government in the newly established

'precincts'.' But it was not until the Restoration that a truly new form of revenue

management was established, by the 1662 customs and excise acts. 2 These two acts

allowed for the setting up of a commission that was eventually to manage all of the Irish

revenue.3 This new commission was made up of two parts, five excise commissioners,

and seven customs commissioners. In practice, the five excise commissioners were also

customs commissioners, in which role they were joined by two other customs

commissioners, making a total of seven commissioners. These commissioners were to

become the most significant force in the modernisation of the revenue in the 17th and

18th centuries.4

The importance of the commission was not immediately apparent in Restoration

Ireland, as revenue farming remained the norm until 1682, when Charles H decided upon

an experiment with direct government management by the commission. 5 From 1683

onwards this new institution began to take hold in the slowly changing world of

government administration. But the death of Charles and the short reign of the Catholic

James II overshadowed the importance of this innovation. 6 As no parliament met in

Ireland during these years, the commission appeared little more than a replacement of

private individuals with public officials. It was only in William's reign that the

commission truly came into its own, with the backing of the monarch, the growing

demands for revenue, and the increased work of the revenue officials necessitated by the

Barnard, Cromwellian, pp 258-9; Beckett, Ire., pp 104-5; Réamonn, Co,n,nissioners, pp 8-9.

2 Stat. Ire., ii, 365-493.

Réamonn, Commissioners, pp xi-ii, 10, 16.20.

Ibid., passim.

Egan, 'Finance', passim; Hughes, Administration, pp 157.60.

6 Dickson, Foundations, pp 20.21; Miller, James II, passim.
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advent of regular additional duties.

The 1662 excise act allowed for the appointment of five commissioners, by the

chief governor of Ireland, for the 'more regular and orderly putting in execution' of the

act. Three or more commissioners could, with the approbation of the chief governor,

appoint or displace under-officers for Dublin, and allow them yearly salaries. Similar

appointments for the rest of the country were to be made by the lord treasurer, though the

act also allowed the commissioners to appoint other under-officers throughout the country

when deemed necessary, and with the usual approbation. 7 Although the commissioners

had the power to appoint many of the officials that would be employed in excise

collection, it was not until 1774 that an act was passed empowering them to make all

appointments.8

The 1662 customs act allowed for a maximum of seven or minimum of five

commissioners, who were to be appointed 'for the better management as well as lessening

the charge of his majesty's revenue', by the chief governor and privy council. The

conmiissioners were allowed to appoint their own under-officers, but the act also

incorporated the existing ancient customs officers, and their fee-taking system of

payment. 9 The customs commissioners held office during pleasure, while the excise

commissioners held office under good behaviour.

In theory the commissioners, as established under these two acts, had relatively

restricted roles, limited powers, and were dependent upon the government for their

appointment and for approbation of all appointments of under-officers. In reality the

scope of control over collection, the commissions' personal powers, and the power of

appointment to the commission, were to be altered extensively before the commissioners

came into their own in the 1690s. The causes of these alterations were the great revenue

and treasury farms of 1669-82.

The English practice of revenue farming had also been applied in Ireland, as a

revenue system was imposed in the wake of the English conquest. The terms and extent

of farms varied, and often involved numerous different agreements for different revenue

' Stat. Ire., ii, 378-85.

8 Réamonn, Commissioners, pp 14-6.

Stat. Ire., ii, 425, 429, 489-92.
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branches, while the crown rents, for example, always remained under the auspices of the

exchequer. The formalisation of a customs and excise commission in 1662 did not bring

an end to farming. Indeed, the Restoration period experienced the ultimate experiment

in farming, with two great farms of the entire revenue, inclusive of all rents.'° Although

the devices for direct management were put in place in 1662, the Restoration government,

like all previous governments, turned to farming by the end of 1663, due to financial

The return to farming had significant effects upon the development of the revenue

system, because it eradicated the two main problems facing direct management in the

l660s. The early commissioners realised that their restricted powers prevented them from

managing the revenue as efficiently as the more powerful farmers. Also, the existing

collection system was inadequate and unprofessional. The return to farming by-passed

these problems. As Sean Egan states:

In an administrative structure where there was no professional civil service
network farming was a viable alternative, as the undertakers set up their
own framework with securities and penalties that ensured the effective and
trustworthy co-operation of their employees.

Although this obviously applied before 1660, the difference during the Restoration was

that the two great farms included all revenue branches. For the first time, a single

collection system was imposed throughout heland. In 1683 the commissioners adopted

en masse the collection system developed by the farmers, which provided them with a

successful and efficient country-wide service, with salaried employees.'2

The move away from farming in 1682 was caused by a growing dissatisfaction on

the part of Charles and the English treasury with the activities of the farmers. While the

benefits of farming, mainly an assured revenue yield and an efficient collection system,

were always attractive to Charles, the constant bickering with the farmers over

defalcations and other issues, and the development of the English treasury's increased

power in Ireland, led to what at first appeared a sudden decision by Charles in 1682 to

move to direct management. In truth, the decision was taken after protracted negotiations

10 Kieman, Administration, pp 86-94.

11 Egan, 'Finance', i, 91-6.

12 Ibid., i, 21, 93-5.
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at the treasury and council, most notably through the offices of Rochester.' 3 With the

change to direct management the significance of the 1662 customs and excise acts for the

revenue system began to be realised.

As for the conmiissioners, 1669-82 was not wasted time. The most important

changes occured in relation to the power for appointing commissioners, and the scope of

the commission's work and power. During the 1670s aspects of the old revenue

administration, such as the ancient customs officers and parts of the exchequer, became

redundant.' 4 The farmers imposed a new bureaucracy, while the commission was co-

opted into the farms. Officially the commissioners' only role was to monitor the farmers'

activities, and to ensure that Charles received his due by checking the farmers'

accounts.' 5 In fact farm syndicate members were usually appointed as commissioners,'6

while those commissioners who were not farmers were usually appointed at the farmers'

request. 17

The commissioners had little power during 1669-82, but the significance of their

involvement in the farms lies in the practices that became accepted during those years.

The control exerted by the farmers over appointments to all collection offices, including

the commission, undermined the Irish executive's power, as allowed in the 1662 acts.

With the removal of the farmers, the Irish executive, having been excluded from decision-

making in revenue matters for 13 years, conceded the power of appointment to the

English treasury, which had acted throughout the l670s as the significant government

force in farm matters. Ormonde, as lord lieutenant, objected in private, on the basis of

the 1662 acts, to being excluded from choosing the commissioners appointed in late 1682,

but he did not endeavour to assert his right.' 8 Later chief governors accepted the power

of the English treasury and monarch to appoint the commissioners. The farmers' practice

13 Egan 'Finance', ii, 78-83, 108-14, 131, 146-8; Hughes, Administration, pp 156-9.

' Egan, 'Finance', i, 204.

Lascelles, Liber, i, Pt. ii, 132-3.

16 Réarnonn, Co,nmissioners, pp 5-6.

"Lascelles, Liber, 1, pt. ii, 131-2.

' Egan, 'Finance', ii, 136, 150-1, passim; Barnard, 'Scot. & be.', P. 268.
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of appointing all their own salaried under-officers was accepted as the norm for the

commissioners in the 1680s. Furthermore, the decision to move to direct management

involved a direct replacement of the farmers with the commissioners. Thus in 1683 the

conmiissioners became responsible for the collection of 99% of the Irish revenue, which

constituted a far greater remit than had been envisaged in the 1662 acts.'9

Although the move to direct management was initially intended as a one—year

experiment, the political and financial stability of the last years of Charles' reign, coupled

with the commissioners' early activities, ensured that the experiment continued. Although

some feared a major restructuring of revenue offices, the commissioners kept the farmers'

collection system and personnel intact. Without undermining the existing bureaucracy,

they began tackling the frauds and corruptions that the farmers had practised, carried out

rigorous circuits to ensure their officials performed their job properly, and generally acted

in a professional manner. Such activities earned them enemies, but, with the continued

backing of Whitehall and the English treasury, strengthened by clarification in April 1683

of the commissioners' increased powers, the resolution of disputed points with the Irish

executive, plus an increased revenue yield after the first six months of direct management,

the experiment began to look permanent. Continued increases in the Irish treasury's

income in 1684 further reduced the validity of arguments against direct management. The

con-imissioners were also assisted by a buoyant economy, but that should not be allowed

to detract from the fact that they brought about unprecented change through increased

efficiency, professionalism and a rooting out of corruption.2°

In 1685 James II continued with direct management. Although he was eventually

to introduce great changes in the Irish government, his reign began with a smooth

transition. However, the eventual catholicisation of government was not carried out as

extensively in the revenue as it was elsewhere. 2' The complete collapse of the Jacobite

revenue system, while owing much to the isolation of Ireland during the war and the

exodus of great quantities of specie, merchants and Protestant gentry during 1687-8, was

due in part to the fact that many of the revenue officials still employed in 1688-9 chose

19 Figure 2.3; Egan, 'Finance', ii, 157-8.

20 Egan, 'Finance', ii, 143-80.

21 Beckett, Ire., p. 140; Connolly, Religion, p. 38.
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to side with William, suggesting that Catholics had not been incorporated in the revenue

as extensively as they had been in the army, privy council, and judiciary. That said, in

the aftermath of the war, problems arose for the Williamite commissioners over arrears

due from Jacobite collectors, and Catholic hearth tax farmers.22

Of the few appointments James did make on his accession, the most significant

was the return of Rochester to the English treasury, which signified continuity in financial

policy. 23 This continuity ensured that direct management carried on functioning

suessfully, and the revenue yield continued to improve. Although at times there were

rumours of a possible return to farming, no such change occured. 25 Unfortunately for

this embryonic revenue system the Glorious Revolution was to endanger the advances that

had been made during l683-8. It was to fall to Williamite government to re-establish

and develop Ireland's revenue system.

The first Williamite commission was appointed in July 1690, following five

months of temporary management by Culliford and May. No official managers had been

appointed before then, although during 1689 Schomberg had empowered three men to

carry out the task in those areas under his control. The treasury lords were quick to put

on end to Schomberg's schemes, re-establishing the type of control that had been exerted

from Whitehall in the 1680s. From the outset of William's reign, the Irish executive

accepted that the commissioners were appointed from England.

Six separate patents were passed for constituting a commission during William's

reign. The first two, passed on 2 and 15 July 1690, established the first commission, with

six members, which served unchanged until 1692. On 13 August 1692 a third patent was

passed, establishing the second Williamite commission, with seven members, of whom

two remained from the first commission. This new commission remained in office for

the rest of William's reign, with three patents being passed, on 28 May 1696, 23 August

1697, and 2 September 1699, for replacing deceased commissioners. This commission

22 Above, pp 72-4.

23 Miller, James II, pp 118, 121.

Appendix 1, table 1; ch. 3.

25 H.M.C., Downshire, i, 180; Réamonn, Commissioners, p. 18.

26 Egan, Finance', ii, 180.

146



was confirmed at the beginning of Anne's reign, and, with some individual changes,

primarily replacing deceased commissioners, remained in office until 1714.27 A number

of warrants were issued also, in 1692 and 1697, that do not correspond with the

patents. These warrants may be considered dormant, as they were replaced by new

warrants before being passed under the great seal.29

The commission appointed in 1692 remained in place for 22 years. It was

replaced in 1714 in a government reformation motivated by the political turmoil at the end

of Anne's reign. 3° The previous 22 years represented the longest period of stability in

the revenue management to that date, for which the formative years occurred under

William.

From the outset of William's reign the commissioners were appointed by the

monarch and treasury lords. On occasion the opinion of the Irish chief governor was

sought, but the power of appointment was firmly in the hands of the English treasury.

Thus the commissioners' powers were settled by the English treasury, and they were

ultimately answerable to England.3 ' The commissioners were appointed, during pleasure,

as the 'governors in and throughout ... Ireland ... for all and every our revenues'. They

had the power to appoint or remove all under-officers, to take surety bonds from them,

and to allow them salaries. They were also empowered to compound fines and forfeitures,

to cause collectors to make yearly accounts, to administer oaths, to grant bills of portage

to ships' masters, to grant bills of stores to merchants, and to compound seizures of below

40s value. They were also to follow any further instructions from the treasury lords.32

Such further instructions included orders for accommodating the patent customs

officers within the system, for accounting procedures, for control of collectors, for

payment of money into the treasury, and for the general management of the revenue. The

27 Appendix 3, table 1.

C.S.P.D. 1691-2, pp 183, 278; C.T.B. 1697, p. 25, 199.

29 P.R.O., Cust. 1/3, 27 Oct. 1697.

° Appendix 3, table 1; Burns, Politics, ch. 2; Hayton, 'Undertaker', pp 44-7, 50.

31 Above, pp 102-3; 1-layton, 'Ministers', p. 196.

32 C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 607-8, 1631.
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commissioners were not to receive any money themselves, as all money was to be paid

into the treasury or issued from collectors on assignments. They were to give quarterly

accounts of all receipts and payments to the chief governor and the treasury lords, and at

the end of each year to transmit to the treasury lords an annual account of all receipts,

payments, outstanding arrears and management costs. They were also to ensure that

no money be given for places directly or indirectly and that no man be
admitted to a place for any recommendation, favour or any respect
whatsoever but who is perfectly capable to serve their majesties therein.33

Other directions were sent as and when questions arose, including payments to gaugers

for keeping horses, a fund for retired and sick officials, carrying out circuits of the

country, combating smuggling, 35 and ensuring that regular accounts of all plantation trade

passing through ireland were transmitted to the English customs commissioners' agent in

Dublin,36 to mention but a few.

The responsibilities of the commissioners extended across all aspects of revenue

collection. Within their remit they wielded extensive power, especially in the area of

appointments. In 1693 the collection bureaucracy employed 596 non-patent under-

officers, which rose to 793 in 1709, representing the largest body of civil government.37

All officials employed in the collection service depended upon the commissioners for their

appointments to, and retention of, office. While the treasury lords could influence such

appointments, they tended to confine themselves to those patent offices under their

control. Similarly the Irish executive tended to avoid engaging in competition over

collection service appointments. 38 The commissioners' powers also gave them a tight

control over their appointees, through various checks and balances which allowed for

continuous assessment of accounts and procedures.

C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 706-7. See also N.L.I., Keightley papers, folders 2597, 2600; C.T.P. 1697-1 702,
pp 274, 308, 399, 444, 446, 474, 547, 551.

C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 131.

C.S.P.D. 1696, pp 38, 305.

36 N.A.I., MSS 233 1-2; C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 1079, 1807; C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 945; C.T.P. 1557-1696, pp
165-6, 255.

Appendix 3, table 3; Hayton, 'Ministers', pp 50, 52.

Above, pp 102-8.
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The developing procedure for appointing under-officers was that the commissioners

took it in turn to nominate a person for a vacant post. This system of 'turns' applied to

every employment level, so that each commissioner had equal opportunity to fill the more

lucrative posts. However, the danger of filling all posts with unqualified friends and

relations was mitigated by the developing practice of providing instruction for potential

officials, through the appointment of supernumerary tidewaiters and gaugers, which were

trainee appointments for entry at the first level of skilled employment, a fact reflected in

their smaller salaries. When a vacancy arose, the next supernumerary in line, as recorded

in the commissioners' minutes, was appointed to the post. There were 27 supernumeraries

on the collection establishment in 1693, and 45 by 1709. Most collection vacancies

were filled by promotion within the service, with a minority being filled by appointment

of external individuals, whose credentials could be suspect, but who had influential

friends. It was not unknown for a commissioner to use his 'turn' for the appointment of

a person recommended by a government official or politician. 40 Despite the quick

growth in the service in the 1690s, the first extant minutes of the commissioners in 1696

show that they did not have enough vacancies to satisfy the desire for employment, as is

evidenced by the regular entries of individuals awaiting vacancies for supernumerary and

other posts.4'

The hearth tax officials remained outside the commissioners' control, as this

branch continued to be farmed by county. However, the commissioners were responsible

for letting the farms each year, thereby retaining a useful source of patronage without

having to administer the collection. 42 The move to direct management in 1706 removed

this power, but gave the commissioners control over a new body of employments, as the

tax was collected by specialist government collectors and supervisors, as a subsection of

P.R.O., Cust. 1/3, 5-6; appendix 3, table 3; Brewer, Sinews, pp 94, 102; McNally, 'Patronage', pp 80-
1, 84, 95-6.

4° P.R.O., Cust. 113, 5-6; B.L., Add MS 28,881, ff 383, 426; N.A.I., Wyche papers, 1/1/260; N.L.I.,
Keightley papers, folders 2597-8, 2600, 2605; S.R.O., Somers papers, 37 1/14/3; C.T.B. 1699-1700, p. 176;
McNally, 'Patronage', pp 81, 83-5, 87-8, 93-5.

'" P.R.O., Cust. 1/3, 18, 22, 27, 30 July, 3, 10, 17 Aug. 1696, passim.

42 P.R.O., Cust. 113, 5, 8-9, 11 Dec. 1696; 13, 16 Jan. 1697; Barnard, 'Scot. & Ire.', pp 268-9.
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the collection service. In 1720 the hearth tax establishment numbered 94 under-

officers.43

The commissioners' power over appointments represented a significant source of

patronage, and it is not surprising that, with the advent of a system of government

'undertakers' in the 18th century, the position of 'first' commissioner became identified

with that of the leading parliamentary undertaker. The existnce of a 'first'

conmiissioner is not apparent during William's reign, and although early moves towards

a system of undertaking occurred in the 1695 parliament, the use of the commission as

a source of patronage amongst these early undertakers is noticeably absent. 45 By the

beginning of Anne's reign Keightley, due to his connection with Rochester, had become

the most influential commissioner, though he never possessed the political clout or ability

necessary to utilise his connections and offices. At times during William's reign certain

conm-iissioners seemed more powerful than others, but that was due more to absenteeism

than to recognition of a 'first' commissioner. The unofficial nature of the primacy of a

commissioner also meant that such primacy was dependent upon the individual's

character, political and social influence, and powers of patronage. While individuals such

as William Conolly and Henry Boyle brought great quantities of such attributes into 18th-

century government, none of the Williamite commissioners could stand comparison with

such men. Similarly, the importance of a commissioner's place for the prime undertaker

did not become apparent until after the collapse of party politics at the end of Anne's

reign.46

The Irish executive had little official role with regard to the commissioners. The

official instructions to chief governors stated that the governor should assist the

commissioners and revenue officials, and call upon the commissioners to give regular

accounts of their proceedings. On one occasion this instruction was expanded to include

direction to Capel, as lord deputy, to ensure that 'all judges, officers, and ministers ... do

give them [revenue officials] all fitting dispatch and countenance'. This represented the

Bodi., Rawl. MS B511; Howard, Treatise, i, 90; Dickson, 'Hearth tax', p. 136.

Hayton, 'Undertaker', pp 48-54.

' McGrath, 'Protestant', ch. 4.

Hayton, 'Undertaker', pp 48-54; McNally, 'Patronage', pp 106-11.
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full extent of official involvement for the chief governor in the commission's affairs, and

although chief governors were given a much greater degree of control in matters of

expenditure, they had little more than a general superintending role in relation to the

commission.47 The commissioners' minutes show that they made regular visits to the

chief governors to update them on the revenue yield and proceedings in general, though

these visits were for information purposes only, and not in order to receive government

instructions.

The commission's powers were most restricted with regard to expenditure, which

remained the domain of the Irish treasury. 49 However, they did have a minor role in

spending, in relation to their and their employees' salaries, which were not included in the

Establishment. As the commissioners were not allowed to handle any money, the actual

paying of salaries was carried out by under-officers, on the commissioners' authority. The

commissioners also had the power to give rewards or bonuses for services rendered by

their officials.

The annual cost of salaries increased in tandem with the steadily increasing size

of the collection bureaucracy during William's reign. The difference between the gross

revenue yield and the treasury receipts was mainly made up from this expenditure.5°

When the revenue came under direct management in 1682, the estimated annual cost for

salaries was c.40,000. 5 ' However, the actual cost at the end of 1683 was

£24,634:04:01. Salary costs did not reach £40,000 until 1706, but in the interim period

they rose steadily. By 1688 they stood at £29,600:08:01. The disruption of the war

caused a temporary decrease, though the pre-war levels were reached again by 1693.

Until 1696 salaries remained within the region of £29,500. In 1697 they increased to

£30,022: 11:05, and over the following five years rose steadily, reaching £36,640:05: 11 by

" N.A.I., Wyche papers, 2/82; C.S.P.D. 1690-1, pp 177-80; C.S.P.D. 1691-2, pp 168-9; C.S.P.D. 1693,

pp 194-6; C.S.P.D. 1694-5, pp 455-9; C.S.P.D. 1696, pp 265-6; C.S.P.D. 1697, p. 134; C.S.P.D. 1699-1700,
p. 240; C.S.P.D. 1700-2, pp 390-1.

48 P.R.O., Cust. 1/3, 5-6.

Ch. 8.

° Apendix 1, tables 1, 10; figure 3.1.

' Egan, 'Finance', ii, 167.
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1702. In 1706 they passed the £40,000 threshold, with the addition of the hearth tax

officials to the wage bill.52

While this continuous increase was mainly due to the expansion of the collection

bureaucracy, especially from 1696 onwards when the system of short-term additional

duties began to take effect, 53 the growing cost was also affected by salary increases, most

notably those of the conm-iissioners. Although commission salaries had been set at £1,000

per annum in 1682,M the Williamite commissioners received only £800. Several

petitions for an increase were rejected by William, but on Anne's accession, they were

raised to £1,000.56 This meant an immediate increase of £1,400 to the wage bill, a fact

objected to, ineffectually, by the 1703 Commons, on the grounds that the revenue yield

was decreasing.57

The conm-iissioners had little other involvement in expenditure. On occasion

warrants were issued to them to pay specific sums to individuals directly out of the

collected revenue, but only in circumstances where the person concerned was not included

in the Establishment, and where the money due was for services related to the collection

service, but was not covered by salaries. Such cases included payment of £150 each to

Robert Gorges, John Hill and Henry Davys in 1690, for managing the revenue prior to

the commissioners' appointment,58 and the payment of £40 to a collector for covering

two districts during the war.59

The only time the commissioners were warranted to make other payments was

during the exceptional circumstances of the war, such as the salaries in June 1690 of the

commissioners of the great seal, prior to the commencement of the first Williamite

52 Appendix 1, table 10.

P.R.O., Cust. 1/5, 23 Aug. 1700.

Egan, 'Finance', ii, 150-1.

C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1631.

56 Appendix 3, table 3.

Ministerial conduct, p. 27.

C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 681.

C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 378. For further examples see C.T.B. 1693-6, pp 107-8, 873; C.T.B. 1697-8, pp
302-3; C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 239.
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Establishment.60 In normal circumstances, the commissioners were not keen to become

involved in administering payments. In 1693 they took issue with the Irish council's

order to make payments to 'persons kept out of their estates upon account of forfeitures,

notwithstanding they were irregularly seized into the king's hands'. The commissioners

felt they were not empowered to make such payments, which should be paid by the Irish

treasury. They referred the issue to the treasury lords, who agreed that they should not

comply with the council's order.6'

The commissioners played an active role in the consideration of petitions. Out of

a minimum total of 1,105 Irish revenue-related petitions that came before the English

government during William's reign, at least 108 were referred to the commissioners for

report. A further 12 were sent by the commissioners to the treasury lords. These 120

petitions do not represent the full number dealt with by the commissioners, but they are

a representative sample, and provide some idea of the kind of work coming before them.

Of the 108 referred petitions, 106 were sent by the treasury lords. These covered

royal bounty, grant of debts, army debts, hearth tax farm arrears (1 petition each), customs

duties debts (2), personal money debts (3), allowances in accounts (6), civil pay (7),

forfeitures (7), rents (11), trade (27), offices (38), and unknown (3). It is not surprising

that petitions for employments accounted for the highest number, nor that of those 38

petitions, 28 were received during 1690-2, when an abnormal number of vacancies

occurred due to the war. The 10 remaining employment petitions were spread out over

1693-1702. A similar pattern emerged in relation to trade, with 22 of the 27 petitions

occurring during 1690-2, and the remaining five over 1693-1702. Of the other petitions,

no particular pattern emerges, though pay petitions tended to be from the commissioners'

employees, while rent petitions were either for discharge of arrears, or payment of royal

grants of rents. The normal procedure for forfeitures petitions was for the petition to be

referred from England to the chief governor, who would pass it on to the body responsible

for forfeitures. When this responsibility was in the hands of the commissioners, it fell to

them to make the requested report or investigation. So although few forfeiture petitions

seem to have been referred to the commissioners, they would have handled a much larger

60 C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 698-9.

61 C.T.B. 1693 -6, pp 131-2.
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number than is at first apparent.62

Dealing with petitions was not a huge demand upon the commissioners, though the

work involved could be time-consuming, and also was revealing of the extent to which

the commissioners depended upon the treasury lords for instructions in many of their

activities. While employment petitions were not time-consuming, some exceptional cases

did create a large amount of work, most notably the protracted Babe affair. Trade

petitions could be time-consuming. In February 1691 the commissioners submitted an

unfavourable report to the treasury lords on the petition of two French merchants for a

refund of duty. Initially the treasury lords concurred with the commissioners' findings,

though they referred the case to the English customs commissioners, who reported in

favour of the petitioners. the case was referred again to the commissioners, who made

a second report. However, the treasury lords found in favour of the petitioners. 63 A

similar situation arose over duty paid at Derry in 1689 by William Squires. Initially the

treasury lords left it to the commissioners to deal with the case, but as it became more

protracted during 1690, they intervened once more. By May 1691 they had again

overturned the commissioners' initial decision, and allowed Squires a total remission of

duty.TM

A more prolonged case involved Robert Boardman, who had taken advantage of

the proclamation in 1689 for duty-free imports. In 1692 his petition for a refund of duty

was referred to the commissioners, 65 but by 1693 they had instigated proceedings against

him over non-payment of import excise. The treasury lords ordered the proceedings

suspended, until they could lay the case before the queen, who, in June, issued orders for

granting the allowances to Boardman, though in September the treasury lords had to order

the commissioners once again to halt proceedings against him. 66 In November a warrant

was issued from England to allow Boardman to submit bills for goods provided to the

62 Appendix 2; ch. 4.

63 C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 1010, 1052, 1093, 1123, 1217, 1287.

64 Ibid., pp 766, 986, 1053, 1101, 1146.

65 Ibid., p. 1483.

C.T.B. 1693-6, pp 176, 342.
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army in lieu of paying his import excise arrear. 67 Even still, the commissioners tried to

convince the treasury lords of the justice of their proceedings, causing the treasury lords

to write several times more in 1694 to ensure that the queen's commands were carried

out.68

While rent petitions were not as numerous as employment or trade petitions, they

were at times as convoluted, as with the proceedings over the earl of Antrim's quit rents,

which were ongoing from 1698 until 1701.69 But the most pertinent issue arising out

of such petitions was that the commissioners were reliant upon the treasury lords for

permission to grant any rent rebates or remissions. This was demonstrated in the case of

John Stepney, who, on inquiring about a rent abatement, was informed by the

commissioners that they had no such power, and that he would have to apply to the

king.7° The commissioners' lack of power was evident by the successful petitions for

rent remissions by Trinity College, Henry Petty and Richard Cox, all of whom received

their warrants from the English treasury. 7 ' As for grants from rents, the commissioners

had little involvement, apart from giving an opinion and collecting the rents for the

recipient.72

Petitions relating to the accounts of revenue collectors and hearth tax farmers

tended to be for discharging outstanding arrears. The power to discharge arrears lay with

the treasury lords. The commissioners could take legal proceedings for collecting arrears,

but when it came to the petitions, they could only give their opinion on the validity of

claims. 73 Their inability to discharge arrears caused a substantial growth in war-time

67 C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 174.

C.T.B. 1693-6, pp 492, 749.

69 C.T.B. 1699-1700, p. 312; C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 42; C.T.P. 1697-1 702, pp 154, 482-3.

70 C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 38.

' C.S.P.D. 1691-2, p. 419; C.SJ'.D. 1693, pp 75, 77, 178, 194; C.SJ'.D. 1694-5, p. 423; C.S.P.D. 1695
& Add., p. 62; C.T.B. 1693-6, pp 259, 582, 968, 1198-1200.

72 C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 1512, 1713; C.T.B. 1693-6, pp 206, 356-7, 665-6, 833; C.TJ'. 1557-1696, pp 324,
330; C.T.P. 1697-1 702, pp 72, 154.

C.S.P.D. 1691-2, p. 457; C.S.P.D. 1694-5, p. 385;C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 1554, 1658; C.T.B. 1693 -6, p.
1341; C.T.B. 1697, p. 90; C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 112; C.T.B. 1700-1, pp 239, 399,419; C.TJ'. 155 7-1696, p. 243;
C.T.P. 1697-1 702, pp 438, 544-5.
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desperate arrears in the revenue accounts, as each year they had to carry over all arrears

from the previous year. The extent of this problem was highlighted in 1700 when, at the

request of the commissioners, the treasury lords gave orders for all desperate arrears to

be carried forward in the accounts each year 'in one general article under the name of

insolvent arrears', so as to avoid encumbering the accounts with entries of money that had

no prospect of being recovered.74

The problem of war-time desperate arrears during the 1690s resulted in various

schemes being adopted for lessening these amounts, some of which gave the

commissioners a temporary power in this area. In 1692, in reply to the commissioners'

request for the power to strike off an excise arrear due before the Battle of the Boyne and

allegedly paid to James II by persons since become insolvent, and rent arrears on forfeited

lands wasted by both armies during 1690-1, the treasury lords did not give any particular

instructions, telling the commissioners 'to act in these cases according to your best

discretions for their majesties' service'. However, the commissioners still needed the

treasury lords' approbation before they could pursue the policy of not seizing the lands

of those people who, due to the war, were unable to pay their rents. Similarly, they

required a definite order not to distrain for old rent arrears, due before the war, from

individuals unable to pay. 75 The treasury lords' instructions show that while the

commissioners could be given a temporary power for discharging arrears in extraordinary

circumstances, they also needed specific orders not to carry out a regular part of their job.

In normal circumstances the commissioners, although powerful in their own right, did not

have much room for manoeuvre outside their defined powers, and had little discretionary

power.

Another scheme adopted for clearing arrears involved discharging an individual's

debt to the government against an equal debt owed from the army to the individual.76

While the authority for carrying out this procedure had to come from England, the

C.T.B. 1699-1700, p. 296; C.T.P. 1697-1 702, p. 345.

C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1927.

76 C.S.P.D. 1691-2, p. 497; C.S.PD. 1693, p. 174; C.S.P.D. 1694-5, pp 340, 497-8; C.T.B. 1693-6, pp
827-8, 1120-1; C.T.B. 1696-7, pp 412-3.
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impetus came from the commissioners' reports on arrears sent to the treasury lords.77

A warrant issued in November 1694 specified that the procedure was adopted on the

representation of the commissioners, and that the period allowed for discharging arrears

against army debts was being extended on the advice of Robartes and Sedgwick, so that

'the collectors' accounts ... will thereby be rendered more methodical and less

troublesome'. The same information was included in another warrant in 1695.78 The

commissioners' interest in this procedure is understandable, as it was their responsibility

to prosecute for arrears and to ensure that their collectors were not preoccupied by large

insolvent arrears, which cluttered the accounts and reflected badly upon the

commissioners' management. However, such procedures did not remove the problem of

arrears, and it remained the case that the commissioners could not apply any extraordinary

measures for their discharge, or collection, without the treasury lords' permission.79

In general, the processing of petitions and the related issues helps to clarify the

extent of the commissioners' powers in certain areas. For collection service employments,

the treasury lords could only recommend petitions, the final decision belonging to the

commissioners. For trade issues the final power in contested cases lay with the treasury

lords. As to rents, the commissioners could not grant any abatements, remissions, or

cancel arrears. It was the same for other arrears, with the commissioners being dependent

upon the treasury lords' orders for any activities beyond the normal remit for collection.

The commissioners' role extended into many other areas. Until 1698, the activities

of French and Jacobite privateers caused concern to the commissioners, and executive in

general, in relation to money lost and threats to security. Often the commissioners were

the first high-ranking officials to hear of privateer and tory activity, as the collection

service was the 'most pervasive agency of central government' throughout Ireland, 8° with

the local revenue officials being natural conduits for information. 8 ' It was a common

occurence for the commissioners, on their trips to Dublin castle, to deliver to the chief

" C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1690; C.T.B. 1693-6, pp 206, 568.

78 C.T.B. 1693 -6, pp 827-8, 1120-1.

C.T.B. 1699-1700, p. 296; C.TJ'. 1697-1 702, pp 87, 345.

80 Dickson, 'Thompson's', p. 12.

C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 371; C.S.P.D. 1696, pp 231, 358; C.S.P.D. 1700-2, pp 271-2.
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governors abstracts of letters from their collectors, telling of privateer and tory activity

around the country. 82 On occasion they complained directly to England, requesting more

men of war to guard the Irish coast. In early 1694 Lowther wrote of this problem to Sir

John Lowther, adding that the few naval ships on the coast were more concerned with

catching merchant ships in possession of illegal goods than with hunting privateers.83

In late 1694 Sedgwick re-stated the problem of the decline in revenue due to 'the

disturbance given to merchandizing by French privateers'. In 1695 the commissioners

complained to the lords justices, pointing out that privateers not only upset sea trade, but

because of their contact with tories and rapparees, they were undermining the inland

revenue as well.85

Although only two commissioners served as Williamite privy councillors, the

commission as a whole played a role in the financial considerations of government. In

1692, as part of the preparation of money bills for parliament, the commissioners

submitted a report to the lords justices as to whether alterations might be made in the

existing revenue legislation in order to improve the yield and administration. Their report

confirmed the comprehensive nature of the revenue acts of the 1660s, and found little

cause for amendments. 86 However, Nottingham sent the report to the treasury lords so

that they could 'prepare what you think fit to be offered to her majesty when the bills

relating to the [revenue] branches ... shall come to be considered'. Although the treasury

lords considered the report, and sent back a further report,87 the conmiissioners stuck to

their opinion,88 and, as is apparent from the lack of any Williamite statutes for amending

those acts, their opinion was accepted.89

82 P.R.O., Cust. 113, 20, 24 July, 5, 12 Aug., 2 Sept., 9, 21 Oct., 6 Nov., 23 Dec. 1696.

C.S.P.D. 1694-5, pp 76-7.

D.C.L., Gilbert MS 205, f. 9.

85 C.S.P.D. 1694-5, p. 434.

C.S.F.D. 1691-2, p. 240.

C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 1691, 1710.

C.S.P.D. 1695 & Add., pp 189-90.

Ch. 9.
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They also had less regular and more diverse tasks set them, such as reporting on

the need for a mint in Ireland,9° reporting on a proposal from Ormonde to let his private

duty of butlerage to William, which the commissioners reported in favour of, and which

was carried out three months later,9 ' and the preparation of an account on the

implementation of the navigation act, in response to complaints in England that the act

was evaded in Ireland. 92 There was truth in such complaints, as was evidenced in 1701

by Rochester's expressed belief that the lenient execution of the act was beneficial for the

revenue yield, and his suggestion to Keightley that, if possible, such leniency should be

continued. However, he was careful to ensure that such flouting of the law by a chief

governor did not become public knowledge, telling Keightley that 'this is not a letter to

be show[nJ at your board'.93

The seizure of ships or goods could also provide extra work for the commissioners,

especially if the seizure was contested. The commissioners had to report the value of

such seizures, 95 and to decide whether a seizure should be made in cases not involving

a 'prize' ship seized at sea by the navy. 96 In 1697 the commissioners and the admiralty

became embroiled in a conflict over who had the right to the money raised on a seized

cargo condemned in the exchequer. 97 Shortly afterwards the same combatants fought

over Irish woods.98 The restrictions on the woollen trade introduced in 1699 also created

new tasks. Initially merchants felt no longer obliged to pay for wool licences, 99 which

were administered by the commissioners, and which provided a yearly perquisite of

90 C.T.B. 1693-6, pp 676-7.

Ibid., pp 932, 1005.

P.R.O., Cust. 1/3, 17 March 1698; C.T.P. 1697-1 702, p. 452.

N.L.I., Keightley papers, folder 2596.

B.L., Add MSS 18,022, ff 76-7; 36,651, f. 12.

C.T.P. 1557-1696, p. 340; C.T.P. 1697-1 702, p. 117.

96 C.S.P.D. 1696, p. 305.

C.S.P.D. 1697, pp 447-8, 458.

98 C.T.P. 1697-1 702, p. 117.

C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 416.
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£4,000 to the chief governor.' 00 The merchants were informed otherwise, and continued

to pay for licences.'°' During the following 12 months the commissioners became

involved in a series of contested seizures of woollen manufactures in French ships, that

were claimed to be the crews' clothing. Pressure from the French ambassador in England

helped to resolve these cases in favour of the seized ship.O2 These incidents resulted

in the passing of an English act in 1700 for exempting the seamens' clothing from the

prohibition on Irish woollen exports.'°3

There was also a unique element to the conmiissioners' role in the 1690s, which

was not to be repeated. The management of the Williamite confiscations was first placed

in the hands of the commissioners in November 1690, and remained so until November

1692. After experiments with several independent commissions, the management was

given back to the commissioners in January 1696. It remained in their hands until 1699,

after which responsibility was given to commissioners appointed by the English

parliament, and then the similarly appointed trustees for enacting the Act of

Resumption.'°4

The significance of the forfeitures for the commissioners was threefold. Firstly,

it created a great deal more work for them, in administering and letting estates, reporting

on petitions, selling goods, and the normal process of collection and accounting.

Secondly, it created a greater workload for their collectors, who were responsible for

collecting revenue arising from forfeitures, even when under the control of independent

commissions.'°5 Thirdly, the parliamentary attention in England and Ireland towards the

forfeitures placed an added pressure upon the commissioners. This last factor was seen

both in the mundane duty of commissioners presenting forfeitures accounts to the Irish

' T.C.D., MS 1181, ff73, 83.

101 N.L.I., Keightley papers, folder 971.

102 C.S.P.D. 1699-1 700, pp 321, 358, 395; C.S.P.D. 1700-02, p. 46; C.T.P. 1697-1 702, p. 393.

103 C.S.P.D. 1700-2, p. 6.

104 B.L., Add MS 39,168, ff110-li; N.A.I., Wyche papers, 112/15, 37; T.C.D., MS 1179, ff 25-6;
C.S.P.D. 1690-1, pp 130, 157-8; C.S.P.D. 1691-2, p. 422; C.SJ'.D. 1693, p. 442; C.SJ'.D. 1694-5, pp 8-9,
382; C.S.P.D. 1696, p. 31; C.T.B. 1693 -6, pp 67-8, 457, 887, 1295; C.T.P. 1557-1696, pp 495; Sinims,
Confiscation, chs. 9-11; McGrath, 'Protestant', ch. 3.

105 Cii. (3rd), ii, Pt. ii, vi.
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parliament's supply con-imiuees, and, more significantly, in the investigations into

forfeitures embezzlement. However, Culliford was the only commissioner actually named

in such investigations. As most of the accusations of embezzlement related to 1690-1, the

commissioners appointed from 1692 onwards escaped much of this attention.'°6

Keightley's inclusion in the 1699 commissioners' report to the English parliament was not

an accusation of corruption, just a reference to his particular success in benefitting from

William's generosity.'°7 While the power to let estates by custodiam represented a

useful source of patronage in theory, little can be gleaned of the uses the commissioners

made of it, partly because of the mystery surriding the forfeitures administration, but

also because the ability to make full use of revenue patronage was realised only by the

likes of Conolly and Boyle in the 18th century.'° 8 In the 1690s the most pertinent

aspect of the forfeitures for the revenue system was that treasury receipts from this source

were insignificant in relation to the total public income.'09

As with the English treasury in the Restoration, the developing professionalisation

of the fish revenue system in the 1690s was reflected in the formalisation of procedures

through the recording of the commissions' daily activities in a minute book. The first

extant volume, archived as the third volume, covers 1696-8. On this basis, the two

missing volumes would have commenced, at the earliest, in 1691-2, so that the recorded

minutes were probably a Williamite innovation. The first extant volume commenced on

6 July 1696, with a specification that a minute book be taken each day, recording the

commissioners in attendance. Meetings began at nine o'clock in the morning in summer,

ten o'clock in winter, and eight o'clock when parliament was in session. The

commissioners met every day, excluding Sundays and public holidays, with the

chairmanship rotating weekly. The most common entries covered the appointment,

instruction, transfer, promotion, leave of absence, resignation, suspension and dismissal

106 B.L., Eg. MS 790, f. 66; Add MS 36,651, if 19-22; C.S.P.D. 1695 & Add., pp 203-6; Bumet,
History, iv, 208; Dalrymple, Memoirs, iii, 28-9; McGrath, 'Protestant', ch. 3.

107 Report ... 1699, p. 19.

Hayton, 'Undertaker', pp 48-54.

109 Appendix 1, tables 13, 14.
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of employees, though most of the commissioners' other concerns appeared at some

point."0 The overall impression is of a management board with a core of individuals

who took their role seriously, meeting with great regularity, and adopting a professional

attitude towards their employment.

The core individuals on the commission were also those whose lives were centred

in Ireland. Of the 14 commissioners, Robartes, Keightley, Evelyn, Sedgwick, Culliford,

Ogle, and South appear to have been born and raised in England. Robartes was the

clearest example of a 'placeman', while Keightley represented the other end of the

spectrum, having emigrated to Ireland over a decade before he became a commissioner.

Of the remaining commissioners, Vanhomrigh was Dutch, while Southwell, Carleton,

Ford, May, and Meredith appear to have been of Irish Protestant stock. Lowther's origin

is unclear, as there were Irish Lowthers, although he appears to have been related to the

English Lowthers. With the removal of Ford, May and Meredith in 1692, the commission

was numerically dominated by Englishmen, though absenteeism did allow for the

conmiissioners of Irish connection to play a more dominant role. Keightley, Carleton,

Southwell and Vanhomrigh were the most active in Irish politics, which suggested a more

genuine interest in Irish affairs." The most damning evidence on absenteeism was

provided by the commissioners themselves in their minute books and in private

correspondence. While Vanhomrigh, Keightley, Southwell and Carleton were regular

attenders, individuals such as Robartes and Evelyn were noticeable by their regular

absence." 2 In 1699 Southwell wrote to Coningsby requesting that he inform the

treasury lords of the problems absenteeism was causing. He complained that Robartes had

not been in Ireland one year in seven, Evelyn prior to his death had been absent for three

years, and South had been in England for the last nine months and intended staying for

a further nine months, which left the excise commission short of a quorum, 'so that we

have judgements lie here for a year together undetermined to the unspeakable prejudice

of the revenue and trade'. The fact that Ogle was planning to go to the English

parliament made matters worse, at a time when 'the forfeitures takes up more of our time

'° P.R.O., Cust. 1f3, 5-6.

" Ch. 5.

112 P.R.O., Cust. 1/3, 5-6.
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twice than the settled revenue we few that are here are not like to have many ple[asant?]

hours'." 3 In 1702 Keightley expressed similar concerns to Rochester, as Ogle was

planning to go to England again, and Robartes continued to treat his post as a sinecure,

spending all his time in England. Keightley suggested that Carleton be made an excise

commissioner in place of Robartes, who would become one of the two extra customs

commissioners, in order to ensure the excise had a quorum."4

Contemporary perceptions of the commissioners were not always favourable either.

During the early 1690s there was a great degree of dissatisfaction with the government

amongst the political nation. While many of the accusations of corruption and

embezzlement were never proven, the allegations appeared well grounded. Some officials,

such as Coningsby and Sydney, remained tarnished in the opinion of many Irish

Protestants. The commission was also tainted by such allegations, causing the 1692

alteration in personnel."5

Unfortunately this change did not cleanse the commission of its corrupt image.

In 1693 an anonymous tract attacked the commissioners, alleging that they had

implemented major changes amongst the collectors, removed efficient workers, and

replaced them with unqualified friends and relations. The removal of Babe was cited as

an example of this activity. The commissioners were also accused of taking money from

their employees under false pretences. As to individual commissioners, Robartes,

Keightley, Lowther and Evelyn were described as 'gentlemen of good meaning and parts,

if they were employed in matters more suitable to their quality and education', but

through their mildness of disposition, and the 'forwardness ... of the rest, they have in

these transactions been only passive, but that to a fault'. Vanhomrigh was described as

knowing little about the revenue, and who by his peevishness 'hinders the business he

should forward if he knew how'. Sedgwick and Carleton were identified as the real

governors of the revenue, though both were considered unfit for the job. Carleton was

'allowed in the several low stations that he served to have been a good officer; but being

113 P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638/30/12.

" N.L.I., Keightley papers, folder 2600.

" B.L., Hart. MS 4892, ff 127-90; H.M.C., Portland, iii, 463; C.S.P.D. 1693, pp 55-6; Bumet, History,
iv, 208; Dalrymple, Memoirs, iii, 28-9; McGuire, 'parliament', pp 24-6.
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now exalted to a place that exposes him to remark and view', his lack of education,

judgement and ability made him unfit for the position. It was also claimed that the power

had gone to his head, causing him to be on bad terms with the collectors, to the detriment

of the revenue."6

As with most such allegations, there was little evidence to support them. At times

more generalised reflections upon the commission, most notably by Sir Francis Brewster

and Capel, suggested a degree of incompetence, but again there was little supporting

evidence." 7 Often the detractors had personal reasons for undermining the

commissions' credibility. For Cape!, the commissioners represented the opposition in

government, while for Brewster, they represented the opposition in parliament.

The most serious criticism of the conmiissioners arose in 1699, with the report to

the English parliament on the forfeitures, which was a damning indictment of the

forfeitures management throughout the 1690s, highlighting the problems and confusion

that had occurred due to corruption and mismanagement, 'which appears to us very great'.

However, the blame could not be apportioned completely to the commissioners, as

numerous independent commissions had been appointed as well, ensuring that no single

commission had ever been able to 'fully digest' the forfeitures. Ultimately the report

failed to fix responsibility for the losses on anyone in particular." 8 Once again,

allegations against the commissioners proved hard to substantiate.

In relation to politics, although the commission represented a potentially powerful

and influential force, not all of the Williamite conimissioners were politically active. Of

the 14 commissioners, nine were returned to either one or both of the parliaments that met

in 1692, and 1695-9. A tenth was first elected in 1703. The commission was always

represented in parliament, but not always in great strength. In 1692 only three serving

commissioners, Robartes, Sedgwick and Vanhomrigh, were of the House, alongside two

ex-commissioners, Meredith and Ford. In 1695 three serving commissioners, Keightley,

Sedgwick, and Vanhomrigh, were returned, though Sedgwick's death at the beginning of

the session reduced the number to two. Carleton was returned in a 1696 by-election,

116 B.L., Add MSS 28,940, ff 99-103; 28,878, f. 236.

117 B.L., Add MS 4761, ff 56-60, 169-72; H.M.C., Buccleuch, ii, 160.

118 Report	 1699, passim.
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raising the number to three. One ex-commissioner, May, and one future commissioner,

Southwell, were also elected in l695." In 1697 Southwell's appointment to the

commission brought the number of commissioners in parliament back to four. While

Southwell's appointment may have had political overtones, he would not have been

considered an opposition member in normal circumstances. The quick reinstatement of

Carleton, the 'parliament man', to the commission in 1697, was more likely to have been

politically motivated.'20

This raises the question of the political allegiance of the three ex-commissioners

who served as M.P.s. Meredith, who was removed from the commission at his own

request, and, as chancellor of the exchequer, had a long career behind him in government,

would have caused little concern to the court party. Ford and May, although removed

from the commission, continued to be employed in the revenue service. Their dependence

upon the commissioners for their employment would have ensured a degree of loyalty.

There is no evidence that Meredith or Ford caused problems for the government in

parliament, though May did side against the commissioners in one recorded incident in

1695.

The 1692 parliament was a short-lived and tumultuous affair. The prominence

afforded by Sydney to the constitutional argument over the 'sole right' issue disguised the

real reasons behind the court and country conflict, and the hurried prorogation after just

one month.' 2 ' The true cause of the prorogation was the Commons' investigations into

government corruption. By the close of the session the investigations had centred on

Culliford, only recently removed from the commission, and fresh from similar

investigations in England.'22 The executive's fear was how many more government

officials would be implicated. 123 In this context, it is not surprising that the

commissioners in parliament kept a low profile, and presumably supported the court

against the ascendant country party, as much for their own survival as for that of the

" B.L., Add MS 28,879, f. 84; Ci.!., ii, 566, 57 1-2, 637-8, 827.

' C.S.P.D. 1697, pp 255-6.

121 McGuire, 'Parliament', passim.

122 Above, pp 128-32.

123 Doyle, 'Politics', pp 72-5.
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government. In January 1693 Sydney wrote to Nottingham requesting that Robartes return

to Ireland in time for a proposed second session, as he would 'prove useful'.'' Clearly

Robartes was part of Sydney's court party, and the likelihood is that Sedgwick and

Vanhomrigh were also included in that number.

During the interim years before the next parliament in 1695, the commissioners

continued to be identified politically with the likes of Sydney, Porter, and Coningsby,

whose reputations in Ireland were severely tainted by the misgovernment during the war,

and the suspicions that they had shown favour to Catholics.' 25 This political connection

was to prove a liability for the commissioners by 1695, when they encountered the most

dangerous period of their careers, outside of the turmoil at the end of Anne's reign.'

By 1695 a political reversal in fortunes for the 1692 court and country parties

meant that the commissioners, as part of the 1692 court party, had become, in theory, part

of the 1695 opposjition, though as government officials, they would be expected to be of

the court. The unanimity shown by both houses kept the commissioners from having to

fulfill their theoretical stance as opponents, until the core of the 1695 court party

attempted to impeach Lord Chancellor Porter.' 27 The attempted impeachment failed

when a majority in the Commons accepted Porter's defence without further proofs.'

The commissioners voted for Porter, while May, the ex-commissioner, sided against him.

In theory the commissioners were siding against the government, even though the

impeachment was an attack on a government official. However, the attempted

impeachment transcended the norm in 1695, causing the house to divide, partly on an

issue of personality, and more generally, on the question of opposition to the governments

of Sydney, Porter and Coningsby.'29

The commissioners, identified with Sydney's government, were not in favour in

124 C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 23.

' McGuire, Parliament', pp 9-11.

126 Hayton, 'Undertaker', pp 45-6.
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1695 with Capel's inner circle of whiggish government officials.' 3° Keightley was

singled out for personal attack. In May 1695 Capel wrote to Shrewsbury expressing his

belief that Keightley was

in concert with some in great place here, who have left no stone unturned
to prevent the meeting of a parliament, or at least to get others joined with
me (which they knew I would not submit to), than free to join those that
would willing[ly] set this miserable people upon a secure Protestant
bottom. 131

In August Capel again wrote to Shrewsbury expressing his disdain for Keightley due to

his secret intimacies with 'some persons' in ireland, and, though Capel promised that

Keightley 'shall live easily with me, and that I will preserve him in his post, yet I confess

I become void of all friendship to those that do not assert (without reserve) the interest

of this prince, that has done so much for us'.' 32 Later that month Capel took issue with

Keightley's patron, Rochester, who, along with Ranelagh, was described as having no

credit in Ireland 'in reference to the good of this country or the king's service'.'33

Capel's sentiments were those of a devout English whig, which did not apply so readily

to Irish politics, and obviously distorted his view of Keightley. Yet the existence of such

an obvious 'party' division within the government helps to explain the split over Porter.

During the 1695 session a meeting took place between Capel and Keightley, which

was recorded by the latter. Keightley informed Capel that the divisions in parliament over

Porter would make the session unsuccessful, and Capel would be answerable for it in

England, and guilty of mismanagement because 'this business of falling upon all the late

governments seemed to be driven from the beginning to the end by his [2 or 3] cabinet

council and managers in the house'. Keightley reported that Capel saw himself as an old

'parliament man' who understood how to manage parliament better than anybody, and

'might not have leave to take his own ways, which he knew the king himself took often,

which was, to let the ... Commons spend a part of their heat and their fury before they

were stopped in it'. However, Keightley felt that the heat did not originate from the

McGrath, 'Protestant', chs. 4, 5.

131 H.M.C., Buccleuch, ii, 184.

132 Ibid., 214.

133 Ibid., 219-20.
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whole House, but that the Commons would have 'continued cool, and the best tempered

in itself that ever any ... Commons was, if it had not been heated by his particular

managers'. Capel's answer was that if it were so, he knew 'nothing of the matter, and

that if he had, it not relating to the king's business, he did not think himself obliged to

take notice of it'. Keightley finished his account by recording that the following day he

was called from parliament by Benjamin Chetwood, a revenue official employed by him

to get Capel's reference to the treasury lords for his custodiam. Chetwood informed

Keightley that Aldworth, Capel's secretary, had told him that anyone who was Porter's

friend could not expect their business done by Capel.''

There was much substance to Keightley's account. In October Cape! informed

Shrewsbury that Porter's 'party' consisted of lawyers, attorneys, solicitors, the

commissioners and 'their collectors', plus many others who had suits depending in

chancery, along with 'all the bish and Jacobite gentlemen of the House'. Capel's dislike

of Porter was ill-concea1ed describ h4 as being looked upon 'as a man of no

integrity' who was not 'true to the king's interest'. Although he claimed that he was not

involved in the impeachment, Capel's adherence to the whig cause made the tory Porter

an obvious enemy.' 35 Porter claimed that all the M.P.s who voted for him were entirely

in the king's favour, making specific reference to Keightley and Vanhomrigh, while also

acknowledging the care taken by Southwell in getting all the 'lazy members' to attend for
"t

the vote.' 36 Southwell was not yet a commissioner, but he w already 	 h-4M-.

A possible fall-out from the commissioners siding with Porter was that the

following month Cape! 'commanded' them to take John Reading as their new counsel,

even though they had already reported to the treasury lords in favour of Thomas

Medlyc437 Porter believed the reason for Reading's appointment was his 'zeal in

prosecuting against me, both in England and here; and being the most obstinate in the

asserting the sole right' in 1692.138 However, Cape! recommended Reading for the

' N.L.I., Keightley papers, folder 982.

135 H.M.C., Buccleuch, ii, 235; appendix 5.

' P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638/18/58-9.

137 Above, pp 105-6.
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employment on the grounds that he had 'been very instrumental in bringing over the party

from adhering to the sole right, and of great use in promoting the public money bills'.'39

Although Reading was instrumental in bringing about a negotiated compromise between

the executive and the sole right men,' 4° there is validity in Porter's view that 'nothing

but his [Medlycoj appearing for all of us and the other [Reading] against us all [in

parliament], would have made my lord deputy concern himself so much for the

latter'.'4 ' Either way, the conimissioners had to accept Capel's command.'42

The problem with the 1695 session is that the court versus country politics of

1693-5 were carried on in the company of a transient and fluid whig-tory division within

the core of both groupings. The division over Porter bore little relation to the overall

make-up of the government and opposition sides in the 1695 parliament.'43 However,

it must also be borne in mind that Sydney and Coningsby, although not openly attacked

by the Capel/whig group, were identified with the tory Porter, yet were both considered

to be whigs in English politics. This kind of contradiction means that the application of

whig and tory to Irish politics in the 1690s must be tentative at best.'

The political repercussions of the division did not go away immediately. At the

end of the session Keightley wrote to Rochester out of fear that he and his fellow officials

who had supported Porter would be removed from office. He asked that the English

government 'help us out of them [present calamities] quickly', and he hoped that he and

the other officials would be granted a proper hearing if they were to be removed from

office because of their votes.' 45 Rochester reassured Keightley that his position was

safe, that he had 'taken all the precautions I could, to preserve you in the employment you

are in', which Romney, Godolphin and Coningsby could vouch for, and that he would

139 CT.?. 155 7-1696, p. 471.

140 Berwick, Rawdon, pp 380-1; McGrath, 'Protestant', ch. 4.
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always concern himself with the king in ensuring that Keightley retained his position. It

appears that Keightley's fears had some foundation, as Rochester also informed him that

'I am told by ... Godoiphin ... that my lord deputy's proposals about altering the

commission ... are come, but he assured me you are not concerned in it I mean not one

of those that my lord deputy would have removed, and that you are one of those the king

will continue'.1"

Capel's dislike of the commissioners had been apparent as early as November 1694

when he informed Shrewsbury that he could 'not give any commendation of the

commissioners ... many of them being no ways versed in affairs of that nature'.'47

Although the commissioners had survived a reformation in government in early 1695,

their position was not secure while Capel was lord deputy. Prior to the meeting of

parliament it had been rumoured that the commission was to be changed." No change

occurred, but it was clear that Capel still had plans for a major alteration. In September,

when Charles Melville requested Capel's recommendation for him as replacement for the

deceased Sedgwick, Capel informed him that the commission was 'very lame' without

Sedgwick, and that the employment 'would not be disposed of hastily, the king had a

greater business in hand, and that he would reward those that should serve him well' in

parliament, suggesting more than one commissioner's place was open to alteration.'49

The Porter issue did not help the commissioners' position. In November Capel wrote to

Somers, advising him that the bearer would acquaint him with 'the mismanagement of the

revenue'.' 50 Somers, as one of the English whig junto, represented an important ally

if Capel was to organise a change in the commission.

Rochester's assertion that a proposal from Capel for a new commission arrived in

England in early 1696 confirms the belief that Capel was intent on such a reformation.

Yet Capel's own assertions in January 1696 belie such a view, when he told Shrewsbury

that he had no prejudice against anyone who had voted for Porter, which he claimed was

' N.L.I., Keightley papers, folder 2595.

147 H.M.C., Buccleuch, ii, 160.
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evident 'by the commissioners ... and their collectors and clerks (many of them being of

the House) all voted for him, which, had I showed any dislike to, they would not have

done', as they received their salaries by approbation of the chief governor.' 5 ' However,

Porter claimed that his supporters had great difficulty in pursuing any business that came

before Capel, while his opponents were favoured by Capel, most notably May.'52

Capel's appointment of Reading, and his constant support for the commissioners' bête

noire, Babe, substantiated such a view.' 53 In Babe's case, the fact that Porter took over

the role of Babe's defender following Capel's death, would suggest that at least Babe had

a justifiable claim that transcended party politics.'M

Any plans Cape! may have had for altering the commission came to nothing,

ending with his death in May l696.' The reality was that William had not been

prepared to alter the commission in early 1695, and once parliament had voted the

necessary supplies, there was even less reason for William to make changes in the

conmiission. It was also known that William did not appreciate the proceedings against

Porter, and thus would not approve of the commissioners' removal on those grounds. It

was also known that he did not like Capel, and had only agreed to his appointment and

his political maneouvring in 1694-5 in the belief that he could achieve a parliamentary

settlement. Once that was achieved, there was no longer any need for William to pander

to the whig 'party' in Ireland.

Following Capel's death the commissioners entered a quieter period politically,

coming into line once again with the government. The core party divisions remained, but

the death of Porter in December removed the central character, and helped to ameliorate

the effects of the conflict. Even still, in August 1696, Southwell requested that Coningsby

try to get him appointed to the Irish privy council because 'I find they [Capelite party]

are of a majority there, and that Mr Keightley and Mr Robartes do take upon them a little

'' H.M.C., Buccleuch, ii, 288.

152 P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638/18f39, 64.

' B.L., Add MSS 28,879, ff 344-6; 28,880, ff 7, 38, 50, 97, 116, 174.

's B.L., Add MS 28,880, f. 178.

155 Ibid., f. 174.
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too much for their being so'.' 56 Yet the change in political influence was apparent in

December 1696 when Capel's secretary, Aldworth, who was also chief remembrancer,

found it necessary to broker a rapprochement with Keightley and his fellow

commissioners, sending him a memorial from 1693-4 that suggested that Cape! had

privately supported Keightley's forfeitures grant. Aldworth sent the memorial in the hope

that it wou!d 'in some measure entitle me to your favour', and explained his action on the

grounds that it was not done for private advantage, but in order

to let you see when it lay in my way I endeavoured to serve you, and
therefore hope upon any just occasion you will show me any reasonable
favour; and though perhaps some things I did while secretary might seem
disobliging, yet if it be considered that whatever observations I made were
always in the presence of the commissioners with a design only to regulate
matters which I thought according to my oath as an officer in the
exchequer might be mended in the revenue, and which were afterwards
settled for the king's interest, and the service of the commissioners. I
think I have no reason to doubt their friendship.'57

While Aldworth's motivation for befriending the conmiissioners may have been in order

to avoid complications in his role as chief remembrancer, the implications of a swing in

political influence is evident.

Following the interim governorship of Porter, Montrath and Drogheda in 1696, a

more permanent commission of lords justices, the marquis of Winchester and the earl of

Gaiway, was appointed in May 1697.158 These two men were considered whigs, which

on the surface did not bode well for the commissioners, especially as they were joined by

a new lord chancellor, John Methuen, also of whig sentiment.' Fortunately, much of

the antogonistic politics of 1695-6 had been fuelled by the personalities of Cape! and

Porter, so that the new government generally managed to avoid party conflicts, and

created a better working relationship within the government. This was evident on several

occasions over the following months, most notably in the support given by Methuen for

156 P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638f3013.

' N.L.I., Keightley papers, folders %9, 981.

156 N.HJ., ix,490-1.

159 Doyle, 'Politics', pp 211-4.
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the reinstatement of Carleton.'60 In July Southwell informed Coningsby that, having

waited upon the lords justices following his arrival in Ireland, he believed 'we are all like

to agree well especially in the king's business' in parliament.'6'

The most significant factor in the commissioners' political rehabilitation was their

role in the following sessions of parliament. The second session was held between July

and December 1697, and the third and final session between September 1698 and January

1699.162 These two sessions were generally successful for the government, especially

in the area of supplies.' 63 Party divisions continued to exist, and at times threatened

proceedings, but the court party managed to survive such occasions.' The

commissioners performed their parliamentary tasks of providing revenue accounts and

related details to the Commons, but apart from the more politically active Southwell, they

were notable for their avoidance of anything controversial, and survived both sessions

unscathed.'65 Southwell made regular and emotive reports to Coningsby during the

1697 session on the party machinations in parliament, although he admitted that the king's

business still went well.' Of the other conmiissioners, Keightley's view, expressed

during the final session, probably sums up the extent of their activity, when he referred

to the opposition as proving to be 'duller and duller', suggesting a certain amount of

boredom on his part with parliamentary affairs.'67

Politically, the conimissioners generally did not exercise great power and influence.

None, other than Keightley and Southwell, seem to have had the character or ability to

make a significant impact in politics. The one exceptional period for the commissioners

was during the 1695 parliamentary session. In the 18th century Irish political leaders

160 C.S.P.D. 1697, pp 255-6.

161 P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638/30f2.

162 Englefield, Records, pp 34-5.

163 Below, pp 287-308.

Ministerial conduct, pp 24-5; Doyle, 'Politics', chs. 6, 7.

165 Below, pp 287-308.

166 P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638130f2-4, 6-7.

167 B.L., Add MS 28,883, f. 261.
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realised that control of the collection service represented a source of great patronage,

influence and power. Strong, able characters were to turn the commission into a political

powerhouse.' The ground work for that 18th-century powerhouse was laid in

William's reign, by the development of a larger, modern collection bureaucracy of salaried

employees, dependent upon the commissioners for their livelihood, and who, if returned

to parliament, would be expected to toe their employers' line. This was coupled with the

regularisation of the commissioners' position by the longevity of the Williamite

conmiission, the formalisation of codes of practice, and the commission's increased

importance for the government in a world of increasing costs, bringing with it the need

for regular additional duties, and a government body to manage these new revenues. The

commission provided the answer to these problems, while simultaneously strengthening

its own position in government, and creating a political powerbase for future politicians.

The Irish commission of the 1 690s and 18th century was a different form of

management to that practised in England and Scotland. In England separate management

boards ran the customs and excise, which was necessitated by the much larger yield,

population, number of employees and area of operations.' 69 Scotland remained

antiquated as to management and yield, having nothing that resembled a revenue

commission before the 1707 Union. Following the Union the English government decided

to appoint separate boards for excise and customs on the English model, but only after

rejecting the English customs and excise boards' recommendation that the single Irish

commission should be copied, in view of the smaller yield, population, area of operations,

and probable number of employees. They believed that the English model would need

to employ more officials than the task required.' 7° However, the main difference

between the countries remained the fact that the Irish commission was responsible for all

revenue branches and controlled all service appointments, which, while beneficial for the

development of a professional bureaucracy, also represented a great concentration of

power in the hands of seven men. It was this, as much as anything else, that led to the

Irish commission becoming an 18th-century political powerhouse.

I-layton, 'Undertaker', pp 49-54; McNally, 'Patronage', ch. 3.

169 Brewer, Sinews, pp 65-87, 101-14.

'° Riley, Ministers, pp 37-9, 206-7, 220-1.
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The 1690s stand out as a new era for the commissioners due to the longevity of

their term of office and the growth in their collection service.' 7 ' The 1689-9 1 war had

necessitated a rebuilding process in the revenue service, which had created both problems

and opportunities for the commissioners. The increased number of vacancies in the early

1 690s offered greater than normal opportunities for handing out patronage and gaining

influence, while the disruption in collection and accounting caused a magnification in the

problems of arrears. Yet this also enabled the commissioners to exercise temporary

discretionary powers outside their remit. But probably the greatest significance for the

commissioners was that the practice of direct management of the collection service was

accepted as the norm. The experiment of the 1680s became permanent under William,

and was to remain the normal practice throughout the 18th century. Even today, the Irish

revenue commissioners are considered to have a direct link with their 17th-century

counterparts.'72

'' Ch. 7.

172 Réamonn, Commissioners, passim.
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Chapter 7

The collection service

The collection service developed in tandem with the commission. The 1640-50s saw

certain innovations in collection due to the introduction of the assessment and the excise,'

but it was the 1662 excise and customs acts, and the farms of the 1670s, that allowed for

comprehensive change. The most significant change of the Restoration was the

organisation of the revenue into ports and districts during the farm of 1669-75, which

created a more systematic framework for collection. This system was adopted by the

commissioners in the 1680s, though the number of ports and districts was reduced from

52 to 38 in order to encourage greater efficiency and to impose more stringent control

over collectors. 2 Under William the 38 ports and districts were continued as the basis

for the service. 3 These ports and districts were not organised on a traditional county

basis, but, in an endeavour to impose a more rational and professional institution,

according as the land lay in compass for the ease and conveniency of the
collection (the division by counties being unequal in regard some of them
were of too great an extent for a collector and some too little).4

The Restoration also witnessed important developments in the collection offices.

Although these changes were initiated in the 1660s, the development of a regularised

division of the country for collection purposes helped to formalise a more definite

collection bureaucracy in the later 17th century. The main development in collection

offices was the fact that the 1662 excise act allowed for the appointment of salaried, as

opposed to fee-taking, officials. 5 The farmers of the 1670s took the concept a stage

further, placing the whole service on a salaried basis. In the 1680s the conmiissioners

continued this system. 6 The placing of the collection bureaucracy upon a salaried basis

Barnard, Cromwellian, ch. 3.

2 Egan, 'Finance', ii, 21, 166.

Appendix 3, table 1.

"B.L., Add MS 36,651, f. 9; N.L.I., MS 1437, f. 2; Howard, Treatise, i, 57.

Stat. Ire., ii, 382-4, 378-9, 384-5.

6 Kiernan, Administration, pp 89-94.
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gave the commissioners greater control over employees, lessened the opportunities for

officials to impose unfair exactions upon the populace through excessive fee-taking, and

did away with the inefficient practice of burdening sheriffs with the added responsibility

of tax collection. In 1694 Hely justified the move to a salaried bureaucracy on the

grounds that

officers who depend on the farmers or conmiissioners ... for their offices,
which is their bread, and are liable to be removed on the least
apprehension of neglect or other default ... will be more strict and
circumspect than such as have not that dependence, but their employ is
either a burden to them without profit, as the sheriffs collection was, or
else they have legal estates by patent in their offices, which the farmers or
commissioners ... cannot command.7

Fee-taking remained part of the system, as the 1662 customs act incorporated the

ancient customs officers and their fees. 8 However, by the 1680s the ancient customs

offices had become sinecures, with the fees being collected by the salaried collector, and

then paid to the patentee. 9 In the 1 690s the salaried under-officers had the right to

certain fees and allowances for issuing ale and wine licences, for giving acquittances for

rents, and for collecting the land tax, though these were inconsequential in comparison to

the customs offices' fees, and did not alter the under-officers' dependence upon the

commissioners.'°

The professional hierarchy and nomenclature of the salaried under-officers

originated also in the 1662 customs and excise acts. The excise act allowed for the

appointment of clerks, searchers, waiters, messengers and 'all other officers' for Dublin,

who were to receive a 'yearly wage' direct from the revenue receipts, and for the country-

wide appointment of sub-commissioners and collectors, surveyors, gaugers, and searchers.

The customs act allowed for the appointment of collectors, surveyors, searchers, waiters,

tidewaiters, or other officers." Some of these offices existed prior to 1662, but the

B.L., Add MS 36,651, f. 8.

8 Stat. Ire., ii, 490-3; Edgar, Collection, pp 117, 120-1.

B.L., Add MS 36,651, ff 9-11.

'° B.L., Add MS 18,022, ff 58-9; T.C.D., MS 1179, f. 147; Stat. Ire., ii, 5 11-5; iii, 185-9, 369-71; Edgar,
Collection, pp 245-8; Clarkson & Crawford, Cust, pp 34, 39; McNally, 'Patronage', pp 75-6, 79-80.

Stat. Ire., ii, 376-9, 382-5, 425, 428, 490-2.
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customs and excise acts gave all the offices a legal foundation. The Restoration farms

developed these offices into a comprehensive salaried collection service, which was

confirmed as the norm with the move to direct management in l6823.12 In 1689-90 this

system was accepted as the best procedure for establishing a collection service.'3

Each of the 38 ports and districts had its requisite staff of salaried officials. A port

area was concerned mainly with collecting customs and import excise, while a district area

was concerned with collecting internal revenues, such as rents and inland excise.

However, of the 38 ports and districts, only five functioned solely as ports, due to the

volume of trade passing through them. These five represented the main ports of Ireland,

being Dublin, Cork, Belfast, Waterford and Gaiway. A further 16 areas were combined

ports and districts, while the remaining 17 were districts only.'4

The number of officials employed in each port and district varied according to the

revenue collected and the specialist needs in each area. The most costly salaries

establishment was Dublin port, which rose from £1010: 10:00 for March quarter 1692 to

£2999:05:00 for March quarter 1702. Dublin excise district was second, with salaries

decreasing from £566:00:00 to £425:16:08 over the same period. Cork port was third,

rising from £322: 10:00 to £490:15:00 over the same period. By 1702 Cork had become

second, a circumstance which occurred also in 1694-5. Belfast and Waterford ports

remained fourth and fifth, rising from £236:10:00 to £362:10:00, and £202:10:00 to

£223:l5:00 over the same period respectively.'5

The extraordinary size of Dublin port was due primarily to the inclusion of the

commissioners and their central office staff in the wage bill. In June 1693 the wage bill

was £26 12:10:00, of which £1777:l0:00 went towards paying the conmiissioners and eight

support staff, while the remaining £835 covered the salaries of 99 officials employed in

the port collection. At the same time Dublin district had a wage bill of £42 1:00:00 for

26 officials, Cork port had £322:lO:00 for 40 officials, Belfast port had £236:00:00 for

40 officials, and Waterford port had £195:00:00 for 23 officials.

12 B.L., Add MS 36,651, ff10-li; Howard, Treatise, i, 69.

13 Ch. 1.

14 Appendix 3, table 2.

15 BL., Add MS 18,022, ff 31-45.
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The employment of 99 officials in Dublin port, in comparison to the other major

ports, demonstrates the large workload in Dublin. Of the 99 officials, two were specialist

senior staff and 17 were specialist support staff unique to Dublin. The only other areas

to have any specialist support staff were Cork (3), Tralee (1), and Baltimore (1). These

specialist staff aside, Dublin port still had 80 standard collection staff, double the number

in Cork and Belfast.' 6 This difference was seen in the customs and import excise yields

in these ports for 1694-5. In 1694 the Dublin yield was £30,368:19:l0, and in 1695

£31,737:09:02. The Cork and Belfast yields for 1694 were £14,045:03:07 and

£6,856:19:00 respectively, and for 1695 £16,379:0l:03 and £8,090:05:lO respectively.'7

Dublin district's large wage bill for only 26 staff was due to the inclusion of two

surveyor-generals on the establishment, and the higher salaries paid to district officials.

At the lower end of the scale in 1693 Killybegs port and district had the smallest

quarterly wage bill of £41 :15:00 for five staff, followed by Donaghadee port and district

at £62: 10:00 for eight staff, with Cavan, Ennis and Strabane districts tied in third at

£73: 15:00 for seven staff apiece. In general, districts required fewer staff than ports,

while the extra port staff tended to be at a more menial level commanding lower salaries,

so that many districts had similar wage bills to ports, though with smaller staff

complements.'8

A similar pattern emerges in June 1709. Dublin port remained the largest area,

employing 159 collection staff at a quarterly cost of £l,408:00:00, and paying a further

£2,015:00:00 in salaries for the commissioners and their support staff. Cork port was

second with a wage bill of £418:05:00 for 54 staff, followed by Dublin district at

£397:l0:00 for 25 staff, Belfast port at £3 13:15:00 for 37 staff, and Waterford, altered to

a combined port and district, at £297: 10:00 for 36 staff. At the other end of the scale

Donaghadee port and district was the smallest with a wage bill of £7 1:05:00 for eight

staff, followed by Ennis district at £72: 10:00 for six staff, Killybegs port and district at

£88:00:00 for 10 staff, and Foxford district at £98: 15:00 for eight staff. While there is

a more apparent fluctuation amongst the lesser ports and districts in costs and staffing

16 N.L.I., MS 174; appendix 3, table 3.

' B.L., Add MS 4761, f. 200; N.A.I., MS M2465/19.

18 N.L.I., MS 174; appendix 3, table 3.
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levels, the general patterns remained the same.'9

The number of officials employed in June 1693 and 1709 provides evidence of the

steady growth in the collection service during William's and Anne's reigns, which was

necessitated by increasing revenue yields arising from a developing economy, increased

trade, and new parliamentary duties. In 1693 the total number of officials below the

position of commissioner was 596. By 1709 that figure had increased by 33%, to 7932O

This growth confirms the view that the steady increase in service salaries was due

primarily to increasing numbers of employees, as oppose to inflation of existing

salaries. 2' It is also synonymous with the development of a professional, salaried

bureaucracy in line with the changing needs of government.

The most important official in every port and district was the collector, also known

as a sub-commissioner, who was responsible for collecting all revenues due in his area,

and for overseeing the work of lesser officials. With one collector to each port, district,

or combined port and district, the number of collectors was always the same as that of the

ports and districts. In the five main ports, the collectors were concerned only with sea-

borne trade revenues, while the 17 district collectors' responsibilities related only to

internal revenues. The 16 collectors in the combined ports and districts had combined

responsibilities. On average collectors received a yearly salary of c.100, though

collectors in larger areas tended to be paid more.22

Apart from collectors, there was no one office that was common to all ports and

districts. Specialist officials in Dublin port, such as the jerquer, examiner and numerous

support staff, were not employed in any other port, because of lighter work loads. Instead

these specialist tasks were shared amongst the core staff, who in larger ports, such as

Cork and Belfast, were surveyors, tide surveyors, landwaiters, tidewaiters, riding officers

and boatmen. In the intermediate ports, such as Gaiway and Deny, the core staff was a

surveyor, landwaiters, tidewaiters, riding officers and boatmen. In ports such as Wexford

and Dundalk, the core staff was a surveyor, tidewaiters, riding officers and boatmen. At

19 B.L., Add MS 18,022, ff 2-30; appendix 3, table 3.

20 Appendix 3, table 3.

21 Above, pp 15 1-2; appendix 1, table 10.

22 N.L.1., MS 174; B.L., Add MS 18,022, ff 2-30; appendix 3, table 3.
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a level lower were ports such as Tralee and Baltimore, were the core staff constituted a

surveyor, tidewaiters and boatmen. In the two smallest ports, Donaghadee and Killybegs,

the core staff was made up from only tidewaiters and boatmen. 23 A treatise of 1687-93

explained this classification of core staff by the fact that

the trade of the several ports and their situation differing there is a
necessity that in some of them all these officers be employed distinctly and
in others that one officer do officiate the duty of more than one.

Officials in the smallest ports were more concerned with the prevention of smuggling,

they 'being places of very small [legal] trade'.

Districts were less complex, and apart from the inclusion of two surveyor-generals

and an examiner in Dublin, and a surveyor-general at Galway and Youghal, the core staff

comprised surveyors and gaugers. In the smaller districts, such as Ennis and Cavan, there

were only gaugers. Most combined ports and districts had separate surveyors for each

area, although the smaller ports and districts, such as Wexford and Dundalk, had only one

surveyor for both tasks, while Donaghadee and Killybegs had none. 25 The surveyor-

generals aside, who received £250 per annum, all core staff received annual salaries

commensurate t their position within the service hierarchy, the highest being that of an

examiner at £80, and the lowest being that of boatmen at c.i16. The lesser support

staff in Dublin received even lower salaries.27

The collection process developed in tandem with the 38 ports and districts and the

salaried bureaucracy. The following descriptions of offices and collection and accounting

methods are based upon manuscript treatises from the 1690s, and 18th-century printed

works. The manuscript treatises were written by revenue officials, partly to explain the

system to members of the English government, and partly for the benefit of their own

officials in what was still a new system. TheM a 	 -origin&Iity...in-th1 need to write down
'	 Q.

the methods m detai the only apparent pre-1689 example %en wntten in 1687, and re-

23 N.L.I., MS 174.

A B.L., Add MSS 4761, f. 99; 18,022, ff 78-86.

25 N.L.I., MS 174; B.L., Add MS 18,022, ff 2-30; appendix 3, table 3.

26 Appendix 3, table 3.

27 N.L.I., MS 174.
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written in l693.

The 18th-century works are based upon the 1 690s manuscripts, but were intended

as practical handbooks for collection officials, and are evidence of the existence of a

permanent, professional bureaucracy. The authors of these works were revenue officials,

and all books were published in Dublin. In general they included extracts from all acts

relevant to collection, copies of the books of rates, and descriptions of the role of the

various offices. The flyleaf of one book, from 1702, has a dedication to the

commissioners, while another, from 1720, was ordered to be published by them. Another,

from 1737, specified that it was published for the use of 'all officers, merchants, masters

of ships, and others, concerned in the revenue or trade of Ireland'.29

The increase in hereditary revenues in the 1660s meant that the existing collection

system came under pressure and needed to expand to accommodate new revenue sources.

Prior to the Restoration the main constant revenue sources were rents and tonnage and

poundage, each of which had its own collection process. The old method for rent

collection was organised on a county basis, and was the responsibility of the exchequer.

Each year the auditor-general, using the patents in his office for land ownership, made an

abstract of the rents due. The abstracts were then reproduced by county, with each

person's land being included within the county in which the principal denomination of the

land lay. Twice a year a rent roll based upon the abstracts was sent to the second

remembrancer's office or the clerk of the pipe, who were responsible for making out

process to the county sheriffs for collection. Each county sheriff accounted annually in

the exchequer for the rents collected, with all money received being checked against the

rents that were due. The sheriff gave reasons under oath for uncollected rents, which, if

considered unacceptable, were charged to him, though he was allowed to take a writ of

assistance to collect the outstanding rents for himself. He then paid into the treasury all

money due from collected rents and unacceptable arrears, while the remaining acceptable

arrears were charged as part of the next year's rent roll to the succeeding sheriff.

B.L., Eg. MS 790, ff 1-67; Add MSS 4761, ff 93-125; 18,022, if 78-104; 36,651, ff 7-26; BodI.,
Raw!. MS B481; N.L.I., MS 11,969, ff 1-58; T.C.D., MS 748, [ff 1-42].

29 YOUng Collection; Edgar, Collection; Dowdal!, Several; Bacon, Complete; F!eming, Collection; Eaton,

Rates; Bu!lingbroke, Abridgement; Howard, Treatise; Howard, Abstract; Campbell, Historical; C!arendon,
Sketch.
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By the time of the Restoration this method was considered cumbersome and

inconvenient, for several practical reasons. The rents were paid into the treasury only

once a year, thereby denying the crown ready access to the money, and also leaving the

first half-year's rent in the hands of the sheriffs for six months, which was considered too

great a temptation, and had been the ruin of many. Also, the sheriffs never carried out

the collections with any great success, their other duties requiring them to leave the task

to the bailiffs, who, 'by neglect or out of design', often failed to hand over all the money

collected. The sheriff, by accounting only for what he received, left the rentpayer to cope

with new demands for rent already paid. Also, the sheriffs, being from the locality, were

prone to neglect collecting certain rents 'out of favour to particular persons, or regard to

persons of quality'. The method of establishing the rent roll was also inefficient, as the

rent charged on the basis of a patent with multiple denominations in several counties, and

with different tenants, fell on the tenant of the principal denomination only, forcing them

to collect the other tenants' rents. Finally, the sheriff and bailiffs went unrewarded for

their efforts, as rent collection was considered part of their office, making the task a major

burden, and liable to be performed grudgingly and inefficiently.30

The old method of customs collection was performed by the ancient customs

officers. These were patent offices which had been instituted during the 16th century, and

covered the main ports. The office of surveyor-general of the customs was instituted in

1610 to oversee the work of these offices. 3 ' All port establishments officially had a

customer, a comptroller, and a combined post of searcher, packer and gauger, though at

times posts were left vacant for extensive periods. In Kinsale, the comptroller's office

was vacant before 1690, and was not filled until 1762. In Dingle the vacancy lay open

longer, no comptroller being appointed between 1618 and 1766, while the searcher's

office was never filled. 32 In Galway, the searcher's office was vacant for most of the

18th century. Sometimes several posts were held by one or two people jointly. In 1678
qL

William and Wibore Ellis were granted the offices of customer, comptroller and searcher

for all the ports in Leinster and Munster, while in 1681 Francis Cornwall and John

° B.L., Add MS 36,651, ff 7-8; Howard, Treatise, i, 47-57.

' Lascelles, Liber, i, Pt. ii, 137, 147-64; Treadwell, 'Customs', PP 391-3, 405-9.

32 Appendix 3, table 5; Lascelles, Liber, i, pt. ii, 155.
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Mellins were granted the searcher's post in Gaiway, Carrickfergus and Strangford. 33 It

was also common for families to hold a post for several generations. The customer's

office in Drogheda, Dundalk and Carlingford was in the Whaley family from 1682 to

1769. The Lyndon family held the same office in Carrickfergus from 1633 to 1727.M

The comptroller of Dublin was nearly always a member of the Maule family between

1678 and 1723, while the searcher's office had, by 1690, been in the Edgworth family for

'near 80 years', and continued so until l7l4. Many of the patents were granted for

life, and most were executed by deputies.36

The customer was responsible for recording all goods imported and exported, for

assessing and collecting the duties, and for signing all warrants for charging duties and

for discharging goods following payment. The comptroller acted as a check on the

customer, by carrying out a second rating of all goods, recording the quantity and quality

of such goods, and countersigning the customer's warrants. The combined office of

searcher, packer and gauger was responsible for viewing and examining all goods, and

recording whether they conformed to those entered in the warrants. The surveyor-general

kept an abstract of the daily yield in Dublin, and quarterly abstracts of the yield in the

other ports, and each year returned a full abstract under oath at the exchequer. Once a

year the three port officers made a joint signed return into the exchequer of all goods

imported and exported, which, along with the surveyor-general's abstract, was used as the

charge upon the customer. When the customer accounted for all the money satisfactorily,

he received his exchequer acquittance for that year.37

The old collection methods for rents and customs changed radically during the

Restoration. While the customs and excise acts created a structure for new salaried

officials, the private interests of the farmers ensured that the use of sheriffs and patent

customs officers, none of whom were answerable to them, was discontinued, leaving the

Lascelles, Liber, i, pt. ii, 147, 152, 158, 163-4.

' Ibid., 148, 152.

C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 660; Lascelles, Liber, j, pt. ii, 152, 158.

36 Lascelles, Liber, i, pt. ii, 147-64.

B.L., Add MS 36,651, f. 10; Edgar, Collection, p. 117; Howard, Treatise, i, 66-7; Treadwell,
'Customs', pp 391-3; Hayton, 'Ministers', p. 52.
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customs offices as sinecures. The change in collection methods also had an adverse effect

upon the exchequer in the long term. 38 The new collection methods were more

professional, as the development of the 38 ports and districts, each with a uniform salaried

staff and collector who had responsibility for all revenues in that area, rationalised the

autonomous sheriff and custom officer systems. Likewise the existence of one board of

management for all collection, to whom all officials were answerable, helped to avoid

many of the problems that arose from the distinctions of office and authority between

sheriffs, customs officers, and the exchequer.

Two major changes introduced in rent collection were the farmers' appointment

of a clerk of the quit rents, who made out the rent roll and charge to the collectors, and

the development of the existing office of accountant-general, to whom the collectors had

to give their accounts. The farmers supposedly 'slighted the course of the exchequer', as

these two offices combined to perform the tasks of the auditor-general. However, they

were given access to the auditor-general's books, enabling them to make up a new rent

roll. They then made a series of reductions in certain rents, though the alterations were

entered only in the clerk of the quit rents' books. Coupled with the fact that the change

from county to district collection caused a vast alteration in the rent roll, by the end of

the farms the auditor-general was incapable of making out a new roll, while the existing

roll remained the property of Richard Thompson, the farmers' clerk of the quit rents.39

In 1683 the commissioners found it necessary to continue Thompson as clerk, because

nobody else had copies of the rolls, or understood the process well enough to carry out

the collection. 40 The 1689-91 war made a greater mystery out of the rents, and in 1690

the commissioners had to call upon Thompson to bring to freland 'the transcripts of the

records and charge of all rents due to the crown'.4 ' Even still rents remained in a mess

until after the war. In 1692-3 another reorganisation of the rolls based upon the auditor-

general's and the clerk of the quit rents' books, and the original patents, resulted in the

creation of another new roll which was settled upon as the future charge to collectors.

38 Ch. 8.

B.L., Add MS 36,651, f. 9; Bacon, Complete, pp 394-5; Howard, Treatise, i, 57.

40 B.L., Add MS 18,022, ff 72-3.

41 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 717.
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The new collection method also bound the collector to make monthly returns to the

commissioners, and obliged him to make regular payments into the treasury.42

The new collection method for customs extended also to the new import excise

duties. The collector performed the same tasks as the patent customer, though his work

load was greater due to the wider range of duties. The collector also held greater

authority than the customer, due to the increased number of under-officers, and the more

defined hierarchy. In normal circumstances the collector did not have the power to

appoint or remove under-officers, though he was responsible for ensuring that they

performed their duty, and for reporting any 'who are faulty' to the commissioners. The

collector and surveyor could suspend officers, pending a hearing before the

commissioners. In line with the moves towards a more professional bureaucracy, the

collector kept a strict record of all transactions and activities within the port, in a series

of eight different books, from which he composed fortnightly abstracts for submission to

the commissioners. The completion of an abstract was the last part of a collector's work

for any given period, and signalled the time for payment of the accumulated cash into the

treasury. The cash paid in was always a net amount, as the collector was responsible for

paying the salaries due to port staff, and all contingencies, repayments or other costs.

District collectors possessed the same powers and responsibilities.

The roles of the other new officers reflected the professional development in

collection procedure and the increased volume of work. In the larger ports there was both

a surveyor, also known as a land surveyor, and a tide surveyor. In lesser ports there was

one surveyor to fulfill both roles. The tide surveyor boarded every ship entering and

leaving port, and held overall responsibility for searching for, and securing, all goods on

board, and ensuring a close watch was kept on ships under his care. He kept a written

record of all ships entering and leaving port. The ship searches were performed by

tidewaiters, who remained on board at all times in order to ensure that goods were not

taken off surreptitiously, and left the ship only when the goods were removed for delivery

to the land surveyor. While on board they kept a written account of all activities related

to goods and personnel.

The land surveyor had overall responsibility for the quays, for ships on the quays,

42 B.L., Add MSS 18,022, ff 72-3; 36,651, if 9-10; Howard, Treatise, i, 58-9.
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for boats used to transfer goods to and from ships, and for the customs house weights and

measures. He assessed the value of all items not included in the book of rates, by

reference to the market value for such goods. He also supervised the landwaiters, who

opened and took account of the goods landed by the tidewaiters. The landwaiters kept

watch on the quays, kept a written record of all goods and activities on the quay, and

reported the quantity and quality of all goods to the land surveyor. Once the value of

goods had been established, the collector made up a bill for charging duty on them, after

which the duty was paid to the collector. The collector gave monthly and quarterly

abstracts of payments and receipts to the commissioners, which were examined by the

examiner. These abstracts had to be countersigned by the customer, comptroller, and

surveyor. The two patent officers were meant to sign an annual return made by the

collector prior to submission of his accounts, but in practice the quarterly abstracts, which

were delivered under oath, were used for this purpose.43

There was no 'old' collection method for the remaining major revenue branches,

the inland excise and hearth tax. The voting of a hereditary inland excise in 1662 brought

with it a new form of tax, and an original collection system and staff. The officers

employed in collecting the inland excise, the main revenue in a district, were the collector,

surveyor and gauger. Each district was divided into 'walks', with a gauger assigned to

each walk. The gauger went round his walk twice a week taking account of all brewing

activity, and the quantity and type of liquor being brewed. He measured all brewed

substances in gallons, by which measurement duty was charged to the brewer. Once a

month the surveyor visited each gauger's walk, taking account of the brewings, and the

quality and quantity, which he compared with the gauger's accounts. If the accounts

tallied, the gauger and surveyor signed and returned them to the collector, who assessed

the duty payable per gallon, and charged the duty upon the brewer. As with all other

revenue branches, all money was paid to the collector, and monthly returns were sent to

the commissioners, signed by the collector, surveyor and gauger. These returns were

checked by the examiner, who used them to make up the annual charge upon the

B.L., Eg. MS 790, ff 59-61; Add MSS 4761, ff 100-125; 18,022, ff 78-86; 36,651, f. 11; P.R.O., Cust.
1/3, 10 Aug. 1696; Bacon, Complete, pp 343-58, 371-3; Howard, Treatise, 1, 71-4, 99-101; Clarkson &
Crawford, Cust, pp 36-8.
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collector. The remaining revenue branches, which constituted ale, wine and wool

licences, fines, seizures, plantation duty, prizage, and French tonnage, were collected in

conjunction with the customs and excise,45 while the casual revenue remained under the

control of the exchequer."

The hearth tax was the only revenue branch that continued to be farmed after

1682. It remained in farm until 1706. By the 1662 and 1665 hearth tax acts the

theoretical collection process commenced with each parish constable making a return to

the commissioners upon oath of the number of hearths in the parish. These returns were

used as the charge to the hearth tax collectors, who paid the collected money to the

commissioners' collector. Once a year the hearth tax collector completed an account with

the accountant-general, which served as the charge upon the commissioners' collector.

Any legitimate arrears were charged to the next year's hearth tax collector.

This collection process lent itself well to continued farming once direct

management was introduced in 1682, as the farmer acted in place of a government

collector, without any disruption to the collection of the other revenue branches. The only

difference was that the farms were let annually to the 'fairest bidder by cant' on a county

basis. This meant that farmers often had to pay their farm rents to several government

collectors, as the counties crossed over into several districts. The farmers had to make

annual returns to the commissioners of the number of hearths in their area, for monitoring

purposes.48 After 1706 the farmers were replaced by specialist government collectors

and supervisors - 73 and 21 respectively in 1720 - who performed the same role, but were

appointed by the conmiissioners as a subsection of the collection service.49

There were several other service officials whose role is not made clear by this

' B.L., Eg. MS 790, f. 61; Add MS 36,651, f. 12; Bacon, Complete, pp 381-8; Howard, Treatise, i, 84-
6.

" B.L., Eg. MS 790, if 61-3; Add MS 36,651, f. 12; Bacon, Complete, pp 374-80, 388-91.

'4'4 B.L., Add MS 18,022, ff 74-7; Clarendon, Sketch, p. 21; ch. 8.

Clarendon, Sketch, p. 17; Howard, Treatise, 1, 90.

B.L., Eg. MS 790, f. 62; Add MS 36,651, ff 12-13; Bacon, Complete, pp 391-4; Réamonn,
Commissioners, pp 23-4.

Bodi., Rawl. MS B511; Howard, Treatise, i, 90; Dickson, 'Hearth tax', pp 132, 136-43, passirn.
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description of collection methods. The jerquer checked all paper work, ensuring that

warrants for discharge of any ship tallied with the ship's record, withholding clearance on

any that did not tally. The riding officer was an officer of prevention who lived on the

coast, and owned a horse. He had to spot and monitor all sea vessels, keep a record of

all ships, notify the surveyor's office of any ship's approach, and seize any goods landed

illegally. The boatmen were responsible for the care and use of the boats used for placing

tidewaiters on ships, and also acted as watchmen in the surveyor's office. The remaining

staff, such as storekeeper, porter and clerk, were self-explanatory.5°

Annual accounts were the final stage of collection, when the collectors accounted

for all money collected, expended and in arrears. If a collector failed to account for all

money charged to him, he could be left to repay the deficit out of his own income. It was

for this reason that collectors had to give a bond or security to the commissioners prior

to commencing their employment. The reorganisation of the Restoration period altered

the method of accounting, creating a more streamlined system, while also undermining

the exchequer. The old methods were complex, antiquated and laborious, involving

numerous exchequer offices, and necessitating separate accounting procedures for sheriffs

and patent officers.5'

The new method was greatly simplified by the Restoration developments in the

accountant-general's office. Once a year all collectors attended the accountant-general to

pass their accounts. The accountant-general charged the collector with responsibil/ity for

producing a valid account for every sum of money received, the charge being based upon

the rent roll, the quarterly returns for customs and excise, the monthly returns for inland

excise and licences, and the hearth tax farmers' bonds for the rent. The collector's

discharge was secured by providing exchequer acquittances for payments to the treasury,

and the records of money expended on salaries, and of allowances made by the

commissioners for incidental costs such as lawsuits or repayments to merchants. Any

uncollected revenue was included within the discharge under the heading of arrears, and

was charged for collection the following year. The accountant-general sent the stated

account to the auditor-general, who drew up a general abstract, which was used when the

50 B.L., Add MSS 4761, if 100-25; 18,022, ff 78-86; Howard, Treatise, i, 71-4.

' Below, pp 2 19-29.
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collector gave his account under oath before an exchequer baron. The account was filed

in the exchequer, bringing the accounting procedure to an end.52

The parliamentary additional duties of the 1 690s were collected and accounted for

as part of the existing customs and excise. However, the poil taxes and land tax were

assessed and levied in the traditional fashion for extraordinary parliamentary taxation,

using county commissions of local elites appointed by the respective acts. The two poll

taxes of 1695-7 also utilised traditional collection methods, with the county commissioners

appointing collectors, and in 1697 county receivers, who received payment in fees. Local

constables functioned as assessors and preceptors. However, the collection of the 1699

land tax was left in the hands of the government officials, who, although given

'allowances' for the extra work, were prohibited from receiving fees, so that although the

use of temporary county commissions gave the tax the administrative appearance of more

traditional taxes such as subsidies, the assessment, or the English fifteenth and tenths, the

tax fitted more readily into the developing administrative bureaucracy than did the poli

taxes.53

There were also several acts passed during the 1690s for amending specific aspects

of collection procedure, in an endeavour to improve it. In 1695 an act was passed for

limiting the time in which a sheriff could be charged with new arrears of casual revenue

after passing his accounts, as the absence of a time limit was a 'great discouragement of

others to take upon them the said office'. In the same year an act was passed for setting

a standard system of measures throughout the country, in order to prevent 'the many and

great inconveniences and discouragements to trade.M In 1697 an act was passed for

making collectors' receipts for rents full and legal discharges of that rent, just as if it

where an 'acquittance duly passed and entered in ... the exchequer'. The intention was

to free the rent-payer from the possibility of prosecution for non-payment, when in fact

the collector had failed to account for the paid rent. The need for this act arose from the

fact that collectors had not been made legally responsible for rent collection, whereas for

2 B.L., Add MS 36,651, f. 13; Howard, Treatise, i, 99-101.

Star. Ire., iii, 305-12, 389-96, 468-70; Braddick, Taxation, pp 23-4, 64-6, 78, 129, 132, 135, 239,
passim.

' Stat. Ire., iii, 285-6, 328-31.
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all other revenue branches they were bound by the acts establishing those revenues.55

This act represented another erosion of the role of the exchequer. In 1698 the lords

justices informed the treasury lords of the concerns of several exchequer officials about

the possible loss of ancient fees due them on issuing exchequer acquittances. 56 In 1698-

9 an act was passed for regulating the size of butter-casks in an endeavour to regulate

abuses in the export trade. 57 These acts represented ongoing adjustments to a new

service which had settled into place during the 1690s, and which had originated in the

1662 customs and excise acts and the farms of the 1670s.

Any assessment of the Williamite collection service is hampered by the paucity of

material in certain areas. Collectors provide the clearest insight into service personnel.

Of the 74 collectors known to have been appointed during William's reign, only Carleton

and May served as commissioners. It was not the norm for a collector to progress to the

position of commissioner, especially once that position became a politically significant

office with the advent of the undertaker system in the 18th century.58

Only five serving collectors, Arthur Bushe, John Jephson, Charles Melville, John

Fenn, and May, were elected to the Irish Williamite parliaments. Francis Cuffe, a

collector in 1690 only, sat in the 1692 parliament. Robert Sandys and Gerald Cuffe

became M.P.s in 1703. Amyas Bushe became an M.P. in l707. Martin Tucker, as a

candidate for election in 1713, was held responsible for a riot at the poll which resulted

in one death, and the wounding of a soldier. 6° This parliamentary representation of

collectors does not suggest that collectors were, in general, politically active. The three

collector M.P.s in 1692, Jephson, Melville and Fenn, kept a low profile in parliament.61

" Stat. ire., iii, 369-71; Edgar, Collection, p. 245.

56 C.T.P. 1697-1 702, p. 170.

Stat. ire., iii, 447-8.

58 Appendix 3, table 4.

CJJ., ii, 637-8, 566, 568, 571; iii, 7, 8-10; appendix 3, table 4; appendix 5; ilayton, 'Debate', p. 161.
My thanks to Mr James I McGuire for establishing the date of Amyas Bushe's election.

° T.C.D., MSS 2021, f. 38; 2022, f. 9.

61 McGuire, 'Parliament', passim.
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In 1695 a clearer picture emerged when the Commons divided over the attempted

impeachment of Porter. Cape! stated that 'the commissioners ... and their co!!ectors are

all of his side'. 62 While it was true that the majority of revenue officials sided with

Porter, of the three collector M.P.s, only Bushe supported him, with Melville and May

voting against Porter. 63 The following sessions between 1697-9 remained politically

quiet for the collectors.

Beyond the parameters of parliament the politically active collectors were also the

most ambitious. May had a chequered career, being demoted from commissioner to

collector.TM Bushe's career followed a similar chequered pattern. Having served as a

collector in the 1680s,65 he was appointed secretary to the commissioners in 169O.

In 1692 he was replaced by Lawrence Steele as part of comprehensive alterations made

in the conm-iission, 67 though he was compensated with the collectorship of Cork port,

which he retained until 1700•TM He was unhappy with his 'banishment' from the

secretary's office, and in 1693 asked John Ellis and his 'good friends' to press for his

reinstatement, or an employment in England. 69 In 1696 he again canvassed support in

England, in the belief that some of the commissioners wanted a new secretary, though he

noted that Carleton was opposed to his appointment. 70 He tried again in 1697, when

Carleton was removed from the commission. 7 ' In 1699 he was still complaining to the

treasury lords, and expressing continuing dissatisfaction with Carleton. 72 However

62 H.M.C., Buccleuch, ii, 235; ch. 9.

63 Appendix 5; T.C.D., MS 1179, ff 38-9.

Above, pp 138-9.

65 B.L., Add MS 28,876, ff198, 223; P.R.O., Cust. 1/3, 7 Dec. 1696; Analecta, pp 64, 70.

T.C.D., MS 1179, f. 29. C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 488, 688; appendix 2; appendix 3, table 3.

67 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1631.

Appendix 3, table 4.

69 B.L., Add MS 28,878, ff 92, 264.

70 B.L., Add MS 28,880, ff 87, 178; 28,878, ff154, 197, 200.

71 B.L., Add MS 28,881, f. 273.

72 B.L., Add MS 4761, f. 152.
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Bushe's perseverance was finally rewarded, and, possibly due to the intercession of

Ormonde, he had regained the secretary's position by 17O9.

His relationship with the commissioners was not always good, primarily because

of long periods of absence in England. In 1693 he travelled to London to act as a witness

in the Commons on behalf of Porter and Coningsby, his leave of absence being extended

into 1694 due to ill health, and at the behest of Porter.74 In March 1697 the

commissioners granted him permission to return to England, were he remained until late

1698, partly in order to follow the passing of an act for sale of an English estate, though

he stayed beyond the permitted time, causing the commissioners to suspend his salary

temporarily.75 In 1700 he was in England again.76 However, despite such absences,

he appeared to have a good knowledge of the revenue, and the respect of his

contemporaries.77

Melville also showed ambition beyond the rank of collector. He was appointed

collector of Dublin district in 1691, having previously served in the same post for most

of the 1680s.78 In 1695 he requested recommendations from Capel and Secretary

Trumbull for his preferment to the place of the deceased Sedgwick,79 to no avail. He

tried again, unsuccessfully, in 1697 following the death of Lowther. 8° He was still

serving as collector in Dublin in 1709.81 Despite thwarted ambition, he was a respected

collector, receiving high commendation from the commissioners in 1689 and 1704.82 He

B.L., Add MS 18,022, f. 2; Hayton, 'Debate', p. 161.

' B.L., Add MS 28,878, ff 82-3, 191, 197, 200; N.A.I., Wyche papers, 1/1/102; C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 395.

" P.R.O., Cust. 1/3, 24 March, 18 Aug. 1697; 28 Feb., 19 Aug. 1698; C.T.B. 1697-8, p. 283.

76 C.T.B. 1699-1 700, p. 406.

B.L., Add MSS 4761, ff 156-8; 28,880, ff 86-7, 178; 28,882, f. 337; T.C.D., MSS 1179, f. 29; 1181,
ff73, 83.

78 N.A.I., MS M2461, f. 109; appendix 3, table 4.

B.L., Add MS 28,879, ff114, 116, 188.

80 B.L., Add MS 28,881, ff 212, 346, 372.

Appendix 3, table 4.

82 N.A.I., MS M2461, f. 109.
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was dismissed in 1715 for being disaffected to the Hanoverian government. However by

1717 he was reinstated and promoted to surveyor-general, though still considered

politically suspect.83

Jephson had a brief revenue career, serving as collector of Dublin port for 169 1-
2•M He was granted the patent office of customer in Dublin port in 1690, on a promise

from William,85 which may be explained by the fact that Jephson appears to be the

brother of William Jephson, English treasury secretary. 86 Jephson was one of only three

Williamite ancient customs officers employed as collectors by the commissioners. 87 He

sold his patent office to Ford in 1692, and was replaced as collector of Dublin by Tucker

in 1693.88

Little is know about Fenn, who was appointed Wexford collector in 1690, and may

have been employed there in the 1680s. He continued there until 1701, when he was

placed on the service's charity establishment due to age and infirmity. 89 In 1694 he

petitioned for an allowance of £177:0 1:09, which was a quarter of the value of Jacobite

stores seized by him for William's forces during the war.9°

The careers of the remaining collectors were more revealing of their place within

the service. All collectors were appointed, in theory and generally in practice, by the

commissioners. In a few exceptional cases the treasury lords interposed directly with

appointments. In 1689 the first 11 Williamite collectors, along with 13 under-officers,

were appointed by the treasury lords, in the absence of any commissioners. In 1690 they

83 McNally, 'Patronage', p. 92.

Appendix 3, table 4.

85 Appendix 3, table 5; C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 795; Lascelles, Liber, j, pt. ii, 147.

86 H.M.C., Finch, ii, 444.

87 Caleb Gay and Matthew French (Appendix 3, tables 4, 5).

88 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 869; appendix 3, table 4.

The charity establishment was for old and infirm employees. Placement upon it was at the
commissioners' discretion, and was often only for short periods of sickness, though some remained upon
it until death (P.R.O., Cust. 1/3, 15 Sept. 1696; 15 Jan., 23 Feb., 27 May 1697; Cust. 1/5, 22 Aug. 1700;
29 Jan., 19 May 1701).

90 Appendix 3, table 4; C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 631; CT.?. 155 7-1696, p. 384; appendix 2.
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appointed a 12th collector.9' These 12 collectors were appointed by letters patent,

which, although against the norm for collection officials, as a war-time expedient

bestowed greater authority upon them in the absence of a board of management, and

certainly helped the Derry collector, Warham Jemmett, to commence his work in the face

of local hosti1ityY Their powers extended beyond a collector's normal remit, including

power to appoint under-officers (with the advice and consent of the surveyor), and to pay

them salaries. These officials were to be appointed from persons who had been 'formerly

employed and are Protestants, giving preference to those that stayed in the country and

acted for their majesties' interest'. The collectors were to correspond with William Smith,

the accountant-general in Belfast, and provide him with monthly abstracts of receipts and

payments, so that the vice-treasurer, Harbord, would have an account by which he could

draw the money out of the collectors hands on a regular basis. Harbord's receipts were

to be regarded as the collectors' discharge. 93 Smith acted as supervisor of the collectors

prior to the arrival of the commissioners. When the first 11 collectors and 13 under-

officers were appointed, only eight of them were in Ireland. Carleton, the Belfast

collector, was sent from England with the commissions for the eight, while the other 16

received theirs in England. Carleton was also issued with some blank commissions, 'in

case an officer could not be found'.95

The powers of appointment for service officials reverted to normal with the

appointment of commissioners in 1690. For the remainder of William's reign the treasury

lords generally avoided interfering in service appointments. Of the remaining 62

collectors appointed during William's reign, 10 were appointed on the recommendation

or direction of the treasury lords. 96 However, not all of their recommendations met with

91 C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 252-3, 256, 623; appendix 3, table 4.

92 B.L., Add MS 28,876, f. 225; Analecta, p. 71.

C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 252-3, 256.

B.L., Add MS 28,876, if 219, 225, 229; Analecta, pp 69-73.

C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 290-1.

96 Appendix 3, table 4; B.L., Eg. MS 790, ff 23-5, 33; P.R.O., Cust. 1/3, 7 Oct., 6 Nov. 1696; 30 July,
31 Aug. 1697; C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 623, 813, 816, 869, 1343, 1636-7, 1656; C.T.B. 1699-1 700, p. 369.
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success,97 most notably in the case of John Bird, who had two petitions recommended

by the treasury lords, without gaining employment. 98 The remaining 52 collectors appear

to have been appointed by the commissioners of their own volition, either from within the

service, or by selection of their own external candidate. Although the commissioners did

act upon the recommendations of Irish government officials and politicians, only one of

the appointments made on such recommendations appears to have been for a collector's

position. In 1697 the earl of Galway, when lord justice, recommended John Walker for

the collectorship at Derry. Although not appointed to Derry, by 1701-2 Walker was

serving as Cavan collector. Government officials and politicians were more successful

with appointments to lower offices. Between 1696 and 1700 the recommendations of

Porter, the Dublin poll tax commissioners, 'Mr Brodrick', 'Col. Purcell', 'Dr Gorge', 'Mr

Culliford', Charles Dering, Lord Moore, Sir Thomas Littleford, Lord Clifford, Judge

Thomas Coote, and the various lords justices, as a body and independently in the cases

of Montrath and Berkeley, were all successful to varying degrees, from persons being

placed on a list awaiting vacancies or to be instructed as potential officials, to immediate

appointments of boatmen, porters, supernumeraries or other under-officers.'°° However,

as with the treasury lords, not all recommendations were successful.'°'

Each collector, when appointed, had to give security to the commissioners for the

money that would be collected, in the form of a personal or a third party bond. In 1689

the value of a collector's security was a bond 'for their trust in £500 and the inferior

officers in three years' salaries'.' 02 By 1696-7 collectors' bonds were valued as high

as £l,500-2,000.'° In theory this meant that a collector had to be a person of

substance, but the fact that a third party, or parties, could act for a collector, as did

McNally, 'Patronage', p. 86.

98 C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 949, 1008.

P.R.O., Cust. 113, 30 July 1697; appendix 3, table 4.

°o P.R.O., Cust. 113, 21-2, 30 July, 31 Aug., 25 Nov., 24 Dec. 1696; 15 Jan., 4 March, 20 May, 22
June, 14, 19 July, 14 Aug., 28 Sept. 1697; 12 Aug. 1698; Cust. 1/5, 16 Feb., 21 Oct. 1700.

Cw V3,
'°' B.L., Add MS 28,881, ff 383, 426; P.R.O., 22, 30 June 1697; S.R.O., Somers papers, 371/1413.

102 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 260.

'° P.R.O., Cust. 113, 16 July 1696; 7 Aug. 1697.
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Lowther, who acted on behalf of the Belfast collector, Samuel Richardson,'°4 meant that

a person of lesser means, but with the patronage of a person or persons of substance,

could be a collector! 05 The reality of securities was demonstrated in 1701, when

Rochester grew concerned over the increased amount of money being held by collectors.

He requested that the commissioners re-examine the bonds, but was informed by

Keightley that they were 'always as careful in that matter as the nature of the thing will

admit', and that securities were 'a troublesome thing to find' in lieland!° 6 As further

security all collection officials had to take the oath of supremacy, allegiance, and a

specific revenue oath. The commissioners took the oaths before the lord chief baron, and

the under-officers before the commissioners.'° 7 More generally, collectors could not

issue or pay any money without the commissioners' orders, and had to 'constantly hold

a correspondence and state their accounts' with them. All money received by the

collectors in or near Dublin was paid into the treasury in Dublin, while that received in

other parts of the country was paid, by the commissioners orders, 'to answer such

assignments as shall be drawn upon the respective collectors by the vice-treasurer'.'08

It was not unusual for a collector to serve for long periods. 14 collectors

appointed between 1689-93 were in contin'us service until at least 1709. A further three,

appointed during 1689-92, and still employed in 1709, were removed temporarily. Of the

remaining collectors, 41 served for considerable periods of time, varying from three to 14

or more years, while 14 served for two years or less. the remaining two had unknown

lengths of service.

Of the 14 collectors who served from 1689-93 to 1709, and the three whose

service was interrupted, four remained continuously in the port or district to which they

were first appointed, while the other 13 served in two or more ports and districts during

their careers. The commissioners' tendency to move their collectors around every few

years, in theory to avoid complacency and corruption, was reflected in the experience of

104 C.T.B. 1699-1700, p. 184.

105 P.R.O., Cust. 113, 16 July 1696; 7 Aug. 1697.

106 N.L.I., Keightley papers, folder 2597.

107 Stat. ire., ii, 378-9, 383, 489.

' C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 706-7.

197



the 41 collectors who served for considerable periods. While 16 remained in the same

posts, 25 experienced two or more transfers. The 14 short-term collectors did not serve

long enough to warrant transfer, while the evidence for the remaining two is not available.

In general, the longer a collector served, the more likely he was to be transferred. The

majority of transfers were neither promotions or demotions, as most ports and districts

were of similar size and importance, though the measured career of Jemmett, an 'honest

and diligent' officer, progressed from the less significant Derry collectorship, via Belfast,

to Cork port, the second largest in Ireland, and one of the top three revenue

producers.'°9

The commissioners' reasons for appointments and removals of collectors were

numerous, ranging from death, promotion, demotion, retirement, unsatisfactory

performance, and personal disfavour or favour. Caleb Gay and Francis Walker, appointed

surveyors at Carrickfergus and Armagh respectively in 1689, were promoted to collectors

in 1690, at Drogheda and Armagh.' 1 ° Walker was removed in 1693, while Gay died

in office in 1701.111 Martin Perse, promoted from surveyor to Tralee collector in 1691,

was replaced for failing to repay a £200 collection debt, incurred during a period of

illness."2 In 1701 May and Stephen Sedgwick, Wicklow collector, were removed for

unpaid debts, while Samuel Snelling, Coleraine collector, was dismissed for returning false

abstracts to the commissioners." 3 Bazil Fielding died in 1697 while collector at Deny,

as did Charles Monck in 1700 while collector at Tralee, and William Griffith in 1702

while collector at Sligo." 4 The replacement of Nicholas Culliford as collector of Dublin

county in 1692 may have been connected with the removal of William Culliford from the

commission, if the two men were related." 5 John Napper junior, surveyor at Galway,

109 B.L., Add MS 28,878, f. 5; Appendix 3, table 4.

"° C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1689.

111 P.R.O., Cust. 1/6, 14 Nov. 1701.

112 C.S.P.D. 1690-1, p. 466; C.T.P. 1697-1 702, p. 514.

" P.R.O., Cust. 1/5, 30 July, 14, 19 Aug. 1701.

114 P.R.O., Cust. 113, 30 July 1697; Cust. 1/5, 6 June 1700; Cust. 1/6, 9 Dec. 1702.

" C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 945.
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was promoted to the Limerick collectorship in 1698 in place of his father, who wished to

retire."6 However, John Napper senior had been working as a collector only because

he had been demoted from surveyor-general in l692." Nicholas Carleton, surveyor at

Wexford, was promoted to collector at Maryborough in 1697. Francis Heyton and Robert

Temple, surveyors at Dublin, were promoted to the Wexford and Athione collectorships

respectively, in 1701 and 1702. Daniel Mecan, having entered the service to be instructed

in 1697 on South's recommendation, was promoted from landwaiter to examiner in Dublin

in 1700, and was appointed collector at Coleraine in 1701. Burdet Pilkington, while not

appointed collector until after William's reign, also progressed through the ranks, being

promoted to surveyor in 1697, and collector in 1703.118

Most of these appointments demonstrate the potential for progressing within the

service, though not everyone could be a collector. James Spaight was appointed in 1689

as a waiter at Donaghadee and Strangford." 9 By 1696 he had been promoted to

surveyor in Carrickfergus,' 2° a post he still held in 1714.121 More generally, numerous

supernumeraries became full officers, while gaugers, landwaiters, tidewaiters, and coast

officers were promoted to surveyors, though boatmen, the unskilled labour, remained

boatmen. In one instance in 1697, 10 gaugers were recorded in the commissioners'

minutes as being fit to be promoted, because they could write well and had been

employed for 'many years'.' 22 As with collectors, these under-officers were replaced

for a variey of reasons, ranging from death, sickness, drunkenness, retirement, corruption,

inability to carry out their office, and misfortune.'23

In 1693 a major reshuffle in the collectors' offices prompted an anonymous tract

116 P.R.O., Cust. 1/3, 9 Feb. 1698.

117 B.L., Add MS 28,940, f. 98.

118 P.R.O., Cust. 113, 23 April, 2 June, 2 Oct., 22 Dec. 1697; Cust. 1/5, 26 Sept. 1700; 17 May, 30 July,
16 Aug. 1701; Cust. 1/6, 3 Feb. 1702; 24 Feb. 1703; appendix 3, table 4.

119 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 256.

120 C.S.P.D. 1696, pp 199-200.

121 B.L., Add MS 18,022, f. 11; T.C.D., MS 2023, f. 8.

122 P.R.O., Cust. 113, 27 July 1697.

' P.R.O., CusL 113, 5-6.
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complaining about the commissioners' appointment and removal policy, stating that

They have changed and turned out almost all the collectors ... contrary to
all the maxims of the former [revenue] managers ... it being undeniable
that the better a collector is acquainted with the persons and their
circumstances in his district the fitter he is to perform that service which
a stranger cannot be ... wherefore it may reasonably be supposed ... that
this general shuffle was made, partly to provide for their own relations and
dependants, and partly upon other views in case the revenue should ... by
this means fall considerably.''

However, examination of the reshuffle does not substantiate these accusations. From a

total of 38 offices, only eight new collectors were appointed. Of these, William Griffith

and Philip Vincent had been recommended by the treasury lords,' 25 Stephen Sedgwick

was a commissioner's brother, and Bernard Waight, having been removed as surveyor-

general in 1692, was presumably appointed in There are no obvious

reasons for the appointment of the other four new collectors, Martin Tucker, Robert

Brennand, Samuel Snelling and Edward Boyle. Of the other 30 positions, 10 remained

in the hands of the existing collectors, 19 were filled by transferring existing collectors,

and one was filled by the reappointment of James Hudson, a collector in 1691 •127

Of these changes, the appointment of Sedgwick was the most suspect. The tract

pointed out that John Gyles, a man of great integrity, had been collector in Wicklow for

20 years and should have been promoted to conmiissioner, but instead was transferred to

Mallow in the reshuffle. Gyles resigned as he felt he would be of no use in Mallow, or

as the tract put it, 'he quitted, as was expected he would, and so Mr Sedgwick's brother

was put in his place who lately kept a tavern in London and failed, not being able to

maintain his trade and his vices together, a man entirely ignorant and seldom sober'.

A second alteration discussed in the tract related to John Latham, who had been

promoted to surveyor-general in 1692. The writer felt that Latham was not qualified for

his new post, but objected more to his removal from Lisburn because it was done at

Sedgwick's behest in order to make way for James Griffith,

124 B.L., Add MS 28,940, f. 96.

125 
C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 1343, 1637.

B.L., Add MS 28,940, f. 98.

127 Appendix 3, table 4.
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not long since a gauger in ... Dublin, one that went to mass ... in King
James' time in Ireland, for which reason he was made a surveyor of excise,
and then so oppressed many of the Protestants, in robbing them of their
goods ... that he has since had actions brought agaiiist him for wrongs of
that sort to a very considerable value, and after all this he is made a
collector in one of the best districts and the most Protestant towns in
Ireland.

The last alteration mentioned was that of John Elsmere, who was supposedly only

skilled as a port collector, but yet had been sent to a district, in order to make way for

Vincent, who was described as a drunk with no capacity for collection. Although not

highlighted in the tract, the removal of four surveyor-generals during 1692-3, an issue that

was dominated by the Babe case, explains the appointment not only of Waight, but also

of Napper in 1692.1 The evidence is not favourable for the accusations in the tract.

Though individual accusations may have been factual, such as a person's drunkenness or

Sedgwick's nepotism, most of the alterations represented an internal reshuffle of existing

collectors as opposed to a mass sacking and replacement. In the light of the advent of

a new commission, such changes were defensible.

There was little scope for promotion beyond the rank of collector, though Babe,

James Griffith, Thomas Hyde and Latham were all promoted at different times in the

1690s from collectorships to the more lucrative post of surveyor-general,' 29 while

Melville and Henry Arkwright both became surveyor-generals in the Hanoverian

period.' 30 Latham and Arkwright both ended up serving as collectors again at later

dates, as did John Wootten, a surveyor-general in the 1690s, who was demoted to

collector in l703.'' It was also possible to be demoted from collector, as happened to

Robert Brennand, who was serving as a gauger, and then a surveyor, four years after

being appointed collector.'32

Thus the only realistic promotion for a collector was to the supervisory office of

128 B.L., Add MS 28,940, ff 96-8.

129 B.L., Add MSS 18,022, f. 29; 28,940, ff 98-9; P.R.O., Cust. 113, 26 Feb. 1698; appendix 3, table 4.

130 McNally, 'Paironage', p. 92.

131 Appendix 3, table 4; McNally, 'Patronage', p. 97.

132 P.R.O., Cust. 1/3, 3 July 1697; appendix 3, table 4.
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surveyor-general.' 33 During William's reign the number of surveyor-generals fluctuated

between two and four officials. The office was a hybrid of an ancient customs office and

a modern service office, and suffered the consequences for this uncertainty over its value

to a new collection system. The first surveyor-general was appointed in 1610, as

'surveyor-general of the customs'. The first patent gave the holder power to nominate and

appoint 'fit persons' to the offices of customer, comptroller, and searcher, 'and all other

officers in and about the collection' of the customs. From 1618 to 1745 the patent was

held by the Monck family. 1 In 1662 a new office of surveyor-general of the excise

was established under the auspices of the excise act,' 35 the first official being appointed

in October by the lord lieutenant. Only one more patent was passed for this office, in

1669.136 This created uncertainty by the 1690s over who held the power of appointment

for this office, leading to an extended conflict between the treasury lords and the

commissioners over Babe's appointment.

The most significant aspect of the surveyor-general's office was that it was given

a new lease of life by the 1662 excise act, so that surveyor-generals were, by the l690s,

included as salaried officials within the collection service, unlike the other ancient customs

offices. By the l690s there was a surveyor-general employed in Dublin port, Dublin

district, Galway district, and Youghal. When the number of surveyor-generals was

reduced to two, as in 1693, the offices were based in the two Dublin areas.137

During 1692-3 the commissioners removed the four surveyor-generals, Babe,

Napper, Waight, and Philip Moore, and appointed one new replacement, Latham, before

reinstating Waight.' 38 The commissioners made this reduction as a way of saving

money on salaries, and as part of a rationalisation of the service, on the grounds that two

surveyor-generals were sufficient for the task. The 1693 tract dealt in detail with this

133 B.L., Add MS 4761, f. 81.

134 Lascelles, Liber, Pt. ii, 137-8.

135 Stat. Ire., ii, 382-3.

' Lascelles, Liber,	 L ii, 138.

' N.L.I., MS 174; B.L., Add MS 18,022, ff 3, 7, 19, 29; appendix 3, table 3.

B.L., Add MS 28,879, f. 344.
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issue, arguing that the commissioners who had first instated four surveyor-generals had

'thought their salaries very well bestowed', as the revenue had risen under their care. Yet

the commissioners had seen fit to remove the four surveyor-generals, 'who had no fault,

unless perhaps they were thought to understand their business too well', and instead to

appoint

four officers something like them out of the gaugers at smaller salaries and
with a more limited power, for whom the under-officers have no respect
or value, which makes them become an useless charge, whereas the
officers laid aside did real and good service.

Latham, supposedly, was unable to cope with his new appointment, causing the

unnecessary removal of a landwaiter, and getting another man removed unjustly. Both

these errors had been upheld by the commissioners.' 39 However, the tract must be

treated with caution due to inaccuracies, such as the suggestion that the surveyor-general's

office was done away with altogether.

Only Babe contested his removal. Napper and Waight continued to pursue careers

in the service, while Moore became a hearth tax farmer, before being reinstated as

surveyor-general in 1703 in place of James Griffith.'40 There was no conflict over the

commissioners' right to remove these latter officials, suggesting that the surveyor-

general's position had become in practice a non-patent, salaried office in the service,

under the control of the commissioners. Yet Babe's case created a prolonged conflict

between the treasury lords and the commissioners, though the commissioners never

contested the right of the English government to reappoint Babe, and instead used

blocking tactics to avoid his reinstatement.'4 ' This uncertainty over the surveyor-

general's post stemmed from the hybrid origins of the office, which represented a clash

between the old principles of English government-controlled patent offices, and the

modern board of management-controlled non-patent officials. However, the office

survived these uncertainties, and continued to function as an active post in the service.'42

B.L., Add MS 28,940, f. 99.

N.A.I., Wyche papers, 2/122; P.R.O., Cust. 1/6, 9 March 1703.

'' Above, pp 106-8, 123-8.

142 B.L., Add MS 18,022, ff 3, 7, 19, 29; P.R.O., Cust. 1/5, 16 April, 20 June, 11, 23 Sept., 19 Oct.
1700; 1 Maith, 17 June 1701.
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The accountant-general's office was also of hybrid origins, and to an extent

suffered from similar uncertainties. It was established in 1662 as a patent office for

examining and auditing all the accounts of the new revenue. In 1671 a new office of

comptroller-general was created to 'comptrol, examine and audit' all accounts. With the

move to direct management in 1683 these two offices became combined as the office of

comptroller and accountant-general.'43 Although the farmers of the 1670s developed

the office as part of their move away from dependence upon the exchequer, the

accountant-general continued to be appointed by patent under William, and, apart from

a brief period in 1693-4, to receive his salary from the civil list, which denoted exclusion

from the collection establishment.'

The office did not experience great changes of personnel under William, though

to an extent, those changes that did occur displayed the dichotomy evident also in the

office of surveyor-general. In 1689 William Smith was appointed to the office by the

treasury lords. He died in office the following year.' 45 There is no record of a patent

for his appointment, and it appears he was acting as deputy for the existing patentee,

James Bonnell. On Bonnell's death in 1691, George Tolletj was appointed by patent.146

In 1694 Tollett sold the position to William Burgh,' 47 who remained in office until

17 l7.' The fact that Tollett could sell the office, as he held the patent, highlighted the

retention of old habits, and the attendant lack of control the commissioners had in relation

to this office, especially as they had been instructed in 1690 to ensure that none of the

offices under their control should be sold.'

The same problems did not arise with regard to the ancient customs offices and

143 Lascelles, Liber, i, pt. ii, 137.

144 Appendix 3, table 3; C.SJ'.D. 1694-5, p. 497; C.T.B. 1693-6, pp 997, 1094; C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 89;
C.T.B. 1699-1 700, P. 314.

145 C.T.B. 1689-92, PP 260, 779-80.

146 Lascelles, Liber, i, pt. ii, 137.

D.C.L., Gilbert MS 205, f. 8; C.T.B. 1693-6, PP 717-8, 862.

148 Lascelles, Liber, 1, Pt. ii, 137.

149 C.T.B. 1689-92, P. 707.
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the other general patent posts.' 5° The relevance of the ancient customs officers to the

collection service was signified in the treasury lords' instructions to the commissioners

in 1690.

It is represented to us that it has been the usual practice in Ireland, when
the customs were not in farm, to have them collected by the king's patent
officers in every port, ... you are hereby (in order to save unnecessary
charge) directed to employ the patent officers in all cases where you find
it best... But where you think fit not to employ them you are hereby to
appoint such collectors as you think capable in any of the ports, reserving
still to the patent officers their fees.'5'

The con-imissioners employed only three ancient customs officers as collectors, Jephson,

Caleb Gay,' 52 and Matthew French.' 53 It was not logical to use an officer to collect

only customs, when their salaried employees collected all the revenues, and could be

dismissed with greater ease than a patent-holder. Apart from countersigning the port

collectors' accounts and providing a seal of office for certificates, the patent officers had

no role by William's reign.' TM The offices were sinecures, often held by absentees who

employed a serving collector to receive their fees.' 55 The practice of selling offices

continued, as did their use as a source of patronage.' 56 However, the collection of fees

could still provoke complaint. In 1695 a parliamentary investigation of excessive fee-

taking in the Dublin customs house resulted in the issuing of a set table of acceptable

fees.' 57 The only significant change in these and all other patent offices was the

insistence by William that any new grants were to be held only at pleasure.'58

'° Appendix 3, table 5.

' C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 706-7.

152 Drogheda collector and patent searcher.

Strabane collector, patent customer at Kinsale. Appendix 3, tables 4, 5.

B.L., Add MS 36,651, f. 11; Howard, Treatise, i, 69.

155 N.L.1., Keightley papers, folder 972.

' B.L., Add MSS 21,136, ff17, 19, 21; 38,152, f. 164; N.A.I., Wyche papers, 1/1/59, 64; N.L.I.,
Keightley papers, folder 972; Egan, 'Finance', ii, 204; Hayton, 'Ministers', p. 52; McNally, 'Patronage', pp
75-7.

' Ci.!., ii, 797-8; Kieman, Administration, p. 128.

' N.A.I., Wyche papers, 2/50/5.
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However, while some of the general patent posts were sinecures by the 1690s,

especially those which pre-dated the Restoration, many remained useful to the service.

The commissioners of appeals gave the subject an opportunity to contest excise duties.

The office of aulnager was used for examining and weighing old and new drapery. The

weighmaster-general's office weighed all goods in the ports, cities and towns. The office

of storekeeper was an essential part of the service, being a store for holding goods on

which the duty had not been paid.'59

The parliamentary representation of the ancient customs and general patent officers

was a greater percentage of their whole number than that of the collection service proper.

However, it was still of small proportions, with six M.P.s in 1692, six in 1695, eight by

1698, and eight in 1703, while the total number of patent offices was 54. In the 1695

division over the attempted impeachment of Porter, five sided with him, and one against

him, which was consistent with the general stance within the revenue establishment.'60

The most significant M.P. in a political context was William Conolly, who was customer

of Deny from 1697 to 1730, though his great influence in parliament and politics did not

commence in earnest until the early 18th century.'6'

It is difficult to assess the religious and political allegiance of service officials.

The catholicisation of the army and government under Tyrconnell, while comprehensive

within the army,' 62 was never completed in the civil government, though both ceniral

and local government were affected. The main areas of change were the privy council,

judiciary, corporations and county sheriffs.' 63 However, it is unclear to what extent the

revenue establishment was altered, though the evidence suggests that, while inroads were

made into the exchequer, Tyrconnell failed to implement changes in the collection service

until after war commenced, at which point it was too late. In view of the desperate

financial circumstances of the Jacobite government and forces during 1689-9 1, this failure

to gain control of the service appears an important reason behind the eventual defeat of

' Lascelles, Liber, i, Pt.	 138-46; C.S.P.D. 1699-1 700, P. 222; appendix 3, table 5.

160 Appendix 5.

161 Appendix 3, table 5; Bums, Politics, PP 31-4.

162 Miller, 'Tyrconnell', pp 817-9; Guy, 'Establishment', pp 213-4.

163 Beckett, Ire., p. 140; Connolly, Religion, p. 38.
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James II.

There are few cases of collection officials petitioning for redress on the grounds

that they had been removed from office under James in favour of a Catholic. In 1691

Perse claimed to have been removed from his surveyor's position because he was a

Protestant.'' In 1692 the relatives of George Moartney, ex-collector of Belfast,

petitioned for some allowance in his accounts as he had been removed from his post in

1688 because he was a Protestant.' 65 Thomas Badham was dismissed as collector in

Cork district, was imprisoned and had his estate seized, though his petition for

reinstatment in 1690 does not specify religious reasons for his removal.' Hugh

Bowen, Armagh collector, had been tried for high treason in Dublin in 1689, before

managing to escape with William Smith.'67

While there is no other evidence of removals being made on religious grounds,

there were a number of officials employed under William who had served during the

1680s, and whose period of service was broken by the war, either because they chose to

forgo their office rather than ally with James, or were removed for the same reason.

These included Melville,' 68 Napper, Jemmett, Godfrey,'69 Gyles, James Griffith,'°

Bowen, and Arthur Bushe.' 7 ' It is probable that all 11 collectors appointed by the

treasury lords in 1689 and many of the under-officers appointed during the war had

previous experience in the service.' 72 There were also a number of petitions during the

1690s from ex-collectors from the 1680s, whose names never appear amongst the

C.S.P.D. 1690-1, p. 466.

165 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1658; C.TJ'. 1557-1696, pp 72-3.

' C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 816.

' B.L., Add MS 28,876, ff192, 229; Analecta, pp 62-3, 73.

168 N.A.I., MS M2461, f. 109.

169 C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 623, 1205, 1895; C.T.B. 1697, pp 112-3.

170 B.L., Add MS 28,940, ff 96-7.

171 B.L., Add MS 28,876, ff 192, 198; Analecta, pp 62-4.

172 C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 252-3, 256.
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Williamite collection officials,' 73 while Matthew French and Cuthbert Wilkinson,

collectors in the I 680s who lost their places during the war, were eventually reappointed

in the later 1690s.'74

Further evidence of the allegiance of collection officials during the war is scarce.

In 1689 the Coleraine collector was said to have fled to England, while the Strabane

collector went over to James.' 75 James Griffith was accused in 1693 of having attended

mass under James, and of having oppressed Protestants,' 76 while Robert Longfield was

pardoned in 1692 for having acted as clerk of the quit rents under the 'late pretended

commissioners'.' 77 There is no further evidence of specific individuals serving the

Jacobite government from 1689 onwards, though clearly a substantial number did. In

1689 the treasury lords showed concern over the retention of money in the hands of

collectors who had been serving prior to December 1688, and ordered the vice-treasurer

and the accountant-general to get accounts from them.' 78 Their concern was as much

about preventing the money falling into Jacobite hands, as it was about retrieving the cash

for Williamite purposes. After the war the commissioners had difficulties collecting

arrears from collectors and hearth tax farmers who had continued to serve under James

in 1689-9l.' That said, the existing evidence favours the belief that many officials

sided with William, which allowed for continuity of employment from the 1680s into the

l690s.

From 1692 onwards there were few questions asked of the political or religious

allegiance of officials. Apart from the suspicion thrown on James Griffith in 1693, the

most significant question arose over John Lloyd, who had been a draper, a captain of

dragoons, and a waiter in London, and was employed as a landwaiter in Ireland in 1701

173 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1045; C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 1198.

174 P.R.O., CusL 113, 1 Jan. 1697; C.T.B. 1696-7, pp 252-3.

175 C.T.B. 1697, pp 112-3.

" B.L., Add MS 28,940, f. 97.

177 C.S.P.D. 1691-2, p. 396.

178 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 73.

179 Above, pp 72-4; B.L., Add MS 4761, f. 208.
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on the recommendation of Rochester. Despite being 'impertinent and high minded', Lloyd

was promoted to surveyor-general by 1709.180 However, in 1718 he was recommended

to the duke of Mar for a commissioner's place if James III was restored to the throne, and

earned the begrudging respect of Lord Chancellor Brodrick, who was reported to have

said that Lloyd had done more mischief in Ireland, as a Jacobite, than any other

person. 181

Lloyd was an exception, and there were no complaints about Jacobites or Catholics

being employed in the service. Boatman was the only likely position in which a Catholic

would find employment, though competition from Protestant boatmen probably precluded

this, other than in areas of small Protestant populations. A list compiled by the collectors

in 1697-8 of all persons employed on the water, shows that out of a total of 4,424

boatmen, 2,654 were Catholics. This left 1,870 Protestants or dissenters for employment

in c. 100 jobs. Local religious population trends may have altered such considerations,

though in Donaghadee out of 331 men, none were Catholic, while only two Catholics

figured amongst the 268 recorded in Belfast. Elsewhere Catholics dominated, in places

such as Baltimore, Tralee, and Wexford.' 82 The only occasion that the question actually

arose was in 1697, when the commissioners ordered the Limerick collector to recommend

Protestant boatmen for employment so that the Catholics could be discharged. Although

these orders suggest that the commissioners had evidence of some kind, the collector

informed them that his boatmen were Protestants, had taken the oaths, and went to church

constantly.'83

However, it was not unusual for Englishmen to be considered for employment in

the Irish service, or vica versa. In 1699 Christopher Cole, a Dublin surveyor, was allowed

to exchange offices with a Bristol landwaiter, on compassionate grounds.'' John Roe,

a waiter in Galway in the 1680s, applied for a post in England in 1690. Edward Denham,

B.L., Add MS 18,022, f. 29; N.L.1., Keightley papers, folders 2597-8, 2605; P.R.O., Cust. 1/5, 30
July 1701.

181 H.M.C., Stuart, vi, 280-2.

182 D.C.L., Gilbert MS 205, ff 13-4.

' P.R.O., Cust. 1/3, 13, 19 July 1697.

184 N.A.I., Wyche papers, 1/1/164; C.T.B. 1699-1700, p. 218; C.T.P. 1697-1 702, p. 340.
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a London merchant, petitioned for an Irish revenue post in 1690, while in 1691 the

treasury lords expressed their 'desire' that the commissioners employ a Dublin brewer,

Gilbert Hutchinson, who had been employed as a gauger in London.' 85 In 1693 an ex-

collector in England, Griffith Bowen, was recommended for an Irish place, while in 1695

Samuell Burton petitioned for a place in either country, having been a forfeitures collector

in Waterford.' 86 Several of the serving collectors were also of English origin, such as

Sedgwick, Bushe and Perse.'87

As the service was a country-wide network, it was common for local officials to

be used for tasks outside their remit of office. Although during the war collectors were

at times used as local paymasters,' 88 usually they acted as information channels for the

government, especially while the war with France continued. In 1693 they provided

information for the navy on the availability and price of various victuals.' 89 In 1694

Lord Justice Wyche compiled an abstract of information received from officials about

tories and privateers. The Skibbereen collector could not travel a mile from his home for

fear of tories. The Dungarvan surveyor had pressed 14 seamen for the navy, but let them

go after 12 days because the ship had not collected them. The Kinsale collector reported

that a ship had been taken by privateers, while a Wexford official reported that a French

privateer was active in the area.'9°

In the summer of 1696 increased French privateer activity caused an increase in

the number of reports.'9 ' The Galway collector told of three French privateers

plundering the coast, and of two other privateers waiting off the Aian Islands for two

East India ships. The Wexford collector told of a French privateer that entered the bay

holding two vessels for ransom. The Carrickfergus surveyor told of three French

185 C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 606, 704, 1307-8.

' C.T.B. 1693 -6, pp 211, 948.

187 B.L., Add MSS 28,876, f. 223; 28,940, ff 101-2; Analecta, p. 70; C.T.P. 1697-1 702, p. 514.

188 T.C.D., MS 1180, ff 105-6; C.S.P.D. 1690-1, p. 481; C.S.PD. 1695 & Add., pp 161-2; C.T.P. 1557-
1696, p. 188; H.M.C., Finch, iii, 290.

' C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 371.

' N.A.1., Wyche papers, 2/123.

191 B.L., Add MS 28,880, f. 261.
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privateers in the area who were ransoming ships, 11 prizes having been taken already.

He feared for the safety of 25 ships due from Virginia. The Belfast collector told of three

privateers on the coast, possibly the same ships reported at Carrickfergus, as one ship held

13 'ransomers' on board.' 92 Correspondence of this nature continued to be transmitted

to England during the remainder of l696,' and into l697.11

Following the end of the war the need for such information diminished, though it

continued to be required on occasion. In 1700 the lords justices were notified of

unusually high levels of horse exports from the north of Ireland to Scotland, which was

more remarkable because 'whereas the horses formerly sent into Scotland were for the

most part of low price, about £4 or £5, those lately sent are of about £20'.' This

represented a significant change from farm horses to horses of a military capacity, and

was liable to represent a security threat.' In 1701, as part of English naval

preparations, collection officials were ordered to procure seamen and landmen for the

fleet, and to 'put them on vessels as they come in'.' 97 The successful performance of

these extra functions depended upon their local knowledge, and would have been

considered normal obligations for loyal government officials.

An issue related to security was that of collection difficulties. Evidence of the

general populace resisting collection was rare, while evidence of collection been prevented

through military interference or tory and rapparee activity was relatively common. In

1690 William received complaints that army officers had obstructed the excise collection

in several places, 'and that some principal officers demanded the cash out of the hands

of the collectors ... particularly at Ross and Waterford'. Ginkel was to take preventative

action, and to order the duke of Wurttemberg 'to permit the [collection] officers ... at

192 C.S.P.D. 1696, pp 198-200, 207.

Ibid., pp 231, 336, 358, 364, 387-8, 399, 401, 471.

' B.L., Add MS 28,881, ff 277, 402, 524.

C.S.P.D. 1700-2, p. 100.

' McGrath, 'Penal', pp 39-42.

' C.S.P.D. 1700-2, pp 271-2.
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Waterford to pass out of the gates to the quay at night'.' 98 In Waterford in 1691 the

captain of an English naval ship forced an English merchant ship out of the harbour after

she had been boarded by a revenue official. The ship was forced to sail to Bristol, with

the official still on board. However, this official was not as unfortunate as an English

official who in 1689 was taken by a French privateer and held prisoner for 10 months in

Dieppe,20° or the Donaghadee tidewaiter held captive on a privateer for two days in

1694.201

After 1691 collection difficulties related more to bandit activity. In 1694 Philip

Moore, a hearth tax farmer in Clonmel, complained to the lords justices that the tories and

rapparees hindered the hearth tax collection, prevented people from paying their rent and

other taxes, and damaged county trade. One of Moore's collectors had been obliged to

take a 14-man guard with him on his last outing, while Moore himself was planning to

travel in future via Kilkenny, a 20 mile detour, in order to avoid trouble. As things stood,

he was unable to get anyone to collect the tax in two of the farm baronies, while the

collectors in the other baronies 'dare not go to parts of them'. 202 While it was possible

that Moore exaggerated the problem, the instances of tory and rapparee activity during the

1690s are too many to be dismissed.203 In July the Skibbereen collector complained of

the same problem. 20" In November Porter informed Coningsby of the difficulties the

tories caused for the economy. 205 In December Sedgwick blamed the fall in customs

and excise on the disturbance to trade by privateers. 206 In 1696 an increase in tory and

' C.S.P.D. 1690-1, p. 168.

' C.T.P. 1557-1696, p. 185.

2 C.T.B. 1697-8, p. 266; C.T.P. 1697-1 702, p. 81.

201 B.L., Add MS 28,878, f. 225.

202 N.A.I., Wyche papers, 2/122.

203 Eanionn O'Ciardha, 'BuachaillI an t-sleibthe agus bodaigh gan ch6ille: woodkeme, tones and
rapparees in Ulster and north Connaught in the 17th century' (unpublished M.A. thesis, U.C.D., N.U.I.,
1991), ch. 9; McGrath, 'Penal', pp 31-2.

204 N.A.I., Wyche papers, 2/123.

205 P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638/18/29.

206 D.C.L., Gilbert MS 205, f. 9.
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rapparee activity was blamed on the fact that the army had been sent to the ports to deal

with an increase in French privateer activity,207 and soldiers were provided for the

protection of the Belfast and Derry collectors. 208 However, the army still caused some

problems. In September, in what may have been a consequence of the army's movement,

sailors of the Virginia fleet joined with soldiers to land tobacco illegally, and attacked the

collection officials who happened upon them. A month later the Tralee collector

complained that an army captain was preventing him from assessing the value of goods

from a seized privateer.209

Cases of collectors being robbed also arose. In 1697 the government uncovered

a Jacobite plan to rob a collector travelling to Dublin, as part of a plot to assassinate

William.210 At a more mundane level, in 1694 the Baltimore collector claimed that

£335:15:06 was stolen by a band of 40 tories who attacked Skibbereen. 21 ' In 1697 the

Sligo collector successfully petitioned for an allowance of £894:13:07 stolen 'by the

breaking open of his closet in the custom house'.212 In 1701 the Athione collector

petitoned for an allowance of £100 stolen from him in 16912.213

It is more difficult to assess resistance to collection. In Religion, law and power,

S Connolly addresses the issue in the wider context of the maintenance of law and

order, though he emphasises that the small amount of evidence available for the 18th

century makes any assumptions of a general rule inadvisable. Often the evidence can be

treated as little more than anecdotal, and at best, as representative of the exceptions to the

norm, as 18th-century Ireland was not a lawless society, and the populace generally

accepted the impositions placed upon them by government. Of the instances of resistance

cited by Connolly, only one occurred during 1689-1702. In 1699 a collector attempting

207 B.L., Add MS 28,880, f. 261.

2 P.R.O., Cust. 1/3, 23 Dec. 1696.

209 Ibid., 2 Sept., 16 Oct. 1696.

210 C.S.P.D. 1697, pp 360-1.

211 C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 399; C.T.P. 1697-1 702, pp 544-5.

212 C.T.B. 1697, p. 90; C.T.P. 1697-1 702. p. 555.

213 C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 419.
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to seize cattle in County Kildare in lieu of rent arrears, was supposedly set upon by 60

people, including the owner's servants, with staves and pitchforks. However, the two

most significant aspects of Connolly's findings were that when resistance occurred, it

came from the Protestant propertied classes, and not from dispossessed Catholics or the

lower strata of society, and that, while the military or militia were used as escorts for

money or in pursuit of smugglers, they were not used in the collection process.214

The forms of resistance varied in relation to the different types of tax. Passive

resistance, such as an individual trying to evade the hearth tax, was common in England

and Ireland. Evasion of customs and excise through smuggling or illicit brewing, also

con-rn-ion practices, was a more active form of resistance. However, resistance in the form

of mob action was rare in Ireland. 215 By the 1690s the main focus of resistance related

to the inland excise and the poll taxes.

In England the inland excise experienced the greatest resistance from the general

populace. Yet by the 1690s such problems had been removed by transfening the point

of taxation from the consumer to the retailer, and by restricting the number of goods liable

to excise. Once the dissatisfaction of the general populace had been circumvented, the

conflict became a political one of whether it should be a general or restricted tax.216

Although the excise in Ireland experienced resistance in its early years in the 1640s and

1650s, it did not provoke the same outcry as in England. For the Irish populace, the

Cromwellian assessment was seen in a harsher light. 217 The policy of moving the point

of excise taxation from consumer to retailer, and Restoration modifications to the import

excise,218 helped to ensure that by the l690s the excise was as acceptable as other

taxes, though the idea of a wider or general inland excise remained as unpalatable in

Ireland as it was in England.

In the I 690s resistance to the inland excise was mainly in the form of attempted

214 Connolly, Religion, pp 198-233; Réarnonn, Co,nmissioners, pp 26-7.

215 Braddick, Nerves, ch. 8; Ibid., Taxation, passim; Connolly, Religion, pp 213-5; Dickson, 'Hearth tax',

pp 139-43.

216 Braddick, Taxation, pp 168-9, 175-87, 201-5, 213; Chandarnan, Revenue, pp 39-49, 55-7.

217 Barnard, Cromwellian, pp 28-9, 40-41.

218 B.L., Eg. MS 790, f. 59.

214



avoidance on legal grounds. In 1692 the Dublin brewers petitioned parliament against the

commissioners, for 'exacting ... excise for beer and ale by measures, contrary to the

laws' 219 In 1694 the Dublin ale retailers refused to pay their licence fee because a 1691

proclamation allowed for such fees to be cancelled against army debts to the retailers,

though the commissioners argued that the proclamation only extended to fees due to the

end of 1691 •220 In the same year the Dublin distillers sought legal validation over an

issue that had been ongoing since 1692,221 which centred on the charging of 4d duty per

gallon of aqua-vitae and strong-waters in the second extraction or distillation, which the

distillers objected to, as it was neither aqua-vitae nor strong-water until further ingredients

were added. The solicitor-general found against the distillers, stating they were liable, on

the basis of the 1662 excise act, to pay the duty. 222 In 1696 four Dublin distillers

objected successfully to paying licence fees, because they were not retailers. 223 Such

cases did not involve the general populace, unlike in 1698, when parliament dropped a

proposed bill for an inland and import excise on salt due to objections within and without

the Commons, and the overnight increase in the cost of salt in reaction to the intended

duty, which had drawn the 'clamours of the poor' upon the House.2

The o1l taxes created different problems. The most notable objection came from

Porter, who complained that the 1695 poli tax 'falls very heavy upon the judges, their

salaries are but small and their charge great', and that 'it is very hard for me to pay ... as

I must do, £327 - I hope there may be some way to help it, my lord deputy pays nothing

though as much within the act as I am'. 225 Porter's concern was understandable, as he

was not wealthy. 2 Although he did not use his parliamentary privilege to avoid paying

219 cjj•, ii, 599.

220 N.A.I., Wyche papers, 2/155.

221 C.S.P.D. 1691-2, p. 240.

222 N.A.I., Wyche papers. 2/156.

223 P.R.O., Cust. 1/5, 31 July 1696.

224 Below, p. 302.

225 P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638/18/37, 40.

226 Connolly, Religion, P. 60.
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the tax, it was not unknown in the 17th century for Irish M.P.s to avoid prosecution for

non-payment by doing so.227

However, the problems with the poii tax related more to their inefficient

administration by local elites, which led to collusion and evasion. In 1696 the

government 'frequently sent directions to the sheriffs to hasten their returns', as the local

commissioners were 'generally remiss' in the execution of the acL 2 Bishop King

expressed the opinion that the tax was a failure because 'people learn easily how to avoid

paying money'. 229 In November, in view of the 'great neglects' in the 'assessing,

collecting, and paying in the poll tax', the speaker of the Commons was ordered to write

to the sheriffs, who were to notify the local commissioners and their officials to discharge

their duty properly, or face the displeasure of the House. 23° In 1697 the House again

investigated aspects of the tax collection, though the emphasis was on the local

commissioners' and officials' neglect, or possible corruption. 23 ' However, continued

reliance on traditional collection agencies for the 1697 poll tax reproduced the same

problems, causing the lords justices to address the issue directly in their opening speech

to parliament in 1698, remarking on the 'great remissness in the management' of the poll.

The House's investigations resulted in three men being taken into custody, and another

two being prosecuted by the attorney-general, for mismangement, not paying in the money

collected, assuming extra powers, and altering the assessment books. 232 The 1698-9

session endeavoured to avoid these problems in the land tax, by placing the collection in

the hands of the commissioners' salaried officials, 233 though the problems with the poll

tax continued: arrears were still being collected in l7O6.2

227 Kiernan, Administration, pp 111-12.

228 B.L., Add MS 28,880, f. 286.

229 T.C.D., MS 750/1/17-8; Doyle, 'Po1ics', p. 204.

230 cj••, ii, 828.

231 Ibid., 842, 847, 988-9.

232 Ibid., 994, 1060, 1073, 1121.

233 Stat. Ire., iii, 468.

234 Appendix 1, table 15; P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638/30/17.
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While it is certain that fraud and corruption did occur within the service, the lack

of evidence suggests that either the government failed to uncover it, or it was connived

at on all levels. The most substantial case that arose was that involving the accusations

against Carleton, which were rejected by the treasury lords.235 However, examples of

malpractice, and corruption, did occur. In 1695 a complaint was made to parliament

against Samuel Snelling, for taking excessive fees. 236 Snelling survived this accusation,

only to be removed in 1701 for falsifying his accounts.237 In 1697 the Commons

investigated two complaints against Robert Sandys, for taking fees for quit rent

acquittances, and for forcing rent payment on lands voted as waste by parliament. No

action was taken against him, though the House did establish a more substantial list of

waste lands. At the same time John Napper was taken into the custody of the serjeant-at-

arms, also for taking fees on quit rent acquittances. 238 However, this offence was minor,

as the same session legalised such fee-taking. 239 May and Stephen Sedgwick were both

dismissed in 1701 following investigations into their accounts by the surveyor-

generals,° while, on occasion, lesser officials were dismissed for offences such as

collusion with merchants and brewers to avoid duties, and endeavouring to extract money

by illegal means.' However, such cases are not abnormal within a fiscal system, and

there is no evidence that the service was as rotten and corrupt as has been alleged in the

past.2

The collection service of the 1690s represented the formalisation of revenue

developments in the second half of the 17th century, which resulted in the evolution of

a permanent bureaucracy, more in tune with the government's increased financial needs

235 Above, pp 123-8.

236 cjj•, ii, 726.

237 P.R.O., Cust. 1/5, 30 July 1701.

239 j•J•, ii, 849-50, 867, 935-6, 938, 962, 972.

239 Stat. Ire., iii, 369-71.

° P.R.O., Cust. 1/5, 14, 19 Aug. 1701.

241 P.R.O., Cust. 113, 11 July, 3, 22 Aug., 22 Sept., 1, 13 Oct. 1696; 31 March 1697.

242 Clarkson & Crawford, Cust, p. 36; Dickson, 'Thompson's', p. 12; Ibid., 'Hearth tax', pp 128, 135-9;
McNally, 'Patronage', p. 105.

217



than the older systems of rent-collecting sheriffs, fee-taking customs officers, and

autonomous local elites. Centralised control of a single bureaucratic body with salaried

officials, a systematic collection framework of 38 ports and districts, and an endeavour

to formalise employment policy, training, advancement and work standards, represented

the basis for a more modern and efficient government service. In many ways these

developments were the same as those occurring in the English revenue system. The main

difference was that the English system remained in separate parts, with different boards

of management. Customs officials continued to function on a fee-taking basis in the 18th

century, in a politicised institution dependent upon the treasury lords. The land tax

administration continued to function on the basis of a non-professional local elite. The

excise establishment, again an autonomous body, was the closest comparison with Ireland,

with its system of collection areas, its 'walks', its salaried officials, and the other

trappings associated with the development of a professional administrative

bureaucracy. 3 Likewise, in Ireland, the collection official had become a permanent,

professional employee, pursuing a full-time, and often life-time, career in a government

service. The 1662 customs and excise acts were the basis for this system, the

development of which had been accelerated by the farms of the 1 670s. A whole new

bureaucracy developed from 1662 onwards, from the commissioners downwards, which

was separate from the government's Establishment on the military and civil lists, and had

an establishment of its own, paid for directly out of the revenue yield prior to payment

to the treasury, and with a unified body of salaried officials who were the nexus of a

professional service.

Brewer, Sinews, pp 101-14; Braddick, Taxation, pp 126, 168, 213, 223, 285; Chandaman, Revenue,
pp 72-6; O'Bnen & Hunt, 'Fiscal', pp 34-5.

Clarkson & Crawford, Cusi, passim.
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Chapter 8

The exchequer

The exchequer was the oldest administrative body in the Irish revenue system. It was in

part a judicial institution for hearing revenue-related cases, and in part an institution for

the collection, accounting and issuing of government revenue. Inclusive within this latter

part was the treasury. By the 1 690s many aspects of the original exchequer had been

changed due to developments in revenue practice, and the normal effects of time upon any

institution. In order to examine the workings of the exchequer in the 1690s, it is first

necessary to carry out an examination of its constitution and function.

As with the revenue branches, understanding of the exchequer must be gleaned

from several sources. In the 1690s the exchequer was exposed to detailed scrutiny, most

notably by Chief Baron Hely in 1694. Hely's work, prompted by the English treasury

lords' 'mean opinion' of the Irish revenue system, included a treatise on the exchequer.'

Several 18th-century manuscript and printed works provide further insights. The various

printed works provide details on collection and accounting, 2 while two manuscript

treatises, written in 1731 and the 1790s, develop aspects of the exchequer's origins and

constitution. 3 The modem works that deal with aspects of the exchequer in the 17th and

18th centuries, though not extensive, are beneficial for any examination of the subject.4

The Irish exchequer was established around 1210 by King John, on the model of

the English exchequer, 5 and 'under the authority of the ancient English and common law'.

However, 'the peculiar situation of Ireland in respect of the executive government, the

English system has been departed from in several particulars', at times by Irish statute,

'Bodil., Raw!. MS B481; B.L., Add MS 18,022, ff 89-93; N.L.I., MS 11,969, ff 1-30; T.C.D., MS 748,
[ff 1-151; P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638/1/5.

2 Young, Collection; Edgar, Collection; Dowdall, Several; Bacon, Complete; Fleming, Collection; Eaton,
Rates; Bu!lingbroke, Abridgement; Howard, Treatise; Howard, Abstract; Campbell, Historical; C!arendon,
Sketch.

' T.C.D., MS 1189, ff 1-3; B.L., Add MS 31,237, if 71-3.

Kiernan, Administration; Egan, 'Finance'; I-layton, 'Ministers'; Lascelles, Liber, i, Pt. ii; Roseveare,
Treasury (evolution); Ibid., Treasury (foundations).

T.C.D., MS 1189, ff 1-3; Howard, Treatise, i, 2.
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though more often on the authority of the crown. 6 Hely went further and claimed it was

'an original court not constituted by the king's patent or charter, but by prescription'.7

Originally the exchequer was a court of record for determining all matters in law

and equity relating to the crown, and for managing crown revenue. In time it enlarged

its power to extend beyond the crown's officers and servants, to anyone who wished to

commence any suit in law or equity, if they were 'the king's debtors or farmers'. Any

person bringing a suit, who was not a crown officer, farmer, debtor or tenant, in theory

forfeited £10 for every such action, but the failure to implement this rule meant that, in

reality, more causes were heard in the exchequer than in the other main courts.

All of the crown's revenue and accounts were originally under the care of the

exchequer, unless otherwise specified by statute or special command under the great seal,

as in the case of the vice-treasurer's and hanaper's accounts. Any person who was a

crown debtor or farmer could claim the court's assistance to recover debts owing to them,

thus enabling them to pay their debts to the crown. Such debts were recovered in the

king's name as his revenue, the debtors assigning the debts to the crown, the court

detaining what was due to the crown, and the surplus being paid to the debtors. The

crown could not recover any debt or land unless the case first appeared in the court.

Revenue officials could be sued in law or equity only in the exchequer.

The exchequer was divided into the superior exchequer, which charged the

'accountant' (any official delivering an account), while the inferior exchequer discharged

the 'accountant' on receipt of the revenue. The purpose of this division was to avoid any

collusion over the charge and discharge of the accountant.8 The superior, or upper,

exchequer was concerned primarily with court proceedings and the collection of the

revenue branches under exchequer control, while the inferior, or lower, exchequer was

dominated by the treasury, which by the 1 690s had become the single most significant

aspect of the institution.9

6 B.L., Add MS 31,237, F. 71.

' Bodi., Rawl. MS B481; B.L., Add MS 18,022, if 89-93; NI.!. MS 11,969, ff 1-30; T.C.D., MS 748,
[ff 1-15].

8 Ibid.

Flayton, 'Ministers', pp 50-1; McNally, 'Patronage', p. 73.
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The exchequer consisted of 32 patent offices, three significant non-patent offices,

and a number of clerks and attorneys.' 0 The most senior official was the lord high

treasurer, who was concerned only with revenue matters, and originally had the same

power as the lord treasurer in England for appointing all inferior officials in the

customs.' 1 In practice, although titular head of the exchequer and chief judge of the

court, he had no duties, as the office was honorary.' 2 The 1790s discourse stated that

'The lord high treasurer, although expressly vested ... with as ample power in his office

as the lord treasurer of England had in his, has been for near two centuries at least merely

a nominal officer of the exchequer and generally an absentee'.13

The chancellor of the exchequer was concerned only with equity matters, and had

the custody of the court seal. He was responsible for making out all grants and patents

for lands.'4 By the 18th century the office was generally held as a sinecure and often

by an absentee. However, in 1780 the chancellor became a resident officer, proposing all

finance measures in the Commons. Ex-officio, he was a member of the board of

accounts.' 5 The chancellor and the lord treasurer were supposed to have 'the check and

control upon one another'.'6

The vice-treasurer, who was also the receiver- and paymaster-general, and

treasurer-at-war, in reality did the lord treasurer's job. His role was both judicial and

ministerial. At the judicial level he sat in the court above the chief baron and had a vote

and jurisdiction in all revenue matters. He had a say in matters of law and equity only

when such cases were brought into court by writ. At a ministerial level he was

10 Appendix 4, table 1; Kieman, Administration, pp 233-41.

Bodi., Rawl. MS B481; B.L., Add MS 18,022, ff 89-93; N.L.I. MS 11,969, if 1-30; T.C.D., MS 748,
[ff 1-15].

12 Appendix 4, table 1; Kieman, Administration, p. 233; Réa,nonn, Co,nmissioners, p. 1; Howard,
Treatise, i, 9-10; Hayton, 'Ministers', p. 51.

13 B.L., Add MS 31,237, f. 71.

' Bodi., Raw!. MS B481; B.L., Add MS 18,022, ff 89-93; N.L.I. MS 11,%9, ff 1-30; T.C.D., MS 748,
[ff 1-15].

15 B.L., Add MS 31,237, f. 72; Kiernan, Administration, p. 233; Howard, Treatise, 1, 10.

16 BodI., Raw!. MS B481; B.L., Add MS 18,022, if 89-93; N.L.I. MS 11,969, ff 1-30; T.C.D., MS 748,
[ff 1-15].
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responsible for receiving, issuing and accounting for all crown revenue. Only acquittances

issued by him or his deputies could be a discharge to the subject, except in the case of

sheriffs' acquittances for debts issued in the green wax, and cases specifically allowed by

statute or by king's letters patent. As vice-treasurer and receiver-general he was

responsible for first paying the civil list; with the remains he then paid the military list

as treasurer-at-war and paymaster-general. The civil list was paid by signed debentures

made out by the auditor in line with the Establishment. Warrants for the concordatum

could not be paid unless signed by the chief governor and privy council, if the vice-

treasurer exceeded the sum allowed for the concordatum, he was liable to refund all over-

payments. The military list was paid by warrants signed by the chief governor and

counter-signed by the commissary-general of the musters, and not, as in England, by the

secretary of war. The vice-treasurer could not pay any warrant signed by the monarch,

privy seal warrant, or warrant under the great seal of England for sums not on the

Establishment, unless allowed by written direction from the chief governor. The vice-

treasurer was liable for any payments made without written directions. All money

received by the vice-treasurer had to be acquitted for in writing, and entered by the

chamberlain and clerk of the pells, and a copy given to the paye'. All payments had to

be entered with and signed by the clerk of the pells, or else such payments would not be

allowed on the vice-treasurer's account. This was considered a good safety measure

against fraud.'7

The vice-treasurer's accounts were taken by special commissioners, authorised

under the great seal of England or Ireland, and not by the exchequer barons, who

originally took the accounts of all other officials. The vice-treasurer, on stating his

accounts before the auditor-general and commissioners, delivered in his books containing

transcriptions of all his receipts. The chamberlains and clerk of the pells did likewise, and

the books were kept by the auditor as a discharge for the vice-treasurer and the payet.

The vice-treasurer also gave the auditor a copy of all his payments on the Establishment.

The auditor examined and engrossed the account and delivered it to the commissioners

of accounts for examination, who signed it when satisfied all was in order. The vice-

treasurer only then received his quietus, in the form of a duplicate of his accounts signed

17 BodI., Rawl. MS B481; B.L., Add MS 18,022, ff 89-93; N.L.I. MS 11,969, ff 1-30; T.C.D., MS 748,
[ff 1-15].
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by the commissioners. The original remained with the auditor. The commissioners

examined the clerk of the hanaper's accounts in the same manner. However, the vice-

treasurer's accounts were still liable to scrutiny in England, as the auditor transmitted a

duplicate of the final signed account to the treasury lords, who, if they saw cause, could

disapprove of any allowance made by the commissioners.' 8 The 1790s discourse stated

that the office of vice-treasurer was 'unknown to the English exchequer'. The vice-

treasurer was often, and in the late 18th century always, an absentee, but was empowered

to appoint a deputy, who, along with a teller, 'in fact performed all the ministerial duties

belonging to the office', including rendering an account of receipts and payments to

parliament.

But the vice-treasurer or their deputy never appear to have exercised nor
were either of them authorised ... to exercise that general superintendance
and control over the collection and expenditure of the public money which
is vested by statute and common law in the office of the lord treasurer in
England.

The vice-treasurer was usually an ex-officio member of the Irish and English privy

councils. His was the most lucrative revenue post, as he was entitled to collect fees of

6d in every pound issued from the exchequer. In reality this was collectable only on the

hereditary revenues, but even still, averaged about £8,000 per annum, after paying the

expenses of office, which included salaries for a deputy, teller, and several clerks and

assistants. In 1793 the offices of lord treasurer, vice-treasurer and deputy were removed,

and replaced with a resident treasury board, as in England. 2° In this one respect

Scotland's revenue system was more advanced than Ireland's, having a treasury board in

place from the 1660s onwards.2'

The lord chief baron, second and third barons were the exchequer judges, and had

power in all causes of equity, law and revenue. In equity and law they were governed

by the rules of chancery and the common pleas. In revenue they had their own set of

' Bodi., Rawl. MS B481; B.L., Add MS 18,022, ff 89-93; N.L.I. MS 11,969, ff 1-30; T.C.D., MS 748,
[ff 1-15].

19 B.L., Add MS 31,237, ff 7 1-3.

20 B.L., Add MS 31,237, ff 71-3; appendix 4, table 1; Kiernan, Administration, pp 237-8; Howard,
Treatise, i, 21-5; Hayton, 'Ministers', p. 51.

21 A. L. Murray, 'The Scottish treasury, 1667-1708', S.HJ?., xlv (1966), 89-104.
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rules, which allowed for the court to be open out of term. 22 All three barons were

members of the ancient board of accounts. They also took the oaths of any collection

official delivering their account at the exchequer. The barons were entitled to fees on

each account passed.23

The attorney-general had 'a special charge of the revenue'. No rent could be

discharged or abated without his consent, and no information could be brought in the

king's name unless signed by him. On any such information, the attorney-general could

act only if in possession of a certificate from the official in whose office the matter was

at issue. The solicitor-general assisted the attorney-general in all matters. Both officers

prepared fiats for patents of lands, honours, and offices. All informations of customs

fraud were put in court by the attorney-general.25

The auditor-general, as well as his work in relation to the vice-treasurer, kept

records of all purchases or grants of lands and offices on which any rent or stipend was

payable to or by the crown, and from which originally he had been responsible for making

out the rent rolls. He sent notice of all unpaid and unaccounted rents to the second

remembrancer. The accountant-general was expected to state the customs, excise, and

hearth tax accounts before the auditor, who also examined the collectors' and sheriffs'

accounts, made up abstracts, and attended the court when these officials were swearing

their accounts. 27 By the 1690s the auditor-general's role in relation to rents had been

taken over by the clerk of the quit rents, while his role in relation to collectors' accounts

had been reduced to one of validation of the work of the accountant-general.

The exchequer's surveyor-general kept all surveys and inquisitions regarding the

crown's lands. If any dispute arose, he appointed a survey of the boundaries, extent and

22 BodI., Raw!. MS B481; B.L., Add MS 18,022, ff 89-93; N.L.I. MS 11,969, ff 1-30; T.C.D., MS 748,
[ff 1-15].

23 Appendix 4, table 1; Kieman, Administration, p. 233; Howard, Treatise, i, 10-11.

Bodi., Raw!. MS B481; B.L., Add MS 18,022, ff 89-93; N.L.I. MS 11,969, ff 1-30; T.C.D., MS 748,
[ff 1-15].

25 Appendix 6, table 1; Kieman, Administration, p. 233; Howard, Treatise, i, 20-21.

26 Bod!., Raw!. MS B481; B.L., Add MS 18,022, ff 89-93; N.L.I. MS 11,969, ff 1-30; T.C.D., MS 748,
[ff 1-15].

Appendix 4, tab!e 1; Kieman, Administration, pp 240-41; Howard, Treatise, i, 11-12.
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values of such lands, 'for which purpose inquisitions are taken by jury'. When a grant

of an estate was to be made, the surveyor made a survey in parchment and the auditor

made out a particular ascertaining the rent payable based on the survey. This particular

had to be signed by both officers and sent to the attorney- or solicitor-general for

preparation of a fiat.

The chief or king's remembrancer officially kept all books relating to the customs,

20th parts, and all bills, answers, pleas, demurrers and proceedings in equity. He recorded

the rules and orders of the court relating to the revenue, and made out process

accordingly. He originally had done likewise for the hearth tax, subsidies, excise, poli

taxes and other revenues when managed by the exchequer. 29 He was responsible for all

informations upon penal statutes and forfeitures, held all moneys deposited in the court,

received the proceeds of sales of seizures, and had custody of the exchequer's Red Book,

which consisted of information 'needful and fit for swearing upon' in court, as he was

responsible for administering the oath to the sheriffs when proving their accounts. Each

year he issued blank port books to the customers and comptrollers, for recording their

accounts, which were returned to the exchequer for audit at the end of the accounting

year. He had a staff of attorneys and clerks. The office was usually carried out by a

deputy. 3° The developments of the Restoration undermined the chief remembrancer's

role, as the ancient customs officers no longer had an active collection role, while the

exchequer was restricted to managing the casual revenue only.

The second remembrancer kept all dockets of land grants, for comparison with the

entries in the auditor's office, as a check on the auditor. He recorded all rules and orders

given in the court, relating to revenue, not covered by the chief remembrancer, and issued

process for all rent arrears or debts. The orders were signed by the chief baron, with

copies signed by the second remembrancer being sent to the persons concerned. This first

process was in the nature of a scire facias, by which the sheriff was responsible for

levying, or taking security from the parties concerned to pay or answer in court for, such

Bodi., Raw!. MS B481; B.L., Add MS 18,022, ff 89-93; N.L.I. MS 11,969, ff 1-30; T.C.D., MS 748,
[ff 1-15]; Appendix 4, table 1; Kieman, Administration, p. 234; Howard, Treatise, 1, 12.

29 BodI., Raw!. MS B481; B.L., Add MS 18,022, ff 89-93; N.L.I. MS 11,969, ff 1-30; T.C.D., MS 748,
[ff 1-151.

30 N.L.I., MS 1443, f. 3; appendix 4, table 1; Kieman, Administration, p. 234; Howard, Treatise, i, 13-4.
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rent or debt. All inquisitions of forfeited estates, rent or debt, of treasure trove, or any

other casualties, apart from wrecks or customs, were kept in his office. 3 ' He received

the hereditary revenue accounts, other than customs and excise, and had originally taken

proceedings against collectors if their accounts were late. He also issued distraint

summonses to sheriffs 'in cases reported to him by the clerk of the pipe where it was

necessary to seize the lands of the crown debtor'. He had a staff of attorneys and

clerks.32 By the 1690s the second remembrancer's role in relation to the collectors'

accounts had been undermined by the autonomy of the collection service.

The clerk of the pipe, or chief engrosser of the great roll of the pipe, originally

was responsible for making a yearly roll of all rents and debts brought in by process in

the court by any of the offices, and any that were in arrear and unanswered for by the

sheriffs. All orders relating to the discharge, receipt, or installment of any rent or debt

were entered with the clerk, who also drew and engrossed all leases of crown lands. He

made out custodiams on seizures, and sequestrations of estates, and received all processes

for outstanding arrears. He also checked the sheriffs' accounts, prepared their quietus, and

directed summonses to them to distrain on goods and chattels of crown debtors. If the

debt remained unsatisfied, he passed the case on to the second remembrancer. The

comptroller of the pipe, or second engrosser of the great roll, had a roll of all arrears, and

assisted the clerk of the pipe in his work. 33 The roles of the clerk and comptroller were

diminished by the removal of the sheriffs from rent collection, and the development of

the offices of clerk of the quit rents and accountant-general.

All the preceding officers, bar the comptroller of the pipe, had seats in the court,

whereas the remaining officers discussed below did not. The clerk of the pells acted as

a check on the vice-treasurer and participated in his accounting procedure, by entering and

signing all of the vice-treasurer's acquittances for any rent, debt, or sum of money paid

into the treasury, and all warrants and debentures for payments. He was expected to give,

on request, a state of the receipts and payments, and an account of what cash was

31 BodI., Raw!. MS B481; B.L., Add MS 18,022, ff 89-93; N.L.I. MS 11,969, ff 1-30; T.C.D., MS 748,
[ff 1-15].

32 Appendix 4, table 1; Kiernan, Administration, pp 234-5; Howard, Treatise, i, 14-6.

BodL, Raw!. MS B481; B.L., Add MS 18,022, ff 89-93; N.L.I. MS 11,969, ff 1-30; T.C.D., MS 748,
[ff 1-15]; appendix 4, table 1; Kiernan, Administration, p. 235; Howard, Treatise, 1, 16-7.
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available to the crown. The name derived from the pellis receptorum or parchment roll

in which he entered all receipts and acquittances received from the teller. He had a staff

of writers. This was the most lucrative post after the vice-treasurer's, receiving fees of

lOs in every £100 issued from the exchequer, which in the 18th century averaged £3,000

per annum.35 The chief and second chamberlains were 'ancient officers' whose work

was the same as the clerk of the pells in relation to receipts and payments. 36 In reality

these two offices were sinecures.37

The clerk of the first fruits held all promotions, inductions and bonds for installing

the first fruits, and a yearly roll of which clergy were to pay 20th parts. He received, paid

into the treasury, and accounted for this money. He made out process for arrears of 20th

parts, and transmitted the unpaid bonds for first fruits to the chief remembrancer, where

they were prosecuted. 38 Under Anne, the first fruits and 20th parts were granted to the

clergy in trust for building and repairing churches. The clerk paid the money to the

trustees. He examined the sheriffs' accounts for this revenue.39

The clerk of the estreats and summonister had responsibility for all fines,

amerciaments and casual revenues that arose in chancery, king's bench, common pleas,

assizes or sessions. He made out process to the sheriffs to levy the fines, forfeitures and

debts, which, as with rent arrears, was in the nature of a scire facias.4° He was

responsibe for the sheriffs' accounts for this revenue. His process to the sheriffs, issued

twice a year, was known as the summons of the green wax.4'

Bodi., Rawl. MS B481; B.L., Add MS 18,022, ff 89-93; N.L.1. MS 11,969, ff 1-30; T.C.D., MS 748,
[ff 1-151.

Kiernan, Administration, pp 239-40; Howard, Treatise, i, 25-6.

36 Bodl., Rawl. MS B481; B.L., Add MS 18,022, ff 89-93; N.L.I. MS 11,969, ff 1-30; T.C.D., MS 748,
[ff 1-15].

Appendix 4, table 1; Kiernan, Administration, p. 239; Howard, Treatise, i, 26-7.

38 BodI., Raw!. MS B481; BL., Add MS 18,022, ff 89-93; N.L.I. MS 11,969, ff 1-30; T.C.D., MS 748,
[ff 1-15].

Appendix 4, table 1; Kiernan, Administration, p. 241.

40 BodI., Raw!. MS B481; B.L., Add MS 18,022, ff 89-93; N.L.I. MS 11,969, ff 1-30; T.C.D., MS 748,
[ff 1-15].

Appendix 4, table 1; Kieman, Administration, p. 236; Howard, Treatise, i, 17-8.
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The four escheators' offices had been concerned primarily with the work of the

court of wards, but by the 1690s were used to establish the king's title to any land

concealed or obtained by fraud. Their inquisitions were transmitted to the chief or second

remembrancers' offices, and the surveyor's office. 42 The auditor of the foreign accounts

and imprests audited all accounts of money impressed for buying arms, ammunition and

provisions, and for building fortifications. The office was abolished in 1798. The clerk

of the common pleas was a court officer directly concerned with legal proceedings. He

kept records of all cases. He had no duties on the accounting side of the exchequer, and

was in reality part of the remembrancer' s office. The transcriptor and foreign apposer was

responsible for comparing the charge of sheriffs' casual revenue accounts with the court

records, and notifying the pipe office of the correct amount. 43 All of the above officials

were empowered to execute their offices by deputies.

Three more patent offices, the prime, second and third serjeants, were included in

the Irish Establishments as members of the exchequer, but were not mentioned in any of

the works on the exchequer, bar an appendix to Hely's treatise in N.L.I., MS 11,969.

Kiernan included the serjeant-at-arms and his second serjeant as exchequer officials,

though they were more correctly officers of state, and were included on the establishment

as such.45 The prime, second and third serjeants, like the attorney- and solicitor-general,

were legal officials, and were not concerned with accounting or collection. However, they

were paid as exchequer officials. The last patent exchequer offices, the pursuivant,

marshal and usher, were security and policing offices.46

The remaining exchequer offices were part of offices already covered, and,

although non-patent positions, were important posts. The deputy vice-treasurer actually

did the work of the vice-treasurer, andAwas a powerful position. He was appointed and

42 BodI., Raw!. MS B481; B.L., Add MS 18,022, ff 89-93; N.L.I. MS 11,969, ff 1-30; T.C.D., MS 748,
[ff 1-15].

Kieman, Administration, pp 235-6, 239; Howard, Treatise, i, 27.

Bod!., Raw!. MS B481; B.L., Add MS 18,022, ff 89-93; N.L.I. MS 11,969, ff 1-30; T.C.D., MS 748,
[ff 1-15]; appendix 4, table 1.

Lascelles, Liber, i, pt. iii, 52-3; Kieman, Administration, p. 236.

Appendix 4, table 1; Kieman, Administration, pp 235-6; Howard, Treatise, i, 18-20, 25.
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paid directly by the vice-treasurer on a salary basis. In the 18th century the deputy was

allowed to make private use of the revenue in his hands, a perquisite of office which had

the potential for great financial reward, as well as influence.

The teller was the treasury's state cashier. He received the revenue, issuing the

acquittances via the chamberlain, and made all payments on the orders of the vice-

treasurer, by means of debentures. He was employed and paid by the vice-treasurer. A

perquisite of office was the right to the profits made from the use of revenue in his hands,

unless the sum exceeded £30,000, after which the interest was applied to the discharge

of debts. Like the deputy, the teller had the potential for great financial reward, and

extended influence. He had a staff of clerks and a ledger-keeper, all paid by the vice-

treasurer, who also employed two house-keepers.47

The clerk of the reducements attended the court of reducements, which was

constituted by commission under the great seal at the end of each term for receiving

petitions for moderating recognizances, bonds and fines, and consisted of the lord

treasurer, vice-treasurer, exchequer barons, and attorney- and solicitor-general. The

petitioners were heard in open court, certificates having to be produced from judges,

justices, or 'persons of quality' concerning the merit of the petitioners, and about the

depending cause. The clerk prepared the orders for any reducements, which were signed

by the barons and entered in the office which held the relevant charge against the

petitioner.48 Hely stated that this was a patent exchequer office, though it was not

included in any of the other works, and was not recorded on the Establishments. 49 The

exchequer also employed several attorneys and a cryer, who were all court-appointed.50

A 1734 list of exchequer offices included all but five of the main offices

mentioned above. The excluded offices were the deputy vice-treasurer, teller, clerk of the

reducements, clerk of the common pleas and third serjeant. The reason is most likely that

'° Appendix 4, table 1; Kieman, Administration, pp 238-9; Howard, Treatise, i, 18-20, 25; McCracken,
'Administration', pp 66-7.

Bodl., Raw!. MS B481; B.L., Add MS 18,022, ff 89-93; N.L.I. MS 11,969, ff 1-30; T.C.D., MS 748,
[ff 1-15].

Lascelles, Liber, i, pt. iii, 52-3.

° Bodi., Rawl. MS B481; B.L., Add MS 18,022, ff 89-93; N.L.I. MS 11,969, ff 1-30; T.C.D., MS 748,
[ff 1-15].
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these officials were included as part of other offices. Of the 30 officials listed, 12 acted

by deputy. They were the vice-treasurer, auditor-general, chief and second remembrancer,

chief and second chamberlain, transcriptor and foreign apposer, clerk of estreats and

summonister, clerk of the pells, clerk of the first fruits, cryer, and pursuivant.5'

The employment of a deputy did not automatically mean that the deputised office

was a sinecure. The vice-treasurership was a case in in which the use of a deputy

did not preclude the vice-treasurer from performing some tasks in an office that was an

essential part of the revenue system. Few of the exchequer offices were true sinecures,

apart from those of lord high treasurer, and chief and second chamberlain. 52 However,

other offices had small workloads, and were little more than part-time, casual

employments. The escheators' offices were cases in point. Although the Williamite

forfeitures in theory created more work for these officials, the use of full-time

commissions of enquiry undermined the role of an office aheady shorn of its original

responsibilities. 53 However, the retention of patent exchequer offices which served little

practical purpose was significant in that the security of definite financial remuneration for

a patent-holder could provide a useful source of patronage for the crown. Like other

government institutions, the exchequer suffered from the use of office as a reward for

service, irrespective of ability.TM

By the 1690s the development of an autonomous collection service had

undermined extensively the superior exchequer's role as a collection agency. 55 While

this still left the barons and other legal officials with a significant role in legal areas, the

remainder of the superior exchequer had little justification for the continuation of their

offices. The exchequer's only collection concern in the 1690s was the casual revenue,

which accounted for less than 1% of the government's income, and at its peak yielded

' N.L.I., MS 11,969, appendix.

52 Appendix 4, table 1; Kiernan, Administration, pp 233, 239.

B.L., Add MS 28,880, f. 249; C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 1205.

Beckett, Ire., p. 171; McNally, 'Patronage', pp 106-11, passim.

Appendix 4, table 1; ch. 7.
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£2,235:08:02 in 1699.56 In the same year exchequer salaries were £3,775:l4:O2.

However, retention of the casual revenue collection meant that most officials still had

some duties to perform. Despite how few or irrelevant those tasks were, or if they were

performed by deputies, such offices could not be dismissed as complete sinecures. At the

same time, some officials, most notably the auditor-general, although having reduced

responsibilities, still fulfilled an important role. However, in general, the superior

exchequer represented an 'expensive sham' as a collection agency.58

The inferior exchequer was a very different institution. 59 It was an essential part

of the revenue system, as it was in fact the Irish treasury, and was responsible for the

receipt and issuing of all public revenue. 60 The Irish treasury was much less of an

institution than its English counterpart. The second half of the 17th century saw the

development of a professional treasury establishment in England, which became a separate

and distinct institution from the English exchequer, which was generally in decline. The

increased dependence upon treasury commissions, the employment of professional, career-

orientated secretaries, the introduction of comprehensive book-keeping, and extended

treasury responsibility in government administration, were just some of the important

changes that occurred. During the Restoration the English treasury became a highly

influential body in government, a role that was emphasised with the advent of the

financial revolution and the treasury's increased involvement in parliamentary affairs.6'

In Ireland, the treasury remained untouched by such events. However, the lack of change

within the Irish treasury did not mean that it was therefore an antiquated and inefficient

institution. While Ranelagh's treasury farm in the l670s, the smaller amounts of money

passing through the treasury in general, and the absence of an Irish financial revolution

may all have been reasons for the lack of change, it is probable that the main reason was

Appendix 1, table 5.

C.T.B. 1699-1 700, P. 141.

' McCracken, 'Administration', p. 66; McNally, 'Patronage', p. 73.

Appendix 4, table 1.

60 B.L., Add MS 36,651, ff 17-18; Hayton, 'Ministers', pp 50-1.

61 Roseveare, Treasury (evolution), pp 9, 13, 81-2, passim; ibid., Treasury (foundations), pp 17-18, 46,
56-9, passim.
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William's unwillingness to alter an institution that served its purpose, and which was

completely under the English government's control.

The fish treasury office was based in Dublin. Various accounts from the 1690s

demonstrate the full-time nature of this office. Continuous weekly entries of money

received from collection officials, and the weekly payments made to the Establishment

and by particular warrants, represented a constant turnover of money, and reflected the

regularity of the workload for the deputy receiver-general and teller. 62 The lack of a

credit facility for the treasury was demonstrated by the fact that these officials always

endeavoured to maintain a positive balance on the accounts. The weekly balances were

not always substantial amounts, and could be as little as £ 10-15. However, 1693 appears

to be the only time that the treasury had to carry overpayments and a negative balance.

In July the accounts included an entry for overpayments of £637:06:0l, which had been

paid by the deputy receiver-general, from his own 'private cash', towards the army's

subsistence. By December the overpayment was down to £108:14:ll, and by March 1694

the treasury had returned to a positive balance. The need for the deputy receiver-general

to make good the overpayment, and the treasury's inability to address the problem until

receipt of more collection revenue, portrays the simplistic nature of the treasury's financial

arrangements.63

The amount of cash received in the Dublin office was less than the figure entered

in the accounts, as much of the treasury's work was carried out by the collectors, through

use of acquittances and debentures.M The need for cash to be sent on arduous journeys

across Ireland, at the risk of robbery, was avoided through the practice of collectors acting

as treasury officials, making payments to local army units, government officials and

creditors on debentures and acquittances issued from Dublin. 65 The importance of this

practice was explained by Keightley in 1701 when he informed Rochester that the issuing

of money, though nominally under the auspices of 'the treasury' was actually in the

62 NA1 Wyche papers, 1/313-5, 2/13-47; MS M2465/1- 10; N.L.I., MSS 174; 2095-6; T.C.D., MSS 753;
1179, ff 18-9.

63 N.A.I., Wyche papers, 2/17-8; MS M2465/1-2, 10.

Hayton, Ministers', p. 50.

65 C.S.P.D. 1691-2, p. 497; C.S.P.D. 1694-5, pp 497-8; Campbell, Historical, p. 402.
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'hands of the collectors, which in lieland is the same thing'. He also referred to the

treasury as being 'here the receiver-general'. Keightley's candid remarks demonstrate

that the Irish treasury was a far cry from England's centralised system.

The treasury was affected by the same influences as the other revenue system

institutions. The 1689-9 1 war had both immediate and long-term affects, the most

immediate of which was the non-existence of an exchequer for six months in 1690,67

which caused the treasury to forgo the normal methods of pelling receipts and payments,

and invited accusations of embezzlement and conuption. In the longer-term, the slow

recovery in the government's income created large pay arrears that lasted throughout

William's reign. This put treasury officials under increased pressure, partly because they

had to make do with less money than they needed for paying the Establishment, but also

because of the numerous pay arrear petitions which created extra work. However, the

most important consequence of the war related to the vice-treasurer.

Harbord's short-lived incumbency as the first Williamite vice-treasurer and

receiver-general in 1689-90, left little mark upon the office. The effect of the war did not

become apparent until the commencement of the joint appointment of Coningsby and Fox

in May-June 1690 as receiver-general and paymaster-general of the forces employed 'in

the reducing of Ireland, and the contingent charges thereunto belonging'.69 In normal

circumstances the paymaster-general was concerned only with paying the Irish military

list. However, until 1692, all Wihiamite forces employed in Ireland were de facto part

of the English Establishment. 70 It was therefore necessary that Coningsby and Fox, like

Harbord before, were empowered not only to receive and issue all money collected in

Ireland, but more importantly, all money issued 'from our exchequer in England'.7'

Responsibility for the forces in Ireland in 1689-91, and the 'contingent charges', was to

N.L.I., Keightley papers, Folder 2597.

67 Chisholm, Report, i, 228-31; Kieman, Administration, p. 123.

B.L., Han. MS 4892, f. 134; T.C.D., MS 1180, f. 145; C.J.!., ii, 664-6, 680-2, 816-9; C.S.P.D. 1695
& Add., p. 170.

69 B.L., Eg. MS 917, f. 119.

° Above, pp 67-8; BodI., Rawl. MS B476.

71 B.L., Eg. MS 917, f. 119; Lascelles, Liber, i, Pt. ii, 47.
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alter the role of the Irish treasury, as the work of paying those forces dragged on through

the 1690s and into Anne's reign.

Although there is no definite figure for the cost to the English government of

financing the Irish war, Froude estimated the charge to the English taxpayer as £9

million.72 It is unclear how he arrived at this figure, but it is certain that the war had

been a 'vast expense of blood and treasure' for the English nation.73 The first

Establishment of forces for Ireland, in July 1689, had a total charge of £639,129: l3:07,

which conformed to the English parliament's vote of £700,000 to pay for an expeditionary

force of 22,000 men. 75 This Establishment would have cost c.1,500,000 by the end of

the war. However, the size of William's Irish army increased steadily from that date, as

did the cost. By September 1689 it stood at 29,954 men, including 6,000 raised in Deny

and Enniskillen. In June 1690 William brought a further 30,717 men with him, while the

original force was brought back up to strength after the winter losses. More money was

spent on Marlborough's sortie to Cork in August. 76 Establishment figures for the total

Irish Williamite forces in 1690 stood at 48,600, though, despite William's desire to

reduce the size of this army, any real reduction had to await the cessation of hostilities.78

By 1692 the forces stood at 36,520 men, at an annual charge of £1,285,251:0l:00.

However, the army was not the only expense. The debt owing for war-time transportation

was, by July 1693, £326,641:05:03.80 Total transport costs were higher than this, as by

October 1691 the paymaster-general had already provided the transport commissioners

72 Froude, Ire., i, 292.

ci.i., ii, 644; Hayton, Richard Cocks, pp 10-11.

Bodi., Rawl. MS B476.

Miller, 'William', p. 30.

Childs, 'Wihiamite', pp 193-6, 205.

Jones, Economy, pp 7, 147.

78 Miller, 'William', p. 37.

C.S.P.D. 1691-2, p. 546.

80 B.L., Add MS 28,940, f. 66; Hayton, Richard Cocks, p. 10; Jones, Economy, p. 145; Childs,
'Williamite', p. 197.
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with £92,401: 13:10.81 At the same time provisions, supplies, arms and ammunition had

to be accounted for. In England throughout the 1690s the cost of the Irish war, and who

should pay for it, remained a highly sensitive political issue. The English parliament's

resumption of the forfeitures in 1699-1700 was in many ways the culmination of a decade

of argument over how to meet the still outstanding expense of the Irish war.82

For the receiver- and paymaster-general this huge expenditure represented the main

task of office, not only for the duration of the war, but also for the remainder of

William's reign, as the delays in paying the army and the related charges dragged on. In

comparison, paying the Irish Establishment after 1692, even though fraught with the

problems of having less income than supposed expenditure, was a less arduous task in

terms of the sheer scale of payments to be made in amounts of money and to intended

recipients. Also, from 1692 onwards, the removal of the war-time army from Ireland

meant that the receiver- and paymaster-general's duties lay more in England and Flanders,

than in Ireland. However, the most salient point was that all money issued during the

1690s for paying the Irish war debts came from the English treasury, making the receiver-

and paymaster-general a de facto employee of the English treasury. Of all Irish

government officials, the vice-treasurer was the most answerable to English government

anyway, as the authority for payments came from England, while the treasury lords

retained final say on the passing of his accounts. Despite the traditional absenteeism of

Irish vice-treasurers, it made sense for this official to spend more time in England than

in Ireland in the 1690s.

During the Irish war, the army was maintained on subsistence payments. 83 To

cover those basic costs the receiver- and paymaster-general was issued with

£2,337,157:0l:00 from the English treasury between March 1689 and October 1691. A

further £108,242: 17:04 was paid into the Irish treasury by collection service officials,

which represented the majority of Irish revenue collected to that date. In total, the

receiver- and paymaster-general received and issued £2,445,399: 18:04 in 1689-9 1. Such

amounts were not the norm for the 17th-century Irish treasury. The majority, over

81 B.L., Add MS 18,022, f. 64.

82 Simms, Confiscation, passim; Hayton, Richard Cocks, pp 10, 13, 44-5; Miller, 'William', pp 25-32.

83 Above, pp 67-8.
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£1,500,000, was paid to the army. However, over £800,000 was spent on 'particular

uses', which was primarily provisions, but included money expended on 'Irish deserters',

hospitals, 'contingencies', and £40,000 to 'the ft1aphurg?] mperor'.M

Of the English treasury's money, £ 1,036,575:00:07 was received by Harbord, and

the remainder, £ 1,300,582:00:04, by Fox and Coningsby. What is most notable about this

latter amount is that £696,0 16:02:03, was 'applied in England'. 85 From June 1690

responsibility for the use of this money fell to Fox, who remained in England, while

Coningsby pursued further honours in Ireland, in the company of William at the Boyne,

and as a lord justice in 16902.86 Of the total money issued from England, only

£754,578:l3:08 appears to have been received and issued directly in Ireland. 87 This

concentration of the treasury's workload in England was only a foretaste of developments

following the war, with the redeployment of the army and the extension of responsibility

for transport payments in general to Fox and Coningsby.

Between 1692-8 regular and large amounts of money were issued to the receiver-

and paymaster-general from the English treasury, varying from £10 to £135,000.88 Fox
w

was more active in relation to the English work of the receer- and paymaster-general,

a role to which he was suited as the son of Sir Stephen Fox. 89 Coningsby's political

career led him into many other preoccupations, including European campaigns with

William, and parliamentary commitments in the Irish Lords and English Commons.

Evidence of the imbalance in workload was provided by Fox in 1698-9, when he was

removed from office and Coningsby was made sole office-holder. Fox's displeasure was

voiced in a petition to William, which stated that since 1690 Fox had 'all along given his

single discharge for all money that has issued at the [English] exchequer for the service

84 B.L., Add MS 18,022, f. 64; C.S.P.D. 1695 & Add., p. 178.

85 B.L., Add MS 18,022, f. 64.

86 Coxe, Private, pp 56-7; Extinct peerages, pp 13 1-2; Complete peerage, iii, 395-7; D.N.B., iv, 936-8;
Henning, Parliament, ii, 115-6; Hayton, Richard Cocks, p. 45; James, Lords, pp 54-5, 57, 60, 66; McGrath,
'Protestant', passim; Troost, 'Treaty', passim.

Chishoim, Report, i, 228-31.

88 Appendix 4, table 2.

89 C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 114; James, Letters, ii, 143-4.
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of that office whereby he is in a manner become solely accountable for the same',

suggesting that Coningsby had played little role in the work in hand. 9° However,

although Coningsby may not have paid much attention to the office's English concerns,

he did at times apply himself to hish affairs when in Ireland in the early 1690s, and after

1 698.'

A sample list of treasury issues to Fox and Coningsby between 1690-1700 includes

a total of 572 separate occurrences.92 183 occurred during 1690-1, 365 during 1692-7,

and 25 in 1698-1700. While the greatest concentration of issues was in 1690-1, the

regularity of payments continued throughout 1692-7, and started to diminish only

following the end of the nine years war, which demonstrated the extent to which the

English role of the office was tied in with William's European war. Most of the issues

were for army pay, arrears, and provisions, which numbered 421, with the highest

concentration during 1690-1. However, from 1692 onwards a high concentration of

transport payments were evident, though few, if any, of these were for the Irish war

transport debt, which remained the same from 1693 to 1700. Of a total of 122 transport

issues, 13 occurred during 1690-1, while 109 occurred during 1692-9. Examination of

these payment shows that Fox and Coningsby were employed as paymasters for transport

in general. After 1692 they were responsible for paying the transport commissioners for

ships to the West Indies, Holland, Scotland, Cadiz and Flanders, for the intended descent

on France in 1693, and for the post-war return of the army in 1698. A 1697 warrant,

for transporting troops to Flanders, specified that Fox and Coningsby were the persons 'to

whose hands the moneys for the transport service have been constantly assigned'.

Another unexpected responsibility was the payment of levy money, from English treasury

issues, for new recruits in Scotland. 95 It was also evident from the 1692-7 issues, that

° B.L., Eg. MS 917, f. 121.

91 P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638/166/1-24.

92 Appendix 4, table 2.

C.T.B. 1693 -6, pp 650, 685, 812, 836, 839, 861, 1043, 1213, 1264, 1315; C.T.B. 1697-8, p. 243.

C.T.B. 1697, p. 100.

C.T.B. 1693-6, pp 27, 948, 998.
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while some effort was made to clear part of the Irish war pay arrears, there was no

attempt made to address the Irish transport debt, despite regular petitions from crown

creditors.

The failure to clear the army arrears and transport debt further increased the

receiver- and paymaster-general's workload. A minimum of 218 petitions came before,

or were referred to, the paymaster-general between 1689-1702. However at least 272

petitions were received on matters to do with army pay, of which 228 related to pay

arrears, predominantly for the war. Most, if not all, of these would have required a report

from the paymaster-general. 97 As the final authority for decisions on petitions lay in

England, the paymaster-general continued to be in the thrall of the English government.

The English role of this office also brought with it a further exception, in that Fox

and Coningsby, while accounting as normal for the Irish revenue, also had to negotiate

the complexities of separate accounts for the English treasury issues in the English

exchequer. As with most accounting during William's reign, the process was confused,

incomplete and apparently unending. The Irish accounts of John Price, vice-treasuer in

16835 ,98 were finally completed only in l700. Harbord's accounts were still being

processed in 1702, 10 years after his death.'°° Even more protracted was the continued
L4

wrangling over the Restoration accounts of 4 Anglesey and Ranelagh.'°' For Fox and

Coningsby the delays in paying the army arrears meant that their English accounts

dragged on beyond the l690s. Fox was still being called upon to pass his accounts in

1701, three years after his removal from office.'° 2 The English treasury minutes also

96 Appendix 2; appendix 4, table 2.

Appendix 2.

98 Lascelles, Liber, i, pt. ii, 46.

99 N.A.1., Wyche papers, 1/1/107, 1/3126; C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 1232-3; C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 37; C.T.B. 1697,
pp 195, 272; C.T.B. 1699-1 700, p. 401; C.T.P. 1697-1 702, pp 73, 82-3.

C.S.P.D. 1694-5, p. 49; C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 991; C.T.B. 1697, pp 3, 101; C.T.B. 1699-1 700, p. 383;
C.T.B. 1702, pp 155, 494; C.T.P. 1697-1 702, pp 28, 345-6.

'° C.T.B. 1702, p. 155; H.M.C., Report 13, appendix 5, pp 15-17.

102 C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 946-8; C.T.B. 1693-6, pp 383-4, 397-400, 963; C.T.B. 1698-9, pp 63, 240, 245,
289; C.T.B. 1699-1700, pp 248-9, 256, 379, 390, 396-7; C.TB. 1700-1, pp 319, 335-6; C.T.P. 155 7-1696,
pp 244, 392, 436; C.T.P. 1697-1 702, pp 311, 463.
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demonstrate the high profile of the receiver- and paymaster-general in the English

government's considerations, with numerous entries on amounts to be issued, and ongoing

attention to the accounts.'°3

However, the English role of the receiver- and paymaster-general was of minor

importance in comparison to the main recipients of treasury money. Between November

1694 and February 1695 treasury issues from £622,096 were dominated by £401,723

issued to Ranelagh as paymaster of the English forces. A further £138,405 was issued

for the navy, £43,000 to the ordnance office, and only £12,249 to Fox and Coningsby for

transport.'°4 However, in relation to Ireland, the English role of the receiver- and

paymaster-general during William's reign was exceptional for this office, making it more

answerable to English government, and less a part of the Irish exchequer per Se.

The obligations of office in England, Fox's residence there and Coningsby's other

preoccupations, ensured that the employment of a deputy was more essential than ever.

William Robinson held the office of deputy for the greater part of the 1 690s. Having first

served under Fox and Coningsby during the war, he was removed for a short period in

1692-3, as part of a loan agreement with Sir Joseph Herne, Sir Stephen Evance and

William Scawen, who lent an initial £30,000 in August-September 1692, followed by a

further £3,050 in January l693.'° As part of the bargain, Elnathan Lumm, a business

associate of Herne and his partners, was appointed as deputy in September 1692, on the

understanding that he would retain the post until the loan was repaid.'°6 Robinson was

given a yearly pension of £600 'until he be provided with some employment." 07 He

was partly responsible for his own removal, as he had been instrumental in negotiating

the

103 C.T.B. 1693-6, pp 1369, 1390-1, 1424, 1430, 1432, 1439; C.T.B. 1696-7, pp 33, 38, 44-5, 62, 66,
360; C.T.B. 1697, pp 16, 18, 21, 50, 74, 83, 344, 346, 349, 351; C.T.B. 1697-8, pp 56, 84; C.T.B. 1698-9,
pp 63, 79; C.T.B. 1699-1 700, pp 21, 27, 32, 35, 50, 53-4, 109-10, 117; C.T.B. 1700-1, pp 16, 47, 86, 90;
C.T.B. 1702, pp 494, 496-8, 504-6, 510.

104 C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 906.

105 C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 1759-60; C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 29.

104 B.L., Eg. MS 917, f. 121; C.S.P.D. 1691-2, pp 399, 548-9; Lascelles, Liber, 1, pt. ii, 47.

'° N.A.I., Wyche papers, 1/2/5; C.S.P.D. 1691-2, p. 419.

' P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638/14/50, 56.
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In July 1692 William received two very different opinions on the agreement, one

from Sydney, who was keen to raise a loan prior to his tenure as lord lieutenant, and

believed it was 'infinitely necessary' and 'the best proposal', and the other from

Godolphin, who felt that it was a case of buying 'gold too dear'.'°9 Godolphin was

closer to the mark, as the arrangement soon proved unsatisfactory."° In June 1693

Robinson informed Coningsby, his regular correspondent, that Capel and Duncombe, prior

to leaving for Ireland as lords justices, in consultation with Nottingham, Godoiphin, and

Sir Stephen Fox, had desired that the queen refer 'the examination of the constitution of

the paymaster's office ... and the management thereof' to the treasury lords so that 'such

things as were not for their majesties' interest might receive amendment'. Robinson then

referred to news from Ireland that Lumm was 'greatly alarmed', and was saying that

Robinson was 'undermining him'." Charles Fox highlighted this period in a 1698

petition to the treasury lords, explaining how Lumrn's appointment

made the whole army and all that had anything to do with the revenue
extremely uneasy, ... but no redress could be made in it without the
repayment of the whole debt and the interest thereof, upon which the
petitioner did without any assistance from ... Coningsby procure the sum
of £33,050 and took up the security given for it, whereby the pay office
was restored to its ancient rules and methods to the great satisfaction of
all."2

The £33,050 was procured from a London goldsmith, Richard Lascells, who paid Herne

and his partners the full amount in September 1693, in return for the loan securities, thus

enabling Fox and Coningsby to terminate Lumm's employment." 3 Robinson was

reappointed, and continued to serve into Anne's reign.

The affair highlighted the importance attached to the office in general, and the

deputy's post in particular. Robinson appears to have been proficient in his job, at least

to the extent that Coningsby was happy to keep him in employment, and the various Irish

and English governments found no cause for complaint. Apart from the war years and

109 C.S.P.D. 1691-2, pp 364-5.

'° P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638/18/13-14; C.S.P.D. 1695 & Add., p. 203.

" P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638/166/9.

112 B.L., Eg. MS 917, f. 121; C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 114; C.T.P. 1697-1 702, p. 570.

113 C.S.P.D. 1693, pp 333-4, 365; C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 340.
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when Lurnm was in office, Robinson spent most of his time in Ireland. He maintained

a regular correspondence with Coningsby, which portrays an active understanding of his

office."4 He also figured regularly in the government's correspondence in relation to

his work."5

However, Robinson's reputation was not unblemished, and as with many senior

officials, he was suspected of fraudulent and corrupt behaviour. His war-time role as

commissary-general with Vanhomrigh earned him a dubious reputation with

Schomberg." 6 He also came under attack in 1693 in the English Commons, when

Francis Brewster stated that he was thought to have embezzled £80,000 worth of Jacobite

stores during the war." 7 In 1703 the Irish Commons tried to expel him because he 'had

misrepresented the nation, as being indebted' for £103,368:08:04. Robinson was saved

from any real censure by the intercession of Ormonde, the lord lieutenant, whose action

of 'screening' Robinson 'and other treasury robbers, from parliamentary justice' 1 ' 8 was

perceived as being 'so remarkable, and so strenuous, that it did not contribute to the

honour of his grace's administration'." 9 He survived these attacks, and retained his

post. His ability to survive may have been due to his connection with important figures

such as Ormonde and Coningsby, who, although unpopular in certain Irish political

circles, continued to exercise influence with William, and, as Robinson's employer, was

an important patron. Robinson also seems to have had a close association with Rochester,

when lord lieutenant.' 20 His inclusion in a 1692 warrant as a governor in the short-lived

company of the royal fisheries in Ireland, along with Nottingham, Sydney, Ormonde,

114 P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638/166/1-24.

115 N.A.1., Wyche papers, 2/98; C.S.P.D. 1693, pp 333-4; C.S.P.D. 1694-5, pp 41; C.T.B. 1689-92, pp
1052, 1400; C.T.B. 1693-6, pp 339-40,402, 548; C.T.B. 1700-], pp 297-8; C.T.P. 1697-] 702, p. 13; H.M.C.,
Buccleuch, ii, 327.

116 C.S.P.D. 1689-90, pp 6-7, 420, 437.

117 B.L., Han. MS 4892, ff132-S.

118 _______, Short observations upon a letter lately published, from somebody to somebody (Dublin,
1753), p. 6.

119 Ministerial conduct, p. 27.

120 N.L.I., Keigtitley papers, folders 2596-601.

241



Burlington, Drogheda, and Ranelagh, suggests he moved in important circles.'2'

However, his control of payments was his most important attribute in currying favour with

government officials and pension holders such as Ranelagh, though less influential people

could find Robinson a difficult proposition when it came to getting paid.'22

The other significant treasury office employee was the teller, though the lack of

material on the various incumbents suggests that while the post was important, it did not

command the same attention as the deputy's post.' 23 During William's reign it appears

that the office was held by William Fownes.''

While the exchequer was relegated to a place of secondary importance behind the

collection service in relation to administration, the political activity of exchequer officials

appears more significant during the 1690s. In the first Williamite parliament, in 1692, 28

serving revenue officials sat in the Commons, of whom 15 were exchequer officials, seven

were collection service officials, and six held patent collection offices. In 1695 the

number of serving revenue officials in the Commons increased to 30, of whom 18 were

exchequer officials, six were collection service officials, and six held patent collection

offices. In 1696 the exchequer representation increased to 19, with the appointment of

William Neave as serjeant-at-law. However, by 1697 the collection service representation

increased to nine, through one by-election and the appointment of two M.P.s to collection

offices,' 25 while in 1697 and 1698 two sitting M.P.s were granted patent collection

offices, bringing their representation to eight.' 26 In Anne's first parliament in 1703 a

similar pattern emerged, with 31 serving revenue officials in the Commons, of whom 15

were exchequer officials, eight were collection service officials, and eight were patent

collection officials. Even though the combined representation of collection service

officials and patent collection officers was increasing with each election, the exchequer,

121 C.S.P.D. 1691-2, pp 112-3.

122 B.L., Add MS 21,136, ff 88-9; H.M.C., Downshire, i, 718.

' McCracken, 'Administration', pp 66-7, 175.

124 B.L., Add MSS 28,878, if 82, 90, 92; 28,940, if 236-8; P.R.O.N.I., Dc Ros MSS, 1)638/166/4, 6, 7;
C.T.B. 1696-7, pp 333-4.

' Carleton, Reading and Southwell.

126 William Conolly and Humphrey May.
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although the smallest revenue institution, continued to have the largest parliamentary

representation.'27

The extent to which exchequer M.P.s were answerable to the government of the

day is unclear. Although they would have been expected to toe the court line, the

granting of life patents and and the need for an extensive reformation in

offices in 1690-1 without knowledge of the new incumbents' likely attitude in parliament,

left the government with little real influence over most exchequer officials, except for

those whose patents were at pleasure, such as the barons, who attended the Lords.'29

The 1695 division in the Commons over the attempted impeachment of Porter

provides some insight into the voting pattern of exchequer and other revenue officials.

Out of 30 revenue officials in the Commons, nine voted against Porter, 20 voted for him,

and one was unaccounted for.' 3° A further three who voted against him were to become

revenue officials.' 3 ' One ex-exchequer official also voted for Porter, as did a future

commissioner.' 32 Of exchequer officials, 11 voted for Porter, while 6 voted against him.

As with the other revenue bodies, the majority of exchequer officials sided with the lord

chancellor, in what was an issue more of personality than of government policy.'33

Individual exchequer M.P.s provide better evidence of the potential for autonomy

of action. While most of the office-holding M.P.s tended to adhere to the government

progran-ime, some chose to act independently. In 1692 the prime serjeant, John Osborne,

was singled out by Sydney as being responsible for the government's problems in the

Commons, while the third serjeant, Alan Brodrick, was noted for his support for the sole

right. Both men were dismissed from office after the prorogation. Sir Robert King, the

second chamberlain, was one of the M.P.s to petition Sydney for permission to present

127 Appendix 5.

128 McNally, 'Patronage', p. 76.

129 James, Lords, pp 82-3.

130 Appendix 5.

131 Reading, Neave, and Humphrey May.

132 Standish Hartstonge and Southwell.

n Appendix 5; McGrath, 'Protestant', pp 207-11, ch. 5; Victory, 'Colonial', pp 18-9.
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their grievances in England following the session.'

In 1695 the role of government maverick fell to Philip Savage, chancellor of the

exchequer. While the majority of the House supported government business, Savage

attempted to disrupt the supply by raising the contentious issue of a habeas corpus bill,

and by challenging the crown's prerogative for naming judges in civil causes.'35

Savage's opposition to government business may have been due to his being 'a great

creature of Mr Wharton's', and his belief 'that whatever tended to the removing lord

Cape! ... put Mr Wharton nearer ... possession of his wishes [governorship of

Ireland] '136

Savage continued to act independently of the court during the 1697 and 1698-9

sessions. In 1697, in a 'party' manoeuvre, he succeeded in getting Alan Brodrick

removed from the chair of the committee of elections. Although parliament continued to

function on a courtJcountry basis, the tory and whig allegiances identifiable in the division

over Porter were layin-g out-a ub-p1o4 in the Commons, with Savage, despite being more

a country-whig in the Harley mould, leading the tory charge against the whiggish

Brodricks and their party. Winchester's intercession prevented these factions from

hijacking the session, with Brodrick being assuaged by an apology from Savage, and

through his appointment as chairman of the supply committee. Savage was said to have

made a deal with Winchester, whereby he promised to cooperate with the government in

return for Winchester's recommendation for a place on the revenue commission.

However, the agreement was treated with well-founded suspicion in Dublin and Whitehall,

as it was not long before Savage started to embarrass the government again. It was

unsurprising that he did not become a conmiissioner. During the 1698-9 session he

continued to act independently.' 37 His propensity for opposing the government

continued during Anne's reign, as did his ability to survive attempts to remove him from

McGuire, 'Parliament', pp 13, 23, 28; Victory, 'Colonial', pp 11-12.

135 S.R.O., Somers papers, 371/14j9; G.M.R., Midl.ton papers, 1248/1; H.M.C., Buccleuch, ii, 224-5,
244; C.J.I., ii, 663, 691; McGrath, 'Protestant', pp 189-91.

13 Alan Brodrick to St.John, 17 Dec. 1695 (G.M.R., MidMton papers, 1248/1); Troost, 'Treaty', p. 97.

137 Doyle, 'Politics', pp 223-6, 234-6, 251-2, 303.
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office.'38

The exchequer was the only revenue institution to have significant representation

in the Lords with three officials, Coningsby, Richard Boyle, earl of Cork, and his son,

Charles, lord Clifford.' 39 The earl of Arran was the only other peer to hold a revenue

post, having the patent collection office of aulnager. 14° Coningsby was the most active

of these peers, and was a constant supporter of Williamite government.' 4 ' Although the

Lords were not always agreeable to government business, the revenue officials attending

the House were not the cause of any disturbance.'42

Exchequer officials also played a more significant role in the normal process of

parliament. The barons, along with the other senior judges, were ex officio associates of

the Lords. Apart from the lord chancellor, the judges were not listed amongst the

attendance, nor did they have a vote. However, they performed an important function

acting in a consultative and advisory role for the House on legal and legislative matters,

and were an essential and influential body. They were used also as messengers to the

Commons, delivering bills and calls to conference.'43

In the Commons there was no such definition of tasks for revenue officials, though

during the 1690s the chancellor of the exchequer usually acted as messenger to the Lords

and Dublin Castle. In 1692 the solicitor-general was elected speaker, while in 1695-9 the

attorney-general performed that role. The establishment of a conmiittee of public accounts

in 1695 also meant that senior revenue officials had to deliver revenue accounts to the

Hayton, 'Ministers', pp 183-5.

James, Lords, pp 54-5, 82-3; appendix 4, table 1.

'4° Appendix 3, table 5

'' Coxe, Private, pp 56-7; Extinct peerages, pp 131-2; Complete peerage, iii, 395-7; D.N.B., iv, 936-8;
Henning, Parliament, ii, 115-6; Hayton, Richard Cocks, p. 45; James, Lords, pp 54-5, 57, 60, 66; Hayton,
'Ministers', p. 153; McGrath, 'Protestant', passim; Troost, 'Treaty', passim.

142 James, Lords, ch. 4; McGuire, 'Parliament', passim; Doyle, 'Politics', chs. 4, 6, 7; McGrath,
'Protestant', ch. 5.

143 James, Lords, pp 82-3; McCracken, 'Administration', pp 62-4. Gerard Borr, comptroller of the pipe,
also acted as clerk in the Lords (Li.!., i, 479).
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House on a regular basis.''

The exchequer also had the highest representation on the privy council. The

treasurer, vice-treasurer, chancellor of the exchequer and chief baron were always on the

council. During William's reign they were joined by the chief remembrancer and second

chamberlain in 1695, Baron Donnellan in 1697, and the auditor-general in l70l.'

Council membership did not mean the individuals actually attended or had much influence

upon government policy. The Irish council, like its English counterpart, had a large

nominal membership. In 1690 it stood at 35, in 1703 at 41, and by 1714 at 65. However,

the average attendance was around 12, as it was accepted that government opponents, if

already on the council, would forgo their right of attendance.' 46 Nevertheless, exchequer

council membership was potentially influential.

The exchequer also offered the government the best source of revenue institution

patronage, as the potential within the collection service was not fully realised or utilised

until the Hanoverian period, and the life patents and reversions amongst the patent

collection offices reduced the opportunities in that area.' 47 With the advent of

Williamite government in 1689-90, the primary concern in making exchequer

appointments had been the quick replacement of Jacobite officials with Williamite

officials. The pressing need to establish a government overrode any opportunities for

playing the patronage game.' 48 However, once government became more settled,

opportunities arose. The clearest examples of exchequer appointments being used for

political purposes related to Capel's negotiations in 1694-5 with the 1692 opposition. As

part of an agreed compromise over the sole right, leading opposition members received

senior government appointments. While the collection service was unaffected by these

changes, the exchequer was an important source of this patronage.

144 C.S.P.D. 1691-2, p. 537; C.S.P.D. 1695 & Add., pp 196, 203; C.JJ., ii, 642-3, 656-9, 680-2, 816-9;
ch. 9.

145 C.S.P.D. 1690-1, p. 158; C.S.P.D. 1691-2, p. 211; C.S.P.D. 1694 -5, p. 469; C.S.P.D. 1697, p. 11;
C.S.P.D. 1700-2, pp 469, 587.

' James, Lords, pp 56-7; Hayton, 'Ministers', pp 43-4.

147 McNally, 'Patronage', pp 76-7, 106, ch. 3.

' Ch. 1.
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In October 1694 Shrewsbury acknowledged to Cape! that a 'thorough reformation'

was needed in Irish government before a parliament was called.' 49 In November Cape!

sent Shrewsbury a detailed exposition of what that reformation wou!d entail, claiming that

the judiciary was peop!ed with judges who were 'not the most expert in their profession',

and !acked 'credit and authority' in the courts. In the exchequer court only Baron

Echlin's opinion cou!d be safe!y relied upon. Chief Baron He!y was supposed!y unfit for

his post, and would be better suited as one of the puisne judges of the other courts. Cape!

suggested that if William appointed a new chief baron and removed a puisne judge, then

new credit would be brought to the courts, while the example would make the other

judges more diligent in their work.

The positions of attorney- and solicitor-general also came under scrutiny. The

attorney-general, Sir John Temple, was supposedly always absent, so all the work fell to

the solicitor-general, Richard Levinge, which made him 'dilatory and disobliging'. Capel

argued for replacing Temple, as it was important to have the attorney- and solicitor-

general in Ireland at the same time, as they were 'the two great springs that move the

government', and upon whose opinion and integrity 'the chief governors are safe'.

As for individuals to fill these potential vacancies, Capel recommended 'Mr [Alan]

Brodrick, Mr Rochfort, Mr Whitehead, Mr serjeant Donnella[n], and Mr Doria [Doyne?]'

as the gentlemen of the long robe most fit to serve. Cape! also believed that their

promotion would assist the government's efforts in parliament. The inclusion of five

judges on the privy council was also a problem, as formerly only the three chief judges

were members. Capel felt the king's interest would be better served if 'some gentlemen

of good estates' such as Sir Robert King, were appointed to the council.'5°

The suggested changes were part of the negotiated compromise between Cape! and

the 1692 opposition, in which the barons' and attorney- and solicitor-general's positions

were considered to be acceptable sources of political patronage in the lead-up to

parliament.' 5 ' It had aheady become standard policy in Williamite England to

implement changes in government prior to parliament, if certain office-holders were

149 H.M.C., Buccleuch, ii, 152.

' Ibid., 159-61.

151 McGrath, 'Protestant', ch. 4.
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considered unsupportive of government policy.' 52 However, the desired changes were

not a foregone conclusion. Shrewsbury had to press William on the issue,' 53 but in May

1695 was able to inform Cape! that William had signed the warrants 'for all the removes

according to your list', desiring only that Capel reaffirm that all the changes were

necessary.' TM On 30 May Capel's reaffirmation reached Shrewsbury, the warrants were

despatched, and William was informed that all the removes were necessary as Cape! had

'demanded as few as were consistent with the service'.'55

The changes as finally implemented were more extensive than originally intended.

Robert Rochfort became attorney-general, Alan Brodrick became solicitor-general, Robert

Doyne became chief baron, Hely was made chief justice of the common pleas, and

Nehemiah Donnellan, the prime serjeant, was made a baron in place of Standish

Hartstonge, who was removed because of supposed miscarriages in his office,' 56 a claim

that appeared justified, for as early as 1691 he had been reprimanded by the queen for

absenteeism.' 57 Justices Richard Cox and John Jefferson of the common pleas were

removed from the council, while the five new council appointments included Doyne, as

one of the chief justices, and Sir Robert King, the second chamberlain.' 58 While the

changes in government affected all the courts, bar chancery, the biggest changes occurred

in the exchequer bench.'59

The changes were aimed at strengthening Capel's new court party. The new

attorney- and solicitor-general were to be essential elements of that party in the Commons,

while the changes in the judiciary were important in relation to the council, the

152 E. L. Ellis, 'William III and the politicians', Geoffrey Holmes (ed.), Britain after the Glorious
Revolution, 1688-1714 (London, 1969), pp 115-33; Horwitz, Parliament; Hill, Parties; Rubini, Courr,
Hayton, 'Ministers', pp 179-86.

153 H.M.C., Buccleuch, ii, 165, 167.

' C.S.P.D. 1694-5, pp 461-2.

' C.S.P.D. 1694-5, pp 472, 481; Coxe, Private, p. 84.

B.L., Add MS 21,136, f. 29; C.S.P.D. 1694-5, pp 372, 469; C.S.P.D. 1695 & Add., pp 339, 472.

157 C.S.P.D. 1690-1, p. 460; H.M.C., Finch, iii, 229.

158 B.L., Add MS 21,136, f. 29; C.S.P.D. 1694-5, pp 372, 469; C.S.P.D. 1695 & Add., p. 339.

159 McGrath, 'Protestant', ch. 4.
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preparation of legislation, and the presentation of favourable legal opinions to the

government. Therefore it was not surprising that the changes were of major proportions,

as the judiciary had been out of favour with the 1692 opposition ever since the judges had

supported the government's stance over the sole right in 1693.160 The ensuing success

in parliament justified Capel's changes, and enabled him to exercise further revenue

4i€titu4icfl patronage by rewarding Neave and Reading with appointments to office,

ostensibly for dropping the sole right claim and for supporting government parliamentary

business, though more realistically for voting against Porter.'6'

There are few other clear examples of the exchequer being used for patronage

purposes, primarily because control of patent office appointments lay in England.

However, the barons' appointments provide some potential examples, due mainly to the

lord lieutenant's theoretical right to appoint the second baron.' 62 On 26 October 1690

Ranelagh recommended Hartstonge to Nottingham to be one of the barons.' 63 However,

it is probable that Hartstonge was already ear-marked for that appointment, as the warrant

passed the privy seal on 3 November.1M Porter's recommendation to Nottingham in

1691 of Richard Reeves to be a judge may have assisted in his appointment as a baron

in 1692.165 On Reeves's death in 1693, Sydney recommended Echlin to succeed him,

and opposed the appointment of William Worth, an ex-baron from the 1680s whom

Sydney claimed had 'the reputation of being so great a Jacobite that I will neither put him

in nor recommend him'.' 66 Sydney's belief that he had the right to nominate the second

baron went untested on this occasion, as Echlin was appointed.'67

However, while evidence of exchequer offices being used for patronage purposes

160 B.L., Hart. MS 6274, ff 123-38; Add MS 9715, ff 8-14; C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 121.

161 B.L., Add MS 40,771, f. 115; S.R.O., Somers papers, 371/14/16; C.SJ'.D. 1695 & Add., pp 128-9,
133-4; H.M.C., Buccleuch, ii, 291; ch. 6.

162 Bodi., Carte MS 170, if 180-1; N.L.I., MS 991, f. 4.

163 H.M.C., Finch, ii, 470.

164 Lascelles, Liber, , Pt.	 52.

165 C.S.P.D. 1690-1, pp 358-9; appendix 4, table 1.

' C.S.P.D. 1693, pp 3-4, 6; Lascelles, Liber, i, pt. ii, 52.

' C.S.P.D. 1693, P. 19.
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is not always forthcoming, it is probable that, when possible, appointments were made on

the basis of personality as opposed to ability. Coningsby provides the clearest example.

As a favourite of William, his appointment as vice-treasurer was just part of the rewards

given him, which included a lord justiceship in 1690-2, an Irish peerage in 1692,

membership of the English committee for Irish affairs, and large grants of forfeited

Such rewards made Coningsby an important and influential figure in Irish

affairs, though his ability to profit from his relationship with William was more evident

than his ability to fulfil his treasury role, which did not go unnoticed.' 69 When Charles

Fox was 'ousted' from office in 1698, Sir Stephen Fox absented himself from the treasury

board, refusing to counter-sign any papers, while in English government circles it was 'not

very well liked that ... Coningsby should be so insatiable as to have some new grant every

session'.' 7° However, like many senior Irish officials in the 18th century, Coningsby's

English birth and connections were the primary considerations in his appointment.'7'

Coningsby was not the only exchequer official to benefit from the forfeitures.

Meredith, Savage, Donnellan and Dering all received either land grants or custodiams.'72

Dering also served on the forfeitures commission in 1693, while in 1696 he was appointed

as second secretary to Porter, during his tenure as a lord justice.'73

While the Williamite exchequer was the most important revenue body in relation

to politics and patronage, the 1690s saw its final subjugation to the commissioners and

their collection service in relation to the revenue. The advent of a professional

bureaucracy consigned most of the exchequer offices to a minor role, providing sinecures

169 P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638/6/14, D638/14/3, D638f35/2; C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 223; C.S.P.D. 1694-5,

pp 134, 225, 362; C.T.B. 1696-7, pp 3, 9-10; Coxe, Private, pp 56-7; Extinct peerages, pp 131-2; Complete
peerage, iii, 395-7; D.N.B., iv, 936-8; Henning, Parliament, ii, 115-6; Hayton, Richard Cocks, p. 45; James,
Lords, pp 54-5, 57, 60, 66; N.HJ., ix, 490.

169 P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638/6/11, 13, 15, D638/13/134-5, 140, 146, 160; D638/14/15, 17,
D638/18/24-5, 62; C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1101; H.M.C., Buccleuch, ii, 146; Portland, iii, 482.

170 James, Letters, ii, 143-4.

Beckett, Ire., p. 171.

' 72 B.L., Add MS 40,771, f. 115; C.S.P.D. 1691-2, p. 425; C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 354; C.S.P.D. 1695 & Add.,
pp 16, 108; C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1812; C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 354; C.T.B. 1696-7, pp 121-2; C.T.B. 1697, pp 116,
118; C.T.P. 1557-1696, pp 490, 555; C.T.P. 1697-1 702, pp 49, 279.

C.S.P.D. 1693, pp 45-6; C.S.P.D. 1695 & Add., p. 305; Doyle, 'Politics', p. 213.
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for favourites or part-time jobs that could be performed by deputies. Only the exchequer

bench, the legal officials, and the treasury continued to justify their existence in a

modernising revenue system. It was not surprising that Chief Baron Hely's 1694

exchequer treatise finished with a statement of moral justification of the court:

The court will not suffer their constitution and method to be interrupted.
The king can make an establishment for what payments shall be made to
his army, officers civil and military, and pensions for who he pleases, and
direct what rents shall be abated or discharged, but yet no warrant signed
by the king or under his privy seal or great seal can immediately or
directly charge his revenue or is a sufficient warrant to any of the offices
except allowed by the court and enrolled in the proper offices thereof,
otherwise the king might be defrauded and his revenue anticipated or
disordered. The court many times rejects warrants and patents if they find
allegations not true or the king deceived therein.174

It would appear that even in 1694 the exchequer's function and relevance was under

question, causing Hely to endeavour to display the exchequer in a positive light, and as

a necessary institution. He need not have worried, as the exchequer survived in its old

form throughout the 18th century.

B.L., Add MS 18,022, ff 89-93; N.L.I., MS 11,969, if 1-30; T.C.D., MS 748, [ff 1-15].

251



Chapter 9

Parliament, politics and the revenue

As the preceding chapters have demonstrated, the Irish revenue system evolved into a

more coherent, professional and high-yielding system after the 1689-91 war. These

changes were instigated in part by the developments of the Interregnum and Restoration

periods, in part by the disruption caused by the war, and in part by the increased financial

needs of government. The main change in government in the 1 690s was the advent of

regular parliaments, which, while caused by the same factors, also helped to shape the

developments within the revenue system. 1 The two main causes of regular parliaments

were the government's increased financial needs, and the acceptance that the political

nation would not vote any more hereditary revenues. The two main developments in

parliament were the adoption of the concept of short-term additional duties, and the

introduction of parliamentary scrutiny of government finances. Interlinked with these

causes and developments was a constitutional conflict over the 'sole right', which

dominated the political arena for much of the 1 690s.

To comprehend parliamentary politics in the 1690s, it is necessary to have an

understanding of the constitutional relationship between Ireland and England, and the

issues arising from it. The central tenet of the relationship was Poynings' Law, which

required that all bills for an Irish parliament had to be approved by the king and English

council prior to any meeting. Apart from the obvious dependency on Whitehall, this

procedure also denied the Irish political nation any initiative in legislation, leaving them

with the negative power of rejection as their main weapon. 2 A further limitation was

imposed by the English parliament assuming a legislative role in Irish affairs. These two

factors ensured that the Irish parliament was a more insecure and less powerful

establishment than the English parliament. Prior to the 1690s, and excluding the Jacobite

parliament, only four parliaments met in Ireland in the 17th century, the last being in

l661-6.

'McGrath, 'Protestant', passim; McNally, 'Patronage', pp 14-5.

2 Bums, Politics, p. 5; James, Empire, p. 11; Englefield, Records, p. 13.

' Burns, Politics, pp 5-10; McGuire, 'Parliament', pp 1-3.
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A second consideration was the personnel of the Irish parliament. A 1691 English

act ensured that the Irish parliament was a completely Protestant assembly, representing

a minority of the population whose lives and estates had been endangered by three years

of war, which had confirmed them in their fear of the Catholic absolutist threat.

William's victory in 1691 had delivered them, as they saw it, from the yoke of Catholic

oppression.4 The war had proven that Irish Protestants needed William and Whitehall as

much as England needed Ireland. 5 It was this reality that ensured that English political

disputes, such as over William's standing army, were not repeated in the Irish

parliament.6 The limitations on the Irish parliament, and the political nation's

dependency on the English connection, meant that parliamentary proceedings differed

from those in England, as the priorities differed. For the political nation the primary aims

were survival, an increased initiative in legislation, and later, preventing the English

parliament from legislating for Ireland. For the government, the main concern was

ensuring that England did not have to subsidize Irish government, and that supplies were

secured to pay the growing costs of running the country.

The voting of an extensive hereditary revenue in the 1 660s enabled Charles and

James H to govern without further recourse to parliament, and enabled William to assume

control of government and to legally collect all revenues without requiring a financial

settlement such as was voted in England in 1689-90, and which became the norm in

England for all monarchs. 7 William was not obliged to call an Irish parliament as long

as the hereditary revenues proved sufficient for paying the government's expenses. The

Glorious Revolution was a European and English phenomenon, but not an Irish one.8

While events in 1688-90 secured the future of regular parliaments in England, there was

no obligation upon William to allow the same in Ireland.9 English parliamentary

' McGuire, 'Parliament', pp 2-3; McGrath, 'Penal', pp 28-30.

Szechi & Hayton, 'Scot. & Ire.', p. 264.

6 Cullen, Trade, p. 3.

Roberts, 'Constitutional', pp 59-76.

8 Gibbs, 'European', pp 9-28; Miller, 'Revolution', p. 44.

James, Empire, pp 27-8.
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developments during 1688-9 1 remained wishful thinking for Irish politicians who

participated in, or sat on the sideline of, English affairs.'°

The uncertainty over the future of parliament was evident by the fact that the first

Williamite parliament did not meet until October 1692. Although from the time of the

Boyne victory it was rumoured that a parliament was to be called," William having

promised as much on a number of occasions, there was a definite body of opinion

opposed to a parliament. One viewpoint was that an Irish settlement could be handled by

the English parliament.' 2 The idea of a parliamentary union was also raised, but neither

proposition gained much support.' 3 A more tangible reason for opposition to parliament

was fear of the impeachment of senior officials due to the Irish political nation's

dissatisfaction with the governments of 1690-2, which was expressed through allegations

of corruption and the favouring of Catholics, and a more general dissatisfaction with the

articles of Limerick.'4

It is not clear why the English government chose to call parliament.' 5 Factors

such as the desire to prevent Irish affairs disrupting the English parliament, and the

aversion to a union, may partly explain the decision. Another reason may have been 'the

hope of securing government by consensus'.' 6 The Irish Protestant interest represented

the defacto political nation, and thereby the logical source of government by consensus.

Their consent was best secured through their active participation in government. If the

executive was to be controlled from Whitehall, then that participation was best

accommodated in parliament. Failure to take account of Irish Protestant sensibilities could

be disastrous, in view of their proven ability to resist what they perceived as absolutist

10 Szechi & Hayton, 'Scot. & Ire.', pp 264-6.

" H.M.C., Le Fleming, p. 279; Various collections, vii, Clements, p. 216.

12 McGuire, 'Parliament', pp 2-3.

13 C.S.P.D. 1690, pp 201-6; C.S.P.D. 1690-1, p. 512; H.M.C., Buccleuch, ii, 111-2, 145; Portland, iii,
480.

14 Bodi., Carte MS 76, f. 193; B.L., Eg. MS 790, ff 66-7; N.A.I., Wyche papers, 1/1/103; C.S.P.D.

1691-2, pp 183, 238, 278, 380, 389; H.M.C., Portland, iii, 476-7, 480; McGuire, 'Parliament', p. 4;
McGrath, 'Protestant', ch. 3.

' McGuire, 'Parliament', p. 4.

16 Hayton, 'Constitutional', p. 280.
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government, aptly demonstrated at Enniskillen and Derry in l689.' At the same time

Glorious Revolution rhetoric may have played a part in the desire for, and justification

of, parliament, on the grounds that a permanent legislative settlement was needed in order

to secure the English and Protestant interest.' 8 However, in the long term, the most

pressing reason for calling parliament was the fact that the hereditary revenue could not

cover the government's expenditure, so new revenue sources had to be found. Parliament

was the logical vehicle for providing money.'9

In reality a parliament could not be called until the end of the war in October

1691. Work commenced on a legislative programme in early 1692. Such preparations

were always prolonged by Poynings' Law, 2° while William's absence on the continent

and Mary's 'unwillingness to take major decisions on her own' further hampered

proceedings.2' In January the senior fish legal officials were instructed by Nottingham

to prepare heads of acts for settling Ireland. 22 In February Porter and Coningsby, the

lords justices, informed Nottingham that they were involved with the council in preparing

'heads and materials of such matters as seem necessary ... to be formed into laws'. 23 In

March Nottingham sent the legal officials the titles of several bills that the committee for

fish affairs felt were necessary, and in April he sent another list to the lords justices

which the queen wanted them to prepare." However by July little progress had been

made. Nottingham's reaction was to blame the legal officials; he informed the lords

justices that the queen was 'extremely displeased with the delay, and thinks it proceeds

from their unwillingness that a parliament should be called'. 25 Sydney, newly appointed

17 Simms, Jacobite, pp 63-118.

18 Hill, Parties, pp 29-45; Horwitz, Parliament, pp 8-44; James, Empire, pp 26-7.

19 N.H.!., iv, 1; Kieman, Administration, pp 75-6; Lecky, Ire., i, 193; Hayton, 'Constitutional', p. 282.

20 Burns, Politics, p. 5; James, Empire, p. 11; Englefield, Records, p. 13.

21 McGuire, 'Parliament', p. 5.

22 C.S.P.D. 1691-2, pp 111-12.

23 C.S.P.D. 1695 & Add., p. 179; N.H.!., ix, 490.

C.S.P.D. 1691-2, pp 174, 214-5.

25	
p. 357.
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lord lieutenant, cast similar aspersions mgait the lords justices, who were quick to

refute any imputed negligence on their part, blaming the legal officials.27

While the preparations covered important issues for a settlement, such as an act

of recognition, and militia and attainder bills, none of the proposals addressed the issue

of raising money. Several of the suggested bills covered aspects of potential

improvements to the existing revenue legislation, though these were dropped on

confirmation by the commissioners that the existing acts were not defective. However,

the failure to address the question of a money bill is surprising, especially in light of the

known critical state of Irish finances. It may have been felt in government circles that

a settlement aimed at securing the new reign was necessary before the country could be

expected to give money. This would explain the concentration on the preparation of

legislation covering areas such as the army and militia. Likewise it may have been hoped

that the hereditary revenue yield would recover sufficiently to avoid the need for

parliamentary supply, hence the investigation of whether legislation could be passed for

increasing the potential of the existing revenues. 29 However, the failure to address the

question of a money bill at an early stage, plus the delays in preparing a legislative

programme, were to have important ramifications once parliament met.

It was not until after Sydney arrived in Ireland in August that preparations began

on money bills. 3° Sydney was already aware of the government's financial difficulties,

but it was only with his arrival that he learnt the true state of the finances, and of the

prospect of a £115,841 pay arrear by 1693. On 2 September he informed Nottingham that

he hoped that once this arrear was laid before parliament, 'they will give as much as they

can'. Although the country was too ruined to provide the full sum, he felt £50,000 for

one year might be voted. 31 The extent to which the attempt to raise money was

26 C.S.P.D. 1691-2, p. 380; N.H.!., ix, 490.

27 C.S.P.D. 1695 & Add., pp 189-90, 192, 194.

C.S.P.D. 1691-2, pp 174-6, 214-5, 240; C.S.P.D. 1695 & Add., p. 189.

29 C.S..P.D. 1691-2, pp 111-2, 174, 214-5, 375-6, 382; C.S.P.D. 1695 & Add., pp 189-92; McGuire,
'Parliament', pp 3-8.

° McGuire, 'Parliament', p. 5.

31 C.S.P.D. 1695 & Add., p. 197.
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Sydney's own initiative was highlighted on 18 September when he informed Nottingham

that

I hope I shall not be blamed for endeavouring to get some money for their
majesties ... though I do it without their order. I ... believe I shall succeed
in it, having proposed it to several members of the ... Commons, and ... to
the council, where it was received as well as I could wish.32

By 24 September the preparation of money bills was under way. The greatest part

of the supply was to be obtained by a bill for 'certain duties', which would tax grain,

potatoes, and house rents for one year. Originally it was to be imposed for two years,

though the council changed their minds for fear that a two-year tax 'may beget a jealousy

in them, as though ... they were not to meet again till after the expiration of two years'.

Sydney hoped that once the one-year duty determined, the condition of the country would

have recovered sufficiently for parliament to address 'their majesties' further necessities'.

The second bill was for a two-year additional excise on beer, ale and liquors. 33 On 29

September Sydney sent the bills to England, though in amended form. The potato tax was

removed from the 'certain duties' bill, while the excise bill was split into two bills. The

first was a straightforward one-year additional excise, while the second also included

clauses for repealing the 1662 ale licence act, and granting 'an additional hereditary duty'

of 7d per barrel of beer and ale.'

The three bills reveal an uncertain and hurried preparation. The adoption of short-

term additional duties suggests that the government accepted a future of regular

parliaments. The use of the hereditary revenue during the Restoration as a means of

avoiding parliament would have made any attempts to add to the hereditary revenue

unpopular, a fact acknowledged by Essex and Ormonde in the 1670s. 35 Yet the repeal

of the licence act and increase of the hereditary beer and ale duties appears an endeavour

to do just that, while the 'certain duties' bill imposed a new inland excise, suggesting an

attempt to move towards a general excise, which was another unpopular proposition. It

was burdened also with an awkward rent tax. However, such considerations were

32 C.S.P.D. 1695 & Add., p. 203; McGuire, 'Parliament', p. 8.

C.S.P.D. 1695 & Add., pp 204-5.
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overshadowed by the events of the short parliament that convened on 5 October.

Sydney's first mistake was to allow parliament to meet before a full legislative

programme had been returned from England. The delays of the preceding nine months

left the government with only three bills for presentation to parliament. 36 Sydney

warned Nottingham on 6 October that if the Commons had too much free time they 'will

fall into all the extravagances imaginable'. He begged Nottingham to send some bills 'to

take up our time till the money bill, the indemnity and the militia bills come, for the

others are not worth a farthing'.37

However, Sydney's warning was too late. On 6 October the Commons established

a committee of grievances, whose investigations were to be of enormous importance.

Although Sydney was eventually to blame his abrupt prorogation on the Commons'

actions over money bills, the underlying reason was the desire to protect himself and other

officials from the committee's investigations into government corruption.38

Sydney grew wary of the Commons' intentions early on, warning Nottingham that

the House had 'a mind to be angry'. 39 On 12 October the Commons debated how the

grievances committee cou1daccessAthe accounts of senior revenue officials, in order to

assist their investigations. A select committee searched for precedents, and cited the

empowering of a 1662 Commons committee to examine the papers of exchequer officials,

and the orders of the English Commons in October 1690 for presentation before that

House of all public revenue accounts. The Commons resolved that the grievances

committee could order any such papers, which resolution was transmitted to Sydney with

a request for all papers relating to forfeited goods. At the same time the grievances

committee's first report charged Culliford with taking forfeited goods for his own use.4°

The Commons turned its attention to a supply on 15 October, and, after delivery

of the civil and military lists, resolved to grant £70,000 for the future payments of the

army, and other government costs, for one year. However, with the money bills still in

McGuire, 'Parliament', p. 5, passim.

C.S.P.D. 1695 & Add., p. 209.
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England, such resolutions were of no real importance as long as Poynings' Law was to

be implemented in the strictest sense. As this appeared to be the case, the Commons

could do little more, though they had shown a willingness to give money.4'

By 17 October Sydney had become doubtful of any success in parliament. He told

Nottingham that the Commons 'have begun like a company of madmen' who talked 'of

freeing themselves from the yoke of England, of taking away Poynings' Law, ... and 20

other extravagant discourses'. He specified the House's vote that it was their undoubted

right to have free postage, as oppose to it being given as a mark of favour, which he felt

'is not to be endured unless they retract it'. 42 However, Sydney ordered the papers on

forfeited goods to be sent to the grievances committee, who on 20 October attacked the

'taking to farm any of the forfeited estates or interests' by anyone in the revenue

management, or employed by them. A select committee was appointed to examine the

papers, and to charge anyone suspected of such activities.43

On 22 October Sydney informed the Commons that he had received the money

bills from England, upon which he recommended speedy action, as William intended to

adjourn parliament in 'about a fortnight hence' with another session to be held in the

spring. However, the presentation of the bills for 'certain duties' and an additional

excise, the bill for repealing the licence act having been 'laid aside' in England,45 did

not divert the Commons from their method of proceeding. The bills were not considered

on 22 October, the House instead requesting delivery of more papers, this time on 'real

forfeitures'. On 24 October, without considering the two bills, the house resolved that an

additional excise duty be charged on beer, ale and liquors, an imposition which was

exactly the same as that in the money bill sitting on the House's table. The Commons'

decision to go through the apparently purposeless action of resolving to impose the same

tax was a sign of what was to come during the next week, as they began to assert their

belief in a right to control the raising of money. The resolutions of 24 October gave them

41 cj•j•, ii, 593-4.

42 C.S.P.D. 1695 & Add., p. 213; H.M.C., Portland, iii, 505; McGuire, 'Parliament', pp 11-12, 15.

" CJJ., ii, 595, 599-600.

Cii., ii, 598, 602-3; C.S.P.D. 1695 & Add., p. 214.
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some justification for accepting the government excise bill, on the spurious grounds that

the idea originated in the House. The decision to reject a motion on 26 October that the

excise bill be read was confirmation of the attitude towards the issue of raising money.

The investigations of the grievances committee continued in tandem with the developing

crisis over money matters. On 24 October the papers on 'real forfeitures' were delivered,

and on 26 October Culliford came under attack again. However the events of the

following two days were ultimately to overshadow the comrnittee activities.

Following a sitting on the state of the nation on 27 October, the Commons passed

a resolution 'that it was, and is, the undoubted right of the Commons ... to prepare and

resolve the ways and means of raising money'. This was followed by a resolution that

'it was, and is, the sole and undoubted right of the Commons to prepare heads of bills for

raising money'. They then resolved to make an exception on this occasion, due to the

'exigencies of affairs', and allowed the excise bill 'transmitted out of England' to be read.

However, this was followed by another resolution, that 'the reciving or reading of the

said bill, so transmitted as aforesaid, be not drawn into precedent hereafter'. The next day

they acted upon their resolutions by rejecting the 'certain duties' bill on the grounds that

'the same had not its rise in this House'. The excise bill then received a second reading,

following which the House considered how to raise the remainder of the £70,000,

resolving to prepare a poll bill for £20,000. Sydney's initial reaction to these activities

was one of mild annoyance, telling Nottingham that the Commons were 'inclined to give

any money which may be asked, but very insolent in asserting their privileges, which

must be taken notice of before we part'. 48 He later realised the great importance of these

resolutions, in that they challenged the central tenet of the constitutional relationship

between Ireland and England, by denying the validity of Poynings' Law in relation to

money matters. Officially parliament had no right to an initiative in preparing legislation,

though at times such an initiative had been connived at through the means of 'heads of

bills', which differed from ordinary bills only in the form of address in the title.

46	 ii, 602-3, 607-8, 612-3.
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215.
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However, the real difference was in the procedure for enacting 'heads', which, following

the normal process of a bill in a particular House, went to the Irish council to be

transmitted to England in form, where it could be amended, rejected or returned. Once

returned, the bill went through both Houses, though they could only accept or reject it,

without amendment. Although a cumbersome procedure, the 1692 parliament was keen

to confirm a practice that had become more prevalent during the 17th century.49

The Commons considered a supply again on 31 October and 2 November, and, on

the final day of the session, 3 November, resolved to sit as a supply conmiittee the next

day. However, more significant events unfolded during that period. On 31 October the

government's important militia and mutiny bills came before the House. The militia bill

was rejected after a first reading, the House resolving to draw up heads of a new bill.

The mutiny bill lasted a little longer, receiving a second reading on 1 November, at which

point it was referred to a select committee for further consideration. The next day Sydney

showed his concern for this bill by sending a message to the Commons emphasising its

importance for maintaining army discipline, and requesting their 'speedy' consideration

of it. However on 3 November the bill was rejected, and a conmiittee appointed to

prepare heads of a new bill.5°

The grievances committee had also been proceeding at a rapid rate. On 29

October and 2 November the House rejected petitions from Culliford, demonstrating that

they intended to pursue their investigations to the end. On 3 November the committee's

actions became most worrying for the government, with a report on embezzlement of

forfeitures by government officials, and the appointment of a committee to prepare

charges against anyone suspected of such activities. The likelihood was that such charges

could be brought against senior officials, including Sydney. Later that day the Commons

were called to the Lords to attend Sydney, who gave the royal assent to the four bills

passed so far, and then prorogued parliament, requesting that his speech be entered in the

journals as evidence of his reasons. The speech specified that the prorogation was due

to the resolutions of 27 and 28 October, which were contrary to Poynings' Law, and

Bums, Politics, pp 5-6; Englefield, Records, pp 13-4; James, Empire, pp 11-12; McCracken,
Parliament, pp 14-5; McGuire, 'Parliament', pp 20-1.
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'continued practice ever since'. Sydney felt 'obliged to assert their majesties' prerogative

and the rights of the crown of England'.5'

Certain conclusions may be drawn from these events. Sydney had not been

mistaken in asking for money. The Commons had shown their willingness to supply

£70,000. Sydney's mistake had been in the method of asking. Instead of allowing the

Commons a role in raising supply, the government had presented two money bills for

£70,000, leaving the Commons with no input. In view of the political nation's

dissatisfaction with the government since 1690, it was unsurprising that the Commons

exercised their right to a negative voice, in what was a general attack on all aspects of the

government's legislative programme. However, the resolutions of 27 and 28 October

represented more than a rejection of the government's money bill. They were a direct

attack upon the constitutional relationship with England.

It is therefore not surprising that the sole right became the most important factor

in Irish parliamentary affairs during the 1690s, but in November 1692 the real reasons

behind the prorogation were the rejection of the government's legislative programme in

general, and, more importantly, the grievances committee's investigations.52 Sydney's

prorogation speech belied the fact that he had warned the Commons on 22 October, five

days before the sole right issue arose, that the session would recess in a fortnight. On 22

October the only issues that were causing the government concern were the grievances

committee's investigations and the postage vote. Also, Sydney had known in September

that the session would not be 'of any long continuance', o the pending session in

England.53 Even when the sole right resolutions had been taken, Sydney did not identify

the situation as being one fraught with constitutional difficulties.M To an extent the sole

right provided a useful excuse for an adjournment that was already decided upon.

The two most significant 18th-century parliamentary revenue developments also

had their origins in the 1692 session. The establishing of precedents for examining

revenue-related papers laid the foundation for the establishment in 1695 of a conmiittee

' N.L.I., MS 16,943, O'Hara papers, T2812/22/1, p. 9; CJJ., ii, 616, 619, 624, 627-30.
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of public accounts, which was to be a constant throughout the life of the 18th-century

parliament, and was used in order to establish how much money was needed for

government, before the House proceeded to address the means of providing that money.

The committee also became an essential body for identifying any untoward financial

practices within government. 55 The second development was the introduction of the

concept of short-term additional supply. The government-sponsored additional excise was

the only money bill passed. 56 While the concept originated with the English Restoration

parliament,57 it was to become the parliamentary staple in 18th-century Ireland.58

Acceptance of parliamentary scrutiny of accounts and short-term additional supply, and

the use of both as a means of avoiding arbitrary government by imposing tighter control

on spending and ensuring regular parliaments, was not to be confirmed until the second

Williamite parliament in 1695. The delay in convening this parliament was due to the

sole right issue, which, despite the growing financial crisis, and the government's

expressed intention to call parliament before 1695, remained the stumbling block for the

executive in its dealings with the political nation.

In the months following the prorogation, Sydney still believed he could hold a

successful session. Only when the legal ramifications of the sole right resolutions were

investigated did their true significance became apparent. By January 1693 Sydney had

begun to realise that the sole right was the main stumbling block for any future

parliament. He felt that William should take the lead in clarifying the situation.

However, at the same time, he referred the case to the Irish judges for a legal opinion.59

The judges, after analysis of Poynings' Law, the acts of 3 and 4 Philip and Mary, and

former parliamentary precedents, submitted findings supporting the government. 60 Their

Kieman, Administration, pp 106-7, 125-6, 129-35.
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impartiality was questionable, however, as all judges who were not already knights were

made so the following day. 6' On 20 February Sydney transmitted his concurrence with

the judges' report to Nottingham, but at the same time showed doubts about the likelihood

of solving the problem.62

In early 1693 it was presumed that parliament would reconvene in the near future.

Sydney was involved in the usual preparations, transmitting bills to the English council,

including money bills.63 However, the transmission of money bills so soon after

parliament further incited the 1692 opposition, TM while Sydney's growing doubts over the

sole right were influencing his advice to England. On 28 February he advised Nottingham

that if the English parliament should sit long enough to prevent the Irish M.P.s in the

king's service from returning to Ireland, then 'it will be best to prorogue the[m] for a

fortnight or three weeks'. 65 Sydney's anxiety grew greater as news of the English

parliament's investigations into Irish affairs reached him during March. He noted that

some Irish M.P.s were growing 'very insolent', and again advised that William should

make clear his views on the sole right, if parliament was to reconvene.TM

Sydney's concern, coupled with the English parliament's investigations, had its

effect in England. In March William ordered that Sydney prorogue parliament for another

two months, although h in'ention was that it would not meet until at least September.

He also required the English judges' opinion on the sole right, to add weight to that of

the Irish judges. 67 By May it was clear to Sydney that he would not be able to hold a

successful parliament, all sides being firmly entrenched in their views, 68 the

government's constant attacks upon the Commons' stance having strengthened the

61 T.C.D., MSS 1995-2008, f. 264a; MeGuire, 'Parliament', pp 24-5.

62 C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 38.
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opposition's resolve. 69 Sydney was convinced that he could not alter the situation, and

advised against parliament meeting in September, as it 'will never yield the point about

the sole right, so that the king will lose his end for which he calls parliament'. 70 In June

the impasse still existed and was reinforced by the English judges' concurrence with the

Irish judges.7'

The first move towards rectifying the situation occurred in July, when Sydney was

replaced by three lords justices, Cape!, Wyche and Duncombe,72 whose one advantage

was that none of them had any real connection with the previous governments. 73 They

were diplomatic in their initial dealings over the sole right. Although they were ordered

to prepare various bills for transmission to England, they investigated the repercussions

of such action beforehand, informing Nottingham that 'whatever our opinions and doubts

may be, it is not fit that everyone in both nations should know them; but that they may

be only so communicated and concealed as the nature of the thing ... requires'.74

The lords justices' doubts were over the policy to be pursued in relation to the sole

right. In affirmation of the crown's prerogative in initiating money bills, the first bill they

were commanded to prepare was for an additional excise on the same basis as the 1692

act, so the only probable objection to it would be over the actual right of sending money

bills. However, the lords justices felt that the small amount it would raise, in comparison

with the large sum that would have to be requested, 'be not rather to give up the right

than to assert it'. They feared also that relinquishing the crown's prerogative would

encourage attempts at further encroachments, 'and this, too, only upon expectation of an

indifferent sum'. However, parliament's right to a negative voice meant that, if the bill

was rejected for any reason other than the sole right, the prerogative would still be

maintained. Even if the bill was rejected because of the sole right it did not infer an

69 Alan Brodrick to Stiohn, 6 May 1693 (G.M.R., Midelton papers, 1248/1).
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actual loss of money, because, if it was still thought fit to let them continue sitting, the

Commons would probably propose heads of money bills. 75 For the time being, the lords

justices were instructed to prepare 'as many money bills' as they judged to be necessary.

To this end they began privately preparing two more money bills, which they felt would

be a stronger affirmation of the prerogative.76

However, parliament's future remained unclear. The 1692 parliament was

dissolved in June 1693, and the initial plan was that the lords justices would call another

in August.77 By July William had reviewed the situation, and resolved against calling

parliament until spring 1694. It was hoped that the delay would give the lords justices

time to take account of the situation, and for tempers to cool. 78 Even still, William

ordered the lords justices to continue preparing bills, in order to satisfy bish politicians

that a parliament would be called,79 and to allow for parliament to be convened at will,

as the bills would be ready at any time.8°

It became apparent during 1694 that the lords justices were looked upon more

favourably by the political nation, 8 ' while the growing realisation of the need for a

financial and security settlement began to have an effect amongst the 1692 opposition.

On 5 May Alan Brodrick, an adamant sole-righter, wrote to his brother St.John, expressing

the view that the sole right claim would be given up if it was for the public good, though

such action depended on the disposition of the English government and the laws that

would be offered to parliament. However, if parliament was simply expected to vote

supplies and pass 'three or four insignificant acts and then go home', as in 1692, it would

not be worth calling, and would result in another prorogation in great heat, and a

worsening of the situation. However, Alan's view of the lords justices suggested that
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81 N.A.I., Wyche papers, 1/1/103; H.M.C., Buccleuch, ii, 63; McGrath, 'Protestant', pp 133-4.

266



some progress had already been made towards reaching an agreement:

If I consider the government here as it is in the hands of the three lords
justices or two of them I have no reason to doubt but that there is at least
a quorum of them sincerely friends to the true interest of this kingdom, the
British Protestant interest.82

The correspondence of the following months substantiated these early signs of changing

attitudes within the political nation, making possible a negotiated compromise between

the 1692 opposition and the government, through the medium of Cape!.83

But by the middle of 1694 a new threat began to develop, centred around a

growing division between the lords justices over the calling of parliament. In April it was

proposed in the English council that prior to any decision, the lords justices should give

their opinion whether parliament would insist upon the sole right. Capel, knowing

through Shrewsbury that English government opinion favoured an Irish parliament,

advised that it be called, on the premise that 'after so great a revolution' laws were

needed for 'securing the English and Protestant interest'. As for the sole right, he claimed

to have 'discoursed with all sorts of people' and was assured that it would not be a

problem.85 Wyche and Duncombe were surprised that Capel was 'sanguine enough' to

believe that the chief assertors of the sole right would give up their claim. They felt the

1692 opposition were as 'stiff as ever', and that a successful parliament could not be

held.86

Capel also wrote to William assuring him that his affairs in Ireland would not be

interrupted by the raising of the sole right, and that 'the most considerable persons and

leading men' in Ireland had assured him of this, and had promised 'they will to the

uttermost of their fortunes supply you'. 87 Capel supported his stance by sending

82 G.M.R., MidIton papers, 1248/1.
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Shrewsbury two letters he had received from Irish politicians, the first from 'a prudent

person', and the second 'out of Munster from a leading person there, and in parliament

for the sole right', both of which demonstrated the validity of Capel's claims.

Further evidence of a negotiated compromise arose in October, when Reading

wrote to Arthur Rawdon, a fellow sole-righter, informing him that he had been in

consultation with several others as to whether they should drop their claim. If they

maintained it, they would not have a parliament, as William would call parliament only

when he had 'a fair prospect that they will receive a money bill'. However, it was not

necessary that they pass the bill. They could reject it 'for any other reason' than the sole

right. Reading and the others favoured receiving a bill, due to the need for a parliament

in which they could 'reasonably expect' their many grievances to be redressed. Central

to their decision was 'the assurance we have that many good bills are prepared ready to

be sent us, and time given us to form such others as we ourselves think necessary'.

However, Reading was most particularly swayed by the fact that 'I find all the courtiers,

Lord Sydney's, Lord Coningsby's, and Lord Chancellor's party, earnestly bent for sticking

to ... the sole right, and I always suspect anything that comes from my enemy'.89

In the autumn and winter of 1694-5 the details of the negotiated compromise began

to unfold, including a reformation in civil offices aimed at bringing the opposition leaders

into the government. 90 Capel reassured William that any deal would include

confirmation of the crown's prerogative:

In all my negotiations with the gentlemen ... I have discoursed with in
order to keep up a good correspondence in parliament, I have ever had a
due regard to assert the rights of the crown, and have plainly told them,
they must not insist upon the 'sole right', but pass one money bill at least,
that had its rise from the council.

The central part of the compromise was that a government additional excise bill be passed

in recognition of the crown's prerogative. Thereafter the Commons were to prepare heads

of bills for raising the remainder of the supply. 9' In exchange for parliament's
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acquiescence on the sole right, the government was to introduce legislation for settling

Ireland in the Protestant interest. This refened mainly to penal legislation, and as the

1695 penal laws had already been part of government policy since 1690, nothing was

given up during that phase of negotiations.92

The final stage of the compromise involved Capel's appointment as sole

governor. 93 The 1692 opposition were not keen to have any other person oversee

parliament. Capel ensured that they made their views known in England, while also

telling Shrewsbury in December that news of his being joined with another lord justice

once Wyche and Duncombe were removed

has occasioned many gentlemen to tell me that though they [were]
contented to waive the 'sole right', yet they did it in hopes of a lasting
settlement, and good laws, which they expect from me, in whom they have
a confidence.

But if another governor was added, 'they did not think it reasonable I should expect they

should continue in the compliance I had brought them to'.95

In May 1695 Capel was made lord deputy,96 and William ordered that an Irish

parliament meet as soon as possible. 97 On 20 May Capel was ordered to prepare the

necessary bills, and to transmit them to England. 98 The first transmission was sent on

17 June, including only one money bill, for an additional excise, which was the same as

that passed in 1692. The legislative programme did not include a mutiny or militia bill,

presumably because of the fate of these bills in l692. The next day Capel wrote to

Shrewsbury to reaffirm that the excise bill was a sufficient confirmation of the crown's

prerogative, and that its acceptance in parliament would leave the way open for the
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Commons to prepare the heads for other money bills.'00

Some doubts were expressed over the negotiated compromise. Porter agreed with

the compromise over the money bill, especially as Irish M.P.s 'better know the means of

raising thereof with the least inequality or inconveniency', and, although they did not have

a sole right, they did have a right to raise heads of money bills. However he felt that the

reformation in government would not achieve its end, as it would be difficult for the ex-

sole right men, now Capel's 'undertakers', to steer the crown's excise bill through the

Commons, as 'others will oppose it, which must bring it to a question upon the right'.'0'

Bishop William King was concerned also about the possibility of failure in

parliament, but from a different viewpoint to Porter. King had been quietly supportive

of the 1692 opposition,'°2 and so was likely to support this new departure. But he

remained wary, as the new 'expedient' was the same as the terms he had always urged,

and for which he had been 'heartily railed at', it being alleged that his preferment had

made him a courtier. King almost believed those earlier accusations 'since that motive

has made those that railed at me say the same'. Though he agreed with the policy, he

feared the parliament would 'have time to give money, ... but little else'.'° 3 Less

savoury reflection on the compromise came from Bishop William Moreton, a privy

councillor, who on 20 July told Wyche how the new court party was 'caballing,

canvassing, and taking all the fair and foul courses' necessary to undermine the sole

right.'04

Wyche and Duncombe provided the most vehement attack upon the compromise.

Wyche had failed to obtain a copy of the Irish council's letter accompanying the

transmission on 17 June.'°5 His purpose in this attempt to gain inside information

became clear when, on 4 July before the English lords justices appointed to govern during

I-I.M.C., Buccleuch, ii, 193.

101 H.M.C., Downshire, i, 492-3, 497-8.

102 T.C.D., MSS 1995-2008, f. 264a.
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N.A.I., Wyctie papers, 1/1/134.

105 Ibid., 1/1/131.
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William's absence in Europe, Duncombe and Wyche attacked the excise bill, saying it was

not a sufficient assertion of the crown's right, being too small a sum, and, having already

been protested against in 1692, would probably receive the same treatment.'° 6 The lords

justices showed no concern for these objections in view of the agreement already reached

over the excise bill! 07 Any doubt about the acceptability of the policy had been

dispelled by 28 June when the bill was accepted by the English council as being

sufficient to assert the right of sending money bills; Poynings' Act does
not exclude the parliament from proposing the methods of laying the taxes,
provided it is not pretended to as a sole right, and thereby to exclude the
king.'°8

By 13 July all bills had been approved and were sent to Ireland along with the

commission for holding a parliament.'09

On the eve of the 1695 parliament, as far as a financial settlement was concerned,

practical circumstances were worse than they had been in 1692."° However, the 1695

parliament was to be a turning point for the Protestant nation, placing the Williamite reign

in Ireland on firmer ground, initiating the establishment of a Protestant ascendancy over

the Catholic Irish, and setting a precedent for regular parliaments. In many ways the 1695

session was to be the most important and influential session, not only for William's reign,

but for the greater part of the 18th century."

Capel's opening speech on 27 August was symbolic of the compromise reached

over the sole right. The most important, and conciliatory, aspect was Capel's direct

appeal for revenue to the 'gentlemen of the ... Commons'. In so doing he acknowledged

their right to consider the 'ways and means' of raising money and to prepare the heads

of money bills. However, he made clear that it was on condition that the House first

106 C.S.P.D. 1695 & Add., pp 4-5.

107 B.L., Add MS 40,771, f. 39; H.M.C., Buccleuch, ii, 193.

106 C.S.P.D. 1694-5, p. 513.
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accepted the crown's excise bill." 2 Prior to 1695 no chief governor had acknowledged

the Commons' role in raising money. Nor was there any precedent for requesting that the

Commons exercise their right to prepare heads of money bills." 3 Cape! also emphasised

the financial difficulties facing the government:

[the] revenue has fallen short of the Establishment, which has occasioned
great debts ... [and] it is with difficulty ... that the army hath hitherto been
subsisted. There are also several other debts ... a state whereof I have
ordered to be laid before you ... by which you will see, that supplies are
necessary."4

The speech seemed well received, both in the Commons' official address of thanks and

in private correspondence."5

The Commons' election of a speaker identified the first of a minority of opposition

members centred around the sole right. Rochfort was chosen by a majority of three to

one, but not before some other names had been put forward. Thomas Brodrick was the

first, and seemed to have a great deal of support, but realising that more were for

Rochfort, Brodrick wjthdrew." 6 James Sloane endeavoured to upset the agreement

between Rochfort and Brodrick by attacking them for having quit 'their country's interest

by taking to be the king's servants', and instead proposed Maurice a man who

was still 'a great stickler for the sole right'." 7 Sloane was also advocating the cause

of the sole right in his attack on Rochfort and Brodrick as 'courtiers'. However Sloane's

proposal received minimal support." 8 Cape! believed the 'superior' support for

Rochfort showed that parliament was not 'so mutinous towards the king' as had been

believed." 9 William Burgh, writing of the election, stated that the House seemed 'to

112 cj•j•, ii, 643-4; James, Empire, pp 34-5.

113 Kiernan, Administration, p. 121.

114 cjj•, ii, 643-4.

115 B.L., Add MSS 28,879, f. 96; 28,951, f. 1; Cii., ii, 646-7.
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be in good temper, and averse to the passions and heats of last sessions. Some will

grumble, but I hope they'll easily be overpowered by the more moderate ... party'.'°

As for Sloane, it was reckoned a good sign that he 'was ill heard', suggesting that the

House was not prepared to be dragged into a division by members who tried to raise the

sole right.'21

On 29 August the first of 14 government bills was presented to the Commons. By

7 September six of these bills, including two penal bills and the additional excise, had

passed both Houses and received the royal assent.' 22 None of them caused any major

problems. Capel told Shrewsbury of the passage of the excise bill:

Upon the first debate whether the bill should be received, the sole men (as
they call them) were fully heard; yet when the question came to be put, the
negatives amounted but to five or six. And upon the second question for
reading the bill, it was without a negative.

He felt that the government would continue to be well served due to the apparent

unanimity of the House, and the fact that 'there has not been a division yet, and in the

same space of time the last parliament (I am informed) there were above twenty'.'23

Alan Brodrick felt that the endeavours to revive the sole right had been unsuccessful,

because the majority of the 1692 opposition believed that a rupture with the crown would

be disastrous, 'which in most mens' judgements must have been the end of our

disagreeing to receive a money bill ... and chose the least evjl'.' Richard Warburton

felt that, although most M.P.s still believed in the sole right, they did not want to give

'our enemies hope of a fraction', and so, 'rather than the public business should be

interrupted', accepted the bill without division.' 25 The Lords passed all six bills

unanimously.'
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Matthew Ford, in describing these early successes, wrote of two unequal parties.

The government supporters, or 'non-sole right' party, comprised Rochfort 'and about 270'

M.P.s, while the main opposition members were Francis Annesley, Randall Brice, 'who

votes that way by direction of his master the marquis of ME?]', and James Sloane.'27

All three men had been adamant sole-righters in 1692, and seemed to remain so in

l695.'

However, it still remained for the Commons to provide the remainder of the

required money. On 4 September the House agreed that money be granted to the crown,

and resolved that Capel be asked to order the 'present state of the revenue' to be laid

before them. On 5 September abstracts of the Establishment pay arrears and the

government's debts were laid before the House by Robinson. The House then requested

that an account of receipts and payments and all outstanding collection arrears be laid

before them. On 7 September these accounts and papers were laid before the Commons

by Keightley, Robinson, Dering, Corker, a forfeitures commissioner, and Muschampe, the

muster-master general. The accounts amounted to a detailed insight into the revenue and

forfeitures for the preceding six years.' 29 While these proceedings worried

the first resolution following examination of the accounts, on 9 September, was for

granting a supply of £163,325, the sum Capel had requested.' 3 ' Capel took pleasure in

telling Somers and Shrewsbury of 'the unanimity of the House' in this resolution.'32

The Commons' calculations for the supply were on the basis of the Establishment costing

'near' £240,000, which, with an annual net revenue yield of less than £190,000, left an

arrear of £280,329:06:08. However, Capel had recommended that they provide only

£163,325:18:00 towards this amount.'33
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The proceedings on 9 and 10 September identified two more opposition M.P.s.

To Capel's annoyance, Savage had 'attempted to spoil the grace' of the House's vote of

money by a subsequent vote over a habeas corpus bill, 'but the House would not endure

it.lM Alan Brodrick believed Savage's action was an attempt to convince William that

the House's acquiescence on the sole right had been bought too dearly.' 35 Savage made

another attempt to disrupt business on 10 September by endeavouring to get the crown's

prerogative for naming judges in civil causes taken away, but the Commons 'would not

have it'. Robert Molesworth, who had initial support from Shrewsbury and Capel in his

desire for preferment to the privy council and revenue commission,' 36 destroyed his

chances by being 'deeply engaged' with Savage in this attempt to divide the House.'37

Molesworth had already caused Capel concern by the sentiments he expressed on the sole

right. Yet such opposition to government business remained minimal.'38

It still remained for the Commons to prepare heads of bills for the promised

supply. Initially it was feared in some quarters that the House would delay the supply

since receiving their 'sugar plum bills',' 39 a view espoused by Porter, who felt that

Capel was too hasty in giving the royal assent to the first six bills, especially the two

penal bills, and should have waited until the Commons passed the heads of money

bills.'40 However, Thomas Brodrick informed Shrewsbury that, although the country

was miserably poor, and £163,325 was more than had ever been voted before, the giving

of the royal assent to these bills had brought the House to its resolution of promising the

amount that had been asked for, and no matter 'how hard so ever it lies upon us it will

be fully performed'.'4 ' Indeed, iiesj September4reports into England on the Commons'

134 S.R.O., Somers papers, 371/14/9; 1-1.M.C., Buccleuch, ii, 244; CJ.l., ii, 663.
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supply debates told of smooth progress.' 42 Even Porter eventually acknowledged that

'the Commons go on very well', though he still believed they were overly concerned with

examining 'all matters relating to the revenue', with a view to discovering some 'money

in the hands of the accountants', for inclusion in the supply.'43 It was also feared that

the House intended to investigate Robinson and Hely for their involvement in the

forfeitures.'

However, these fears were not realised. By 19 September the House had agreed

to a poll bill of 12d 'for every common labourer under 60 and their children above 16'

but had not yet arrived at any further qualifications.' 45 On 28 September Capel reported

to Shrewsbury that this bill was nearly complete, and that the Commons would make good

the full supply.' 46 On 6 October he reassured Somers, who had expressed concern over

the supply, that the bill had passed, and was valued at £80-l00,000, and that the

Commons would complete the supply by laying 'a rate upon tobacco and some other

goods imported'.' 47 The next day the Commons sent the heads of the poii bill to Capel,

for transmission to England.' 48 On 9 October Capel commended them on the bill, 'not

so much on account of the money, as the manner of giving it'.' 49 This may have

referred to the House's rejection of Sloane's and 4John Mead's attempts to undermine the

bill by raising possible constitutional difficulties, by having an appropriating clause for

army debts included in the bill, and by having the heads reduced into an actual bill and

read again before sending it to Capel. Their motions were not given any countenance 'by

reason of the great delay the same must have given to the uISUpP1yU iso
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On 12 October the Commons agreed to extend the additional excise to Christmas

1698, and on 14 October requested that Cape! prepare a bill in due form. Cape! thanked

them for their readiness to supply the government, but reminded them that more money

was needed to pay the army's debt to the country. On 18 October the House agreed to

an additional tobacco duty to make up the remainder of the supply.' 5 ' The final

computation was £100,000 from the poii, £40,000 from the extended excise, and £23,000

from the tobacco duty.' 52 On 19 October the tobacco duty was finalised, and included

further duties on woollen and linen imports, and wine, until December 1699. The heads

of the bill were sent to Capel, along with the House's request that £30,000 of the supplies

be allowed towards payment of the army debt and £6,000 to the family of the 1660s

Commons' speaker, Sir Audley Mervim 153 However, the Commons had to wait until

1697 before any specific appropriation was accepted in a money bill!M They also

promised that if the money arising from the various bills fell short of the sum voted, they

would make good the deficiency.' 55 Francis Brewster felt such action unnecessary, as

the Commons had given 'one fourth more than my lord deputy asked', while Rochfort

boasted that they had 'despatched more business than any parliament in this kingdom ever

did, with all zeal to his majesty's interest'. 156 In general, Capel's promises had been

made good by parliament, to the satisfaction of government in England.'57

However, it would be disingenuous to suggest that the Commons acted in total

unanimity throughout September-October. Although the perceived threat had initially

been the sole right, the only real threat of a serious division arose at the end of

September, with the commencement of a series of debates, over several weeks, which led

Cii., ii, 717, 719, 724, 729.
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to attempted impeachments of Porter and Aldworth.' 58 The threat of division was

heightened by the stance of Rochfort and Brodrick, the leaders of the court party, which

did not command the type of support they previously had for government business. The

fear was that the new heats 'which have been needlessly raised will make this session

have a far different end to what hath been proposed'.' 59 However, such fears were

assuaged in part when the House postponed consideration of the articles against Porter,

introduced on 30 September, until they had completed their debate on the poii bill.'6°

The House resumed consideration of the articles on 5 October, the day before the heads

were passed.'6'

Capel endeavoured to remain unmoved by events, his only concern being that

Porter's appeals to England 'may do me no harm with the king', and that Somers would

defend his character.' 62 He informed Shrewsbury that

I find this business of [Porter's] so far from obstructing the king's
business, that till this heat against him had some vent in the House, the
money matters went slowly on, but since that, they have sat almost 'de die
in diem'.'63

However, initially it was believed in England that the action against Porter was carried

out with Capel's 'privity', and that 'the House is put into such a ferment that there is a

majority too for obstructing the public business which would not have appeared had they

not been provoked to i•M Capel would be exonerated only if the Commons made

good 'the supplies'. 165 The passing of the heads of the poll bill helped to ease the
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pressure on Cape!, as did the voting of the other heads of money bills. On 18 October

Warburton, a supporter of Porter, corroborated Capel's claims that the issue was not

adversely affecting government business, admitting that amidst all the heats 'the king's

business meets with [the] least obstruction'.' However, the Commons remained 'out

of humour' over the attempted impeachments, though a letter from Capel on 17 October,

reminding them of their promise to 'avoid all heats and animosities in your debates','67

supposedly 'composed their minds'.' 68 The articles against Porter were rejected on 25

October, and, following a brief panic over an affront by Rochfort to Porter that same

evening,' 69 parliament adjourned on 28 October until 18 November.'70

Throughout October the Commons acted on two different levels. On one level the

majority supported court business, while a minimal number acted as an impotent

opposition. On another level the House divided into two strong confrontational parties

over a contentious personal issue. While the majority of government officials sided with

Porter, a significant minority were against him, so that neither side could claim to be a

government party. The division over Porter and Aldworth represented the only intrusion

of English tory-whig politics into the fish parliament.' 7 ' While the first recorded use

of the terms 'whig' and 'tory' in Irish politics did not occur until the 1703-4

parliament,' 72 the terms are the most apt description of the ideologies behind the two

parties involved in the only factional division during an otherwise successful session.

Cape! naturally identified with the whig element of Irish politics, and, unsurprisingly, the

core of his court party were whiggish in outlook. However, in parliament the court party

was, in reality, the majority of the Commons, with all government business being

' B.L., Add MS 28,879, f. 210.
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supported almost unanimously, while the minimal opposition came from adherents of both

parties. Sloane, Prnl Savage and Williamson were all of the tory side, while

Molesworth, Bnce and Annesley were of the whig side. Both parties were also equally

represented on the various parliamentary committees.' 73 The tory-whig nature of the

attacks on Porter and Aldworth did not spill over into the House's work on other

business.'74

Besides reaching a successful compromise over the sole right and avoiding a split

over the impeachments, the Commons also established the first committee of public

accounts. On 9 September the House resolved that a select conmiittee be appointed to

examine all the revenue accounts, and 'nquire if the correct accounting methods had been

practiced in the exchequer since the Revolution.' 75 From 1715 onwards it was a

Commons' standing order that 'no money bill be read ... until the report from the

committee of accounts be first made'.'76

The 1695 committee made two reports, on 23 September and 13 December. The

first concentrated on the exchequer between 1689-92. Their findings centred on the

failure to pell the payments and receipts for the period, which stood at £954,456:06:07,

of which only £9,816:15:OO had been pelled, which 'was not pursuant to the ancient

methods of the exchequer'. However, Robinson had produced a letter of August 1690,

signed by William, ordering the commissioners and collectors to continue to answer any

treasury debentures and to make payments into the treasury 'during the course of the war,

and until the courts and offices of record should be restored to the former and legal

sittings'. On the basis of this letter alone the treasury officials justified the failure to

account in the correct manner. However, the pells office was supposedly open from

August 1690, causing the committee to believe that the letter did not excuse the non-

pelling of payments since that date. They also felt that the whole matter had 'given great

opportunity of fraud and deceit in the accounts'. The second report focused on the large

balances of money still due from Restoration vice-treasurers and farmers, which, in the
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opinion of the committee, was because the usual methods of the exchequer 'have not been

observed'. They also mentioned Culliford yet again. Their final resolution was to address

Capel, asking him to lay their findings before William.' 77 Unlike the 1692 grievances

committee, the public accounts committee was not intended as the starting point for the

prosecution of erring officials, and instead set the precedent for future committees to

restrict their comments 'to irregular expenditure, and wasteful management'.'78

Proceedings in the Lords were less eventful, though the introduction of the heads

of a toleration bill and a bill of rights threatened for a time to disrupt the House.179

However, in revenue matters they were equal to the Commons. The only peer whom

Capel felt it necessary to warn against was Lord Anglesey, a Porterite, who was 'perfectly

embarked with the sole right men' and was 'at the head of all the embroilments' in the

House.' 8° But in general, the Lords avoided major divisions, while the two Houses

managed to come to agreement over the previously contentious issues relating to

conferences between the Houses and the hearing of oaths in the Commons.'8'

By the time of the adjournment on 28 October the session had already proved

satisfactory for the government. All 14 bills from the original transmission had been

passed and given the royal assent, and the requested supply had been voted, prepared as

heads of bills, and transmitted to England.' 82 During the adjournment concern was

expressed in both countries over the potential political backlash following the attempted

impeachments, especially if it involved an address to the English parliament.' 83 It was

also 'privately insinuated' to William that parliament had taken 'an unusual privilege' in
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'preparing bills, and addressing to the privy council to pass them'. The English council

investigated the accusations, examining letters, printed votes, and questioning Capel's

private secretary, Stone, who, with the assistance of Somers, convinced William that the

correct procedure had been observed.''

Such concerns were dispelled when parliament reconvened. The second sitting

was destined to be a short one. On 19 November William ordered Capel to ensure that

parliament adjourned, as soon as the money bills were passed, to 8 March 1696.185

Apart from a protest in the Lords over the rejection of the bill for union and division of

parishes,' 86 and a petition in the Commons on behalf of a Catholic, which threatened

to revive October's divisions, government business continued unhindered, while opposition

remained minimal. An impotent attempt was made by 'some few creatures of my Lord

Ormonde's' to have the money bills held up until the House was notified of the fate of

the bills still in England, especially the habeas corpus bill and the bill of rights. But their

motion 'made as little impression as Sir John Edgeworth's motion some days before, that

the House would be pleased to pay ... Ormonde's debts'.' 87 By 7 December parliament

had passed a further 12 bills, including the poii and tobacco bills.' 88 The only murmur

of dissent occurred in the Lords, who, although passing the poll bill unanimously, entered

a protest over the Commons' having assumed 'a power to assess the peers', when it was

the peers' 'undoubted right to assess themselves'. They decided to pass the bill due to

the exigencies of affairs, though resolved to assert their right if the like were to happen

again.' 89 On 14 December Capel gave the royal assent to five more bills, including the

extended excise bill. Parliament then adjourned until 28 March 1696.190

The Whitehall and Dublin governments were pleased with the outcome of the

184 B.L., Add MS 40,771, f. 107; H.M.C., Buccleuch, ii, 256.

185 H.M.C., Buccleuch, ii, 259.

B.L., Add MS 28,879, f. 304; H.M.C., Buccleuch, ii, 276; O'Gorman, 'Church', pp 58-9.

187 H.M.C., Buccleuch, ii, 272-3; McGrath, 'Protestant', ch. 5.

CJJ., ii, 800-1.

189 L.J.!., i, 573.

190 B.L., Add MS 28,879, f. 316; Cii., ii, 820.
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session. During the second sitting 17 out of 18 bills retransmitted from England were

passed.' 9 ' In total the parliament passed 25 public acts. In 1692 only four were

passed.' 92 Alan Brodrick summed up the prevailing mood within the political nation:

the king has had the money given him which he demanded, his sole right
is either asserted or given up to him ... the country hath had such laws
passed as they long have wanted and wished for but never expected to
have had granted but by such a king and under such a chief governor.'93

The 1695 session was important in many ways. A compromise was reached over

the sole right, which established the procedure whereby the Commons first received a

token government-sponsored money bill, in recognition of the crown's prerogative, after

which they were left to prepare heads of bills for the remainder of the supply. By this

means the government's immediate financial needs were addressed, while the political

nation also benefited, as their fledgling ascendancy was put on a secure footing,' and

their right to initiate heads of bills was recognised and countenanced by the fish and

English governments. A precedent was established for a procedure which had been seen

previously as an encroachment on the crown's prerogative,' 95 but which soon became

the standard process for most legislation in the 18th century.' 96 Also, the Commons'

initial attempt at appropriating money was a precursor to legislative appropriation, which

commenced in 1697, but came into its own after 1715 with the advent of a national

debt.'97

1695 also witnessed the establishment of the first committee of public accounts.

It became the practice in the 18th century that money was not voted until the committee

had scrutinised the accounts. This public examination of government income and

expenditure gave the legislature more influence over the executive, which became more

'' B.L., Add MS 40,771, f. 111; H.M.C., Buccleuch, ii, 276, 278, 281-2.

192 Stat. ire., iii, 241-8, 249-337; McGuire, 'parliament', p. 16.

193 Alan Brodrick to St.John, 17 Dec. 1695 (G.M.R., Midtton papers, 1248/1); Victory, 'Colonial', pp
15-7.

194 McGrath, 'Penal', pp 45-6; Ibid, 'Protestant', passim.

' Beckett, ire., p. 122; McGuire, 'Parliament', passim.

McGuire, 'Parliament', pp 20, 29; Simms, 'Case', p. 131.

197 Kieman, Administration, pp 122-3.
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accountable for its activities.' 98 Parliamentary control of the purse-strings meant that

the executive had to accept the advent of regular parliaments.'

The success of the 1695 session ensured that further sessions were held, in 1697 and

1698-9. However, the long-term success of the 1695 compromise did not preclude

continued politicking between executive and legislature, especially in relation to the pro-

and anti-Porter parties. In January 1696 Porter warned Coningsby that it would be

premature to demand a further supply when parliament met again.200 In May

Shrewsbury requested that Capel give his opinion as to whether parliament 'will be

disposed to grant a further supply, and be inclined to avoid such heats and disputes as

would make their meeting not advisable'. 20 ' Continuing financial difficulties meant that

the government needed further supplies.202 Capel's ill health put any immediate plans

on hold, though in June Shrewsbury told William that if the parliament met in the autumn

'they probably will be prevailed on to grant you a further supply'. However, if they did

not sit then, they could not sit in winter because the English parliament would be in

session, which would mean postponing the session for a year, which might cause problems

for a new chief governor hi trying to unite 'both parties'. Shrewsbury believed immediate

action following Capel's death would provide the best results in endeavouring to unite the

political nation.203

Capel died in May, and was replaced by an interim body of lords justices headed

by Porter.20'1 The change in government, although necessitating a new commission for

continuing parliament, did not adversly affect the plan to reconvene it. 205 By July Porter

198 Kieman, Administration, pp 122-3, 125-7; Sinims, 'Case', p. 131.

199 Englefield, Records, pp 34-5.

200 P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638/18/37.

201 H.M.C., Buccleuch, ii, 329.

202 Ch. 3.

2(0 C.S.P.D. 1696, p. 216.

2(4 H.M.C., Buccleuch, ii, 344, 365; N.H.!., ix, 490.

205 H.M.C., Buccleuch, ii, 362-3.
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had become more enthusiastic about another session, telling Vernon that the heats of 1695

were 'well allayed',206 and informing Coningsby that the parliament would vote a good

sum, probably by a land tax, as the poll tax 'proves very troublesome and will fall short

considerably of what it was computed at. But I look upon that as no prejudice to the

king's affairs since the income is enough to carry on the service and that we are sure the

parliament will make it up'. 207 The tax did experience collection problems, though to

an extent, these problems were used as an argument for parliament meeting.208

In August 1696 the English government requested the lords justices' opinion on

the probability of another supply being given, and whether it would be better secured by

a prorogation instead of an adjournment.Z® The lords justices' reply was deemed

unsatisfactory, being objected to because the English government doubted that 'the same

thing may be pretended to there as it is in England; that there cannot be two demands of

a supply made in one session; and therefore, unless there were a prorogation or a new

parliament called, there would not be money given'. 210 By September the feeling was

that another demand for money depended more upon the 'disposition of the people'. At

the same time the English government wanted to know if the 1695 habeas corpus bill and

bill of rights, retained in England due to the council's dislike of them, would be pressed

for when parliament reconvened. 21 ' Porter remained confident that parliament would

vote a supply, though he felt some more bills should also be prepared to avoid the

impression that they would sit only to give money. 212 In September he pressed for a

session in October, though Shrewsbury felt this was too soon. 213 However, Porter's

death in December necessitated the appointment of new chief governors, which delayed

206 C.SJ'.D. 1696, p. 261.

207 P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638/18f74-5.

206 Doyle, 'Politics', p. 204.

209 C.S.P.D. 1696, pp 258, 321.

210 Ibid., p. 354.

211 Ibid., pp 354, 379.

212 P.R.O.N.1., De Ros MSS, D638/18/76, 78, 80.

213 H.M.C., Buccleuch, ii, 413.
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the second session once again.214

The new lords justices, appointed in April 1697, were Henry de Ruvigny, Viscount

Gaiway, Charles Powlett, marquis of Winchester, and Edward, Viscount Villiers.215

Their instructions included the preparation of bills, 216 though a decision on when

parliament would sit had not been taken by June. On 5 June they informed Blathwayt

that, at their first meeting with the council, they had proposed five bills to be offered to

parliament, which were received with 'great approbation' and promises that parliament

would look upon them in the same light. On the basis of this meeting, the justices

proposed, as the final decision lay with them, that parliament sit in July.217

Having decided when the session would commence, the justices needed to ensure

they had a full legislative programme, in order to avoid the mistakes of 1692.218 Much

of June and July, in Whitehall and Dublin, was spent in these preparations, including

drafting an opening speech that would not upset the tender sensibilities of U M.P.s.

Although a legislative programme was prepared, it did not include a money bill, while it

was felt prudent to leave the drafting of a militia bill to parliament. 219 The discussions

over the opening speech reveal the thinking behind these preparations. On 15 June the

lords justices, in sending a draft of their speech, informed Shrewsbury that they thought

it wise to leave the preparation of money bills to the Commons, without giving them the

opportunity of claiming a sole right. 220 John Methuen, the new lord chancellor,22'

appeared to clarify the issue to Somers on 26 June, explaining that the fact that the

parliament had not been prorogued meant that the government could forgo offering a

money bill at the start of the session, as it was theoretically only a continuation of the

214 Doyle, 'Politics', pp 209-12.

215 N.H.!., ix, 490-1. Villiers never took up his post.

216 C.S.P.D. 1697, p. 134; H.M.C., Buccleuch, ii, 460; Doyle, 'Politics', p. 214.

217 N.A.I., MS M2453; H.M.C., Buccleuch, ii, 480; Downshire, I, 748.

218 H.M.C., Buccleuch, ii, 484.

219 N.A.I., MS M2453; S.R.O., Somers papers, 371/14/2; C.S.P.D. 1697, pp 196-7, 223-5, 228-9, 237-9,
242-6, 249-51, 258-9, 264-5, 272, 280, 283; Doyle, 'Politics', 214-22.

2J C.S.P.D. 1697, pp 196-7.
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1695 sitting, and therefore the 1695 recognition of the crown's prerogative still held

good.222

The English government, having objected in 1696 to the adjournment being used

as an excuse for not demanding a supply, sent back a revised speech which omitted

reference to the adjournment. 223 Methuen objected to the removal of this reference,

which he had inserted 'thinking it was a full assertion of the king's prerogative against

the "sole right". However, he now believed also that the 1695 excise bill, being 'a bill

as passed before, word for word, save the words of continuing the duty to another day',

was open to question as to whether it actually asserted the crown's prerogative. He felt

that the revised speech, without reference to the adjournment, was 'the strongest argument

for the "sole right" that can be used; less than that would have satisfied the parliament'

in l692.2 The lords justices contested the speech's inclusion of a reference to the

Commons, as there was no precedent, apart from 1695. However, Methuen acknowledged

to Vernon that they would have to name them.225

The de facto second session commenced on 27 July. 226 The opening speech was

based upon the English government's revised version, including specific reference to the

Commons in their request for supply, and without mentioning the adjournment.

At the beginning of this parliament there was proposed to you the great
debt on the crown ... and that the money you then gave was sufficient to
pay only a part of that debt, which hath likewise fallen short of answering
what it was given for, whilst the debt hath increased. There shall be laid
before you, gentlemen of the ... Commons, an account of what hath been
received of the money given this session, as likewise what is now due to
the [Establishment]; you will likewise consider, how far it is fit to provide
for the debt due to the country for quarters.

The army debt to the country was a known concern of the Commons. Likewise the

speech addressed the need for fortifications and the building of barracks, thereby playing

upon the Protestant nation's fear for security, their desire to end army quartering amongst

222 S.R.O., Somers papers, 371/14/2.

223 C.S.P.D. 1696, p. 244; James, Letters, 1, 278, 308.

224 C.S.P.D. 1697, pp 242-3; H.M.C., Buccleuch, ii, 491.

225 C.S.P.D. 1697, pp 252, 267.

226 cJ•J•, ii, 833; McGrath, 'Protestant', p. 223.
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civilians, and the need to provide sufficient barracks for an army strong enough to deal

with internal and external security threats. The speech finished with a more direct request

for money: 'we cannot doubt your compliance in giving unto his majesty such supplies

as are wanting, when you consider, that in all these things the king expects nothing from

you, but what is necessary for your own ... safety'. 227 As in 1695, the need to address

the government's debt was emphasised to both houses, the raising of supply was placed

in the hands of the Commons, and scrutiny of accounts was accepted.

The first days of the session saw a threatened outbreak of factionalism averted by

Winchester, who placated Savage, the instigator of conflict, with vague promises of a

place on the revenue commission, followed by potentially disruptive inquiries into the fate

of certain heads of bills from 1695, which had not been transmitted to England.2

Fortunately for the government, the Commons did not let these issues distract them, and

began considering supply on 3 August. The next day the House agreed to grant a supply,

and the lords justices were requested to lay the state of the revenue and debt before the

House. Between 5 and 10 August the various accounts were laid before them by

Keightley, Vanhomrigh, Robinson and Dering. On 9 August the committee of public

accounts was revived, and on 10 August the Commons agreed to grant a supply 'not

exceeding' £150,000, 'in discharge of all debts and arrears' due to June 1697.229

These proceedings were reported to the English government by the lords justices

and Methuen. On 7 August Winchester explained that the voting of the 'quantum' was

delayed by Robinson's mistake in not delivering an account, though the delay was 'only

in order to have those other papers before them ... and from no manner of ill humour'.

He believed that 'people seem pretty well disposed to do what is expected from

them'.23° On 10 August the lords justices reported that the Commons had resolved to

grant £150,000, on the basis that this amount, coupled with the remainder of the 1695

supplies and all collection arrears, was sufficient to discharge the government arrear which

227 cj••, ii, 833-4; C.S.P.D. 1697, p. 281.

228 P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638/30/2; CJJ., ii, 837-9, 842; C.S.P.D. 1697, pp 283, 307-8; H.M.C.,
Downshire, i, 757-60; Doyle, 'Politics', pp 223-7.

229 cj•j•, ii, 840, 842, 844-5, 847-9, 851, 853; N.A.I., MS M3070; P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS,
D638/166/21.

230 C.S.P.D. 1697, pp 290-1.
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they computed to be £309 ,000 . 23! Methuen reported that 'we have had a great difficulty

with our affairs of money, not only from the greatness of the debt, but from the

accounts'. However, these had been overcome and the quantum voted 'without one

negative'. He believed 'they will give a considerable sum more to pay the quarters, [and]

to build barracks'.232

The Commons' calculations were either overly optimistic, or politically astute.

Using the 1695 session's calculations, the House added on the yield from hereditary and

parliamentary sources for the interim period. By June 1697 the 1695 supplies had yielded

£103,000, which, with the hereditary revenue, had 'not increased in that proportion'

expected, so that, with the cost of the Establishment remaining above the hereditary

revenue yield, plus there being 'a great many extraordinary charges pretended above the

Establishment', they estimated the arrear at £309,711. On the expectation of the

remaining £60,000 being collected from the 1695 supplies, plus collection arrears of

c.±100,000, there remained a deficit of c.l50,000.233

These computations demonstrate the inconsistencies the Commons experienced, or

chose to experience, in examining the revenue. As in 1695, they used an overly low

estimate for the Establishment, and failed to acknowledge that the pay arrears were

cumulative. Although they had started to decrease because of the ongoing recovery in the

hereditary revenue and the extra income provided by parliament, they would not be

removed by providing for the amount outstanding in June 1697, as each day new arrears

arose.234 Also, the collection arrears were an ongoing proposition, and could never be

used en masse to solve an immediate debt, as there were always such arrears.235 The

Commons also had less regard for paying the army debt before June 1694 because until

then the army 'made great advantages in the country'. These inconsistencies appear

politic, in that the Commons said they would provide for any arrears grown due for the

remainder of 1697, when such arrear was made clear in parliament, thereby ensuring the

231 N.A.I., MS M2454.

232 C.S.P.D. 1697, p. 299.

233 B.L., Add MS 4761, f. 39; C.SJ'.D. 1697, pp 307, 317.

234 Figure 3.4.
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need for another session.236

It still remained for the Commons to provide the promised supply, and on 13

August they commenced considering the 'ways and means'.237 Prior to that date, during

July and early August, reports by the likes of Methuen, Thomas Southwell, and Vernon

told how 'the scheme of raising the money' was being discussed amongst the government

and political nation. General opinion was against a land tax, and in favour of another poli

tax and a continuation of the existing additional duties, while some reports included less

likely proposals for a tax on cattle and malt. 238 On 10 August Robinson gave

Coningsby a precise prediction, telling him that "tis agreed by all hands that a poii tax

leaving out offices will yield, if well managed, £60,000 which given for two years and

the new duties continued three years more will answer the whole'. 239 On 12 August

Methuen corroborated this view, though he mistakenly believed that the Commons would

not insist 'upon any appropriation'.°

The first definite news from within the Commons came on 14-5 August, when

reports were sent to England confirming that the House had decided on a 'second' poii

for two years, at 2s a headY" The details remained to be worked out, and the 'heads'

were not finally agreed and sent to the lords justices until 13 SeptemberY'2 However,

apart from the length of time, the government had little cause for concern during this

period, as most reports told of good progress on the billY' 3 Methuen panicked slightly

on 19 August, believing the House intended some 'mischief', by either giving the poll for

236 B.L., Add MS 4761, f. 39; C.S.P.D. 1697, p. 317.

237 cjj•, ii, 860.

238 B.L., Add MS 4761, f. 39; P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638/30/2; C.S.P.D. 1697, p. 286; H.M.C.,
Buccleuch, ii, 491.

239 P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638/166f21.

° C.S.P.D. 1697, p. 306.

' Humphrey May to Blathwayt, 14 Aug. 1697 (N.A.I., MS M3070); C.S.P.D. 1697, p. 312; H.M.C.,
Downshire, i, 760.
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one year only, or by 'estimating it so high for two years as to give little besides'.

Such fears proved unfounded, as the Commons gave the poii for two years, estimating it

annually at £50,000, half the estimated value of the 1695 one-year poll, suggesting that

the House had learnt something from the earlier problems, and endeavoured to

accommodate them by increasing the basic rate, lowering the estimated yield, and giving

it for two years.5

The one issue to cause concern was an attempt by the Commons to fix the value

of coin in Ireland by including a clause for maintaining the value at the rate then current,

for the duration of the poll, in what was an endeavour to circumvent the devaluation of

old clipped silver coin in the wake of England's 'great recoinage' of l696.6 The lords

justices made known their dislike of the clause, claiming that it infringed on the crown's

prerogative. The attempt was dropped, though the House still addressed William on the

same lines, with a division of 90 to 74 causing the replacement of the reference to the

duration of the tax with a 'softer' term asking for the continued current value 'during the

exigencies of affairs'. Vernon felt the Commons' endeavours would 'give great jealousy'

in England, 'when perhaps they might have enjoyed the benefit of this advanced value

upon money longer by being contented with a "connivance".7

However, the real reasons behind the slow progress on the bill was in part the

Commons' desire to remedy the 1695 defects, in part the complexities of drawing up a

poll bill, and in part because, as Methuen put it, 'the Commons go on very slowly

being in love with debate'. 8 While the Commons dealt with the supply on 13 of the

27 days on which the House sat between 13 August and 13 September, they also

addressed numerous other issues and bills during that time, the most significant of which

were bills for ratification of the articles of Limerick and banishing Catholic bishops.9

C.S.P.D. 1697, p. 320.

Stat. Ire., iii, 374-96; B.L., Add MS 28,881, f, 445; P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638/166/21.

'16 Roseveare, Financial, p. 38; Cullen, Trade, pp 155-7.
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The intricacies of the poii bill and other business did not divert attention away

from raising the remainder of the 'quantum'. On 13 September the heads of the

additional duties bill was agreed to, along with the poii bill, and sent to the lords justices.

This was shorter and less complex than the poll bill, as the primary necessity was to

extend the dates of the existing duties. It was first mentioned in reports in early

September,25° and was most notable in that it further rationalised the developing policy

on short-term additional duties, by amalgamating the three 1695 additional duty acts into

one bill, and extending all duties to December 1702. It also included the first attempt at

appropriation, by specifying set amounts to be paid into the treasury, for the building of

barracks, for reimbursement of the government for respited quit rents, to Mervn's family,

as requested in 1695, and to Richard Warburton, for services in the Commons in the

1 660s.25'

The two completed heads of money bills were believed to provide sufficiently for

the voted supply of £150,000. The government was happy with the bills, the House's

promise to make up any deficit, and, that in the end, the votes had been 'cheerful and

unanimous'. It was also 'the opinion of those conversant in his majesty's revenue, that

the funds ... will be sufficient for the uses' they were voted for. 252 Methuen believed

the funds were more likely to raise £200,000.253 On 25 September, following the royal

assent being given to 14 bills, including the Limerick bill and two penal bills, the

parliament adjourned until 20 October, and then to 2 November.2M Despite earlier

concerns, the government was pleased with the outcome of the session thus far.255

The main purpose of the adjournment was to allow time for the money bills to be

250 Lords justices to Blaiayt, 4, 7 Sept. 1697 (N.A.I., MS M2454); H.M.C., Buccleuch, ii, 548-9, 554;

Ci.!., ii, 909-10.

251 Stat. Ire., iii, 353-8; Kieman, Administration, pp 122-3.

252 Lords justices to Blavayt, 7 Sept. 1697 (N.A.I., MS M2454); C.S.P.D. 1697, pp 308, 313-4, 355.

253 H.M.C., Portland, iii, 588-9.
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sent to the English council. There was debate over some bills, especially an outlawries

bill and association bill, which was amended to remove the right of Irish government

officials to sign the association in English courts, primarily because the council did not

want Irish M.P.s believing that they could 'authorise what the courts ... should do' in

England, but also to discourage permanent absenteeism. 256 However the money bills

did not cause any problems, though the additional duty bill was amended in the clauses

for appropriating £21,027:03:06 as reimbursement for the remitted rents on waste lands,

on the grounds that the original clause was not specific enough, and could have led to the

remitting of rents on profitable land as well.257

The second sitting was, like that in 1695, destined to be short, as the session was

to end once the money bills were passed.258 Initially the returned bills caused concern,

due to an error by the English clerk of the crown in omitting the word 'thousand' from

the terminal date in the additional duty bill. 259 However, 'after much consultation', the

government got around it, by sending an amending clause to England for inclusion in any

bill still being considered at council,° which was eventually included in a 1698 act for

preventing abuses in the making of butter casks.' The additional duties bill received

it first reading in the Commons on 9 November, the second full day of the sitting. On

17 November it was passed without amendment and sent to the Lords, were it passed and

received the royal assent on 19 November.2

The poll bill was first read on 20 November, and although the second reading was

postponed initially for a week, 3 supposedly 'in order that they might receive ... some

256 C.S.P.D. 1697, pp 400-1, 420-1, 440, 443; Doyle, 'Politics', pp 251-5.

257 Stat. Ire., iii, 356-7; C.S.P.D. 1697, pp 418, 421, 431.
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more of their public bills from Eng1and', it received a second reading on 24

November following a message from the lords justices urging the Commons to finish up

the bills before them because parliament 'had continued very long', and William wanted

it to 'recess in a very few days'. The bill was passed and sent to the Lords on 27

November, where it passed on 30 November, though the Lords once again protested at

the Commons assessing peers for tax purposes, but despite their resolution in 1695 to

assert their right on the next occassion it occurred, they did nothing more than record the

same protest. 5 The Lords' protest was the culmination of what had been a troubled

session in the upper House, highlighted by the September protest against the mutilation

of the Limerick articles, and the rejection of the association bill on 27 November.

However, they remained compliant in revenue matters.

The only serious division in the Commons was over the association bill, which

passed by 92 to 68 on 23 November. However, notification of the pending recess helped

to concentrate minds, and the remaining days witnessed a flurry of resolutions, mainly

relating to penal measures, the remitting of quit rents, and the 1695 poil tax. It is notable

that the committee of public accounts, although revived in August 1does not appear to have

made a report. On 3 December the poll bill, along with 12 other bills, received the royal

assent, after which parliament was prorogued until May 1698. The session had

passed 17 public acts.

Despite the lack of a report from the committee of public accounts, the 1697

session had continued where the 1695 session had left off in relation to the revenue and

parliament, and likewise, could be deemed a success for both government and parliament.

The government once again recognised the Commons' right to initiate money bills and

to scrutinise the accounts, while the Commons continued to provide money to meet the

C.S.P.D. 1697, p. 492.
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government's increased costs by means of short-term supply. 1697 also witnessed the

first parliamentary appropriation of supply?9

The 1697 prorogation ensured that the theoretical problems caused by the session

following on from an adjournment, did not apply in 1698. However other issues arose

to cause the government greater concern prior to the meeting of the final session of the

Williamite parliaments.

The two main issues to dominate the 1698-9 session were the linen versus woollen

manufacture debate, and the stationing of William's army in beland following the treaty

of Ryswick. Both issues were to have a direct effect upon the considerations of the

executive and legislature in relation to supply, and for a time threatened to revive the sole

right issue, and endanger the government's chances of securing a further supply towards

discharging the pay arrears. At the same time these issues were the main reasons for a

third session.

English commercial jealousy of the competitive Irish woollen industry had been

an issue for most of the 1690s, though England's economic climate in 1696-7 increased

the level of agitation for action to be taken. The solution, apart from prohibiting Irish

woollen exports, was seen in the encouragement of an alternative Irish linen industry.270

The 1695 session had drawn up heads of a bill for this purpose, which despite the support

of Capel and the promise of attention from England, did not come to fruition.27'

However, the session made a token gesture by placing prohibitive additional duties on

linen imports.272

The heads of a linen bill were presented also in 1697, the delivery of which to the

lords justices identified an issue that was to be of significance in 1698-9. Savage had

reported to the Commons that he had, on their request, delivered papers on the linen

manufacture to the lords justices, so that clauses could be added to the bill in council, as

269 Kieman, Administration, pp 122-3.

270 C.S.P.D. 1699-1 700, pp xliui-lviii; Kearney, 'Mercantilism', pp 484-6; Kelly, 'Keamey re-visited',
pp 24-8; Cullen, Economic, pp 32-5; Doyle, 'Politics', pp 170-1, 268-86.
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long as they did not relate 'to the levying of money'. 273 This was interpreted by the

lords justices as a failed attempt to revive the sole right. When they confronted Savage,

telling him that they had no recollection of such a statement and that the House had not

requested him to say it, he 'denied having made such a report'. Galway told him to erase

it from the Commons' journal as it was false. 274 However, it remained in the journals,

while the attempt to raise the sole right by portraying the linen bill as a surrogate money

bill became a major issue prior to the 1698-9 session. The 1697 linen bill was transmitted

to England, but was laid aside due to numerous defects, and the extensive amendments

made by the English board of trade.275

While the Irish parliament failed to allay English jealousies over the woollen

industry, pressure was growing in England for legislative action. In December 1697 a bill

was passed in the English Commons for the prohibition of irish woollen exports.276

However, it failed in the Lords, who chose instead to address William, requestinghe

instruct the irish government to propose remedies, issue a proclamation discouraging

woollen manufactures, and encourage the linen industry. The Commons also addressed

William on the subject. 277 Methuen, in soliciting the bill's rejection in the Lords, had

promised the likes of Rochester and Godolphin that he would introduce a linen bill in the

Irish parliament,278 which was to be allowed to try and solve the woollen issue.

The other reason for parliament to meet again was money. English parliamentary

pressure for the disbandment of the army in 1698-9 caused William to turn to Ireland as

a place for stationing a large part of his active forces. In 1699 the English parliament

273 cjj•, ii, 932.

274 C.S.P.D. 1699-i 700, p. xlix; H.M.C., Buccleuch, ii, 558, 561-3; Kelly, 'Keamey re-visited', p. 32;
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settled the standing forces in England at 7,000 and in Ireland at 12,000.279 However,

from late 1697 these soldiers were arriving in Ireland, replacing the existing forces, and

adding to the overall size of the army.° For the government this meant immediate and

new financial burdens in paying the new soldiers while clearing the arrears of the

disbanded regiments. To avoid the rapid increase in pay arrears that occurred earlier in

the decade, the government needed another parliamentary supply. However, the lords

justices recommended that the new larger Establishment, being prepared during 1698, be

withheld until after the winter session, in order to avoid disputes over new additions and

increased costs. William agreed, allowing the lords justices to ignore the new

Establishment when it arrived during the session.' Despite such precautions, the

arrival of these new forces did not escape the attention of Irish M.P.s. In 1697 it had

been proposed in the Commons by 'one Mr Harman' that they 'should address the

government that no foreign forces might be sent' to Ireland. However Harman could not

find anyone to second his motion, 2 though a lack of interest in 1697 did not mean that

the same reaction could be expected a year later.

While the linen/woollen issue and the increased size of the army provided the

reasons for another session, two other issues of 1698 suggested that it would not be a

smooth session. The furore following the purposeful circulation in London of William

Molyneux's The case of Ireland'* being bound by acts of parliament in England, stated,

when the English parliament was considering the woollen bill, and the conflict over the

appellate jurisdiction of the Irish House of Lords in relation to Bishop King's contest over

property rights in Deny with the London Society, brought the ongoing debate over the

constitutional relationship between England and Ireland into the limelight once more, and

279 N.L.I., MS 43, ff1, 3, 10-11; C.S.P.D. 1697, pp 462, 528, 593; C.S.P.D. 1698, pp v-vi, 23, 29, 33-4,
57-8, 427-8, 430-1; C.S.P.D. 1699-1 700, pp viii-x, 5, 11,43-4, 65, 68.

280 B.L., Add MSS 28,881, f. 606; 40,771, f. 188; N.A.I., MSS M3070; M2455-7; C.S.P.D. 1697, pp
427, 434, 446; C.S.P.D. 1698, pp 11, 65, 78-9, 91-2, 105, 113, 146, 174-5, 307, 335, 381, 386, 396;
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added fuel to the woollen industry debate. 3 The heightened passions aroused whenever

the constitutional relationship was questioned provided a cautionary warning to

government that the session was likely to be a difficult one in both Houses.

Preparations for the 1698 session began in July with the English council

considering a legislative programme made up bills transmitted in 1697. In August

Methuen returned to Ireland with these bills, but it still remained for legislation to be

prepared on the linen/woollen issue. Despite the importance attached to such legislation,

nothing was prepared when the lords justices delivered their opening speech on 27

September. At that time the proposed linen bill was still being considered in council at

Dublin castle, and was not transmitted to England until 30 September, along with an

additional woollen export duty bill, which was intended to discourage exports, or at least

bring the cost of exports onto a par with English products. 	 The bills did not arrive

in Ireland until 27 October.5

The two bills had added importance because the Whitehall and Dublin

governments felt that it was necessary to reassert the crown's prerogative in relation to

the sole right. Neither government fully understood the 1695 compromise, 6 which

meant that once parliament had accepted the government-sponsored additional excise bill

at the start of the first session in 1695, the prerogative was maintained in all future

sessions by the Commons' token repetition of that additional excise. 7 In the 18th

century it became accepted procedure that the government presented one money bill to

a new parliament, leaving the preparation of further bills to the Commons, regardless of

how many sessions were held thereafter. 8 However, Whitehall and Dublin remained

confused on this point, especially as the additional excise was already extended to

December 1702, so that neither the executive nor legislature would benefit from a further

James, Letters, ii, 83-4; Dickson, Foundations, pp 46-9; James, Lords, pp 68-9; Kearney,
'Mercantilism', p. 491; Kelly, 'Kearney re-visited', pp 33-7.
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extension, as the financial benefits were too distant, while another two-year extension

would undermine the argument for regular parliaments. Yet in theory, if the excise was

not extended, the prerogative would not be upheld.

The lords justices, having mentioned the linen bill in their opening speech, but

having avoided reference to the woollen duty bi1l, 9 proceeded to inform Somers that

they viewed the linen bill as a money bill, a very unrealistic assertion, and one which

Somers quickly dismissed. 29° The English government doubted whether the linen bill

qualified as a money bill, and referred the lords justices to William's directions of 13

October 'in relation to the passing some money bill as might exclude the pretence of the

sole right'. However, it was left it to the lords justices to judge if the linen bill 'is such

a money bill as will answer the king's directions'. The English government reminded

them that the woollen duty bill, which was a money bill, had not originated in England,

and that the first they had heard of it was from Methuen, who felt it was likely to pass,

and would be the best way to assert the crown's prerogative.29 ' Now that parliament

had convened, Methuen seemed to be distancing himself from the bill, and portraying it

as an English creation. The Irish government, in the face of such uncertainty, presented

the linen bill to the Commons on 2 November, but withheld the woollen bill in the hope

that they would receive orders not to present it, out of fear that it would break the session.

These confused machinations were in reality pointless, as the Commons had made

no mention of the sole right, and had progressed in considering the supply. 292 The lords

justices' opening speech had detailed the reasons for sending new forces to Ireland, for

disbanding the existing forces, and that William expected parliament to 'enable him to

support the charge of the present Establishment, which shall be laid before you, gentlemen

of the ... Commons'. As in 1695 and 1697, the new method of appeal for supplies was

adhered to. 293 The Commons first considered this part of the speech on 6 October.

Although the lords justices had not referred to their woollen bill, its existence was known,

Cii., ii, 993-4.
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292 H.M.C., Buccleuch, ii, 615.

293 cjj•, ii, 994.

299



causing some M.P.s to press for the immediate framing of heads of a bill for laying the

same duties, thereby pre-empting the government bill, and threatening to revive the sole

right. However the majority were for following normal procedure and establishing the

quantum first, before examining the ways and means. The first of the fmancial accounts

were delivered on the same day, in what was now a regular parliamentary occurrence.2

A more real threat to the supply arose from the new military arrangements, andcQ1
in particular the presence of five French Huguenot regiments. William Pa1mebelieved

that the session should not have been called as, 'the country gentlemen seeming resolved

not to give a supply to support the foreign troops', any supply granted would be 'a small

one' and not enough to answer the government's needs. 295 He reported that the supply

debate on 8 October had created great heat, because the 'country party' wanted to ensure

that no provision was made for the French regirnents.2 On 10 October the lords

justices reported that the Commons had agreed unanimously to grant a supply, but that

there had been considerable opposition to the expense of the French troops, and they

feared that the opposition might be more forceful when it came to considering the

quantum.297 Their concerns proved true. On 13 October it was proposed that the lords

justices be addressed to disband the five regiments, though the motion was defeated 101

to 72.298 A further motion to delay the supply was defeated 105 to 55299 On 15

October the Commons agreed to supply 'a sum not exceeding £138,978:14:09', to be

spent on the army, which was the amount the lords justices had requested.30° However,

unlike the previous sessions, it had not been a unanimous decision, the divisions over the

294 Lords justices to Blathwayt, 6 Oct. 1698 (N.A.I., MS M2456); C.S.P.D. 1699-1 700, p. ii; CJJ., ii,
1001; James, Letters, ii, 194-5.
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French regiments causing a vote to be taken, the amount being approved 94 to 64.°'

Despite these divisions, the withholding of the new Establishment, which included

the French regiments, was a politic move by the government. It did not prevent the

Commons from examining the existing Establishment, which included the warrants for

paying the new forces, so that, although the official Establishment was withheld, they

could see the increased costs to be met by them, and the amount being spent on the

French regiments. In the House's estimates for the supply, they rated the military list at

£364,910, which was more than the whole new Establishment. In a perverse way, the

withholding of the Establishment forced the Commons into making over-compensatory

estimates, upon which they voted a greater sum than might have been voted on the basis

of the new Establishment.302

The Commons then began considering the ways and means, and, unsurprisingly,

on 20 October resolved to impose additional duties on woollen exports, in an endeavour

to pre-empt the government's bill, and placate English commercial interests. They also

discussed a tax on all beneficial land grants made by William or Mary since theu.

accession. 303 The lords justices, uncomfortable with presenting the woollen bill

following the Commons' reaction earlier in the month, pressed the English government

to allow them to drop their bill, now that the Commons were preparing a like

measure. 3°4 It was also evident from the three previous divisions, and the proposal to

tax beneficial grants, the first of several resolutions linked to the ongoing questioning of

the rights of the English goveiment in relation to Ireland, that the Commons was not as

affable as it had been in 1695-7.

Fortunately for William's grantees, the proposed tax on grants was rejected on 24

October by 92 to 85, though the woollen proposal was agreed to. On 27 October the

House resolved to impose additional duties on Irish and foreign salt. 305 The debate on

°' Ci.!., ii, 1012; James, Letters, ii, 206; Doyle, 'Politics', p. 290.
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the salt duties continued in early November, while the Commons also turned to the oft

mooted idea of a land tax. On 1 November the lords justices reported that the Commons

had resolved 'that a tax be laid on all lands ... which it seems [in] their opinion shall be

levied in manner of a subsidy'. However, the House was still providing evidence of being

disgruntled over English interference in Irish affairs, as it began looking at a resumption

of all non-parliamentary grants and remittals of quit rents, as part of the supply. On 2

November the lords justices notified parliament that they were concerned at the slow

progress, and at the same time presented the linen bill to the Commons, where it was

received without division, though some M.P.s complained 'that by it money was to be

raised', in an attempt, by an increasingly divisive minority, to raise the sole right. On 7

November the Commons decided that £90,000 would be raised by the 'fund of land' over

18 months. The heads of the bill were finalised on 14 November, while a motion for

including an appropriation clause was defeated. However, on 17 November the salt duties

were dropped due to objections within and without the house, and the reported overnight

increase in the cost of salt. It was decided to raise the £30,000 expected from the defunct

salt duties by extending the land tax to two years. The remaining £18,000 was still

expected to be raised by a resumption of all non-parliamentary grants or remittals of quit

rents.306

It appeared that the Commons were not considering an extension of the existing

additional duties, and were set on raising the whole supply by means of the land tax and

quit rent resumption. However, on 22 November they were forced to think again, when

the report from the committee of ways and means on resuming the quit rent grants was

rejected. On the previous day the heads of the land tax bill received a first reading, being

agreed and sent to the lords justices on 26 November.307

With the land tax out of the way, the Commons turned their attention to the

remainder of the supply, and the unsolved issue of the linen/woollen industries. The

proposed additional woollen export duty, languishing since late October, was revived, and

306 Lords justices to Blathwayt, 1, 2, 7, 12, 14, 17 Nov. 1698 (N.A.I., MS M2456); B.L., Add MS
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on 1 December, it was agreed to lay a 10% duty on new draperies, and 16% on old

draperies, which it was hoped would be seen as satisfactory in England. 308 However

the linen bill had not progressed since receiving its first reading on 4 November, because

it 'has had the misfortune to have so many inconveniencies in it, besides the leaving out

a material word, that it cannot pass'. 309 On 2 December the Commons addressed the

issue of the remaining supply, when it was agreed to impose a further additional duty on

tobacco from December 1698 to December 1702, and to continue this duty with the

existing additional tobacco duties from December 1702 to June 1703, which would make

up the remaining £18,000, and also provide for the building of barracks. The House

presented the tobacco resolutions to the lords justices on 3 December, requesting that a

bill be drawn up on that basis in council, and transmitted to England. They also requested

that £3,000 out of the additional duties be given for building work on Trinity College.

The parliament then adjourned for a month.31°

The lords justices transmitted the two money bills to England on 5 December,

where they were dealt with quickly, and retransmitted on 16 December. 31 ' Of greater

significance for the second sitting was the reintroduction of a woollen export prohibition

bill in the English Commons in December, which, in light of the Irish parliament's

slowness in drawing up the heads of a woollen bill, and their dilatoriness in proceeding

on the linen bill, forced the Irish government into presenting their original woollen bill

when parliament reconvened. 312 Although the government was concerned to pre-empt

an English prohibition, at the same time it was possible that it still felt the need to reassert

the crown's prerogative, especially as the additional excise had not received its token

extension. Theoretically, the prerogative had not been recognised.

The linen issue began to be addressed on 2 January 1699, the first full day of the

Lords justices to B1aayt, 1 Dec. 1698 (N.A.1., MS M2456); B.L., Add MS 28,883, ff 285-6; CJJ.,
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second sitting. On 3 January the land tax bill received its first reading, after which the

govment's woollen bill was presented to the Commons. 313 William Palmer, deputy

clerk of the privy council, believed that the House had been surprised in the presentation

of the bill, which was accompanied by a message from the lords justices stating that the

Commons' woollen bill was not advanced enough to be ready by the end of the session,

and, as 'public necessity required' a woollen act, they 'thought they could not better

express their great concern for us than by sending us a bill ... whereby the parliament of

England would see that we were earnest in that affair'. As the House was due to discuss

its own woollen proposals that day, the government bill created 'a long and warm debate',

during which it was pointed out that it was a money bill, and therefore was intended more

to assert the crown's prerogative than to solve the woollen issue. This claim was given

more credence by the fact that the govenment bill had been in ireland since October, and

was only now being introduced because the 'necessity of affairs' meant that the Commons

did not have 'a free choice for receiving or rejecting it, foreseeing the consequences in

case it should meet with the latter'. The logic of this argument was confirmed when the

House voted to receive the bill by 74 to 34. Palmer believed if the government bill was

similar to the House's own heads of a woollen bill, then it would pass.314

At the same time Palmer pointed out that the English parliament's recent

proceedings for disbanding the French regiments provided the Irish opposition with

ammunition against the supply bills, 'by saying that we make provision for these very

men for six months here, which your House have voted shall be forthwith disbanded'.

Palmer feared that such arguments might lead to the rejection of the tobacco bill.315

This, like the division over receiving the woollen bill, was just further evidence of the

fractious nature of the 1698-9 session.

Palmer's arguments were well grounded. Gaiway was 'convinced' that the

woollen bill would pass, and the linen bill was in jeopardy, a complete reversal of his

earlier views. He believed also that the land tax would not be opposed, but the tobacco

bill would be, 'because of the barracks', a remark related to either the disbanding of the

313	 ii, 1082-3.
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French regiments, which would lessen the building costs, 316 or the suspicion that

barracks were a 'platform for arbitrary power', which was displayed in the rejection of

the quartering bill on 11 January. 317 On 7 January the tobacco bill was presented to the

House. On 9 and 10 January the land tax and woollen bills were read a second time. The

woollen bill passed on 17 January by 105 to 41, having had a smoother passage than was

expected, because of the English parliament's impending prohibition legislation, and the

bill's similarity to the irish parliament's earlier proposals. 318 On 18 January the land

tax bill was passed, though it was followed by an unresolved debate over a motion for a

one-year augmentation to the pay of private soldiers, the intention of which may have

been to appropriate money for this purpose out of the sum to be provided for

barracks. 319 The tobacco bill passed on 21 January, though its passage was followed

by resolutions that a subject could arrest, sue and prosecute an officer or soldier, and that

legal officials, in the execution of justice, should be allowed to enter barracks free from

obstruction, emphasising the suspicion of such institutions. 320 On 19 January the

woollen bill passed the Lords unanimously, as did the land tax bill on 24 January, though

the bishops protested against their lands being assessed in the bill, as it was a right of the

clergy to assess themselves for a subsidy in convocation, an implicit demand for a

meeting. However, as the previous protests over the poll taxes had shown, the Lords'

bark was worse than their bite. The tobacco bill passed the following day, while all these

bills received the royal assent on 26 January, along with 14 other bills, after which

parliament was prorogued to 13 May. 32' Once again, the Lords had had a disruptive

session, though as before, their differences had not affected the revenue legislation. The

session had passed 16 public acts.322
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As for the government's much-discussed linen bill, it never made it to a final

reading and was lost with the prorogation. While the government's earlier machinations

over the crown's prerogative, the sole right, and the linen bill being treated as a money

bill, may have been perceived as a reason for the Commons sabotaging the bill, 323 the

fact was that the linen bill was not a money bill, while the acceptance of the woollen bill,

which was a money bill, dispelled the original concerns, especially as it passed before the

Commons' money bills. Also, there was much wrong with the linen bill, requiring the

submission of an amending bill in January 1699 before the original could be discussed

any further. 3 On 24 January Winchester had acknowledged that the Commons were

taken up with those clauses of the bill that 'they dont feel convenient, and so by an

address to show their readiness to pass a bill with those clauses left out'. 325 Palmer had

notified Vernon of the mistakes in the bill on 3 January, while Vernon had enquired of

the English attorney-general on 17 January as to why a clause had been left out of it.3

It is evident that, although the Commons dragged their heels on the bill, they did not have

to look far to find valid reasons for their failure to pass it.

In the immediate aftermath of the session the Whitehall and Dublin governments

viewed its outcome with dissatisfaction. Apart from 1692, it had been the most troubled

session of William's reign. Their view was coloured by the numerous divisions,

especially in relation to supply, and the pretensions of both Houses with regard to the

constitutional relationship between the two countries. 327 Yet, as Methuen pointed out

to Shrewsbury, the supply had been voted, and, in his view, the passing of the woollen

bill meant that 'the sole right is much more removed from all controversy than by my

Lord Capel's expedient'. Methuen's point as to the supply was true, and he estimated that

the money provided would 'bear the whole charge of the government, and subsist the

C.S.P.D. 1699-1 700, p. liv; Doyle, 'Politics', p. 292.

Ci.!., ii, 1082; C.S.P.D. 1699-1 700, p. 3.

P.R.O.N.1., De Ros MSS, D638f35f3.

C.S.P.D. 1699-1 700, pp 3, 24.

Doyle, 'Politics', ch. 7.
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army well ... for three years, without being in debt above £lOO,000'. 	 In comparison

to the early I 690s, this represented a comfortable position.

Gaiway likewise emphasised that the supplies demanded had been provided in full,

and that the pretensions to a sole right had been overcome. 329 But both he and

Winchester expressed concern over the probable reaction of the English Commons to the

failure of the linen bill. 330 Their concern appeared well founded, as the English woollen

export prohibition bill became law in April 1699. However, an Irish linen act would not

have prevented the prohibition of Irish woollen exports, primarily because the prohibition

issue had become a party-political issue in England, but also because the Irish additional

duties on woollen manufactures did not comply with the recommended levels of duties

to be imposed, and were to cease in March 1702.331

For the Irish parliament the government's satisfaction with the supplies was

actually an unsatisfactory situation, as the general displeasure with parliament's temper,

ensured that the government would avoid another session until it was absolutely necessary.

To that end parliament was dissolved in June 1699.332 If anything, the Commons had

been too generous in the supply, as the government managed to avoid further recourse to

parliament until after the final additional duties expired in June 1703, while the money

voted between 1695-9 proved sufficient for bringing the pay arrears under control.

However, the 1690s had seen a great deal achieved in relation to parliament and

the revenue. The need for money had secured regular parliaments, while the executive

and legislature had been able to reach a working compromise over the sole right, heads

of bills and the raising of money, within the confines of Poynings' law. Parliament had

also won the important right to scrntinise the government's finances, by means of the

committee of public accounts. Although not mentioned in 1698-9, the requirement for

C.S!'.D. 1699-1 700, pp lv-lvii; H.M.C., Buccleuch, ii, 599-601; Burndge, View, p. 6.

H.M.C., Buccleuch, ii, 620-1.

° P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS, D638f35f3; C.S.P.D. 1699-1 700, p. 35.

331 Stat. ire., iii, 472-3; C.S.P.D. 1699-1 700, pp liv, lvi-lvii; Kearney, 'Mercantilism', pp 489-96; Kelly,
'Kearney re-visited', pp 22-44; Cullen, Economic, pp 34-5; Clarendon, Sketch, p. 34; Doyle, 'Politics', pp
317-8.

332 
jj•, ii, 1123.
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convening this committee in every parliament was recognised from the first of Anne's

parliaments. 333 As for the government, although uncomfortable at times with the

legislature's activities, its essential concern, that parliament would provide for its

immediate finiancial needs, had been confirmed. After the debacle of 1692, parliament

had provided the full amount requested by the government in the 1695-9 sessions. In the

18th century the main source of regular parliamentary supply was the additional duty,

which was adapted and extended as the costs of government steadily increased. However

the poll and land taxes were never repeated in an Irish parliament. In the l690s they had

been used as the main means to provide what was an extraordinary supply to cover the

arrears created by the 1689-91 war. In the 18th century such extraordinary supply was

provided by means of loans secured on the additional duties, a practice which commenced

in the Hanoverian period, following the advent of a national debt in 17l5-6. At times

problems still arose over money bills and the constitutional relationship between the two

countries, but the compromise of 1695, coupled with 18th-century developments in

political management, enabled most crises to be defused through negotiation. From 1703

an Irish parliament met at least once every two years, and on occasion every year, until

the Union of 180

Kieman, Administration, pp 127-37.

Beckett, Ire., pp 161-6, 191-5; Dickson, Foundations, pp 64-9; Englefield, Records, pp 34-5; Hayton,
'Undertaker', passim; O'Donovan, 'Money', passim.
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Conclusion

By the time of William's death in March 1702 the Irish revenue system had evolved over

the preceding 14 years into a recognisable and coherent professional bureaucracy which

was capable of meeting the increased financial demands placed upon government by the

Glorious Revolution and the ensuing long period of war. The synthesis of the separate

1640-50s and Restoration developments, concepts and institutions had come to fruition in

the 1690s. The innovations in taxation in the 1640-60s, the adminstrative developments

of the great farms of 1669-82, the potential for change engendered in the 1660s revenue

legislation, and the experiments in direct management in the 1680s,' were all wedded

together in the 1 690s in pursuit of a more professional administration and an increased

productivity in terms of the revenue yield. At the same time the existence of a large

hereditary revenue allowed for the adoption of short-term parliamentary additional duties

as the normal means for augmenting the government's ordinary revenue, which helped to

solve the government's immediate financial crisis, and ensured the advent of regular

parliaments. The need for regular parliamentary supply also led to the government

accepting parliamentary scrutiny of the revenue accounts as part of the process of

providing the required money.

However, such developments had not been a forgone conclusion in 1689, when the

commencement of three years of warfare throughout Ireland threatened to destroy the

existing infra-structure.2 The ensuing Williamite conquest, and the English government's

decision to establish a form of government based upon the existing structure, led in a

short time to a relatively smooth transition of power and continuity within government,

including the revenue service. The continuation of experienced officials in office where

possible, and especially the decision to continue with direct management, created the

circumstances for the development and expansion of the existing infra-structure in order

to accommodate the new needs of government. In institutional terms the importance of

continuity in assisting and emphasising the change within the revenue administration was

Barnard, Cromwellian, pp 27-30; Kieman, Administration, pp 76-94; Réamonn, Commissioners, pp xi-
ii, 8-10, 16-20; Egan, 'Finance', passim.

2 Simms, Jacobite, passim; Wauchope, Sarsfield, passim.
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best demonstrated by the lengthy service of the revenue commission appointed in 1692,

and the related evidence of a visible, expanding, career-orientated, non-political, and

salaried collection service. The definite administrative structure, hierarchy, nomenclature,

and accountability of this service also ensured a much greater degree of control by the

commissioners over the management of the revenue, a factor that was greatly facilitated

by the placing of responsibility for 99% of the revenue collection in the hands of one

institutional body.3

The success of this revenue system was demonstrated by the government's ability

to tackle the problem of the extensive pay arrears. Although it took most of the decade

to get the arrears under control, the fact that the problem was solved despite the slow

recovery in the ordinary yield due to the devastations of the 1689-91 war, the continuing

war with France, and an increasing Establishment, was evidence for the English

government that Ireland, unlike Scotland, could pay its own way within the Williamite

regime.4 If anything, it was too successful, as William felt comfortable using Ireland as

a barracks for his standing army after 1697-8. In this way, Ireland began to make a small

but significant financial contribution to the developing English fiscal-military state, 5 by

maintaining a standing army of 12,000 men, plus a substantial number of half-pay officers

and French pensioners, who in theory could be used to form the nucleus of new regiments

in time of war.6

However, all of these achievements were conditional. The collection service was,

like any bureaucratic system, imperfect, and during the 18th century it appeared to

become less efficient and more corrupt, as it suffered from various disparate pressures.

The politicisation of the revenue commission under George I eventually led to a greater

emphasis on office being used for patronage purposes, which undermined the ethos of a

professional, career-orientated skilled workforce, due to politically motivated appointments

of untrained and unskilled individuals. The failure to link salaries to inflation meant that

Appendix 3.

Appendix 1, table 11; Ferguson, Scotland, p. 48; Ibid., 'Union', p. 107; Riley, Ministers, pp 37-9, 206-
7, 220-1; Ibid., 'Union', p. 526.

Brewer, Sinews, passim.

6 Ferguson, 'Army', pp 53-63.
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yearly wages which had represented substantial incomes in the early 18th century

depreciated in value as the century progressed, creating the temptation for officials to earn

extra money through illegal activities. The limitations of a large bureaucracy dependant

upon recruitment from a small minority of the population also may have had adverse

effects, in that the penal code excluded the vast majority of the population from being

employed in government. It is probable that it became more difficult to fill the growing

number of posts in the service with able, or potentially able, indiv1uals. At the same

time, the depreciating value of salaries made the posts less attractive for Englishmen,

thereby further reducing the potential workforce.7

Other factors militated against the system in general. The annual yield could be

adversely effected by a downturn in Ireland's erratic economy, such as occurred in Anne's

reign.8 Also, parliament's constant avoidance of extraordinary direct taxation, in the form

of a poii or land tax, meant that the government became totally reliant upon additional

duties to provide a regular source of augmentation to the hereditary revenue, though some

inventive taxes on government salaries, pensions, and fees were included in later

legislation.9 In time recourse to parliamentarily-sanctioned borrowing on the security of

future additional duties led to the creation of a national debt, which, by the second half

of the 18th century, had become a permanent fixture.'° Parliament's attitude meant that

there were no more rapid rises in income such as occurred in 1698-1700." The

government's income increased at a slow though steady rate until the 1790s, when

rebellion and the attendant military demands caused another dramatic increase in the

financial pressure placed upon government. However, on that occasion the crisis was

solved not through a reformation within the revenue system, but, as with Scotland in

Dickson, 'Hearth tax', pp 136-9; McNally, 'Patronage', ch. 3.

8 Cullen, Economic, pp 42-4.

Stat. Ire., iv, 1-2, 7-10, 69-71, 109-12, 188-90, 252-4, 291-3, 3 15-21, 325-7, 43 1-8, 504.

10 Cullen, Trade, pp 185-6, ch. 10; Kieman, Administration, pp 122-3; O'Donovan, 'Money', pp 57-8,
passim.

Figure 3.1.
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1707, through union.'2

The use of Ireland as a barracks for the British army also failed to develop in line

with the English fiscal-military state in the 18th century. The standing army continued

to be maintained at around 12,000 men for the majority of the century, and so became a

less substantial part of the British military machine, as British military capacity and the

armed forces grew. Much of the increased cost of the Irish Establishment was therefore

due to increased salaries and inflation, rather than to an increase in the number of

employees on the Establishment.'3

By the late 18th century the Irish revenue system was perceived as venal,

inefficient and corrupt, and in need of serious reformation. Although the accusations

levelled against the system were not always true, it certainly had diminished in reputation,

and probably efficiency, in comparison to the first half of the century.' 4 However,

despite this probable deterioration within the system, there remains even today a degree

of continuty from the system that evolved in the late 17th century, in the customs

administration, which is a descendant of the 1662 legislation, and in the present institution

of the Irish revenue commissioners, who trace their origins to the commissions of the

Restoration and Williamite periods.'5

12 Chisholm, Report, i, 227-357; Beckett, Ire., chs. 8-9; Dickson, Foundations, ch. 6; Ferguson, 'Army',
p. 63.

13 Ferguson, 'Army', pp 53-63, passim.

14 Marsh's Library, MS Z.1.1.13, f. 76; Clarkson & Crawford, Gust, pp 36-42, passim; Dickson,
'Thompson's', pp 12-4; McNally, 'Patronage', p. 105, ch. 3.

s Réamonn, Commissioners, passim; Donnelly, 'Administration', pp 2-3.
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Appendix 1

Revenue Accounts

The main problem with the revenue accounts for the 1690s is that the dislocation caused

by the war is reflected in the discrepancies over the amounts chargeable on certain

branches. The problems arise in the areas of rents, cash in the hands of collectors, arrears

from James II's reign, and arrears grown due during the war. Because of these

discrepancies many of the accounts have final charges and discharges that tend to vary

by up to £10,000. This is not helped by the fact that accounts drawn up in any given year

were likely to be made incorrect at a later date by the granting in retrospect of remissions

on rents, bonds and such, a habit that was motivated primarily by the obligations due from

William Ill to many people during the Irish war, and by the confusion caused by the war

in the accounting procedure.

The annual 'charge' for any given year relates to the amount of revenue that

should be collected, not to the actual amount collected. The main difference between the

charge and the actual revenue yield was collection arrears, which were carried over to the

next year's charge. The annual 'discharge' relates to the amount of revenue accounted

for at the end of any given year, and is always the same sum as the charge, though once

again it is not representative of the money expended by the government, as it includes all

collection arrears, and all deductions from the revenue prior to payment into the treasury.

The use of the term 'charge' in relation to the Establishment of civil and military lists

refers to the amount due to be paid on those lists in any given year. The failure to meet

the charged payments resulted in pay arrears being carried over to the next year, a

particularly acute problem in the 1690s. All figures in the tables have been rounded up

or down to the nearest whole number to avoid confusion by the use of pre-decimal

fractions. The computations are done on the basis of old style 1:s:d. In all tables the

given month of accounting in each year is December, unless otherwise stated.
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Table 1: The annual revenue yield (gross), 1683-1 710 (column 2), showing the charge
to the collectors (column 1), and the treasury receipts (net yield) (column 3)•1

Year	 Total charge	 Total yield	 Treasury receipts

1683	 300,279:11:11	 267,517:19:11	 236,140:16:07

1684	 351,929:12:06	 297,395:02:07	 256,994:03:06

1685	 373,496:07:10	 265,410:17:01	 225,978:13:10

1686	 442,661:08:04	 325,228:01:11	 286,516:00:10

1687	 423,558:02:03	 295,997:01:04	 257,308:01:04

1688	 429,262:12:06	 287,814:06:11	 251,826:00:01

1689	 8,884: 14:05	 5,65 1:13:06	 4,038:00:11

1690	 94,244:00:00	 66,525:04:00	 50,171:01:09

1691	 274,959:00:00	 147,223:05:04	 119,333:08:07

1 All amounts for 1683-8 in columns 1-3 are taken from B.L., Add MSS 18,022, f. 52; 36,651, f. 23;
4761, ff 174-5 (column 1 discrepancies, £28 1687, £24 1688; due to an error under the heading 'cash and
arrears brought forward from each foregoing year'.); N.L.I., MS 50, f. 4. The charge for 1689 is taken from
B.L., Add MSS 4761, ff 174-5, 208; 36,651, f. 25; Eg. MS 790, f. 4; N.L.I., MSS 50, f. 5; 1437, f. 6; C.Ji.
(3rd), pt. ii, v. The charges for 1690-1710 are averages, due to inconsistencies in arrears and cash in
collectors hands. The average charges for 1690-4 are taken from B.L., Add MSS 4761, f. 208, ff174-S (this
account is the most consistent for 1689-94, and is used in all calculations as a 'master' account); 18,022,
f. 54 (minus 'sums charged and discharged'); 36,651, f. 25 (ends 1692); Eg. MS 790, ff 4-10 (ends 1693);
N.L.I., MSS SO, f. 5; 1437, f. 6; Ci.!. (3rd), ii, pt. ii, v. The average charges for 1695-1703 are taken from
T.C.D., MS 1179, f.146 ('master' account for 1695-1703); B.L., Add MSS 4761, ff167 (1697), 159 (1698);
18,022, ff 54-5; N.L.I., MSS 50, ff6, 12 (ends 1701); 1437, f. 7 (ends 1700); N.L.W., MS 4932 E (1697);
C.J.!. (3rd), ii, pt. ii, xxxii, cviii. The approximate charges for 1704-10 are taken from B.L., Add MS
18,022, ff 55-6. Reliance on this manuscript for 1704-10 is due to the consistency with which the earlier
figures tally with the 'master' accounts.

The gross revenue yields for 1689-94 are taken from B.L., Add MSS 4761, if 208, 174-5 (includes
wool licences; 1689-92); 18,022, f. 57 (discrepancies, Sd 1691, 6d 1692); 36,651, f. 25 (includes wool
licences; ends 1692); N.L.I., MSS 50, f. 5; 1437, f. 7 (discrepancy, £16 1689); Cii. (3rd), ii, Pt. ii, v. The
yields for 1695-1703 are taken from T.C.D., MS 1179, f. 147; B.L., Add MS 18,022, ff 57-8 (discrepancies,
18s 6d 1695, Sd 1701); N.L.I., MSS 50, ff6, 12 (ends 1701); 1437, f. 8 (ends 1700; discrepancy, £42 1700);
N.L.W., MS 4932 E (1697); Cii. (3rd), 1, pt. ii, xxxii, cix. The yields for 1704-17 10 are taken from B.L.,
Add MS 18,022, ff 58-9. The yield is calculated by combining treasury receipts with all expenditure and
costs deducted under the discharge prior to payment into the treasury (see table 10).

The net yield, or treasury receipts for 1689-94 are taken from BL., Add MSS 4761, f. 208; 18,022,
f. 57 (includes amounts for 'tertenants'); 36,651, f. 25 (includes wool licences); N.L.I., MSS 50, f. 5; 1437,
f. 7 (includes rents paid to the countess of Dorchester); Cii. (3rd), ii, pt. ii, v. The receipts for 1695-1703
are taken from T.C.D., MS 1179, f. 147; B.L., Add MSS 4761, if 181 (1695), 203 (1696), 168 (1697), 160
(1698); 18,022, ff 57-8 (includes 'tertenants'; discrepancies, 18s 9d 1695); N.L.I., MSS 50, f. 6, 12 (ends
1701); 1437, f. 8 (ends 1700; discrepancy, £42 1699); N.L.W., MS 4932 E (1697); Cii. (3rd), ii, pt. ii,
xxxii, cix. The receipts for 1703-10 are taken from B.L., Add MS 18,022, ff 58-9. The treasury receipts
represent the actual amount of revenue available for paying the costs of government.
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1692	 394,4 17:00:00	 175,481:03:03	 137,920:18:04

1693	 441,199:00:00	 205,215:01:04	 169,278:04:03

1694	 433,488:00:00	 224,318:01:01	 187,777:01:11

1695	 438,354:00:00	 228,305:03:04	 193,002:09:03

1696	 513,579:00:00	 297,534:14:02	 261,788:01:02

1697	 548,812:00:00	 335,911:00:02	 299,334:12:06

1698	 601,651:00:00	 411,523:18:05	 373,443:05:04

1699	 709,917:00:00	 464,831:12:03	 424,312:05:10

1700	 766,324:00:00	 516,339:07:10	 471,725:09:03

1701	 697,955:00:00	 481,988:13:09	 436,681:04:03

1702	 581,886:00:00	 380,757:14:05	 334,731:16:01

1703	 530,829:00:00	 326,532:16:09	 280,946:18:05

1704	 545,358:00:00	 349,076:06:06	 304,892:14:06

1705	 562,092:00:00	 376,651:02:10	 327,775:02:11

1706	 577,801:00:00	 [383,000::]2	 [333,000:--:--]

1707	 588,825:00:00	 395,813:13:10	 338,741:07:09

1708	 [552,550:--:--]	 377,920:16:08	 323,066:18:08

1709	 614,057:00:00	 398,953:14:01	 339,913:00:07

1710	 575,292:00:00	 395,411:16:01	 334,348:01:01

2 The figures in columns 2-3 for 1706 are estimates, based upon comparisons of the respective charges
for 1705, 1706, and 1707.

This figure is based upon the lady-thy quarter returns, an average hearth tax return, and existing
figures for yearly arrears, and cash in collectors' hands for 1708.

The figures in column 2-3 for 1708 are estimates, and have been calculated by multiplying the lady-
thy quarter returns by four.
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Table 2: Chisholm's net incomes of revenue (including English subventions 1689-92)
recorded in the exchequer, 1688-1715.

Year	 Net income	 Year	 Net income

June 1688-June 1689 190,715:11:03	 1703	 261,687:09:03

June-Dec. 1689	 174,645:06:08	 1704	 281,282:12:08

June 1690-Sept. 1692 881,036:06:10	 1705	 303,980:02:02

Sept. 1692-93	 154,839:10:05	 1706	 309,876:15:10

Sept. 1693-Dec. 1694 210,953:04:02	 1707	 312,319:13:07

1695	 180,660:18:05	 1708	 316,842:15:03

1696	 243,242:03:09	 1709	 312,519:09:02

1697	 278,546:11:01	 1710	 292,943:08:00

1698	 348,283:17:08	 1711	 298,194:16:11

1699	 404,146:15:08	 1712	 338,240:06:02

1700	 460,354:08:10	 1713	 351,936:19:02

1701	 411,819:03:09	 1714	 331,503:17:09

1702	 314,427:09:00	 1715	 314,982:18:04

Chisholm, Report, pt. i, 227-53. Chisholm's report to the English House of Commons in 1868-9 on
public income and expenditure in Ireland, 1688-1800, was based upon records in the Irish exchequer, which
are no longer extant. However, the report is not totally comprehensive, only giving details of the casual
revenue branches. All money collected from the main revenue branches were acounted for as one lump sum
received from the commissioners' collectors. While there are some entries for hearth tax, poll tax and land
tax, these are only for amounts paid directly into the Dublin treasury. The report also gives a total figure
for each year which is always slightly higher than that for net income. This is due to the addition of the
balance of money remaining in the exchequer from the previous year. There are several possible
explanations for the difference in the figures for treasury receipts in table 1, column 3, and Chisholm's
figures. Chisholm specified that the amounts were calculated in English money, whereas it is not clear if
the same has been done for the various manuscript accounts. However, it is also possible fees taken in the
exchequer were deducted before making up the accounts, thereby reducing the net income before it was
recorded. This would not have been the case with the manuscript accounts and abstracts, which were
normally drawn up by the accountant-general's office, and were based upon the collector's accounts, none
of which were affected by exchequer process. The difference is not of great consequence, as there is a
consistency in the difference. Chisholm's figures are constantly below those in table 1, column 3, at a
vasiance of between £1O-f30,000 per annum. The overall pattern of the government's annual income for
the period is similar for both sources. The use of the various manuscripts accounts as evidence for the
figures in all the tables in appendix 1, and for the computations in the text and graphs is because of the
greater degree of detail available within those accounts, and the probability that they are as 'correct' as the
figures Chisholm had to rely upon. The figures from 1688 to 1694 are not calculated in 12 monthly cycles,
and are therefore less useful for comparative purposes. However from 1695 onwards the amounts are for
12 month periods ending in December of the given year.
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Table 3: The ordinary revenue yield, gross and net, 16951 703 •6

Year	 Ordinary yield (gross)	 Ordinary yield (net)

1695	 227,709	 192,406

1696	 245,057	 209,310

1697	 280,188	 243,612

1698	 332,768	 294,687

1699	 333,088	 292,568

1700	 382,957	 338,343

1701	 398,124	 352,816

1702	 337,946	 291,924

1703	 305,447	 259,861

Table 4: The annual charge, 1683-1 710, for customs inwards and outwards, and import
and inland excise.7

Year	 Customs in	 Customs out	 Import excise	 Inland excise

1683	 40,865:07:02	 32,092:06:03	 44,608:10:00	 68,344:01:03

1684	 43,713:06:03	 33,425:15:02	 47,606:12:05	 77,580:03:07

1685	 43,204:13:02	 29,428:08:11	 47,299:06:07	 79,169:04:05

1686	 49,466:19:02	 40,070:09:05	 49,342:14:11	 76,572:03:06

1687	 44,149:11:04	 41,285:10:04	 38,553:16:05	 67,855:09:06

1688	 46,696:00:04	 35,606:18:03	 42,476:10:06	 66,251:16:09

6 The figures in this table have been calculated by subtracting the parliamentary supplies, 1695-1703
(table 15), from the gross and net yield, 1695-1703 (table 1). The final computations are estimates.

Tables 4-5 are taken from all of the manuscript accounts used in table 1. All amounts tally in all
accounts, except for rents for 1692-1700, which, due to discrepan1es elsewhere, are taken only from B.L.,
Add MS 4761, ff 207-8; T.C.D., MS 1179, ff 145-8; Ci.!. (3rd), ii, p1 ii, iv, xxxii, cviii. The other
accounts have discrepancies, caused by the confused state of the pre-war and war-time arrears. In the
'master' accounts, these arrears have been accounted for separately from the annual charge, thus the figure
given is more accurate. The entries under 'Subt' represent subtotals for the periods 1683-8, and 1689-1702,
and are the amounts upon which the pie charts are based (figure 2.1-6) in the text. The fmal entry for
'Total' represents the complete amount of revenue arising from each branch for 1683-17 10.
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1703

1704

1705

1706

1707

1708

1709

1710

Total

Subt III 268,059:17:05

1689
	

2,967:16:05

1690
	

24,99 1: 16:04

1691
	

39,103:17:00

1692
	

52,487:08:02

1693
	

22,980:14:07

1694
	

3 1,618: 10:03

1695
	

34,161:02:08

1696
	

28,294:10:05

1697
	

37,453:02:04

1698
	

49,071:02:11

1699
	

58,102:18:03

1700
	

63,856:04:05

1701
	

70,923:06:04

1702
	

49,460:03:01

Subt
	

565,472:12:04

211,909:08:04

354:00:01

8,189:11:05

13,395:11:01

6,400:18:10

7,694:11:05

11,164:03:08

15,0 13: 15 :01

19,547:03:06

32,119:19:01

45,326:06:06

39,5 15: 10:01

41,693:00:07

37,665: 15: 11

35,709:19:09

313,790:07:00

269,887:10:00

2,000:19:03

18,672:16:00

29, 158:09:05

39,766:11:01

20,885:07:06

28,5 13:03:05

30,649:08:01

26:253:18:09

33,119:08:01

46,110:19:03

56,353:18:05

59, 168:00: 10

64,699:17:01

42,906:02:11

498,259:00:00

435,772:19:00

2,929:16:06

28,724:02:10

59,608:00:03

64,478:04:05

76,237:09:09

64,302:11:07

67,993:18:08

81,549: 15: 11

8 1,632:08:01

91,074:04:01

100,659:08:05

116,603:03:11

116,111:05:06

100,511:10:03

1,052:416:00:02

44,614:00:06

33,851:17:00

45,965:18:04

54,185:17:01

58,385:00:03

63,600:00:008

74,991:14:02

48,745:11:01

1,257,908:08:02

41,387: 18:08

41, 101:00:07

34,928:19:10

37,254:06:11

36,503:16:08

40,000:00:00

29,951:16:03

35,458:06:06

822,286:00:08

39,803:05:07

31,411:14:05

40,766:18:10

44,370:07:03

34,901:11:01

52,800:00:00

56,120: 16:03

42,688:13:06

1,111,009:17:10

83,6 16: 13:00

103,275:18:02

104,832:00:02

104,431:17:11

105,684:16:10

95,800:00:00

93,572:10:10

85,720:07:04

2,265,123:03:05

All the figures for 1708 are based upon estimates, calculated by multipying the lady-day quarter returns
by four.
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Table 5: The annual charge, 1683-1 710, for rents, hearth tax, other sources (ale, beer,
wine and wool licences, fines, seizures, prizage, French tonnage), and casual revenue.

Year Rents	 Hearth tax	 Other revenue	 Casual rev.

1683	 68,699:09:07	 31,041:00:00	 13,808:09:03	 820:03:03

1684	 68,385:00:08	 31,646:00:08	 15,065:06:00	 1,745:16:02

1685	 68,922:04:05	 32,953:12:00	 16,419:11:05	 1,564:16:11

1686	 68,232:15:10	 33,098:10:00	 15,789:18:08	 2,002:06:00

1687	 66,213:18:06	 33,221:08:00	 12,982:10:03	 1,862:11:05

1688	 66,958:11:03	 29,789:00:02	 12,037:12:10	 1,885:01:05

Subt	 407,412:00:03	 191,749:10:10	 86,103:08:05	 9,880:15:02

1689 ------529:15:06

1690 ---5,523:00:09

1691	 8,793:16:08	 521:05:10

1692	 32,551:07:03	 10,539:16:08	 95:11:11

1693	 66,250:11:06	 17,553:12:03	 10,321:11:07	 643:02:10

1694	 64,944:02:09	 19,643:18:07	 10,778:05:08	 1,043:11:08

1695	 61,499:11:07	 21,492:14:00	 10,267:18:04	 1,416:04:07

1696	 60,504:13:07	 24,372:03:09	 10,618:03:10	 1,963:10:09

1697	 60,760:10:03	 25,550:14:00	 12,121:01:06	 1,779:14:09

1698	 61,032:17:06	 27,870:08:00	 11,111:02:05	 1,742:04:03

1699	 63,070:06:03	 28,962:00:00	 13,543:15: 10	 2,235:08:02

1700	 60,527:12:09	 29,312:00:00	 14,238:15:03	 2,108:08:07

1701	 60,352:15:02	 29,806:00:00	 15,453:03:07	 1,508:08:06

1702	 60,424:19:07	 30,898:09:11	 10,948:05:03	 1,267:07:08

Subt	 651,919:08:02	 255,462:00:06	 144,788:12:10	 16,324:19:08

1703	 60,391:04:11	 29,225:13:10	 8,996:13:00	 1,369:17:05

1704	 60,361:13:07	 29,347:02:10	 9,298:11:04	 2,005:10:10

1705	 60,394:09:02	 29,918:15:11	 11,287:09:11	 1,147:09:03

1706	 60,794:05:05	 37,535:00:00	 11,786:04:09	 1,105:11:07
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1707	 60,789:05:05	 37,839:00:00	 13,434:11:00	 957:07:10

1708	 60,787:00:00	 38,000:00:00	 13,500:00:00	 744:00:00

1709	 60,785:11:11	 38,253:14:00	 14,175:05:04	 638:01:01

1710	 60,681:07:00	 38,856:02:00	 13,199:18:07	 323:12:01

Total	 1,544,316:05:10	 726,186:19:11	 326,570:15:02	 34,497:04:11

Table 6: Annual totals for collection arrears, 1683-171O.

Year

1683

1684

1685

1686

1687

1688

1689

1690

1691

1692

1693

1694

1695

1696

Total arrears

23,727:11:02

30,670:02:11

52,430:00:07

79,45 8 :00:04

85,007:07:07

112,398:11:07

2,480:16:00

18,677: 15:00

100,633:09:06

186, 155: 17:06

171,085:05:10

174,124:11:00

180,29 1: 18:03

166,949:05:03

Year

1697

1698

1699

1700

1701

1702

1703

1704

1705

1706

1707

1708

1709

1710

Total arrears

147,862:07:01

135,238:07:09

164,677:01:09

165,539: 19:01

141,698:09:07

147,026:02:06

137,555:13:04

139,085:10:11

148,662:19:06

147,260:02:02

146,005:05:10

139,026:02:01

134,811:06:05

134,038:10:10

B.L., Add MSS 4761, f. 208; 18,022, ff 52-3, 58-9; T.C.D., MS 1179, ff 145-7. Only these accounts
have been used, due to the inconsistency in arreass figures elsewhere, and the proven consistency of these
accounts in all previous calculations. The figures for 1683-94 are based upon the sum for arrears given in
the discharge for each year. Those for the years 1695-1710 are based upon the arrears carried over to the
charge at the beginning of the next year, except for 1703 and 1710, which are calculated from the discharge
for the same years.
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Table 7: Annual collection arrears on individual revenue branches, 1694I 702 •10

Year	 Import excise	 Inland excise	 Ale licences	 Wine licences

1694	 7,955:06:11	 21,927:06:08	 10,159:14:01	 1,407:10:03

1695	 7,871:11:02	 20,052:19:06	 10,282:14:01	 1,427:06:11

1696	 7,908:16:09	 16,308:14:05	 9,300:03:00	 1,421:00:08

1697	 7,561:04:04	 16,116:00:05	 8,743:19:10	 1,328:19:11

1698	 7,152:08:06	 15,892:10:04	 8,356:17:09	 1,478:16:00

1699	 7,854:19:05	 16,410:15:03	 8,302:09:11	 1,422:14:07

1700	 7,557:12:08	 16,931:02:11	 8,288:04:07	 1,256:06:06

1701	 8,809:17:05	 17,461:12:00	 8,329:07:04	 1,358:10:07

1702	 11,103:09:00	 15,237:02:00	 8,428:16:01	 1,037:11:07

Year	 Rents	 Hearth tax	 Collectors"	 Land tax

1692	 49,057:02:02	 ________________ _______________ ________________

1693	 88,624:07:11	 ________________ _______________ _______________

1694	 95,771:10:08	 1,364:05:01	 35,538:17:03	 _________________

1695	 101,954:12:10	 1,515:07:08	 35,776:17:10	 ________________

1696	 91,735:17:07	 2,943:12:11	 36,077:03:06	 _______________

1697	 70,258: 17:07	 5,159:09:09	 37,416:09:07	 _______________

1698	 54,517:16:00	 6,995:15:01	 38,605:00:09	 _________________

1699	 49,857:05:01	 8,657:17:04	 38,881:04:09	 32,958:15:00

1700	 44,789:01:08	 9,921:04:01	 40,005:07:11	 36,662:10:06

1701	 45,417:17:00	 9,850:14:10	 41,649:11:11	 8,323:17:05

1702	 47,123:13:01	 14,916:19:05	 44,377:10:06	 3,860:05:11

'° These figures represent the only available information for 1689-1702, and are taken from B.L., Add
MS 4761, ff 207-8; T.C.D., MS 1179, ff 145-7; C.J.I. (3rd), ii, pt. ii, v, xli, cix. The arrears of rents have
been given for 1692-3. The 1692 figure is taken at Easter 1692, the date when collection of the quit rents
commenced again. The figure for 1693 is taken at Christmas 1693.

"Arrears owing from dismissed collectors. The majority of the amount in 1694 was money owing from
collectors dismissed before and during the war. B.L., Add MS 4761, f. 208.
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Table 8: Specific arrears charged to the collectors, 1689-92.
Column 1: 'Arrears of quit &c rents standing out at Easter 1692 brought in charge in the
respective years that lists of the particulars could be found'.
Column 2: 'Arrears due in the late King James's time from dismissed collectors, hearth
money by bonds, imported excise, inland excise &c..."2

Year	 Rents	 Other arrears

1689	 :19:04

1690	 3,289:06:04

1691	 46,403:12:11

1692	 36,894:05:06

1693	 17,458:11:02

1694	 3,317:18:05	 387:05:01

Table 9: Arrears of quit rents discharged by special order or by act of parliament, 1691-
171O.'

Year	 Arrears of quit rent struck off by Arrears of quit rent discharged

	

special order	 by acts of parliament

1691	 9,517:12:09	 _______________________________

1692	 15,851:09:00	 ______________________________

1693	 9,864:04:06	 _______________________________

1694	 11,612:12:10	 ____________________________

1695	 3,776:16:11	 _____________________________

1696	 9,250:13:03	 _____________________________

1697	 5,300:19:03	 19,281:09:11

12 B.L., Add MS 4761, f. 207; N.L.I. MS 1437, f. 6. These figures must be treated as suspect at best.
The uncertainty over the arrears is clearly stated in the accountant's disclaimer that the figures for arrears
of rents are based upon the lists that 'could be found'. The question must be asked as to how many lists
could not be found. These amounts do not represent the total arrears due at that time, but only the amounts
charged upon the collectors in any given year. Hence the difference between the figures for arrears of quit
rents at Easter 1692 in table 7, which represents a more complete figure for arrears at that time, and the
actual amount charged in that year to the collectors, in table 8.

13 B.L., Add MSS 4761, f. 208; 18,022, ff 57-60; N.L.1., MS 1437, f. 8; T.C.D., MS 1179, f. 147.
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1698	 8,361:04:02	 367:00:09

1699	 4,366:01:06	 8:00:05

1700	 4,107:01:06	 80:14:05

1701	 2,115:05:04	 ___________

Subt	 84,124:01:00	 19,737:05:06

1702	 1,982: 10:05	 ___________

1703	 10,560:17:01	 3,589:12:06

1704	 704:01:02	 33:18:09

1705	 1,066:13:06	 17:06:05

1706	 ___________	 ____________

1707	 984:08:01	 ___________

1708	 80:07:06	 ____________

1709	 423:11:05	 1,987:12:08

1710	 1,780:07:03	 1,925:10:07

Total	 101,706:17:05	 27,291:06:05

Table 10: Sums discharged out of the gross yield prior to payment into the treasury,
1683-1 71O.'

' B.L., Add MSS 4761, f. 208; 18,022, ff53, 57-9; T.C.D., MS 1179, f. 147. Salaries are collection
service wages, which were not included in the Establishment. From 1706 onwards salaries include the
hearth tax under-officers. Incidents are added costs of collection, such as bonuses, rewards and related costs.
The 'Other' costs covers a variety of regular and irregular expenditures. The regular costs are for portage,
repayments to merchants, money in lieu of wine allowances to senior government officials, and, from 1705,
money for the upkeep of lighthouses. The irregular costs are plantation duty remitted to the English
exchequer, allowances to the commissioners' clerks and collectors from the land tax (1699-1707), a new
custom house (1705-7), exportation of corn, beer and cloth (1709-10), hemp importation (1709), and
workhouses (1709-10). The small amount of money derived from white half-pence and brass money has
been included under this heading, as it is not part of the treasury receipts in any of the accounts.
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1686	 32,235:04:02	 4,448:11:01	 2,028:05:11

1687	 32,406:07:03	 3,647:13:08	 2,634:19:01

1688	 29,600:08:01	 4,055:00:04	 2,332:18:04

1689	 1,231:11:05	 306:08:00	 75:13:01

1690	 11,211:15:01	 1,854:06:06	 3,288:00:06

1691	 21,682:15:07	 4,879:10:--	 1,327:10:10

1692	 26,676:16:11	 7,093:07:07	 3,790:00:05

1693	 29,764:03:00	 4,218:09:00	 1,954:05:00

1694	 29,497:00:00	 3,908:03:05	 3,135:15:07

1695	 29,169:04:10	 3,854:12:04	 2,278:16:11

1696	 29,474:07:05	 4,383:19:05	 1,889:02:02

1697	 30,022:11:02	 3,923:11:11	 2,630:04:06

1698	 30,728:17:04	 4,653:05:05	 2,698:10:04

1699	 31,475:10:03	 6,102:16:03	 2,940:19:11

1700	 33,861:16:04	 6,887:04:04	 3,864:17:00

1701	 35,237:00:08	 5,995:10:01	 4,074:18:09

1702	 36,453:03:04	 6,223:00:05	 3,349:14:06

1703	 36,640:05:11	 5,854:04:03	 3,092:04:01

1704	 36,082:16:09	 5,660:01:01	 2,443:14:02

1705	 36,433:01:00	 6,704:17:06	 5,738:01:05

1706	 40,000:00:00' s	7,000:00:00	 6,200:00:00

1707	 41,133:00:06	 7,968:03:05	 7,971:01:11

1708	 40,860:17:0816	 7,975:11:08	 7,092:08:04

1709	 41,554:03:07	 9,435:11:07	 8,049:18:00

1710	 42,331:09:06	 9,910:13:03	 8,820:12:04

All figures for 1706 are estimates based on the totals for 1705 and 1707.

16 All figures for 1708 calculated by multiplying the quarterly returns by four, plus an addition to
salaries of £3,200 for hearth tax salaries.
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Table 11: The pay arrears and charge of the Establishment.'7

Date	 Pay arrears	 Charge of Establishment

25 Dec. 1690	 ____________	 2 1,875:18:01

1 Jan. 1692	 _______________________ 279,206:15:02

Dec. 1692	 100,000:00:00	 308,981:11:07

25 Dec. 1693	 158,232:00:11	 ________________________

25 March 1694	 183,617:01:09	 _________________________

24 June 1694	 198,852:15: 10

29 Sept. 1694	 228,097:07:03	 _________________________

31 Dec. 1694	 238,060:06:02	 ________________________

25 March 1695	 256,655:04:07	 _________________________

27 May 1695	 265,241:17:01	 _______________________

30 June 1695	 280,329:06:08	 315,601:16:05

30 June 1696	 312,3 14:11:05

30 June 1697	 309.711:04:04

30 June 1698	 390,626:18:11

1 Oct. 1698	 339,339:07:02

1 May 1699	 342,229:16:00

1 June 1700	 327,325:06:08

1 Aug. 1701	 _______________________ 296,500:03:04

29 Sept. 1703	 94,898:02:04	 325,947:17:10

17 There is no clear evidence of the total pay arrears prior to December 1693. The arrears in 1692 are
based upon an estimate calculated by subtracting the 1692 treasury receipts, plus the £30,000 loan, from the
1692 charge. The arrears for 1693-7, and 1703 are taken from B.L., Add MSS 4761, ff 39, 41, 154, 246
(1693, March 1694, May-June 1695, June 1696); N.A.I., MS M2465/20-24 (March 1694 to March 1695);
Wyche papers, 2/53 (May 1695); C.J.I. (3rd), ii, pt. ii, u-ui, xxxiii, cv (June 1695, 1697, Sept. 1703).

The annual charge of the Establishment for December 1690, January 1692, October 1698, May
1699, June 1700, and August 1701 are taken from new Establishments transmitted from England to
commence on those dates, and are printed in C.T.B 1689-92, pp 1180-1, 1595-6; C.T.B. 1698, pp 139-43;
C.T.B. 1699-1 700, pp 141-57, 364-7; C.T.B. 1700-1, PP 338-9, 433-46. The Establishments for 1692, 1695
and 1703 are taken from C.J.I. (3rd), ii, pt. ii, xi-xvi, xlviii, cvi-cvii. See also N.A.I., Wyche papers, 2/50
(1690-3); C.S.P.D. 1698, pp 437-40 (1698).
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Table 12: Government expenditure, 16881 715.18

Year	 Civil list	 Mit. list	 Debt	 Total

June 1689	 18,968:05:00	 166,714:03:11	 190,715:11:03

Dec. 1689	 30,864:18:07	 111,215:09:08	 141,980:08:04

Sept. 1692	 46,775:10:11	 833,190:07:08	 879,965:18:07

Sept. 1693	 31,241:05:05	 152,567:17:06	 1,530:07:07	 185,340:00:06

Dec. 1694	 27,566:17:07	 177,318:12:03	 4,622:02:06	 209,507:12:04

1695	 25,545:04:03	 152,362:05:00	 3,050:15:05	 180,958:04:07

1696	 42,858:10:08	 190,497:18:06	 3,050:15:05	 236,407:04:07

1697	 36,716:03:09	 199,810:08:04	 25,669:15:03	 262,196:07:04

1698	 32,713:17:04	 318,948:07:10	 762:13:10	 352,424:19:00

1699	 50,186:12:08	 359,114:16:05	 7.626: I :06 .416,928:07:07

1700	 50,831:12:03	 381,200:16:09	 432,032:09:00

1701	 72,080:08:04	 342,620:10:07	 415,033:05:01

1702	 57,820:17:01	 278,286:14:10	 336,439:18:01

1703	 41,676:04:02	 218,316:19:11	 260,325:10:03

1704	 47,545:16:07	 236,790:04:06	 285,960:13:04

1705	 63,875:01:01	 239,398:07:00	 308,141:07:11

1706	 56,639:00:00	 247,665:13:01	 308,128:19:11

1707	 57,03 1:17:02	 249,529:07:01	 311,366:05:11

1708	 65,447:12:09	 253,071:02:10	 .	 320,212:12:06

1709	 63,660:10:04	 246,549:03:01	 313,265:01:01

1710	 68,629:04:03	 220,308:09:01	 290,811:10:03

1711	 66,522:10:10	 223,317:19:04	 300,182:19:00

1712	 67,627:04:00	 247,182:06:09	 .	 329,374:03:06

1713	 59,845:13:09	 275,208:02:10	 351,769:07:00

18 Chisholm, Report, 1, 227-53. Columns 1-2 represent the main expenditure of the government in any
given year. However, the total expenditure in column 4 is always more than the combined amounts for
columns 1-3, due to other government expenses not included in the civil list, such as fees for passing the
vice-treasurer's accounts, and overpayments.
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1714	 50,477:15:06	 277,001:17:01	 ii:..	 339,907:16:11

1715	 53,423:01:10	 247,279:00:04	 309,885:19:03

Table 13: Revenue arising from forfeitures, 1689-94.'

Year	 Charge to	 Discharged by	 Arrears	 Cash receipts
collectors	 orders2°

1689	 20:00:00

1690	 1,234:18:11

1691	 49,038:02:11

1692	 32,515:18:06	 21,946:19:06	 35,620:16:07	 16,002:18:01

1693	 1,294:10:06	 2,850:10:09

1694	 1,836:03:06

Totals	 84,103:10:10	 21,946:19:06	 35,620:16:07	 20,689:12:04

19 B.L., Eg. MS 790, ff4-li; Add MSS 4761, ff 9-10, 183; 18,022, if 54-7; 36,651, f. 25; N.A.l.,

Wyche papers, 1/3/3-5; MS M2465/1-10, 12, 26; N.L.I., MS 50, f. 7; 1437, f. 6; CJ.I. (3rd), ii, Pt. ii, vi.
The figures provided are very imperfect, but represent the only evidence of actual cash being paid into the
treasury from the forfeitures. The problems faced in calculating these figures is synonymous with
contemporary belief that the forfeitures were kept a mystery to cover up embezzlement and fraud. The
imperfections are highlighted by the fact that the combined totals for columns 2-4 equals £78,257:08:05,
leaving a difference of £5,846:02:05 from the amount in column 1. These two figures should be the same.
It is probable that the missing sum of £5,846:02:05 was accounted for as salaries for the forfeitures
commissioners, which for 1694-5 were £3,568:13:06 (CJJ. (3rd), ii, pt. ii, ix, xlv). None of the manuscript
accounts give any figures for money being paid into the treasury after early 1695.

20 Amounts due to be collected but remitted, or cancelled, by king's letter, government, exchequer or
commissioners' order, or found to be included within the articles of Limerick. The largest amount was
remitted by king's letter (fiO,349:02:05), and the smallest by government order (±258:11:06).
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Table 14: Chisholm's exchequer receipts from forfeitures, J69O1 700.21

Year	 Exchequer receipt 	 Year	 Exchequer receipt

June 1690-Sept. 1692	 6,312:12:10	 1697	 1,066:15:01

Sept. 1693-Dec. 1694 	 1,529:12:01	 1698	 496:16:08

1695	 1,234:10:06	 1699	 9:04:07

1696	 835:16:09	 1700	 545:16:00

21 Chishoim, Report, pi 1, 227-39. These amounts are even less than those given in table 13. The same
problems apply for money arising from forfeitures, while the exchequer receipts may have been only for
forfeitures in the vicinity of Dublin, or while the management of the forfeitures was out of the hands of the
revenue commissioners. Chishoim's Total = £12,031:04:06.
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Appendix 2

Petitions

Key to petition lists (inclusive of memorials)

Column 1
Connaught, C/F
Gents, _____
Military rank, (rgt)
Rgt, -----

, (rgt)

= Petitioners
= Catholic freeholders of Connaught.
= Gentry/freeholders of area.
= name unknown of petitioner.
= general petition for regiment.
= petition by individual on behalf of regiment.

Column 3 = Subject of petition
all	 = allowances for losses (money, horses, etc)
apa	 = army pay arrears (the majority relate to 1689-91).
apn = army pension.
apy = army pay (other than arrears).
brm = brass money.
bty	 = royal bounty (and other requests for money gifts).
cmp = compensation for losses during lush war.
cpa	 = civil pay arrears.
cpi	 = civil pay increase.
cpn	 = civil pension.
cpy	 = civil pay (other than arrears).
dis	 = discharge of money owed by army (for quarters, arms, etc).
d/r	 = regiurn donum.
eac	 = accounts (usually for allowances of defecits).
efr	 = remission of exchequer fees.
ffp	 = rights to forfeited ferries and passages.
fgd	 = delay in grant of forfeitures.
fgi	 = increase of grant.
fgr	 = grant of forfeitures resumed.
fic	 = custodium of forfeited lands.
fig	 = grant of forfeited lands.
frg	 = grant of rents on forfeitures.
f/d	 = right to percentage of discovered forfeiture.
f/g	 = forfeited goods.
f/I	 = forfeited land (general).
f/rn = forfeited money (such as debts).
god	 = grant of debts.
h/p	 = half-pay (reformed officers).
icm	 = Irish coinage.
ilg	 = grant of irish lighthouses.
ilm	 = Irish linen manufacture.
ipo = farm of Irish post office.
h-f	 = corporation of royal fisheries in Ireland.
jpn	 = pardon for Jacobite.
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lap	 = lapse money.
mu	 money due from army to petitioner.
mod = owes money for customs or excise duties (collector/merchant).
moh = owes money from farm of hearth money.
mor = owes money from farm of quit and crown rents (pre-1683).
mb	 = money owed to the petitioner.
nlg	 = normal land grant.
oca	 = contested revenue post.
opd = execute office by deputy.
ope	 = petition for revenue post in England, by Irish war exi1e.
opg	 = petition for revenue post in general (of Irish connection).
opi	 = petition for post in Irish revenue.
ops	 = petition to swap Irish and English revenue post.
opw = petition for revenue post in West Indies, by Irish war exhile.
rac	 = arrears of crown or custodiam rent.
raq	 = arrears of quit rent.
rfd	 = remission of rent in lieu of payment of debt owed by government.
rff	 = remission of first fruits.
rga	 = grant of arrears of rent.
rgc	 = grant of custodiam rent.
rgq	 = grant of quit rent.
rgr	 = grant of quit and crown rents known as 'relief'.
rpg	 = payment of grant of rent.
rqb	 = quit rent books.
rrc	 = reduction or remission of crown or custodiam rent.
rrq	 = reduction or remission of quit rent.
s/p	 = profits of vacant see.
tcd	 = trade, contested duties.
tcs	 = trade, contested seizure.
tdb	 = trade, discharge of bonds.
ter	 = trade, embargo relaxed.
tfd	 = trade, rrench duties.
tmr = trade, market rights.
trd	 = trade, remission of duties.
tsg	 = permission to re-ship goods.
t/r	 = trade rights.
tJv	 = trade, violation of laws.
unc	 = uncertain as to content of petition.
war = recompense for losses due to Irish war, (non-Irish petitioners).

Columns 4 and 6 = Body petition was before, and body it was referred to
A/C = Commissioners for stating the accounts of the army.
A/G = Attorney-general (England).
A/S	 = Attorney and solicitor-general (Ireland).
CIA = Committee for Irish affairs (England).
Eng = English government body (general).
GKL = Ginkel.
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HLE = House of Lords (England).
HJC = House of Commons (ireland).
H/L = House of Lords (Ireland).
I/C	 = Irish revenue collector.
J/S	 = John Shales.
Lu	 = Lords justices (Ireland).
L/L	 = Lord lieutenant (Ireland).
0/B = Board of the Ordnance.
PFE = Paymaster of the forces (England).
PTR = Petitioner to apply through proper channels.
P/C = King/queen, English privy Council.
P/F	 = Paymaster of the forces/general (Ireland).
RJC = Revenue conmiissioners (Ireland).
T/L = Treasury lords (England).

Column 5 = Action taken
basc = basic petition, without further information.
case = collection of papers relating to a petition.
des	 = treasury lords desire person to be appointed to office.
hold = consideration postponed until later date.
no	 = unsuccessful petition.
proc = proceedings upon a petition.
rec	 = recommended by body the petition was 'before'.
ref	 = referred to body for report.
rep	 = report made on petition.
stay = prosecution/levying for rents to be postponed until outcome of petition known.
yes	 = successful petition.
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Totals for petition lists (inclusive of memorials)

Col 3

all	 1
apa 228
apn 33
apy	 11
brm 1
bty 48
cmp 17
cpa 9
cpi	 10
cpn	 31
cpy	 16
dis	 4
dIr	 3
eac	 28
efr	 1
ffp	 3
fgd	 1
fgi	 2
fgr	 3
fic	 32
fig	 148
frg	 1
f/d	 2
fIg	 1
f/I	 20
f/rn 64
god	 1
h/p	 12
icm 6
ilg	 1
urn 2
ipo	 2
irf	 2
jpn	 4
lap	 1
mu 26
mod 2
moh 4
rnor 1
mb 43
nlg	 5

oca	 8
opd	 1
ope 9

opg
	

1
opi
	

52
ops
	

1
opw
	

1
rac
	

5

raq
	

20
rfd
	

5
rff
	

1
rga
	

1
rgc
	

1
rgq
	

5
rgr
	

1
rpg
	

12
rqb
	

1
rrc
	

6
rrq
	

12
s/p
	

3
tcd
	

1
tcs
	

13
tdb
	

2
ter
	

8
tfd
	

1
tmr
	

1
trd
	

42
tsg
	

2
t/r
	

1
tIv
	

10
unc
	

25
war
	

21

Cols	 4	 6

177
1

1	 4
3	 4

15
36	 33

1
1
4
1

1
1

51
	

178

L/L 11
	

29
0/B 1
	

5
PFE 5
	

1
PTR
	

4
P/C 261 26
P/F 27
	

191
R/C 12
	

108
S/S	 17
	

6
T/L 665 279

Col 5

basc 34
case 12
des 6
hold 26
no	 39
proc 237
rec	 39
ref	 489
rep	 59
stay 5
yes	 159

Years

n/d 3
1689 36
1690 61
1691 76
1692 87
1693 113
1694 102
1695 113
1696 100
1697 117
1698 75
1699 75
1700 81
1701 59
1702 7

Total petitions = 1105

A/C
A/G
A/S
CIA
Eng
GKL
HLE
H/C
H/L
I/C
J/S
L/J
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all
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa

P/F
T/L
T/L
P/C
P/C
P/C
P/C
P/C
P/C
P/C
P/C
P/C
T/L
P/C
T/L
P/C
T/L
P/C
P/C
P/F
P/C
P/F
P/C
P/C
P/F
P/C
P/F
P/F
P/F
T/L
P/F
T/L
P/F
T/L
P/C
P/F
P/C
P/C
P/C
L/J
P/F
T/L
T/L
P/F
T/L
T/L
T/L

rep
base
basc
proc
proc
proc
proc
proc
proc
proc
proc
proc
ref
proc
hold
ref
ref
proc
proc
rep
proc
rep
proc
proc
yes
proc
hold
hold
yes
yes
hold
ref
hold
proc
ref
hold
ref
ref
proc
basc
rep
ref
ref
hold
ref
ref
ref

T/L

P/F
P/F
P/F
P/F
P/F
CIA
P/F
P/F
P/F
P/F
CIA

P/F
P/F
P/F
P/F
T/L

T/L
L/J
P/F

Gkl
T/L
T/L

T/L
Lit
T/L

P/F
lit
T/L
lit

T/L
P/F
P/F
lit
P/F
P/F
P/F

Leveson, (rgt)
Courtney, Henry
Percival!, John
Rosoy, Mnsr
De Labere, Jan L
Rapin, Mons
Rgts, French
Verdier, John
Murray, Adam
De Prepetit, I
Duras, Jacques
Newcomen, Jane
Norridge, John
Officers, Deny
Barnham, Margret
Officers, French
Rgt, Bellasyse
Rgt, French (A)
Rgt, French (B)
Rgt, Stewart
Rgt, Du Cambon
Blacksford, Abe
Gorges, Robert
Sanderson, Alex
Stewart, William
Aleway, Robert
Cardonnel, James
Scardevile, Dean
Lecaan, John
Bingham, Widow
Farrier, Train
Fitzgerald, Robert
Miller, Widow
Stewart, Brgdr
Captains (Foulkes)
Maud, Edmund
Rgt, Foulkes
Rgt, Goodwin
Foulke, John
Rgt, Stewart
Adjutant, (Wols)
Pingle, George
Soldier, Unknown
Devereux, Walter
Story, George
Churchill (rgt)
Hawkins, John

1694/4

1690/2
1690/3
1690/4
1690/4
1690/4
1690/6
1691/3
1691/3
1691/3
1691/4
169 1/5
1691/6
1691/8
1691/8
1691/8
169 1/8
169 1/8
169 1/10
1692/_
1692/1
1692/1
1692/1
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/3
1692/4
1692/5
1692/5
1692/7
1692/7
1692/8
1692/8
1692/8
1692/8
1692/9
1 693/_
1693/1
1693/1
1693/1
1693/2
1693/2
1693/3
1693/3

C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 359.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 362.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 271.
C.S.P.D. 1689-90,446.
C.S.PD. 1689-90, 523.
C.S.P.D. 1689-90, 562.
C.S.PD. 1689-90, 547.
C.S.PD. 1689-90, 522.
C.S.P.D. 1690-1, p. 37.
C.S.P.D. 1690-1, p. 321.
C.S.PD. 1690-1, p. 309.
C.S.PD. 1690-1, p. 305.
C.TB. l689-92,p. 1101.
C.S.P.D. 1690-1, p. 365.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 180.
C.S.PD. 1690-1, p. 493.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 187.
CS.PD. 1690-1, p. 493.
C.S.P.D. 1690-1, p. 493.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 187.
C.S.P.D. 1690-1, p. 538.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 270.
C.S.PD. 1691-2, p. 106.
C.S.PD. 1691-2, p. 111.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 211.
C.SJ'.D. 1691-2, p. 122.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 221.
C.T.P. 15-1692, p. 220.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 222.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 248.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 237.
N.A.I, Wyche, 1/3/25.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 248.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 249.
P.R.O.N.I., D638/20.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 256.
C.S.P.D. 1691-2, p. 408.
C.S.PD. 1691-2, p. 408.
C.S.P.D. 1691-2, p.441.
N.A.I., Wyche, 2/75.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 275.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 26.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 275.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 280.
C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 54.
C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 84.
C.TJ3. 1693 -6, p. 83.
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apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa

ILL
I/L
T/L
P/F
P/F
T/L
T/L
P/C
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
I/L
P/F
T/L
P/C
P/F
T/L
P/F
T/L
P/F
T/L
P/F
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
I/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
P/C
T/L

ref
ref
ref
hold
hold
hold
basc
proc
ref
hold
ref
ref
ref
rec
no
yes
no
ref
yes
ref
hold
ref
rec
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
yes
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
yes
proc
ref

Rgt, Russell I
Officer, Engineer
Widow, Sergeant
Apothecary, Dublin
Widow, Major
Relation, Cpt
Rgt, Lovelace
Robinson, William
Romer, William
Widow, Captain
Widows, Soldiers 5
Echlyn, R (rgt)
Wagoners & Cndtr
Coote, Ric (rgt)
Godfrey, Stephen
Smith, William
Thomas, Abel
Rgts, French
Widow, of Soldier
Qm, Dundalk
Savage, Widow
Wyndham, Hugh
Corporal, (Russell)
Engineers, Army
Newcomen, T
Captain (Meath)
Giles, Cpt John
St Casaubon, Col
Rgts, Unknown 2
Vemer, Col (rgt)
Browne, Margret
Draycott, Daniel
Rgt, Lanier
Wood, Henry
Culliford, William
La Salle, Dme
Ogilby, Bart
Demarais, Henry
Rgt, Leveson
Rgts, French 3
Dun, Dr Patrick
Rgt, Mountjoy
Captain (Sarkey)
Rgt, Charlemont
Selwyn, (rgt)
De la Mare, Walter
Du Cambon, Miss

1693/3
1693/4
1693/5
1693/6
169317
1693/8
1693/8
1693/8
1693/8
1693/8
1693/8
1693/9
1693/9
1693/10
1693/10
1693/ 10
1693/10
1693/11
1693/11
1694/3
1694/3
1694/3
1694/4
1694/4
1694/4
1694/6
1694/6
169417
1694/9
1694/9
1694/10
1694/10
1694/10
1694/10
1694/11
1694/11
1694/11
1695/1
1695/1
1695/1
1695/2
1695/2
1695/3
1695/3
1695/3
1695/4
1695/4

P/F	 C.TJ3. 1693 -6, p. 130.
0/B C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 287.
P/F	 C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 291.
T/L	 C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 299.
T/L	 C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 305.

C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 313.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 312.

T/L C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 297.
0/B C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 320.

C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 313.
P/C	 C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 314.
P/F	 C.TB. 1693-6, p. 349.
J/S	 C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 324.
T/L	 C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 324.

C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 322.
T/L	 C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 352.
T/L	 C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 322.
P/F	 C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 393.
T/L	 C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 326.
P/F	 C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 353.
T/L C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 349.
P/F	 C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 545.
T/L	 C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 360.
0/B C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 583.
P/F	 C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 581.
P/F	 C.TJ3. 1693-6, p. 637.
P/F	 C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 644.
P/F C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 377.
P/F C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 774.
P/F C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 760.
P/F C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 811.
P/F C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 779.
P/F C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 799.
P/F	 C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 809.
P/F C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 820.
P/F C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 819.
P/F C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 843.
P/F C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 867.
P/F	 C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 890.
P/F C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 872.
P/F	 C.TJ3. 1693-6, p. 922.
P/F	 C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 937.
P/F	 C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 962.
P/F	 C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 966.

C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 427.
L/J C.S.PJJ. 1694-5, p. 422.
P/F C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 975.
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apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa

P/F
T/L
T/L
P/F
P/C
T/L
P/C
T/L
ILL
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
PFE
P/C
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
P/F
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
P/C
T/L
P/C
T/L
T/L
T/L
S/S
T/L
T/L
ILL
ILL
T/L
T/L
ILL
T/L
H/C

yes
ref
ref
rep
proc
ref
proc
ref
yes
yes
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
basc
no
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
yes
ref
ref
ref
ref
proc
basc
proc
ref
ref
ref
yes
basc
yes
ref
ref
ref
ref
yes
ref
case

ILL
P/F
P/F

ILL
P/F
L/D
T/L
P/F
ILL
P/F
0/B
P/F
P/F
P/F
P/F
P/F
P/F

ILL
ILL
LID
P/F
P/F
P/p
P/F
P/F
T/L
P/p
P/F
P/F
P/F
ILL

ILL
P/F
L/J
L/J

LU

L/J
P/F
P/p
P/F
P/F
P/p
P/F

Ensign, (Unknown)
Jeffreys, James
Rawlins, John
Rgt, Atkins
Fielding, Charles
Fitzgerald, Robert
Savage, Ann
Venner, Sam
Chabrol, Lewis
Clarke, George
Gorges, Robert
Rgt, Villiers
Captain (Kirke)
Velthoven, A (rgt)
Jones, Thomas
Leeds, E (rgt)
Meredith, Thomas
Morgan, Jenkin
Cardonnel, James
Dun, Dr Patrick
Blayney, Lord
Dampierre, Mons
Talton, Lt Col
Wharton, Lord
Billing, Richard
Dun, Dr Patrick
Ellingworth, B
Bing, George
Purdon, George
Rgt, Schomberg
Barry, Lt
Chapon, Charles
Colonels, Army
Murphy,
Salles, Francis
Bellasyse et al
Handcock, Thomas
Hussey, Maurice
Kinsale, Shipyard
Bellasyse, Henry
Courthop, Eliz
Prendergast, Col
Rgts, French 3
Troopers, (Villiers)
Hall, Elizabeth
Troopers, (Villiers)
Michelbume (rgt)

1695/4
1695/4
1695/4
1695/4
1695/5
1695/5
1695/5
1695/5
1695/7
1695/7
1695/7
1695/8
1695/9
1695/9
1695/11
1695/12
1695/12
1695/12
1696/1
1696/1
1696/2
1696/2
1696/2
1696/2
1696/3
1696/3
1696/3
1696/4
1696/4
1696/4
1696/5
1696/5
1696/6
1696/6
1696/6
1696/11
1696/11
1696/11
1697/_
1697/2
1697/3
1697/3
1697/4
1697/4
1697/9
1697/12
1 698/_

C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 434.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 989.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 969.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 434.
CS.PD. 1694-5, p.471.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 1086.
C.S.PD. 1694-5, p. 454.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1135.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 456.
C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 1156.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 1139.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1179.
C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 1204.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1211.
C.TJ3. 1693-6, p. 1239.
C.TJ3. 1693 -6, P. 1255.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1258.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 477.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 484.
P.R0.N.I., D638/18/69.
C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 1315.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1323.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1297.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1306.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1342.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1341.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 496.
C.TB. 1696-7, p. 107.
C.TB. 1696-7, p. 114.
C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 89.
C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 154.
CS.P.D. 1693, pp 158-9.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 519.
C.S.P.D. 1696, p. 232.
C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 165.
C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 304.
C.TB. 1696-7, p. 306.
C.S.P.D. 1696, p. 439.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 573.
C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 387.
C.TB. 1696-7, p. 424.
C.T.B. 1696-7, p.422.
C.T.B. 1697, p. 107.
C.T.B. 1697, p. 123.
C.TB. 1697, p. 344.
C.TB. 1697-8, p. 184.
H.M.C., Port., viii, 66.
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apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa

P/C
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
PFE
T/L
H/C
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
PFE
T/L
T/L
T/L
PFE
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
L/J
T/L
T/L
P/F
T/L
T/L
T/L

T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L

proc
ref
yes
ref
ref
no
no
hold
no
case
ref
ref
ref
yes
rep
ref
ref
ref
no
basc
ref
ref
ref
ref
rec
ref
ref
yes
ref
yes
ref
ref
ref
proc
ref
ref
ref
hold
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref

P/F
P/F
P/F
P/F
P/F

T/L

PFE
P/F
P/F

TIL
P/F
P/F
P/F
T/L

P/F
P/F
P/F
P/F
T/L
P/F
P/F
T/L
P/F

P/F
P/F
P/F

P/F
P/F
P/F

P/F
P/F
P/F
P/F
P/F
P/F
P/F
P/F
P/F

Troops, 6 (Wols)
Hamilton, F (rgt)
Lowther, William
Coles, Henry
Peltier, James
Bowes, Joshua
Moss, Mary
Qm, Ireland
Troopers, 10
Michelburne (rgt) 2
Gillery, Thomas
Hospital, Army
Booth, H et a!
Chetwynd, Widow
Lindsay, Widow
Rosset, Lewis
Ross, C (rgt)
Molenier, Widow
Rgts, French 3
Artillery, Trains
Blacheford, Abe
Dalmas, John
Fenwick, Lady
Rgts, French 4
Chapon, Charles
Saurency, Etne
Falentin, G L
Rgt, French
Rgt, Lifford
Vileneuf, Cpt
Brasselaye, John
Cornwallis, Fred
De St Eugene, J F
Rgt, Melonier
Carles, Peter
Officers, Deny
Petit, Lewis
Rgts, French 3
Rgts, Unknown 4
St Auban, Mrs
Treslebois, Ja
Villeneuve, Gn
De Gually, Peter
De Rossieas, John
Desbrisay, Cpt
Le Cerde, Widow
Maziene, Susanna

1698/1
1698/2
1698/3
1698/4
1698/4
1698/9
1698/9
1698/10
1698/10
1 699/_
1699/1
1699/2
1699/3
1699/3
1699/3
1699/4
1699/5
1699/6
1699/6
1699/11
1699/11
1699/11
1699/11
1699/11
1700/ 1
1700/2
1700/3
1700/4
1700/4
1700/4
1700/5
1700/5
1700/5
1700/5
1700/6
1700/6
1700/6
1700/6
1700/6
1700/6
1700/6
1700/6
170017
1700/7
1700/7
1700/7
1700/7

C.S.P.D. 1698, p. 35.
C.T.B. 1697-8, p. 238.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 146.
C.T.B. 1697-8, p. 302.
C.TB. 1697-8, p. 296.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 211.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 227.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 226.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 226.
H.M.C., Port., viii, 66.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 266.
C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 266.
C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 307.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 279.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 277.
C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 323.
C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 347.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 313.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 305.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 343.
C.TB. 1699-00, p. 218.
C.T.B. 1699-00, p. 218.
C.T.B. 1699-00, p. 199.
C.T.B. 1699-00, p. 199.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 369.
C.T.B. 1699-00, p. 275.
C.T.B. 1699-00, p. 308.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 389.
C.TB. 1699-00, p. 61.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 386.
C.T.B. 1699-00, p. 351.
C.T.B. 1699-00, p. 337.
C.T.B. 1699-00, p. 363.
C.T.B. 1699-00, p. 88.
C.T.B. 1699-00, p. 376.
C.TJ3. 1699-00, p. 92.
C.T.B. 1699-00, p. 376.
C.T.B. 1699-00, p. 96.
C.T.B. 1699-00, p. 100.
C.T.B. 1699-00, p. 391.
C.T.B. 1699-00, p. 381.
C.T.B. 1699-00, p. 379.
C.T.B. 1699-00, p. 416.
C.TB. 1699-00, p. 426.
C.T.B. 1699-00, p. 420.
C.T.B. 1699-00, p. 426.
C.TJ3. 1699-00, p. 426.
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apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apa
apn
apn
apn
apn
apn
apn
apn
apn
apn
apn
apn
apn
apn
apn
apn
apn
apn
apn
apn
apn
apn

T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
I/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
P/F
P/C
T/L
P/C
L/J
P/C
P/C
P/C
P/C
P/C
T/L
P/C
P/C
T/L
T/L
T/L
P/C
P/C
T/L
T/L
P/C
T/L

ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
case
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
proc
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
rep
proc
proc
proc
yes
proc
proc
proc
proc
proc
ref
proc
proc
ref
ref
ref
proc
proc
ref
no
proc
proc

P/F
P/F
P/F
P/F
P/F
P/F
P/F
P/F

P/F

P/F

P/F

P/F

P/F

P/F

P/F
P/F

P/F

P/F

P/F

P/F

P/F
P/F

L/L
T/L
CIA

T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
0/B
T/L
T/L
L/J
P/F

T/L
P/F

P/F
P/F
P/F
T/L
L/J

D'Gauly, Paul
De Larrisole, 0 F
Sailes, Francis
16 Petitions
Annesley, Cpt
De Juges, Cpt
De La Coste, Cpt
De Vignoles, (rgts)
Hopton, Cpt
De Boisrond, Si
Bogze, John
Fairciough, Dr
Lombard, Peter
Melonier, James
Rgt, Hamilton, 0
Rgt, Strathnaver
Vergue, Pierre
De Laspey, Augt
Rgt, De Miremont
De La Croix, Hy
D'Aiemagne, Lewis
Chabrol, Lewis
De Vimare, Josias
De Lacour, Cpt.
Caulfield, John
Officers, French
Adams, Jane
Hubblethorne, Wid
Hubblethorne, C
Crowe, Children
Fearon, Joseph
Farley, Richard
Clarke, William
Sanderson, Alex
De Mainbroy, Mon
Foster, Rose
Chabrol, Lewis
Gourney, Anne
Bernard, James
Lebrun, Francis
Farrell, Fergus
De La Ramiere, C
Hevrand, Alex
De Courthy R'selie
Dowsett, Frances
Price, Catherine
De La Rue, Fran

1700/10
1700/il
1700/11
1700/12
1700/12
1700/12
1700/12
1700/12
1700/12
1701/-
1701/1
1701/1
1701/1
1701/1
1701/1
1701/1
1701/1
170 1/2
1701/3
1701/5
170 1/6
170 1/8
170 1/9
1701/li
170 1/12
1702/1
1690/4
1690/9
169 1/3
1691/7
1691/8
1691/9
1692/i
1693/1
1693/5
1694/7
1694/ 10
1694/10
1694/12
1695/1
1695/4
1695/5
1696/4
1697/4
1697/4
1697/4
1697/6

C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 133.
C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 154.
C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 160.
C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 168.
C.TJ3. 1700-1, p. 22.
C.TJ3. 1700-1, p. 172.
C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 167.
C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 173.
C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 22.
B.L., A/M 21,136, 88-9.
C.TB. 1700-1, p. 187.
C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 190.
C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 181.
C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 193.
C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 189.
C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 189.
C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 212.
C.TJ3. 1700-1, p. 211.
C.TB. 1700-1, p. 53.
C.TB. 1700-1, p. 269.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 495.
C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 343.
C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 367.
C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 390.
C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 421.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 555.
C.S.P.D. 1689-90, 562.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 134.
C.S.P.D. 1690-1, p. 305.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 183.
C.S.PD. 1690-1, p. 470.
C.S.PD. 1690-1, p. 515.
C.S.P.D. 1691-2, p. 116.
C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 21.
C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 161.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 690.
C.S.PD. 1694-5, p. 325.
C.SP.D. 1694-5, p. 331.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 859.
C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 895.
C.TB. 1693-6, p. 1016.
C.S.PD. 1694-5, p. 454.
C.S.PJJ. 1696, p. 133.
C.TB. 1697, p. 132.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 23.
C.S.P.D. 1697, p. 124.
C.T.B. 1697, p. 43.
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apn T/L proc
apn L/J
	

rec	 T/L
apn T/L hold
apn LU
	

ref	 P/C
apn T/L ref	 P/F
apn T/L yes
apn T/L proc
apn T/L proc
apn TIL ref Lit
apn T/L ref Lit
apn T/L no
apn T/L yes
apy P/C yes
apy P/C proc CIA
apy T/L Proc
apy P/C ref
	

T/L
apy S/S ref Lit
apy T/L ref
	

P/F
apy T/L ref
	

P/F
apy L/D rep T/L
apy L/J
	

ref
	

S/S
apy T/L no
	

P/C
apy T/L no
brm T/L ref
	

L/J
bty P/C yes T/L
bty P/C ref CIA
bty P/C proc CIA
bty P/C proc CIA
bty P/C proc CIA
bty
	

P/C proc CIA
bty P/C proc CIA
bty T/L ref
	

R/C
bty
	

P/C proc L/J
bty
	

P/C ref
	

T/L
bty
	

P/F rep
	

T/L
bty
	

P/C proc
bty Lit rec
	

T/L
bty
	

TIL basc
bty
	

T/L basc
bty P/C proc T/L
bty
	

T/L basc
bty R/C rep T/L
bty
	

T/L ref
	

P/F
bty
	

P/C proc
bty
	

P/C proc
bty T/L rep
	

P/C
bty T/L ref
	

L/D

De La Val, Pierre
Hubblethome, C
Carew, Sybill
Delapoise, August
Webster, E & M
Wailer, James
French, Pensions
French, Pensions
Mulherbe, T et al
Fitzgerald, Robert
Hubblethorne, -
Legg, William
Adolphi, John
Knox, Thomas (sr)
Yarner, Abraham
Commission, Accts
Bridges, Matthew
Rgt, Lumiley
Stewart, Brgdr
Commission, Accts
Blessington, Ld
Galway, Earl
Bush, ______
Tuam, Abhp of
Chichester, John
Dawson, Thomas
Hamilton, Hugh
Conyngham, Will
Irwin, William
Quash, Simon
Widow, of Sailor
Bellew, Arabella
Pottinger, Thomas
Bourke, Elizabeth
Jenny, Chris'lus
Bellingham, Ric
Hobson, Captain
Widow, Deny
Widow, Deny
Officers, Deny
Maurice, Margret
Fenn, John
Officers, Irish
Pearce, Edward
Grace, Oliver
Bingham, John
Wallis, Charles

1697/6
1698/2
1698/6
1698/6
1699/5
1700/4
1700/5
170 1/6
1701/11
170 1/12
170 1/12
1701/12
1690/2
1691/4
1692/3
1692/10
1693/3
1694/12
1695/2
1695/8
1696/8
1697/6
1700/7
1694/7
1689/5
1690/2
1690/2
1690/3
1690/3
1690/6
169 1/3
1691/7
169 1/7
1692/3
1693/4
1693/6
1693/6
1693/8
1693/8
1694/5
1694/6
1694/8
1694/9
1694/10
1695/3
1695/5
1695/9

C.T.B. 1697, p. 43.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 136.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 176.
N.A.I., MS M2455.
C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 347.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 386.
C.TB. 1699-00, p. 88.
C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 78.
C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 395.
C.TJ3. 1700-1, p. 114.
C.TB. 1700-1, p. 118.
C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 119.
C.S.PD. 1689-90,474.
C.S.P.D. 1690-I, p. 338.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 228.
C.S.PD. 1691-2, p. 473.
C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 83.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 844.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 428.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 459.
C.S.P.D. 1696, p. 275.
C.T.B. 1697, pp 223-4.
C.T.B. 1699-00, p. 106.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 699.
C.S.PD. 1689-90, 113.
C.S.P.D. 1689-90,469.
C.S.P.D. 1689-90,465.
C.S.P.D. 1689-90, 533.
C.S.P.D. 1689-90,533.
C.S.P.D. 1689-90, 399.
C.S.P.D. 1690-1, p. 314.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1251.
C.S.PD. 1690-1, p. 434.
C.SPD. 1691-2, p. 171.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 286.
C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 171.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 299.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 314.
C.TJ'. 15-1696, p. 313.
C.S.PD. 1694-5, p. 133.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 375.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 384.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 756.
C.S.P.D. 1694-5, p. 332.
C.S.P.D. 1694-5, p. 406.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1091.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 1205.

340



bty
bty
bty
bty
bty
bty
bty
bty
bty
bty
bty
bty
bty
bty
bty
bty
bty
bty
bty
bty
bty
bty
bty
bty
bty
cmp
cmp
cmp
cmp
cmp
cmp
cmp
cmp
cmp
cmp
cmp
cmp
cmp
cmp
cmp
cmp
cmp
cpa
cpa
cpa
cpa
cpa

LID
L/D
S/S
P/C
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
TIL
L/J
H/C
T/L
P/C
T/L
ILL
ILL
I/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
P/C
P/C
P/C
P/C
P/C
Lit
P/C
P/C
P/C
P/C
P/C
ILL
ILL
ILL
P/C
T/L
I/L
ILL
P/C
Lit
P/C
P/C

rec
ref
yes
proc
ref
no
ref
basc
ref
ref
rec
basc
yes
yes
yes
ref
ref
no
yes
yes
yes
yes
ref
yes
ref
proc
proc
proc
proc
proc
rep
yes
ref
proc
proc
proc
yes
ref
no
proc
ref
basc
ref
proc
ref
proc
proc

Town, Deny
Town, Enniskillen
Umirey, Widow
Blanchfield, El
Burk, Thomas
Butler, Sarah
Woods, Daniel
Adams, Jane
Hill, Elizabeth
Woods, Daniel
Hamilton, Widow
Forward, John
Ministers, French
Prendergast, Cpt
Piggatt, Mary
Vanhomrigh, B
Vanhomrigh, B
De Courthy R'selle
Roscommon, Earl
Cavan, Ctss
Methuen, John
Cavan, Ctss
Officials, Par'mt
Baston, Thomas
Melonier, ______
Phillips, George
Dobbin, John
Adams, John
Massereene, Agnt
Massereene, Vt
Phillips, George
Hobson, Samuel
Hull, Dionisia
Brewster, F et al
Sullivan, John
Eyre, Jane
Hartwell, Widow
Flower, Thomas
Balfour, Charles
Beresford, Tr
Rowley, Hugh
Tipping, Frances
Smyth, Susanna
Gorges, Robert
Cox, Richard
Echlin, Henry
Lyndon, John

1695/12
1695/12
1696/1
1696/3
1697/4
1697/4
1697/6
1697(7
169717
1697/9
1697/12
1698/2
1698/2
1698/2
1698/8
1698/ 10
1699/4
1700/6
170017
1700/11
1701/4
170 1/6
1701/6
1702/1
1702/1
1689/7
1691/9
1692/6
1692/6
1692/6
1692/10
1693/6
1693/6
169317
169317
1694/4
1694/6
1694(7
1696/_
1696/4
1698/6
1700/1
1690/8
1691/4
1692/9
1693/6
1693/6

S/S	 C.S.P.D. 1695, p. 139.
S/S	 C.S.P.D. 1695, p.139.
T/L	 C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 485.
L/D C.S.P.D. 1696, p. 104.
P/F	 C.TB. 1697, p. 98.

C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 31.
P/F	 C.TB. 1697, p. 219.

C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 69.
P/F	 C.T.B. 1697, p. 258.
P/F	 C.T.B. 1697, p. 311.
T/L	 C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 117.

H.M.C., Port., viii, 51.
L/J	 C.T.B. 1697-8, p. 60.
ILL C.S.P.D. 1698, p. 95.

C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 201.
Lu	 C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 149.
L/J	 C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 321.

C.TB. 1699-00, p. 102.
C.T.B. 1699-00, p. 107.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 438.
C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 60.
C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 75.

Lit C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 78.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 554.

P/F	 C.T.B. 1702, p. 3.
T/L C.S.P.D. 1689-90,204.
T/L C.SP.D. 1690-1, p. 525.
Lit C.S.P.D. 1690-1, p. 340.
Eng C.S.PD. 1691-2, p. 314.
ILL C.S.PD. 1691-2, p. 311.
ILL C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 262.
ILL	 C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 207.
ILL CT.?. 15-1696, p. 300.
LU	 C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 221.

C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 234.
ILL C.S.P.D. 1694-5, p. 94.
L/J	 C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 645.
LU	 C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 694.

C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 568.
L/D C.S.P.D. 1696, p. 128.
L/J	 C.TB. 1697-8, p. 362.

C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 370.
R/C C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 779.
P/F	 C.S.PD. 1690-1, p. 353.
S/S B.L., A/M 38,153, f. 11.

C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 208.
C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 208.
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cpa P/C proc
cpa T/L ref
	

L/J
cpa T/L yes
cpa T/L ref
	

L/J
cpi
	

L/J
	

basc
cpi
	

T/L ref
	

R/C
cpi
	

P/C proc T/L
cpi
	

T/L rec
	

R/C
cpi
	

TIL yes T/L
cpi
	

T/L ref
	

R/C
cpi
	

L/J
	

hold T/L
cpi
	

TIL ref
	

P/C
cpi
	

T/L no
cpi
	

T/L proc
cpn Eng rec
	

T/L
cpn S/S
	

hold T/L
cpn T/L ref R/C
cpn P/C proc T/L
cpn T/L hold
cpn T/L ref
	

L/J
cpn H/L ref
	

P/C
cpn H/C ref
	

P/C
cpn P/C proc T/L
cpn S/S ref T/L
cpn P/C proc T/L
cpn P/C proc T/L
cpn P/C ref
	

L/J
cpn T/L ref
	

L/J
cpn T/L proc
cpn T/L yes
cpn L/J no T/L
cpn P/C proc T/L
cpn T/L yes
cpn P/C yes T/L
cpn P/C yes T/L
cpn Eng case R/C
cpn P/C ref T/L
cpn T/L yes
cpn PFE no	 ILL
cpn T/L yes
cpn T/L yes
cpn T/L ref	 L/L
cpn T/L ref Lit
cpn T/L proc Lit
cpn ILL proc
cpy T/L ref	 P/C
cpy P/C ref	 T/L

Cork, Earl
Lowther, Mary
Judges, Ireland
Corker, Edward
Judges, Ireland
Babe, Francis
Pursuivants, State
Hanson, John
Judges, Ireland
Hanson, John
Judges, Ireland
Coningsby, Th
Commission, Revn
Commission, Revn
Dorchester, Ctss
Russell, Minister
Hughes, Thomas
Stephens, F & A
Fermoy, Viscount
De Roche, Amy
Cavan, Earl
Maxwell, Margret
Gervais, David
Willoughby, Mrs
Bridges, George
Tilson, Thomas
Stephens, Richard
Coote, Philip
Keightley, Thomas
De Courthy R'selle
Savage, Philip
MacCarthy-Reagh
Ranelagh, Earl
Dublin, Bshp of
Maurice, Margret
Can, William
Dwyer, John
Monginot, Dr
Abbott, Widow
Inchiquin, Lady
Roscommon, Earl
Willoughby, Mrs
Progers, Edward
Delamar, Walter
Fanshaw, William
Longford, et al
Pultney, John

1694/4
1698/2
1700/6
1701/3
1690/_
1692/6
1693/6
169317
1693/12
1695/7
1697/2
1697/4
1698/5
1702/2
1691/2
1691/8
1691/9
1692/8
1693/6
1693/12
1696/1
1696/1
1696/3
1696/4
1697/3
1697/3
1697/4
1698/5
1699/_
1699/2
1699/3
1699/5
1699/5
1699/6
1699/11
1700/4
1700/12
1701/3
170 1/4
1701/6
1701/6
1701/6
1701/7
170 1/12
1702/2
1691/8
1692/3

C.S.PD. 1694-5, p. 114.
C.T.B. 1697-8, p. 249.
C.T.B. 1699-00, p. 92.
C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 226.
CS.PD. 1690-1, p. 216.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1688.
C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 172.
C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 298.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 431.
C.TJ3. 1693 -6, p. 1162.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 6.
C.T.B. 1697, p. 148.
C.T.B. 1697-8, p. 94.
C.TB. 1702, p. 13.
C.TJ'. 15-1696, p. 163.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 189.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1290.
C.S.P.D. 1691-2, p. 400.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 301.
C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 409.
C.S.P.D. 1696, p. 5.
C.S.P.D. 1696, p. 6.
C.S.P.D. 1696, p. 103.
C.S.P.D. 1696, p. 141.
C.S.P.D. 1697, p. 74.
C.S.P.D. 1697, p. 60.
C.S.P.D. 1697, p. 120.
C.T.B. 1697-8, p. 348.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 357.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 268.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 279.
C.S.PD. 1699-00, 192.
C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 83.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 311.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 346.
N.L.I., K.Ps., fldr 2592.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 442.
C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 54.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 478.
C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 82.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 504.
C.TJ3. 1700-1, p. 72.
C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 88.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 545.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 563.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 191.
C.S.PD. 1691-2, p. 173.
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cpy
cpy
cpy
cpy
cpy
cpy
cpy
cpy
cpy
cpy
cpy
cpy
cpy
cpy
d/r
d/r
d/r
dis
dis
dis
dis
eac
eac
eac
eac
eac
eac
eac
eac
eac
eac
eac
eac
eac
eac
eac
eac
eac
eac
eac
eac
eac
eac
eac
eac
eac
eac

R/C
L/L
L/L
T/L
P/C
L/J
L/J
L/J
T/L
R/C
T/L
T/L
T/L
L/J
ILL
LID
LU
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
HLE
P/C
T/L
R/C
I/L
T/L
T/L
S/S
Eng
I/L
ILL
S/S
T/L
T/L
ILL
T/L
L/J
I/L
L/J
T/L
ILL
I/L
IlL
P/C
I/L
ILL

rep
rec
hold
ref
yes
yes
yes
rec
yes
rep
no
hold
proc
no
yes
ref
yes
ref
ref
ref
no
case
proc
ref
yes
ref
yes
basc
ref
rep
ref
yes
ref
ref
no
ref
proc
rec
ref
yes
ref
yes
no
case
proc
proc
ref

T/L
ILL
IlL
R/C
T/L
T/L
ILL
T/L

T/L

T/L
L/J
S/S
ILL
P/F
P/F
L/J

TLL
L/J
T/L
R/C
A/C

ILL
ILL
L/D
L/D
TLL
R/C

Lit

ILL
R/C
ILL
R/C

Eng
R/C

Jemmett, Warham
Carter, Thomas
Savage, Philip
Burgh, William
Reynell, Richard
Puitney, John
Carter, Thomas
Commission, G.S
Dering, Charles
Burgh, William
Dublin, Library
Methuen, John
Lloyd, Andrew
Jeffreyson, Widow
Presbyterian, Mns
Presbyterian, Mns
Presbyterian, Mns
La Cherois, Mj
Dutton Colt, (rgt)
Johnston, George
Rgts, French 3
Ranelagh, Earl
Stanyon, Laurence
Ranelagh, Earl
McCartney, Eliz
Wootton, John
Coy, Colonel
Pereyra, Isaac
Harbord, Exec
Warburton, George
Phillips, Richard
McCartney, Eliz
St George, George
Deyos, Anne
Harbord, Children
Richards, Godfrey
Stanyon, Laurence
Robinson, William
Nicholson, Charles
Griffith, William
Lowther, Mary
Harbord, Children
Stanyon, Laurence
Fox, Charles
Stanyon, Laurence
Perse, Martin
Boyle, Widow

1692/6
1693/2
1693/4
1695/4
1695/10
1696/10
1697/2
1697/7
1699/7
1699/9
1700/6
1700/6
1700/7
170 1/1
169 1/6
1695/2
1699/4
1695/1
1695/5
1699/3
1700/6
1690/_
1690/6
1692/5
1692/6
1693/2
1693/9
1693/9
1694/3
1694/6
1695/9
1696/3
1696/3
1696/6
1697/4
1697/8
1697/ 10
1698/6
1698/9
1698/11
1699/6
1699/11
1700/7
170l/_
1701/3
170 1/7
1701/11

C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 243.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 279.
C.TJ'. 15-1696, p. 286.
C.TB. 1693-6, p. 997.
C.S.P.D. 1695, p. 82.
C.TJ'. 15-1696, p. 565.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 11.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 71.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 317.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 328.
C.TJ3. 1699-00, p. 92.
C.T.B. 1699-00, p. 73.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 408.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 455.
C.TB. 1689-92, p.1206.
C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 391.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 286.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 892.
C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 1017.
C.TB. 1698-9, p. 292.
C.T.B. 1699-00, p. 96.
H.M.C., rep 13 ap 5, 15.
C.S.P.D. 1690-1, p. 27.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1644.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 243.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 37.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 324.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 318.
C.S.PD. 1694-5, p. 49.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 369.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1198.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1341.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 499.
C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 165.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 28.
C.T.B. 1697, p. 294.
B.L., A/M 4761, f. 48.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 167.
C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 112.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 555.
C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 385.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 345.
C.TB. 1699-00, p. 110.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 570.
C.S.P.D. l7fYJ-2, p. 278.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 514.
C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 399.
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eac
eac
efr
f/d
f/d
f/g
ff1
f/i
f/i
f/i
f/i
f/i
f/i
ff1
f/i
ff1
ff1
f/i
f/i
f/i
ff1
f/i
f/i
f/i
ff1
ff1
f/m
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn

R/C
T/L
T/L
P/C
T/L
P/C
P/C
L/J
T/L
TfL
TfL
TfL
P/C
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
P/C
T/L
T/L
T/L
P/C
P/C
P/C
P/C
P/C
P/C
T/L
Lit
T/L
P/C
P/C
P/C
T/L
P/C
T/L
P/C
T/L

case
ref
yes
ref
basc
proc
proc
rep
ref
ref
ref
ref
proc
ref
ref
ref
ref
rep
rep
rep
rep
rep
ref
ref
yes
ref
proc
ref
ref
ref
proc
proc
basc
yes
yes
yes
ref
rec
ref
proc
proc
proc
ref
proc
ref
proc
ref

T/L
R/C
Lit
L/J

L/J

TfL
R/C
L/J
LU
LU

L/J
Eng
L/J

L/J
P/C
P/C
P/C
P/C
P/C
PTR
PTR

L/J
L/J
TfL
R/C
R/C
R/C
TfL
Lit

T/L
T/L
Lit
Lit
P/C

LU
LU
T/L
lit
L/J
Tit
L/J
L/J
L/J

Boyle, Edward
Sands, Robert
Caldwell, Eliz
Knapp,
McNeall, Robert
Cole, Sir Arthur
Lanesborough, J
Georges, Dr [Rob]
Devonshire, Ctss
Wigg, Edward
Esmond, Lawrence
Lanesborough, Vt
Mountjoy, Vt
Edgworth, John
Ranelagh, Earl
Daly, Charles
Fowle, Thomas
Abbott, Mordecai
De Puissar, Mrqs
Leslie, Dr John
Porter, Children
Wolseley, Brgdr
Farrell, James
French, Arthur
Scravenmoer, Wid
Fowle, Thomas
Ridgway, John
Blundell, Francis
Antrirn, Lady
Neagle, Richard
Fanshaw, William
St Leger, John
Cony, James
Clancarty, Ctss
Cusack, Katherine
Dowdall, Jane
Bradshaw, C et al
Kenmare, Lady
Kent, J & Fenn, N
Purcell, Nicholas
Fashaw, George
Athione, Earl
Coiquit, John
Higgins, Alex
Unknown, Petnr
Barry, Baron
Purbeck, Vtss

1701/12
1701/12
1693/5
1697/5
1699/12
1691/5
1690/1
1691/9
1692/8
1694/6
1694/9
1695/3
1695/3
1697/4
1697/4
1697/5
1697/5
1697/8
1697/8
1697/8
1697/8
1697/8
1698/1
1698/1
1698/7
1699/8
1689/il
1690/12
1691/9
1691/12
1692/6
1692/7
1693/_
1693/3
1693/3
1693/3
1693/5
169317
1693/7
1693/8
1693/9
1694/3
1694/4
1694/4
1694/4
1694/5
169417

C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 544.
C.TB. 1700-1, p. 419.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 210.
C.S.P.D. 1697, p. 164.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 351.
C.SJ'D. 1690-1, p. 380.
C.S.P.D. 1689-90,422.
C.S.PD. 1690-1, p. 507.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1758.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 640.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 759.
C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 957.
C.S.P.D. 1694-5, p. 408.
C.T.B. 1697, p. 135.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 37.
C.T.B. 1697, p. 161.
C.T.B. 1697, p. 161.
C.T.B. 1697, pp 284-5.
C.T.B. 1697, pp 284-5.
C.TB. 1697, pp 284-5.
C.T.B. 1697, pp 284-5.
C.T.B. 1697, pp 284-5.
C.T.B. 1697-8, p. 60.
C.TB. 1697-8, p. 57.
C.T.B. 1697-8, p. 406.
C.T.B. 1699-00, p. 141.
C.S.P.D. 1689-90, 316.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 906.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1321.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1400.
C.S.PD. 1691-2, p. 331.
C.S.PD. 1691-2, p. 359.
C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 446.
C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 80.
C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 79.
C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 80.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 215.
C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 226.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 290.
C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 279.
C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 341.
C.S.PD. 1694-5, p. 64.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 579.
C.S.PD. 1694-5, p. 101.
C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 585.
CS.PD. 1694-5, p. 133.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 732.
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f/rn
f/m
f/m
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
f/rn
ffp
ffp
ffp
fgd

T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
P/C
T/L
T/L
T/L
L/J
T/L
T/L
T/L
P/C
P/C
T/L
L/J
L/J
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
P/C
T/L
P/C
T/L
S/S
T/L
L/J
T/L
T/L
L/J
T/L
P/C
P/C
P/C
P/C
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L

ref
ref
ref
rep
rep
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
rep
case
ref
ref
ref
proc
proc
ref
yes
rep
ref
rep
ref
ref
proc
basc
proc
ref
ref
ref
rep
ref
ref
hold
ref
proc
proc
proc
proc
ref
yes
ref
ref
yes
ref
ref
rep

L/J
L/J
L/J
L/J
L/J
L/J
R/C
T/L
L/J
L/J
P/C

L/D
L/D
L/D
T/L
LID
LID
I/L
TIL
L/J
P/C
L/J
L/J
T/L

LU
T/L
L/J
T/L
L/J
L/J
I/L
L/J
T/L
ILL
T/L
T/L
L/J
L/J
L/J
L/J
L/J
L/D
LU
P/C

Thomond, Ctss
Wandesford, Chris
Dowdall, Jane
Dowdall, Jane
Downton, Eliz
Downton, Eliz
Hussey, John
Coote, Richard
Temple, Henry
B lake, Walter
Clancarty, Ctss
Ossory, Bhp of
Longford, Earl
Fingal, Countess
Mitchell, Mic
Mountjoy, Vt
Coote, Richard
Bellew, Arabella
Annesley, Maurice
Anglesey, Earl
Ormonde, Duke
Edwards, Gilbert
Wigg, Wiliam
Carlingford, Earl
Conyngham, Will
Coote, Richard
Purcell, Nicholas
Smith, James
Villiers, Cath'ine
Kealy, Joseph
Finglass, John
Kenmare, Lady
Smith, William
Clergy, Ireland
Ashe, Thomas
Bridges, Matthew
Dempsey, Honora
Longford, Earl
O'Hara, C & M
Atkinson, John
Kien, Rudolph
Ossory, Bhp of
Corker, Edward
Roach, James
De Courcy, Ellen
De Courcy, Ellen
Delamar, Walter

169417
1694/7
1694/9
1694/9
1694/9
1694/9
1694/9
1694/11
1695/1
1695/4
1695/4
1695/4
1695/5
1695/7
1695/8
1695/11
1696/1
1696/5
1696/7
1696/11
1696/11
1696/12
1697/2
1697/4
1697/4
1697/4
1697/4
1697/4
1697/4
1697/7
1698/4
1698/4
1698/5
1698/6
1698/7
1698/7
1698/7
169817
1699/2
1699/5
1699/5
1699/5
1701/3
1694/2
1696/3
1697/5
169617

C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 701.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 694.
C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 770.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 770.
C.TJ3. 1693 -6, p. 778.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 778.
C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 757.
C.S.PD. 1694-5, p. 341.
C.TB. 1693-6, p. 866.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 981.
C.TB. 1693-6, p. 977.
N.A.I., Wyche, 1/1/124.
C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 1054.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 1162.
C.T.B. 1t593-6,p. 1191.
C.S.P.D. 1695, p. 106.
C.S.P.D. 1696, p. 14.
C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 137.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 526.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 558.
C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 304.
C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 328.
C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 406.
C.T.B. 1697, p. 102.
C.S.P.D. 1697, p. 99.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 26.
C.S.P.D. 1697, p. 95.
C.T.B. 1697, p. 149.
C.S.P.D. 1697, p. 103.
C.TB. 1697, p. 235.
C.TJ'. 1697-02, p. 149.
C.T.B. 1697-8, p. 322.
C.TJ3. 1697-8, p. 348.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 169.
C.TJ3. 1697-8, p. 401.
C.S.P.D. 1698, p. 345.
C.S.P.D. 1698, p. 345.
C.S.P.D. 1698, p. 367.
C.S.PD. 1699-X, p. 40.
C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 364.
C.TB. 1698-9, p. 373.
C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 373.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 471.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 355.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1347.
C.T.B. 1697, p. 179.
C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 207.
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fgi
fgi
fgr
fgr
fgr
fic
fic
fic
fic
fic
fic
fic
fic
fic
fic
fic
fic
fic
fic
fic
fic
fic
fic
fic
fic
fic
fic
fic
fic
fic
fic
fic
fic
fic
fic
fic
fic
fid
fid
fig
fig
fig
fig
fig
fig
fig
fig

I/L
T/L
T/L
P/C
T/L
P/C
P/C
T/L
T/L
T/L
P/C
P/C
P/C
T/L
P/C
T/L
P/C
T/L
L/D
P/C
L/D
T/L
T/L
P/C
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
P/C
T/L
I/L
P/C
T/L
T/L
L/J
T/L
T/L
T/L
L/J
T/L
P/C
L/J
P/C
P/C
P/C
P/C
P/C

yes
yes
yes
ref
ref
proc
yes
ref
ref
ref
basc
yes
proc
ref
proc
ref
yes
ref
yes
proc
yes
ref
ref
proc
ref
ref
ref
ref
proc
basc
ref
proc
no
ref
rep
ref
yes
ref
rep
basc
proc
no
proc
proc
proc
proc
proc

L/J
L/L
L/J
I/L
RJC
RJC
L/L

T/L
TIL
L/J
T/L
L/J
Tm
LID
Tm
L/D
Tm
L/D
P/F
LID
LID
LID
LID
LU
Lu

Lu
T/L

Lu
lit
L/J
L/J
L/J
T/L

Tm
Tm
T/L
T/L
L/J
I/L.

Tm

Rochford, Earl
Roach, James
Stewart, Mj-Genl
Eyre, Edward
Blackwell, Lambert
Ormonde, Duke
Bagnall, Ann
Luttrell, Henry
Clancarty, Ctss
Mountrath, Earl
Brown, Elinor
White, Charles
O'Farrell, Fergus
Keightley, Thomas
Annesley, Maurice
Grible, William
O'Bryan, Manus
Warburton, Ric
Caidwell, James
Boyle, Mary
Dering, Charles
Mountrath, Earl
Power, Edmund
Conyngham, Henry
Dillon, John
Rice, Henry
Galway, Earl
Percivall, John
Wray, Christopher
Caldwell, James
Meredith, Charles
Jones, David
Dering, Charles
Brewster, Francis
Lloyd, Elizabeth
Dering, Helena
Wandesford, Eliz
Allen, Charles
Donnellan, N
Dublin, City
Reeves, R et al
Aylmer, Matthew
Tyrone, Earl
Bath, Earl
Abercorn, Earl
Stopford, Mary
Trevor, John

1698/2
1699/11
1700/5
1700/6
1701/7
1691/5
1692/4
1692/4
1692/5
1693/3
1693/7
1693/8
1694/2
1694/3
1694/4
1694/11
1695/3
1695/8
1695/12
1696/2
1696/2
1696/2
1696/2
1696/4
1696/4
1696/4
1696/5
1696/7
1696/7
1697/_
1697/2
1697/3
1697/4
1698/6
1698/7
1699/5
1699/5
1694/6
1697/3
1690/2
1690/2
1691/1
169 1/9
1692/1
1692/2
1692/3
1692/3

C.T.B. 1697-8, p. 57.
C.T.B. 1699-00, p. 23.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 396.
C.S.PD. 1700-2, p. 57.
C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 327.
C.S.PD. 1690-1, p. 365.
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niil
nlil
mil
mil
mil
mil
mil
mil
mil
mil
mil
mil
mil
mu
mu
mil
mil
mil

T/L
T/L
T/L
I/L
T/L
L/L
P/C
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
IlL
T/L
LU
LU
T/L
T/L
L/J
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
P/F
T/L
P/C
T/L
IlL
Lit
I/L
IlL
lit
T/L
I/L
I/L
P/C
I/L
lit
I/L
T/L

ref
ref
ref
yes
ref
yes
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
rec
rep
ref
proc
hold
ref
ref
ref
yes
yes
yes
proc
proc
ref
ref
ref
rep
ref
proc
ref
yes
rep
hold
yes
ref
ref
ref
ref
proc
ref
ref
ref
ref

LU
P/F
P/F
P/F
L/D
I/L
I/L
P/F
P/F
P/F
L/D
P/F
Eng
LU
lit
T/L
P/F

T/L
LUJ
L/J
R/C

P/F
P/F
L/J
T/L
P/F
T/L
R/C

T/L

L/J
L/J
L/D
L/J
L/J
I/L
P/F
P/F
P/F
P/F

Douglas, Robert
Edgworth, John
Hales, Colonel
Wiseman, Arabella
Jones, Lewis
Dowdall, Jane
Butler, Richard
Heme, Joseph
Atkins, Richard
Cust, Sir Parry
Hilliam, William
Dillon, Martha
Vickers, James
Ballard, William
Handcock, Thomas
Lascells, Rebecca
Bere, Richard
Victuallers, he
Laycocke, Martin
Lascells, Rebecca
Wigg, Edward
Carlingford, Earl
Fitzgerald, Kath
Maurice, Margret
Bellasyse, H (rgt)
Coote, Philip
D'Arzeliers, Mqs
Hill, John
Tradesmen, Army
Balfour, Charles
Pauncefort, Tracy
Cork, Earl
Richards, Jacob
Watkins, Philip
Pottinger, Thomas
Horn, Joseph
Ardglas, Ctss
Wharton, _____
Bligh, Thomas
Richards, Godfrey
Bullard, William
Caldwell, Eliz
Wolf, _______
Walker, Hester
Villiers, Kath
Walker, Hester
Angibaund, Chas

1694/8
1694/10
1694/10
1694/10
1695/6
1695/7
1695/11
1695/12
1696/3
1696/5
1696/5
1696/7
1696/7
1696/11
1697/3
1697/5
1697/12
1698/1
1698/8
1698/12
1699/6
1699/10
1700/3
1700/6
1701/6
1701/6
1702/2
1691/4
1691/4
1691/8
169 1/12
1692/2
1692/2
1692/5
1692/10
1692/12
1693/8
1693/11
1694/8
1696/2
1696/11
1697/8
1697/10
169817
1699/6
1699/11
1700/3

C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 780.
C.TJ3. 1693 -6, p. 815.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 793.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 779.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1126.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 453.
C.S.P.D. 1695, p. 108.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1258.
C.TJ3. 1693-6, p. 1341.
C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 159.
C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 132.
C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 190.
C.TB. 1696-7, p. 218.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 559.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 23.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 51.
C.T.B. 1697-8, p. 192.
C.TB. 1697-8, p. 56.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 192.
C.TB. 1698-9, p. 47.
C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 407.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 338.
C.T.B. 1699-00, p. 53.
C.TJ3. 1699-00, p. 103.
C.TB. 1700-1, p. 79.
C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 78.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 563.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1113.
C.TB. 1t589-92,p. 1115.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1267.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 206.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 220.
C.S.PD. 1691-2, p. 136.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1634.
C.TJ'. 15-1696, p. 260.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 269.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 312.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 383.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 750.
C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 1327.
C.TJ3. 1696-7, p. 306.
C.T.B. 1697, p. 303.
C.S.P.D. 1697, p. 421.
C.TB. 1697-8, p. 371.
C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 395.
C.TB. 1699-00, p. 200.
C.TB. 1699-00, p. 299.
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niil
mu
mu
mu
mil
mil
mod
mod
moh
moh
moh
moh
mor
nlg
nlg
nlg
nlg
nlg
oca
oca
oca
oca
oca
oca
oca
oca
opd
ope
ope
ope
ope
ope
ope
ope
ope
ope
opg
opi
opi
opi
opi
opi
opi
opi
opi
opi
opi

I/L
P/C
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
I/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
P/C
P/C
A/S
P/C
R/C
TIL
T/L
T/L
L/J
T/L
R/C
IlL
T/L
T/L
P/C
P/C
P/C
T/L
P/C
P/C
P/C
T/L
P/C
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
IlL
T/L
T/L
IlL
T/L
I/L

ref
proc
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
basc
proc
yes
rep
proc
yes
ref
ref
ref
ref
case
ref
no
basc
proc
proc
ref
proc
ref
proc
proc
proc
ref
proc
ref
ref
ref
ref
des
yes
ref
yes
rec
rec
rec
rec

P/F
L/J
P/F
L/L
P/C
L/L
R/C
R/C
R/C
L/J
LID

LU
T/L
T/L
TIL
L/J
R/C
R/C
T/L

T/L

A/G
Eng
T/L
Eng

T/L
Eng
CIA
Eng
Eng
R/C
R/C
R/C
R/C
R/C
R/C
R/C
R/C
R/C
R/C

Walker, Hester
Purcell, Nicholas
Webb, Col John
Brewer, Richard
Paggen, Peter
Sandys, Mrs
White, Thomas
Creagh, Stephen
Shaw, William
Jones, Lewis
Dunkin, James
Dunkin, James
Dashwood, et al
Gorges, Richard
Pyne, Richard
Warren, Maurice
O'Neile, Widow
Dona, Count
Town, Deny
Babe, Francis
Commission, Revn
Babe, Francis
Commission, Revn
Medlycott, Thomas
Fox, Charles
Babe, Francis
Jackson, Ludovick
Atkins, Thomas
Carter, William
Jackson, Ludovick
Tichborne, Henry
Hammond, William
Wolseley, Ric
Roe, John
Coote, Chidley
Roper, Jane
Burton, Samuel
Bushe, Arthur
Steele, Lawrence
Coote, Thomas
Rice, Henry
Denham, Edward
Edgworth, John
Owagan, Thomas
Badham, Thomas
Corker, Edward
Foulkes, Eliz

1700/3
1700/7
1701/6
1701/12
1701/12
1701/12
1691/3
1691/9
1692/3
1694/12
1695/11
1697/11
1692/_
1694/5
1694/6
1698/7
1698/10
1699/3
1691/9
1693/10
1694/10
1694/12
1695/12
1695/12
1698/9
1698/10
1692/2
1689/4
1689/4
1689/4
1689/4
1689/5
1689/5
1690/4
1691/3
1693/9
1695/3
1690/2
1690/2
1690/5
1690/5
1690/6
1690/6
1690/8
1690/9
1690/9
1690/9

C.T.B. 1699-00, p. 291.
C.S.P.D. 1700-2, p. 78.
C.TJ3. 1700-1, p. 276.
C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 419.
C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 421.
C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 419.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1045.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1324.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1554.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 408.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 1244.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 112.
C.S.P.D. 1700-2, p. 570.
C.S.P.D. 1694-5, p. 131.
C.S.PD. 1694-5, p. 163.
C.S.P.D. 1698, p. 346.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 228.
C.TB. 1698-9, p. 66.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1302.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 378.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 397.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 410.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 477.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 472.
C.TJ3. 1698-9, p. 114.
C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 18.
C.S.PD. 1691 -2, p. 141.
C.S.PD. 1689-90, p. 54.
C.S.PD. 1689-90, p. 73.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 89.
C.S.P.D. 1689-90, p. 70.
C.S.PD. 1689-90, p. 89.
C.S.P.D. 1689-90, 108.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 606.
C.S.P.D. 1690-1, p. 300.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 318.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 948.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 488.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 481.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 613.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 623.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 704.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 692.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 783.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 816.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 798.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 823.
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op'
opi
opi
opi
opi
opi
opi
op1
opi
opi
opi
opi
opi
op1
opi
opi
opi
opi
opi
opi
opi
opi
opi
opi
opi
opi
opi
opi
opi
opi
opi
opi
opi
op1
opi
opi
opi
opi
opi
opi
opi
opi
ops
opw
rac
rac
rac

T/L
TIL
P/C
T/L
P/C
P/C
T/L
R/C
P/C
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
P/C
I/L
I/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
TIL
T/L
P/C
T/L
P/C
L/J
T/L
P/C
T/L
T/L
P/C
T/L
P/C
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
Eng
P/C
P/C
P/C
T/L

rec
rec
ref
des
proc
proc
rec
yes
proc
des
des
rec
rec
ref
ref
ref
rec
ref
rec
des
rec
des
rec
ref
proc
rec
proc
basc
ref
proc
ref
ref
proc
rec
proc
rec
rec
rec
basc
rec
yes
ref
rep
proc
proc
proc
stay

R/C
R/C
T/L
R/C
L/J
L/J
R/C
T/L
L/J
R/C
R/C
R/C
R/C
L/J
R/C
R/C
R/C
R/C
R/C
R/C
R/C
RJC
RJC
R/C
T/L
R/C
T/L

R/C
L/J
L/J
R/C
LU
R/C
T/L
R/C
R/C
R/C

R/C

L/L
I/L

T/L
T/L
R/C

Russell, Jerome
Fairciough, George
Knox, Thomas jnr
Desmyniers, Rob
Lanesborough, Vt
MacCartney, J
Bird, John
Cornwall, Francis
Longfield, John
Prescott, Edward
Hutchinson, Gilbert
Johnson, Henry
Hodder, Richard
Kemorrick, Edward
Peirce, Henry
Powell, Lewis
Bushe, Arthur
Cudmore, Paul
Gibbings, Bait
Hill, George
Kent, John
Lyford, John
Norman, Samuel
Gay, William
Darling, Richard
Bowen, Griffith
Freeke, Percy
Lovett, Chris
Russell, Jerome
Walker, John
Lanesborough, Vt
Dickens, William
Tilson, Thomas
Medlycott, Thomas
Dawson, Thomas
French, Matthew
Smithwick, Henry
Harrold, Peter
Abbott, Mordecai
Lloyd, Edward
Coningsby, Th
Fitzgerald, Robert
Cole, Christopher
Aylway,
Aldworth, Boyle
Parsons, Lawrence
Aleway, Robert

1690/9
1690/ 10
1690/10
1690/20
1691/1
1691/1
1691/2
1691/3
1691/6
1691/7
169 1/9
169 1/9
1691/10
1691/12
1692/3
1692/4
1692/5
1692/5
1692/5
1692/5
1692/5
1692/5
1692/5
1693/2
1693/3
1693/5
1693/6
1693/9
1693/9
1693/9
1694/4
1694/10
1695/3
1695/6
1695/11
1696/8
1698/7
1699/10
1700/_
1700/7
1701/_
1701/12
1699/11
1689/5
1695/3
1695/4
1697/2

C.TB. 1689-92, p. 813.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 846.
C.S.P.D. 1690-1, p. 135.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 850.
C.S.PD. 1690-1, p. 221.
C.S.PD. 1690-1, p. 221.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1008.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 165.
C.S.PD. 1690-1, p. 408.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1251.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1307.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1304.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1350.
C.S.PD. 1691-2, p. 22.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1569.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1595.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1656.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1650.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1648.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1652.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1636.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1636.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1637.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 278.
C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 76.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 211.
C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 169.
B.L., A/M 21,136, f. 23.
C.TJ3. 1693 -6, p. 319.
C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 334.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 579.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 781.
C.S.P.D. 1694-5, p. 407.
C.TJ3. 1693 -6, p. 1135.
C.S.P.D. 1695, p. 107.
C.TB. 1696-7, p. 252.
C.TJ3. 1697-8, p. 372.
C.TJ3. 1699-00, p. 176.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 362.
C.TJ3. 1699-00, p. 417.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 550.
C.T.B. 1700-I, p. 416.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 340.
CS.P.D. 1689-90, p. 87.
C.S.PD. 1694-5, p. 409.
C.S.PD. 1694-5, p. 439.
C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 403.
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rac
rac
raq
raq
raq
raq
raq
raq
raq
raq
raq
raq
raq
raq
raq
raq
raq
raq
raq
raq
raq
raq
rfd
rfd
rfd
rfd
rfd
rff
rga
rgc
rgq
rgq
rgq
rgq
rgq
rgr
rpg
rpg
rpg
rpg
rpg
rpg
rpg
rpg
rpg
rpg
rpg

TIL
T/L
T/L
L/L
T/L
P/C
P/C
P/C
P/C
T/L
T/L
T/L
L/D
T/L
L/J
P/C
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
S/S
T/L
T/L
T/L
P/C
L/J
T/L
P/C
P/C
T/L
T/L
T/L
L/J
T/L
T/L
A/S
I/L
I/L
T/L
T/L
P/C
T/L
I/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L

ref
stay
ref
yes
hold
proc
proc
proc
proc
stay
ref
ref
no
yes
rep
proc
no
yes
rep
yes
stay
stay
ref
ref
proc
rec
ref
proc
ref
yes
yes
ref
no
yes
rep
rep
ref
ref
rep
yes
ref
ref
ref
rep
rep
proc
ref

Lanesborough, Vt
Aldworth, Eliz
Coote, Richard
Articlemen, Gly
Gaynor, Nicholas
Eustace, Ann
Gents, Westmeath
Gents, Wexford
Mead, Elizabeth
Connaught, C/F
Davis, John
Burdett, Thomas
Inchiquin, Earl
Roscommon, Ctss
Handcock, Thomas
Ranelagh, Earl
Eustace, Ann
Davis, John
Gents, Protestant
Lanesborough, Vt
Antrim, Earl of
Martin, Richard
Aleway, Robert
Rawlins, John
Clifford, Lord
Aleway, Robert
Handcock, Thomas
Trench, John
Corker, Edward
Dering, Charles
Russell, Letita
Fitzpatrick, John
Lanesborough, Vt
Albemarle, Earl
Butcher, John
Oxford, Earl
Keightley, Thomas
Castlehaven, Ctss
Castlehaven, Ctss
Dorchester, Ctss
Thomond, Ctss
Dorchester, Ctss
Russell, Lord
Dorchester, Ctss
Fitzpatrick, Ed
Bellomont, Earl
O'Neile, Frances

1698/6
1698/9
1691/8
1693/_
1693/1
1693/4
1693/8
1693/9
1694/5
1695/4
1695/5
1695/7
1695/12
1696/4
1697/3
1697/3
1697/4
1697/6
1697/6
1698/2
1700/1
170 1/2
1695/5
1695/6
1696/4
1698/6
1700/2
1692/2
1692/6
1699/5
1692/_
1693/2
1693/10
1697/4
1697/4
1697/3
1691/11
1692/7
1693/10
1693/10
1694/6
1695/1
1695/5
1696/8
1696/11
1697/6
1698/6

R/C C.T.B. 1697-8, p. 365.
L/J C.TB. 1698-9, p. 108.
R/C C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1267.
R/C N.A.I., Wyche, 2/119.

C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 276.
C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 100.

T/L	 C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 264.
L/J	 C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 328.
I/L C.S.PD. 1694-5, p. 134.
L/J C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 987.
L/D C.TB. 1693-6, p. 1085.
L/D C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1149.
T/L	 C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 478.

C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 492.
T/L	 C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 23.
T/L	 C.S.P.D. 1697, p. 65.

C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 25.
L/J	 C.T.B. 1697, p. 232.
P/C	 C.TJ9. 1697, p. 223.
R/C C.T.B. 1697-8, p. 246.
L/J	 C.S.PJJ. 1699-00,368.
L/J C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 202.
LID C.TB. 1693-6, p. 1082.
L/D C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 1106.
T/L	 C.S.P.D. 1696, p. 127.
T/L	 C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 170.
P/C	 C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 373.
T/L	 C.S.PD. 1691-2, p. 133.
T/L	 C.S.P.D. 1691-2, p. 311.

C.TJ3. 1698-9, p. 88.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 273.

L/L N.A.I., Wyche, 1/3/27.
T/L	 C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 324.

C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 25.
L/J	 C.TJ3. 1697, p. 99.
L/J B.L., A/M 4761, f. 89.
R/C C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1387.
A/G C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1713.
R/C C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 357.
R/C C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 356.
L/J C.S.PD. 1694-5, p. 172.
Eng C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 878.
LID C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1064.
L/J	 C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 235.
L/J	 C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 314.

C.TB. 1697, p. 42.
R/C C.TB. 1697-8, p. 351.
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rpg
rqb
rrc
rrc
rrc
rrc
rrc
nc
rrq
rrq
nq
rrq
rrq
rrq
rrq
rrq
rrq
rrq
rrq
rrq
s/p
s/p
s/p
tJr
tJv
tJv
t/v
tiv
t/v
t/v
t/v
t/v
t/v
t/v
tcd
tcs
tcs
tcs
tcs
tcs
tcs
tcs
tcs
tcs
tcs
tcs
tcs

T/L
T/L
P/C
R/C
P/C
T/L
T/L

TIL
P/C
T/L
P/C
P/C
P/C
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
P/C
P/C
P/C
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
L/J
T/L
L/J
T/L
T/L
T/L
S/S
R/C
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
R/C
T/L
P/C
T/L

rep
ref
proc
rep
proc
yes
yes
ref
ref
proc
ref
proc
proc
basc
yes
ref
ref
yes
ref
proc
proc
proc
ref
ref
case
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
basc
rep
ref
ref
rep
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
rec
ref
proc
case

L/J
R/C
L/J
TTh
TTh

L/J
R/C
T/L
L/L
L/L

LU
L/J
L/J
L/J
LU

T/L
LID
LU
R/C

R/C
R/C
T/L
L/J
T/L

P/C
R/C
TTh
T/L
R/C
R/C
R/C
R/C
R/C
R/C
R/C
R/C
T/L
R/C
Eng

Fitzpatrick, Ric
Dering, Charles
Eustace, Maurice
Town, Deny
Hamilton, James
Savage, Philip
Hamilton, Gust
O'Farrell, Brgdr
Trinity, College
Savage, Philip
Stephens, F & A
Stepney, John
Cox, Richard
Trinity, College
Petty, Henry
Trinity, College
O'Farrell, Brgdr
Petty, Henry
Esmond, Lawrence
Albemarle, Earl
Limerick, Bshp of
Ryder, Thomas
Huntington, Mary
Town, Chester
Butts, Daniel
Sechack, Col
Shaw, Robert
Babe, Francis
Mackarrell, Rt
Carleton, Chris
MacKarrell, Robert
Butts, Daniel
Eccles, John
Green, Nicholas
Smallman, Robert
Boytoult, Peter
Decaux, James
Degrave, John
Foe, Daniel
Lambert, John
Carew, John
Guichard, Gabriel
Shapland, John
Rondeau, Peter
Osgood, John
Kirwan, John
Clarke, James

1700/10
1692/6
1691/3
1691/6
1692/9
1696/10
1697/3
1699/5
1692/2
1692/3
1692/9
1693/2
1693/6
1694/_
1694/4
1695/2
1695/4
1696/7
1697/2
1699/1
1691/12
1696/2
1702/2
1691/2
1692/_
1692/4
1692/5
1694/11
1694/11
1694/12
1695/_
1696/3
1696/6
1698/6
1699/11
1690/3
1690/3
1690/3
1690/3
1690/3
1690/10
1690/12
1691/4
1691/7
169 1/10
1692/2
1693/8

C.TB. 1700-1, p. 131.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1692.
C.S.PD. 1690-1, p. 317.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 182.
C.S.PJJ. 1691-2, p. 431.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 555.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 22.
C.TB. 1698-9, p. 373.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1512.
C.S.PD. 1691-2, p. 188.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1812.
C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 38.
C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 178.
B.L., A/M 21,136, f. 90.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 582.
C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 922.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 1000.
C.TJ3. 1696-7, p. 200.
C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 406.
C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 53.
C.S.P.D. 1691-2, p. 32.
C.S.P.D. 1696, p. 42.
C.S.P.D. 1700-2, p. 518.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1005.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 273.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1595.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1645.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 404.
C.TJ3. 1693 -6, p. 820.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 406.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 572.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 499.
C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 172.
C.S.P.D. 1698, p. 301.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 344.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 545.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 545.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 545.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 545.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 545.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 862.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 939.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1115.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 185.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1343.
C.S.P.D. 1691-2, p. 148.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 309.
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tcs
tdb
tdb
ter
ter
ter
ter
ter
ter
ter
ter
tfd
tmr
trd
trd
trd
trd
trd
trd
trd
trd
trd
trd
trd
trd
trd
trd
trd
trd
trd
trd
trd
trd
trd
trd
trd
lid
lid
lid
lid
lid
lid
lid
lid
lid
lid
lid

T/L
TIL
T/L
T/L
Eng
Eng
T/L
T/L
Eng
T/L
Eng
L/J
P/C
T/L
Eng
Eng
Eng
Eng
Eng
Eng
Eng
Eng
Eng
Eng
Eng
Eng
Eng
Eng
Eng
Eng
Eng
Eng
Eng
Eng
Eng
Eng
Eng
Eng
Eng
T/L
T/L
T/L
T,L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L

ref
ref
ref
yes
yes
yes
ref
ref
rep
ref
no
ref
proc
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
ref
yes

R/C
L/J
L/J
R/C
T/L
T/L
Eng
Eng
I/L
Eng
T/L
T/L
A/S
Eng
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T,IL
T/L
T/L
T,IL
T/L
T/L
IlL
ILL
TIL
ILL
ILL
'F,!L

T/L
T/L
TIL
TIL
T/L
1/C
R/C
R/C
R/C
R/C
R/C
R/C
R/C

Eglesham, John
Kirrvane, John
Pauncefort, Tracy
Merchants, Cork
Merchant, ______
Merchants, _____
Starke, Thomas
Merchants, Belfast
Smith, D et al
Mayorman, John
Merchant, London
Vanderlin, Adrian
Bulkeley, Richard
Beecher & Roper
Davies, Hercules
Magill, J et a!
Upton, John
Crookshank, Ric
Gourney, John
Mountslemery, W
Coxe, Philip
D'Lap, Gilbert
Goddard, Holland
Gold, David
Hartley, John
Holroid, Isaac
Kenn, Joseph
King, James
Miller, Andrew
Traveis, Samuel
Traveis, Triall
Warren, William
Duxbury et al
Kingston, Lord
Lovett, John
Vernon, J et al
Lovett, John
Protestants, Ire
Goddard, Holland
Guichard, Gabriel
Hayes, Claude
Lloyd, John
Lovett, John
Frontin, ______
Skelton, John
Eglesham, John
Bonovrier, Isaac

1698/11
1694/4
1694/12
1691/1
1693/3
1693/3
1693/3
1695/1
1695/1
1698/3
1698/4
1694/10
169 1/12
1689/4
1689/4
1689/4
1689/4
1689/5
1689/5
1689/5
1689/6
1689/6
1689/6
1689/6
1689/6
1689/6
1689/6
1689/6
1689/6
1689/6
1689/6
1689/6
1689/7
1689/7
1689/8
1689/8
1689/11
1689/12
1690/3
1690/3
1690/5
1690/5
1690/6
1690/10
1691/2
1691/5
1691/8

C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 190.
C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 595.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 855.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 979.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 282.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 282.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 84.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 879.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 423.
C.T.B. 1697-8, p. 271.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 155.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 391.
C.S.P.D. 1691-2, p. 36.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 95.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 35.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 37.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 36.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 41.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 40.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 41.
C.TJ'. 15-1696, p. 51.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 52.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 51.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 51.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 47.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 47.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 47.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 47.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 51.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 47.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 47.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 52.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 57.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 55.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 60.
C.Ti'. 15-1696, p. 59.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 77.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 85.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 107.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 533.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 614.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 620.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 694.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 869.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1022.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1172.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1287.
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trd
trd
trd
trd
trd
trd
trd
trd
tsg
tsg
unc
unc
unc
unc
unc
unc
unc
unc
unc
unc
unc
unc
unc
unc
unc
unc
unc
unc
unc
unc
unc
unc
unc
unc
unc
war
war
war
war
war
war
war
war
war
war
war
war

T/L
T/L
L/J
T/L
L/J
Eng
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
S/S
T/L
S/S
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
T/L
P/C
P/C
T/L
Eng
T/L
T/L
0/B
T/L
Eng
T/L
T/L

ref
ref
ref
ref
rec
yes
ref
ref
ref
yes
ref
ref
ref
ref
basc
ref
ref
ref
yes
proc
proc
yes
no
hold
yes
ref
yes
proc
ref
yes
ref
ref
ref
ref
ref
proc
proc
proc
ref
yes
basc
yes
rec
ref
rep
basc
ref

R/C
R/C

R/C
T/L
T/L
R/C
Eng
Eng
R/C
Eng
L/J
R/C
L/L

P/F
R/C
PTR

L/J

L/J

P/F
P/F
P/F
L/L
R/C

T/L
CIA
Eng
T/L

T/L
Eng
T/L

Eng

Pauncefort, Tracy
Boardman, Robert
De Luttichau, Bn
Davies, I et a!
Ballard, William
Clayton, W et al
Henriques, Peter
Hodgson, John
Ship,
Ship, Thamer
Ship, Providence
Talbot, George
Vernon, John
Morris, Harvey
Deane, Edward
Dering, Helena
Hanson, John
Gervaise, Mnsr
Upper Ossory, Ldy
Higgins, Alex
Mountjoy & Villiers
De La Rue, ____
Frampton, Treg'l
Gorges, [Robert]
Harstonge, Stan
Shaw, William
Shee, ________
Wallis, Charles
Coghlan, Garrett
Coningham, John
Hansen, Wikman
Harvey, Daniel
Pereyra, Isaac
Mervin & Warb'ton
Lace, Henry
Ships, Transport
Hicks, Benjamin
Gibson, Walter
Ships, Transport
Marshall, Francis
Philpot, Edward
Ships, Transport
MacConnell, Mtr
Ships, Transport
Duddleston, John
Shallett, Arthur
Ship, Transport

1691/8
1692/2
1692/10
1693/9
1697/5
1699/10
170 1/3
170 1/3
1693/3
1693/4
1690/9
1691/9
1691/12
1693/6
1694/2
1695/7
1695/7
1698/1
1698/1
1698/4
1698/5
1699/2
1699/5
1699/5
1699/5
1699/5
1699/5
1699/5
1699/12
1700/5
1700/5
1700/7
1700/7
1701/4
170 1/12

1690/2
1690/3
1691/7
1692/2
1692/4
1693/5
1694/2
1694/9
1694/12
1695/6
1695/9

C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1287.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 143.
C.S.P.D. 1695, p. 211.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 340.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 50.
C.T.P. 1697-02, p. 336.
C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 234.
C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 225.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 84.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 152.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 821.
P.R.0.N.I., D638/1 1/16.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1428.
C.S.P.D. 1693, p. 177.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 506.
C.TB. 1693-6, p. 1391.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 1391.
C.T.B. 1697-8, p. 57.
C.T.B. 1697-8, p. 57.
C.T.B. 1697-8, p. 83.
C.T.B. 1697-8, p. 89.
C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 60.
C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 88.
C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 88.
C.TB. 1698-9, p. 88.
C.TB. 1698-9, p. 88.
C.TB. 1698-9, p. 88.
C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 88.
C.TJ3. 1699-00, p. 32.
C.T.B. 1699-00, p. 85.
C.T.B. 1699-00, p. 361.
C.T.B. 1699-00, p.406.
C.T.B. 1699-00, p.406.
C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 63.
C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 416.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 209.
C.S.P.D. 1689-90,444.
C.S.P.D. 1689-90, 513.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 186.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 216.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 232.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 290.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p. 348.
C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 761.
C.T.P. 15-1696, p.407.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1122.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 1204.
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Ship, Transport
Ship, Transport
Varley, Widow
Lee, Bartholomew
Chadock, Daniel
Bird, Thomas
Smith, John
Wildbore, Mark
Earle, Joseph

1696/2
1696/3
1696/4
1697/9
1698/2
1698/11
1700/3
1700/6
170 1/3

C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 1301.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 1348.
C.TB. 1696-7, p. 79.
C.TB. 1697, p. 343.
C.TB. 1697-8, p. 237.
C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 182.
C.S.PD. 1699-00,404.
C.T.B. 1699-00, p. 368.
C.T.B. 1700-1, p. 237.
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Appendix 3

The collection service

Table 1: Revenue commissions, 1689-1702.'

Patent: 2 July 1690
Charles Meredith, knt; John Lowther; William Culliford; Edward May; Edward Ford.

Patent: 15 July 1690
Meredith; Lowther; Culliford; May, Ford, Bartholomew Vanhomrigh.

Patent: 13 August 1692
Francis Robartes; Thomas Keightley; Lowther; John Evelyn, jnr; Zacheus Sedgwick;
Vanhomrigh; Christopher Carleton.2

Patent: 28 May 1696
Robartes; Keightley; Lowther; Evelyn; Vanhomrigh; Carleton; John South (Sedgwick
deceased).

Patent: 23 August 1697
Robartes; Keightley; Evelyn; Vanhomrigh; South, Carleton; Thomas Southwell (Lowther
deceased).

Patent: 2 September 1699
Robartes; Keightley; Vanhomrigh; South; Southwell; Carleton; Samuel Ogle (Evelyn
deceased).

Patent: 20 May 1702 (Anne)
Robartes; Keightley; Vanhomrigh; South; Southwell, Carleton; Ogle.

Termination of service
1703 - Vanhomrigh and Carleton both deceased.
1704 - Robartes made teller of exchequer, England (1710 - reappointed).
1711 - South deceased.
1714 - Robartes, Keightley, Ogle, and Southwell removed (Southwell reappointed Dec.

1714).
1720 - Southwell deceased.3

C.S.1'.D. 1691-2, p. 389; C.S.P.D. 1696, p. 161; C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 1749-50; C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 128;
C.T.B. 1697, pp 199, 286; C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 412; C.T.B. 1702, p. 221; Lascelles, Liber, i, pt. ii, 133-4.

2 In all commissions, where seven commissioners are appointed, the first five are excise commissioners,
while the last two, along with the first five, are 'governors' of all other revenue (C.S.P.D. 1691-2, p. 389;
C.S.P.D. 1696, p. 161; C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 1749-50; C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 128; C.T.B. 1697, pp 199, 286; C.T.B.
1698-9, p. 412; C.T.B. 1702, p. 221). In the first two commissions, a full complent of commissioners
are not appointed, and these specifications of tasks do not appear to be included in the patents (D.C.L.,
Gilbert MS 205, f. 7; C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 607-8).

Lascelles, Liber, i, pt. ii, 134.
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Table 2: The 38 ports, districts and combined ports and districts.4

In normal circumstances Ireland was divided into 38 revenue ports and districts. On

occasion these numbers fluctuated, due to the temporary addition of a new port or district,

or the amalgamation of two ports or districts. But the norm remained 38. 21 were 'port'

areas, of which 16 were combined with a district. The remaining 17 were districts only.

1) Armagh (D)

2) Athione (D)

3) Baltimore/Skibbereen (P&D)

4) Belfast (P)

5) Cavan (D)

6) Clonmel (D)

7) Coleraine (P&D)

8) Cork Port (P)

9) Cork Excise (D)

10) Deny (P&D)

11) Donaghadee (P&D)

12) Drogheda (P&D)

13) Dublin Port (P)

14) Dublin Excise (D) - amalgamated
with Dublin Port, 1683-6.

15) Dublin County (D) - amalgamated
with Wicklow, 1683-6.

16) Dundalk (P&D)

17) Ennis (D)

18) Foxford/Ballinrobe (D)

19) Galway Port (P) (P&D 1709)

20) Gaiway Excise (D) - renamed
Loughrea by 1709.

21) Kilkenny (D) - amalgamated with
Ross, 1705-10.

22) Killybegs (P&D)

23) Kinsale (P&D)

24) Limerick (P&D)

25) Lisburn (D)

26) Maryborough (D)

27) Moyallow (D)

28) Naas (D)

29) Ross (P&D)

30) Sligo (P&D)

31) Strabane (D)

32) Strangford (P&D)

33) Tralee/Dingle (P&D)

34) Trim (D)

35) Waterford (P) (P&D 1709)

36) Wexford ((P&D)

37) Wicklow (P&D)

38) Youghal (P&D)

Temporary additions

39) Dungarvan (P&D) - temporary,
1689-94, amalgamated with
Youghal, 1694.

40) Loughrea (D) - temporary, 1690-2,
amalgamated with Galway Excise,
1692.

B.L.,Eg. MS 790, ff4-li; Add MSS 4761, f. 200; 18,022, ff 2-45; N.A.1., MS M2465/19; N.L.I., MS
174.

360



Table 3: Officers of the collection service.5

Officer	 Number	 Salary
1693	 1709	 1693	 1709

Central offices

Commissioner	 7	 7	 £800	 £1000

Secretary	 1	 1	 £300	 £300

Solicitor	 I	 I	 £300	 £300

Accountant-general	 1	 ---	 £300

Clerk of the quit rents 	 1	 1	 £250	 £250

Counsel	 1	 1	 £200	 £100

Assistant clerk	 2	 3	 £65	 £90

Clerk of the first fruits	 1	 1	 £30	 £30

Port offices

Surveyor-general	 1	 2	 £250	 £300

Collector	 21	 21	 £100	 £100

Jerquer	 1	 1	 £60	 £40

Examiner	 1	 2	 £80	 £100

Surveyor	 34	 37	 £60	 £60

Riding surveyor	 ---	 6	 ---	 £65

Tide surveyor	 2	 3	 £45	 £50

Riding/coast officer	 10	 42	 £35	 £35

Landcarrtage officer 	 ---	 2	 ---	 £35

Landwaiter	 25	 30	 £35	 £40

Tidewaiter	 127	 155	 £30	 £30

Waiter (combined land & tide)	 11	 12	 £30	 £30

Supernumerary tidewaiter 	 10	 16	 £20	 £5

Boatman	 91	 132	 £16	 £16

District offices

Surveyor-general	 1	 2	 £250	 £300

Collector	 18	 16	 £100	 £100

N.L.I., MS 174; B.L., Add MS 18,022, ff 2-30; Brian De Breffny, 'Employees of the Irish revenue
in 1709', The Irish Ancestor, vi (1974), 6-15.
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Examiner	 1	 2	 £80	 £80

Surveyor	 28	 31	 £60	 £60

Gauger	 167	 203	 £35	 £40

Supernumerary gauger 	 17	 29	 £20	 £30

Support staff at Dublin	 Support staff elsewhere

officer	 number	 officer	 number
1693 1709	 1693 1709

Clerk of ships entries	 1	 1	 Storekeeper (Cork) 	 1	 1

Clerk of the coast	 1	 1	 Clerk (Cork)	 1	 1

Clerk	 3	 9	 Messenger (Cork)	 1

Storekeeper	 1	 2	 Doorkeeper (Cork)	 ---	 1

Drugs viewer	 ---	 1	 Quit rent driver (Tralee)	 1

Chamberkeeper	 1	 1	 Foot post (Baltimore)	 1	 1

Assistants	 ---	 4	 Scale porter (Drogheda) 	 ---	 1

Doorkeeper	 1	 1	 Clerk (Dundalk)	 ---	 1

Scale porter	 4	 4	 Clerk (Ross)	 ---	 1

Quay porter	 ---	 8	 Clerk (Waterford)	 ---	 1

Porter	 1	 1	 Clerk iYoiighal)	 ---	 1

Firemaker2	 1	 _______________________ _____ 	 -

Messenger	 2	 2

Cleaner	 ---	 1

Total = 596 under-officers in 1693.
Total = 793 under-officers in 1709.
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Table 5: Patent officers in the collection service.7

General patent offices

Office	 Holder	 Status	 Pay

Commissioners of	 - John Hely, Edward Mathews, William Porter, 	 Active	 £100 &
appeals	 1691-1702	 fees

- William Palmer replaced Mathews, 1693
- Thomas Townsend replaced Hely, 1702

Accountant-general	 - James Bonnell, 1683-91	 Active	 £400
- George Tollett, 1691-5
- William Burgh, 1695-17 17 	 ________

Surveyor-general,	 - George Monck & John Stanley, 1680-1717 	 Active!	 £250

customs	 deputy	 ________

Surveyor-general,	 - No patent holder 	 Active!	 £250
excise	 deputy

Craner, wharfinger,	 - Richard Aldworth, 1677-95	 Active!	 Fee
packer in Dublin port - Thomas Tilson & sons, 1695-1766	 deputy	 ________

Craner, Ireland	 - Sir John Stevens, 1668-99	 Active!	 Fee
deputy_________

Weighmaster-general	 - George Gilbert, 1678-89 	 Active!	 Fee
- Laurence Dulhunty, 1689-90 (Jacobite) 	 deputy
- Manus O'Brien, 1690-5
- Thomas Thome, 1695-1705	 ________

Saymaster	 - Joseph Scardeville & Cornelius Bolton, 1682-90	 Sinecure Fee
- Samuel Foxon, 1690-2 (J)
- Dixie Codington & Richard Tighe, 1692-1716

Aulnager	 - Earl of Arran, 1666-1717	 Active!	 Fee
deputy_________

Taster of wines	 - Daniel Reading & John Warburton, 1669-1705	 Sinecure Fee

B.L., Add MS 21,136, ff 17, 19, 21, 23; N.A.1., Wyche papers, 1!li'59, 64; H.M.C., Finch, ii, 406;
C.S.P.D. 1690-1, pp 135, 188, 235; C.S.P.D. 1691-2, pp 46, 489; C.S.P.D. 1693, pp 333-4, 425; C.SJ'.D.

1694-5, pp 374-5,407,497; C.S.P.D. 1697, pp 491-2; C.S.P.D. 1699-1 700, p. 222; C.S.P.D. 1700-2, pp 477-

81; C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 660, 692, 795, 1005; C.T.B. 1693-6, pp 1094, 1120, 1205; C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 409;

C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 89; C.T.B. 1699-1 700, p. 314; C.TJ'. 1697-1702, p. 328; Lascelles, Liber, i, pt. ii, 135-64.
Entries where question marks follow the date of appointment are cases where there is either no later patent,
or the time between patents extends beyond a normal life span. The main examples are in the smaller ports
of the ancient customs offices, where trade would not have been sufficient to make the fees attractive to a
potential office holder. Although the chief governor could appoint a salary for patent customs offices where
the fees wem insufficient for an income, this does not seem to have been done, especially once these posts
had become sinecures. However, all ancient customs offices appear to have had a small salary attached to
them, payable on the civil list. The salaries included in the civil lists in N.A.I., Wyche papers, 2!50!5, and
Cii. (3rd), ii, pt.ii, lxxxi, have been included with the respective offices, while offices belonging to the
same port that are not included in these civil lists, have been given a comparative salary. However, none
of the offices for Sligo or Derry are included in either list, so no salaries have been given.
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Storekeeper, Dublin	 - James Clarke & Samuel Dowglasse, 1686-92 	 Active!	 Fee
- J Clarke & S Dowglasse (son), 1692-1706	 deputy	 ________

Clerk of the market & - Christopher & John Lovett, 1678-94 	 Active!	 Fee
measures	 - John & Robert Walker, 1694-? (last patent) 	 deputy

Ancient customs offices

Customer, Dublin	 - Thomas & John Worsopps, 1666-90 	 Sinecure £7:10 &
- John Jephson, 1690-2	 fees
- Edward & Charles Ford, 1692-1702

Comptroller, Dublin	 - William & Wildbore Ellis, 1678-97 	 Sinecure £7:10 &
- Charles Maule, 1697-1723	 fees

Searcher, Dublin	 - William Scott, 1679-1690	 Sinecure £5 &
- Sir John Edgworth, 1690-1 	 fees
- Sir J Edgworth & Henry (son), 1691-1701
- Henry Edgworth & Henry (son), 1701-1714

Customer, Drogheda/ 	 - Richard and Thomas Whaley, 1682-1732	 Sinecure £7:10 &
Dundalk/Carlingford	 fees

Comptroller, DID/C	 - Robert Smyth, 1677-1703	 Sinecure £7:10 &
fees

Searcher, DID/C	 - Hugh Montgomery, 1662-92 	 Sinecure £5 &
- Caleb Gay, 1692-1701	 fees
- Robert Harmsworth, 1701-17 14

Customer, Wexford/ 	 - George Wakefield, 1663-1702	 Sinecure £10 &
Arkiow	 fees

Comptroller, W/A	 - Edward Billing & William Frowde, 1671-99 	 Sinecure £5 &
- Lewis Jones, 1699-1703	 fees

Searcher, W/A	 - Benjamin Roberts, 1678-9 1 	 Sinecure £5 &
- John Merrick, 1691	 fees
- Thomas Knox, 1691-1715	 ________

Customer, Cork	 - John & Richard Travers, 1679-1707	 Sinecure £13:06:
08&
fees

Comptroller, Cork 	 - Henry Lumley & Robert Haynes, 1685-1729 	 Sinecure £13:06:
08&
fees

Searcher, Cork	 - Stephen & Henry Sweete, 1685-1726	 Sinecure £5 &
fees

Customer, Kinsale	 - Matthew French, 1667-1708	 Sinecure	 £13:06:
08&
fees

Comptroller, Kinsaie	 - John Browne & Jonas Stowell, 1664-? 	 Sinecure £13:06:
08&
fees
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Searcher, Kinsale	 - Joseph Elwell & Joseph (son), 1672-1703 	 Sinecure	 £6:13:4
& fees

Customer, Dmgle	 - Henry Waring, 1664-1717 	 Sinecure £5 &
fees

Comptroller Dingle	 - No patent	 ________ ________

Searcher Dingle	 No patent	 _________ ________

Customer, Limerick	 - Richard & George Ryves, 1671-93	 Sinecure £13:06:
- James Allett, 1693-9 	 08 &
- Thomas Burton, 1699-1703	 fees

Comptroller, Limerick - Montefort Westhropp, 1661-1698	 Sinecure	 £13:06:
- Humphrey May, 1698-1702	 08 &

fees

Searcher, Limerick	 - Montefort Westhropp, 1661-92 	 Sinecure £5 &
- Thomas Buxton, 1692-8	 fees
- John Smyth, 1698-1702	 ________

Customer, Waterford/ - George & William Deyos, 1681-1704 	 Sinecure £15 &
Ross	 fees

Comptroller, W/R	 - Frederick Chrystian, 1663-90	 Sinecure £15 &
- John Gay, 1690-1703	 fees

Searcher, W/R	 - John Mason & William Smith, 1671-1716 	 Sinecure £6:13:4
& fees

Customer, Youghal/	 - Alexander & John Gray, 1669-99 	 Sinecure	 £13:06:

Dungarvan	 - William Mitchell, 1699-1702	 08 &
fees

Comptroller, YJD	 - Henry & Edward Wilson, 1686-1691 (J) 	 Sinecure £6:13:4
- Boyle Aldworth, 1691-3	 & fees
- William Fownes, 1693-1715

Searcher, Y/D	 - Christopher Oliver & George Syms, 1668-98	 Sinecure £5 &
- John Jephson, 1698-1722	 fees

Customer, Galway	 - Robert & John Widdrington, 1683-? 	 Sinecure	 £13:06:
- Calcot Chambers, (no dates) 	 08 &
- Thomas Disney, 1719	 fees

Comptroller, Galway	 - Daniel Oakey & Charles Baldwin, 1682-? 	 Sinecure £13:06:
- William Jones, (no dates) 	 08 &
- William Shephard, (no dates)	 fees

Searcher, Galway	 - Francis Cornwall & John Mellins, 1680-? 	 Sinecure £5 &
fees

Customer,	 - Humphrey Booth, 1663-? 	 Sinecure Salary?
Sligo/Killybegs	 _________ & fees

Comptroller, S/K	 - John Mogridge, 1666-?	 Sinecure	 ? &
fees

Searcher, S/K	 - Francis Cornwall & John Mellins, 1681-? 	 Sinecure ? &
fees
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Customer, Derry	 - John Gage, 1674-97	 Sinecure ? &
- William Conolly, 1697-1730	 fees

Comptroller, Deny	 - Nicholas & William Shephard, 1672-? 	 Sinecure ? &
- William Jones, (no dates) 	 fees
- William Shephard, (no dates) 	 ________ ________

Searcher, Deny	 - Francis Cornwall & John Mellins, 1681-1724 	 Sinecure ? &
fees

Customer,	 - John Lyndon, Edward & John (sons), 1671-1727 	 Sinecure	 £7:10 &
Carrickfergus	 fees

Comptroller, C'fergus - David & George Buttle, 1685-1709	 Sinecure	 £7:10 &
fees

Searcher, C'fergus	 - Francis Cornwall & John Mellins, 1681-? 	 Sinecure £6:13:4
& fees

Customer, Strangford/ - Henry Echlin & William Pringle, 1687-1707 	 Sinecure £7:10 &
Donaghadee	 fees

Comptroller, S/D	 - Roger Crimble, 1664-93	 Sinecure	 £7:10 &
- Charles Campbell, 1693-1736 	 fees

Searcher, SJD	 - Francis Cornwall & John Mellins, 1681-? 	 Sinecure £6:13:4
& fees
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Appendix 4

The exchequer

Table 1: Patent officers of the exchequer.'

Superior exchequer

Office	 Holder	 Status	 Pay p/a

Lord high treasurer	 - Richard Boyle, earl of Cork, 1663-95 	 Sinecure	 Salary
- Charles Boyle, lord Clifford, 1695-1702	 £365

Chancellor of exchequer - Charles Meredith, 1674-87	 Sinecure Salary
- Bruno Talbot, 1687-90 (Jacobite)	 £500
- Charles Meredith, 1690-5
- Philip Savage, 1695-1717

lord chief baron	 - Stephen Rice, 1687-1690 (J)	 Active	 Salary
- John Hely, 1690-5	 £700
- Robert Doyne, 1695-1703

Second & third baron	 - Henry Lynch, 1687-90 (J) 	 Active	 Salary
- John Barnewall, 1689-90 (J)	 £600
- Henry Echlin, vice Barnewall, 1690-2
- Standish Hartstonge, vice Lynch, 1690-5
- Richard Reeves, vice Echlin, 1692-3
- Henry Echlin, vice Reeves, 1693-1714
- Nehemiah Donnellan, vice Hartstonge, 1695-1703

Attorney-general	 - Richard Nagle, 1687-90 (J)	 Active	 £88:06:08
- John Temple, 1690-5	 for fees
- Robert Rochfort, 1695-1707 	 & robes

Solicitor-general	 - Theobald Butler, 1689-90 (J)	 Active	 £88:06:08
- Richard Levinge, 1690-5	 for fees
- Alan Brodrick, 1695-1704	 & robes

Auditor-general	 - Charles Dering, 1678-89 	 Active	 £265
- Richard Talbot, 1689-90 (J)	 includes
- Charles Dering & Charles (son), 1690-1741 	 fees

B.L., Eg. MS 917, ff 119-21; Add MSS 18,022, if 89-93; 21,136, f. 29; 28,878, ff82, 90, 92; 28,940,
ff 236-8; D.C.L., Gilbert MS 205, f. 6; N.A.I., Wyche papers, 1/2/5, 21, 2/50; N.L.I., MSS 174; 11,969, ff
1-30; P.R.O.N.I., De Ros MSS D638/166/4, 6, 7; T.C.D., MS 748, [ff 1-15]; C.S.P.D. 1690-1, pp 136, 153,
156-7, 167, 172, 194, 221-3; C.S.P.D. 1691-2, pp 399, 419, 520; C.S.P.D. 1693, pp 77,439; C.S.P.D. 1694-
5, pp 9, 372, 469; C.T.B. 1681-5, pp 1002-3, 1057; C.T.B. 1689-92, 203, 591, 678-9, 1180; C.T.B. 1693 -6,

p. 1205; C.T.B. 1696-7, pp 333-4; C.T.B. 1697-8, p. 397; C.T.B. 1702, p. 239; Lascelles, Liber, i, pt. ii, 41-
72; Kiernan, Administration, PP 233-41. Dates of appointments followed by question marks primarily apply
to offices in which the post was vacant for an unspecified amount of time, causing uncertainty as to the
tenure of actual office holders. All payments are taken from the civil list Establishment, whereby many of
the fees of office are included within the office 'salary'. The two main offices that collected fees over and
above the official Establishment payment were the offices of vice-treasurer and clerk of the pells. Most
other 'fees' were incorporated into the money paid to officials on the regular Establishment out of the
government's annual income.
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Surveyor-general 	 - James Shaen, 1668-89	 Active	 Salary
- Christopher Malone, 1689-90 (J)	 £60
- James Shaen, 1690-5
- Richard Stone, 1695-17 14

Chief remembrancer	 - Richard Aldworth, 1675-[1715] 2 reversions: 	 Active!	 £51:19:02
- 1) Thomas Maule, 1677	 deputy	 includes
- 2) Henry Temple & Luke King, 1680	 fees

Second remembrancer 	 - Richard Barry & Richard (son), 1683-1713 	 Active!	 £53:02:03
deputy	 includes

fees

Clerk of common pleas 	 - Richard Forster & James Uniake, 1670-1707 	 Active	 Fees

Clerk of pipe	 - Matthew Barry & Joseph (son), 1678-89 	 Active	 £156:12:0
- Francis Stafford, 1689-90 (J)	 includes
- Matthew Barry & Joseph, 1690-93 	 fees
- Paul & James Barry, 1693-1722

Comptroller of pipe	 - Gerard Borr & Edmund Keating, 1685-89 	 Active	 £53:10:00
- Patrick Kearney, 1689-90 (J) 	 includes
- Gerard Borr & Edmund Keating, 1690-1720 	 fees

Summonister & clerk of - Abel & Andrew Ram, 1681-89	 Active!	 £43:18:06
estreats	 - James Nagle, 1689-90 (J) 	 deputy	 includes

- Abel & Andrew Ram, 1690-8 	 fees
- William Duberry, 1698-1706

Transcnptor & foreign	 - Oliver Grace & Thomas Tilson, 1680-90 	 Active!	 £53:15:00
apposer	 - Oliver Grace, 1690 (J) 	 deputy	 includes

- Andrew Lloyd, 1690-1702 	 fees

Escheator, Leinster 	 - Francis Lye, 1663-90 (Catholic) 	 Active	 Salary
- Richard Forster, 1690-1705	 £l:05:00
- Charles Wallis, 1695 (deputy?)	 _________ __________

Escheator, Munster 	 - William Meade & Lewis Jackson, 1665-9 1	 Active	 Salary
- Richard Sankey, 1691-1696 	 £1:05:00
- Joseph Budden, 1696-1715

Escheator, Ulster	 - John Chichester, 1680-? 	 Active	 Salary
- Denny Muschamp. 1693-? 	 £1:05:00

Escheator, Connaught 	 - Patrick Lambert, 1661-93	 Active	 Salary
- Robert Saunders, 1693-?	 £1:05:00

Prime scrjeant	 - John Osborne, 1676-86	 Active	 £33:16:08
- Gerald Dillion, 1687-90 (J)	 for fees
- John Osborne, 1690-2	 & robes
- Nehemiah Donnellan, 1693-5
- Thomas Packenham, 1695-1704
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Second & third serjeant	 - 2nd - Henry Echlin, 1683-90	 Active	 £30:06:00
- 3rd - Richard Reeves, 1682-87 	 for fees
- 3rd - John Bamewall, 1687-89 (J) 	 & robes
- 3rd - Theobald Butler, 1689-90 (J)
- 2nd - Richard Stephens, 1690-1
- 3rd - Richard Reeves, 1691
- 2nd - Richard Reeves, 1691-3
- 3rd - Alan Brodrick, 169 1-2 (next patent 1707)
- 2nd - Thomas Packenham, 1693-5
- 2nd - William Neave, 1696-1708

Pursuivant	 - Benjamin & John Browne, 167 1-89	 Active/	 £79
- Richard Morgan, 1689-90 (J)	 deputy	 includes
- Benjamin Browne, 1690-4 	 fees
- Francis Boggest, 1694-6
- William Briggs, 1696-1701
- William Briggs & Edward Dering, 1701-1714

Marshal of four courts 	 - John & Joseph Lovett, 1669-92 	 Active	 £4 & fees
- Thomas Weston, 1692-9
- Thomas Synnot, 1699-170 1
- Henry Thorpe, 1701-2

Usher	 - Nicholas Peters & Oliver Weston, 1688-90 (J) 	 Active	 £24:02:6
- Robert Coppinger, 1690-1702	 includes

fees

Inferior exchequer

Lord high treasurer	
I

Vice-treasurer, reciever- 	 - Jacobite treasury commission. lô- 1)()	 Active!	 £50 &
general, paymaster-	 - William Harbord, 1689-90, v/t, r/g, 1690-2, v/t	 deputy	 fees
general, treasurer at war - Charles Fox & Thomas Coningsby, 1690-8, r/p/g 	 (6d in

- Thomas Coningsby, 1692-8, v/t, tjw 	 every £)
- Thomas Coningsby, 1698-1710, all offices

Chief chamberlain	 - Henry Gascoigne, 1668-90	 Sinecure/ £10 &
- John Barry, 1690 (J)	 deputy	 fees
- Henry Gascoigne, 1690-1707

Second chamberlain	 - Thomas & Robert Kennedy, 1668-? 	 Sinecure! £5 & fees
- Robert Curtis & Robert King, (no date)	 deputy
- Richard Colly, 1714

Auditor of foreign	 - John Champante & Robert Curtis, 1679-89 	 Active	 Salary
accounts & imprests	 - Peter Sheehy, 1689-90 (J)	 £121:13:4

- John Champante (& son?), 1690-1714

Clerk of pells	 - Arthur Jones & Theophilus Butler, 1678-90 	 Active!	 £30 &
- Bryan McDermott, 1690 (J)	 deputy	 fees
- Arthur Jones & Theophilus Butler, 1690-1708

Auditor general

Clerk of first fruits &	 - Roger & John Moore, 1678-89	 Active!	 £38: 14:09
twentieth parts	 - Charles White, 1689-90 (J)	 deputy	 includes

- Roger & John Moore, 1690-1705 	 fees
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F/C
F/C
F/C
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox

pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay

C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 694.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 717.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 694.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 820.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 820.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 820.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 820.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 820.

216
2,042

40,000
420
274
560
806
140

1690/6
1690/6
1690/6
1690/9
1690/9
1690/9
1690/9
1690/9

Non-patent exchequer offices

Deputy vice-treasuer 	 - William Robinson, 1690-2	 Active	 Salary
- Elnathan Lumm, 1692-3 	 £600
- William Robinson, 1693-post 1703

Teller	 - William Fownes, 1690s	 Active	 £260 &
fees

Clerk of reducements	 - Unknown	 Active	 Unknown

Table 2: Money issued from the English treasury to the Irish receiver- and paymaster-
general.

Key to list

Column 1 = year/month

Column 2 = person receiving money from the English treasury
Con = Coningsby.
F/C = Fox and Coningsby.
Fox = Fox.

Column 3 = amounts of money
n/k	 = not known.

Column 4 = purpose of money
gen	 = general costs from Irish war.
Ivy	 = levy money.
pay = army pay arrears.
pen	 = pensions.
tm	 = transportation of troops.
n/k	 = not known.
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F/C
Fox
Fox
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
Fox
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
Fox
F/C
F/C
F/C

1690/9
1690/9
1690/9
1690/10
1690/10
1690/10
1690/10
1690/10
1690/10
1690/10
1690/10
1690/ 10
1690/10
1690/10
1690/10
1690/10
1690/10
1690/10
1690/10
1690/10
1690/10
1690/10
1690/10
1690/12
1690/12
1690/12
1690/12
1690/12
1690/12
1690/12
1690/12
1690/12
1690/12
1690/12
1690/12
169 1/3
169 1/3
169 1/3
169 1/3
169 1/3
1691/3
1691/3
1691/3
1691/3
1691/3
1691/3
169 1/3

5,362
46

300
375

3,500
46
46
67
50
15

266
46
43

280
200
156
100
46

754
210
184
188
42
92

400
54

4,600
65

266
312
800
306
24

100
4,600

500
4,000

32
70

800
100

5,100
90

1,000
1,000

14,266
1,000

pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 813.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 820.
tm	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 823.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 851.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 867.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 851.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 866-7.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 866-7.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 851.
pay	 C.TB. 1689-92, pp 866-7.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 866-7.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 866-7.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 845.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 851.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 863.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 866-7.
pay	 C.T13. 1689-92, p. 845.
pay	 C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 845.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 851.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 851.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 845.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 845.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 851.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 907.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 907.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 907.
tm	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 907.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 907.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 907.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 907.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 907.
pay	 C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 907.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 907.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 946-7.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 907.
pay	 C.T.B. 1702, p. 506.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 1045-6.
pay	 C.TB. 1689-92, pp 1045-6.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1054.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1053.
pay	 C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1054.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1054.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1054.
pay	 C.T.B. 1702, p. 504.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1054.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 1077-8.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1079.
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F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C

169 1/3
1691/3
1691/3
1691/3
169 1/3
169 1/3
169 1/3
1691/3
169 1/3
169 1/3
1691/3
1691/3
169 1/4
169 1/4
169 1/4
169 1/5
169 1/5
1691/5
1691/5
1691/5
1691/5
1691/5
1691/5
1691/5
1691/6
1691/6
1691/6
1691/6
1691/6
1691/6
169 1/6
169 1/6
169 1/6
169 1/6
1691/6
169 1/6
169 1/6
169 1/6
169 1/6
169 1/6
169 1/6
1691/6
169 1/6
169 1/6
1691/6
1691/6
169 1/6

1,000
200

1,000
200
79

1,000
1,000
1,500
1,100
2,000
2,000
2,000
3,299
6,684

67,139
1,000

500
500
500

1,000
150

1,500
250

1,300
86

6,960
530

1,000
20

1,600
1,049

550
277
500
123
300
400
30
30
20
52
39
15
30
30
21

1,000

pay	 C.TJ3. 1689-92, pp 1045-6.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1054.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 1045-6.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 1045-6.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1054.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1054.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 1045-6.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1054.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 1045-6.
tin	 C.TB. 1689-92, pp 1045-6.
tm	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1053.
tm	 C.T.B. 1689-92, pp 1045-6.
pay	 C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1103.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1092.
pay	 C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1123.
tm	 C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1150.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1150.
pay	 C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1162.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1162.
tin	 C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1162.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1162.
pay	 C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1162.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1162.
pay	 C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1162.
pay	 C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1193.
n/k	 C.TJ3. 1689-92, pp 1205-6.
pay	 C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1193.
pay	 C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1193.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1193.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1193.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1193.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1201.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1201.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1201.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1201.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1201.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1201.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1201.
pay	 C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1201.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1201.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1201.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1201.
pay	 C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1201.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1201.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1201.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1201.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1201.
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pay
tm
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
n/k
gen
gen
pay
pay
pay
pay
tm
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
tm
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
tm
pay
pay
pay

F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C

169 1/6
1691/6
169117
169117
169117
1691/7
1691/7
1691/7
1691/7
1691/7
169117
169117
1691/7
1691/7
1691/7
169 1/7
1691/7
1691/7
1691/7
1691/7
1691/7
1691/7
169117
1691/7
169117
169 1/9
1691/9
169 1/9
169 1/9
1691/9
169 1/9
1691/9
169 1/9
1691/9
1691/9
1691/9
1691/9
1691/9
1691/9
169 1/10
169 1/10
169 1/10
169 1/10
169 1/10
169 1/10
169 1/10
169 1/10

600
500
546
277
63

232
100
150

1,000
1,000

300
n/k

4,330
25,120

277
74

250
400
300
277
184

1,000
318
336

1,200
277
100
277
203
536
123
300
100
500
277
500
30

500
74

277
228
500
25

200
40

277
500

C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1201.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1201.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1211.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1211.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1211.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1211.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1211.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1211.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1211.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1211.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1211.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1215.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1237.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1237.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1240.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1240.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1240.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1240.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1240.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1249.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1249.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1249.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1249.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1249.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1249.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1290.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1290.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1299.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1299.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1299.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1299.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1299.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1299.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1299.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1319.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1319.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1319.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1319.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1319.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1325.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1325.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1325.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1325.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1325.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1325.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1337.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1337.
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pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
tm
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
tm
gen
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay

F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C

169 1/10
169 1/10
169 1/10
169 1/10
169 1/10
169 1/10
169 1/10
169 1/10
169 1/10
169 1/10
169 1/10
1691/11
1691/11
169 1/11
169 1/1 1
169 1/11
1691/11
169 1/11
169 1/12
169 1/12
169 1/12
169 1/12
169 1/12
169 1/12
169 1/12
169 1/12
1691/12
169 1/12
169 1/12
169 1/12
169 1/12
169 1/12
169 1/12
169 1/12
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2

240
277
500
195
75

277
500
277
150
500
200
277
258
200
277
384
123
100
277

1,000
600
600

4,000
6,049
1,000

391
100
100
300
100

1,000
900
600
416
300

1,000
1,922
2,299
2,283

480
46

326
1,011
1,000
1,560

200
250

C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1337.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1343.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1343.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1343.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1343.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1354.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1354.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1360.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1360.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1360.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1360.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1374.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1374.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1374.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1388.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1388.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1388.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1388.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1398.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1398.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1398.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1398.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1398.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1399.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1429.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1429.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1429.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1429.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1429.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1429.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1429.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1429.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1429.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1429.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1481.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1481.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1481.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1481.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1481.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1481.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1481.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1481.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1481.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1481.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1481.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1481.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1481.
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pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
ivy
ivy
tm
tm
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
tm
pay
pay
pay
pay

F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C

1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/2
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3

600
300

1,200
1,785
1,200

800
1,000
1,000
2,284

326
1,941
2,000

275
2,000
1,000

400
1,187

200
200
500

1,471
600
300
300

1,000
500
300

4,100
1,500
2,063
4,148
2,000
1,000

829
2,202

326
2,482
1,250
1,000

72
764
744

2,000
1,600
1,000

400
1,400

C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1481.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1481.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1481.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1481.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1482.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1482.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1488.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1488.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1488.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1488.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1488.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1488.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1488.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1488.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1488.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1488.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1488.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1488.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1488.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1488.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1488.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1488.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1488.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1488.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1488.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1488.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1489.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1513.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1513.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1513.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1513.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1525.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1525.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1525.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1525.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1525.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1525.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1525.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1525.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1525.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1525.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1525.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1525.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1525.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1525.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1525.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1525.
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F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C

pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
tm
tm
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
tm
tm
tm
pay
pay
pay

1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3

450
1,122
1,471
1,000

500
326

2,202
1,173
2,482
1,000

184
400

1,400
450

1,128
1,000
1,000
5,899
1,471
1,250
1,000
1,000
2,000

829
600
200

2,202
326

2,482
1,173
1,250
1,000
2,000
2,100

184
200
100

2,250
1,122
2,000
1,540
2,000

585
500

11,771
2,000

200

C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1525.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1525.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1525.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1535.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1535.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1535.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1535.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1535.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1535.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1535.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1535.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1535.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1535.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1535.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1535.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1536.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1536.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1536.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1536.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1536.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1536.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1536.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1551.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1551.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1551.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1551.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1551.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1551.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1551.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1551.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1551.

C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1551.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1551.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1551.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1551.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1551.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1551.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1551.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1551.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1551.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1552.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1552.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1552.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1552.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1554.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1563.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1563.
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pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
tm
tm
tm
tm
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
tm
tm
tm
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay

F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C

1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/3
1692/4
1692/4
1692/4
1692/4
1692/4
1692/4
1692/4
1692/4
1692/4
1692/4
1692/4
1692/4
1692/4
1692/4
1692/4

2,202
315

2,482
1,173

209
500
37

183
2,250
1,122
1,250

800
685
600

1,900
3,000
2,000
5,864
1,627

100
216

3,513
4,256

279
5,000

150
900

1,500
2,000
1,000

178
1,300
2,000

300
546

1,471
1,000

500
1,000
1,547

500
1,000
2,000

758
100
100
345

C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1563.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1563.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1563.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1563.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1563.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1563.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1563.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1563.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1563.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1563.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1563.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1563.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1563.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1563.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1563.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1563.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1563.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1563.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1563.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1563.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1564.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1567.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1567.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1567.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1567.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1567.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1567.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1567.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1567.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1567.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1567.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1567.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1588.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1588.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1588.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1588.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1588.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1588.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1588.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1588.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1588.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1588.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1603.
C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1603.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1603.
C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1603.
C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1603.
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F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
F/C
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
F/C
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
F/C

1692/4
1692/4
1692/4
1692/4
1692/4
1692/4
1692/4
1692/4
1692/4
1692/4
1692/4
1692/4
1692/4
1692/4
1692/4
1692/4
1692/5
1692/4
1692/6
1692/6
1692/6
1692/6
1692/6
1692/6
1692/6
1692/6
1692/6
1692/6
1692/6
1692/6
1692/6
1692/6
1692/7
1692/7
1692/7
1692/7
1692/7
1692/7
1692/7
1692/7
1692/7
1692/7
1692/7
169217
1692/7
1692/7
1693/1

954
500
600
742

1,471
600

1,500
1,250

220
1,000

500
1,000

500
2,500

653
3,000

120
500

1,997
500
300

10,000
690
100
137
999

1,364
1,493
1,000

200
100
75

999
61

200
100

1,510
200
120

1,000
500
150
322

1,000
1,889

150
50,000

pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1603.
pay	 C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1603.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1603.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1603.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1603.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1603.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1603.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1603.
tin	 C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1603.
tin	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1603.
tin	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1603.
tin	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1604.
tin	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1604.
tin	 C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1604.
tin	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1604.
tin	 C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1604.
pay	 C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1649.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1649.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1659.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1659.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1659.
tin	 C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1682.
pay	 C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1694.
pay	 C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1694.
pay	 C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1694.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1694.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1694.
pay	 C.T..8. 1689-92, p. 1694.
pay	 C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1694.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1694.
pay	 C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1689.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1694.
pay	 C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1714.
pay	 C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1714.
pay	 C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1714.
pay	 C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1714.
pay	 C.TB. 1689-92, p. 1714.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1714.
pay	 C.TJ3. 1689-92, p. 1715.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1746.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1746.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1746.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1746.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1746.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1746.
pay	 C.T.B. 1689-92, p. 1746.
pay	 C.TB. 1693-6, p. 26.
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pay
ivy
pay
pay
pay
tm
pay
pay
pay
tm
pay
pay
tm
pay
pay
tm
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
tm
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
tm
pay
tm
tm
tm
tm
tm
pay
tm
ivy
pay
tm
pay
pay
pay
tm
tm
tm
tm
tm

Fox
Fox
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
Fox
Fox
Fox
F/C
Fox
Fox
F/C
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
F/C
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
Fox
F/C
F/C
F/C
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox

1693/1
1693/1
1693/3
169317
1693/9
1693/10
1693/10
1693/10
1693/10
1694/1
1694/4
1694/4
1694/4
1694/4
1694/4
1694/4
1694/4
1694/4
1694/4
1694/4
1694/4
1694/4
1694/4
1694/4
1694/4
1694/4
1694/4
1694/4
1694/4
1694/4
1694/4
1694/4
1694/4
1694/4
1694/5
1694/5
1694/5
1694/5
1694/5
1694/5
1694/5
1694/6
1694/6
1694/6
1694/6
1694/6
1694/6

823
1,300

280
1,642
1,264

200
1,000

24
10

800
205
800

2,000
500

4,000
4,041

500
236
410
45
100

4,000
330
820
800
80

300
2,000

527
4,604

534
126
358

1,000
2,000
2,300
4,025

500
5,261

140
6,500

700
6,428
1,262

427
95
73

C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 27.
C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 27.
C.TJJ. 1693 -6, p. 110.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 292.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 340.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 350.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 363.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 363.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 363.
C.TJ3. 1693-6, p. 457.
C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 571.
C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 571.
C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 574.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 571.
C.TJ3. 1693-6, p. 571.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 593.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 593.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 593.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 593.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 593.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 593.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 578.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 578.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 578.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 578.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 578.
C.TB. 1693-6, p. 578.
C.TB. 1693-6, p. 571.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 598.
C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 603.
C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 603.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 603.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 603.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 574.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 617.
C.TJ3. 1693 -6, p. 620.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 613.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 615.
C.TJ3. 1693 -6, p. 620.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 635.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 632.
C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 675.
C.TJ3. 1693-6, p. 650.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 680.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 680.
C.TJ3. 1693 -6, p. 680.
C.TJ3. 1693 -6, p. 680.
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pay
pay
tm
pay
n/k
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
n/k
pay
n/k
pay
pay
n/k
pay
pay
tm
n/k
n/k
tm
pay
tm
pay
pay
pay
pay
pay
n/k
n/k
n/k
pay
pay
pay
pay
tm
n/k
pay
tm
tm
tm
ivy
pen
ivy
tm

Fox
Fox
F/C
Fox
Fox
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
Fox
F/C
Fox
F/C
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
F/C
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
Fox
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
Fox
Fox
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
Fox
F/C
F/C

1694/6
1694/6
1694/6
1694/6
1694/6
1694/7
1694/7
169417
169417
1694/7
1694/7
1694/8
1694/8
1694/8
1694/8
1694/9
1694/9
1694/9
1694/9
1694/9
1694/9
1694/9
1694/9
1694/9
1694/10
1694/10
1694/10
1694/10
1694/10
1694/10
1694/10
1694/10
1694/10
1694/10
1694/10
1694/10
1694/10
1694/10
1694/10
1694/11
1694/12
1694/12
1695/2
1695/3
1695/3
1695/3
1695/3

45
107
797
293
n/k
318
349

4,000
3,000

449
40

160
707

3,000
160
506

4,709
4,000

709
5,000
5,000
1,150

644
506
500
540
120
189
170
553

1,019
103

1,000
102

3,000
3,000
1,000

700
500

1,800
2,500
2,000
5,000

500
400

2,500
2,000

C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 680.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 680.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 650.
C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 643.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 684.
C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 732.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 700.
C.TB. 1693-6, p. 695.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 727.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 693.
C.TJ3. 1693-6, p. 693.
C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 444.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 741.
C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 444.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 744.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 776.
C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 444.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 755.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 755.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 768.
C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 444.
C.TB. 1696-7, p. 444.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 776.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 776.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 789.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 794.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 794.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 794.
C.TJ3. 1693-6, p. 794.
C.TJ3. 1693 -6, p. 782.
C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 445.
C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 445.
C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 445.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 806.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 808.
C.TB. 1693 -6, p. 808.
C.TB. 1693-6, p. 812.
C.TJ3. 1693 -6, p. 782.
C.TJ3. 1696-7, p. 445.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 836.
C.TJ3. 1693-6, p. 839.
C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 861.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 921.
C.TJ3. 1693 -6, p. 941.
C.TJ3. 1693 -6, p. 950.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 948.
C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 958.
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Fox
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C

1695/3
1695/3
1695/3
1695/4
1695/4
1695/4
1695/4
1695/4
1695/5
1695/5
1695/5
1695/5
1695/5
1695/5
1695/5
1695/6
1695/6
1695/7
1695/7
1695/7
169517
1695/7
1695/7
1695/7
1695/7
1695/8
1695/8
1695/8
1695/9
1695/9
1695/9
1695/9
1695/12
1696/1
1696/1
1696/2
1696/2
1696/3
1696/3
1696/4
1696/4
1696/4
1696/4
1696/5
1696/5
1696/7
1696/7

142
2,000
3,580
4,000

500
300
208
98
23
36

1,555
30

162
401
36

2,000
2,000
2,000
2,000
2,000

20
2,003

50,000
2,000

78
11,925
2,000

100
255

2,000
453

3,721
1,332
2,242

218
1,200
2,287
4,000
2,669
4,773
10,508

150
26,177
50,000

464
3,520

50,000

pay	 C.TJ3. 1693 -6, p. 950.
tm	 C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 953.
tm	 C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 967.
tin	 C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1006.
ivy	 C.TJ3. 1693 -6, p. 998.
pay	 C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1014.
pay	 C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 991.
pay	 C.TJ3. 1693 -6, p. 989.
pay	 C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1065.
pay	 C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 1069.
tm	 C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1043.
pay	 C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1065.
pen	 C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1031.
tm	 C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1081.
pay	 C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1065.
tin	 C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1123.
tin	 C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1131.
tin	 C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1170.
tin	 C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1165.
tin	 C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1154.
pay	 C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1160.
tin	 C.T.B. 1693 -6, pp 1158-9.
pay	 C.TJ3. 1693-6, p. 1160.
tin	 C.TJ3. 1693-6, pp 1148-9.
pay	 C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 1159.
tin	 C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1183.
tin	 C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1188.
n/k	 C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1031.
pay	 C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1213.
tin	 C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1202.
tin	 C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1212.
tin	 C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1213.
tin	 C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1264.
tin	 C.T.B. 1693 -6, p. 1279.
pay	 C.TB. 1693-6, pp 1278-9.
tin	 C.TB. 1693-6, p. 1301.
tin	 C.TB. 1693-6, p. 1315.
tin	 C.T.B. 1693-6, p. 1340.
tin	 C.TJ3. 1693-6, p. 1351.
tin	 C.TB. 1696-7, p. 112.
tin	 C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 80.
pay	 C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 107.
tin	 C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 111.
pay	 C.T.B. 1696-7, p. 146.
tin	 C.TB. 1696-7, p. 145.
pay	 C.TB. 1696-7, p. 199.
pay	 C.TB. 1696-7, p. 211.
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F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
Fox
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
F/C
Con
Con
Con
Con
Con
Con
Con
Con
Con

1697/1
1697/1
1697/2
1697/3
1697/3
1697/4
1697/4
1697/5
1697/5
1697/6
1697/6
1697/6
169717
1697/7
1697/9
1697/10
1697/10
1697/10
1697/11
1697/11
1697/12
1697/12
1698/1
1698/1
1698/2
1698/2
1698/2
1698/3
1698/4
1698/6
1698/7
1698/7
1698/8
1698/9
1698/9
1698/10
1699/1
1699/1
1699/2
1699/2
1699/3
1699/3
1699/8
1699/11
1700/3
1700/7
1700/8

3,368
25,000
1,000
8,000
1,000

538
750

8,000
2,500
2,000
1,000

80
20,000
10,000
1,200
1,200
3,000
1,000

500
2,000
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2,000
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3,964
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1,000
3,000
1,192
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6,000

40
330
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135,000
12,000
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20
20

3,702
50
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tm	 C.TB. 1697, p. 204.
pay	 C.T.B. 1697, p. 216.
gen	 C.TB. 1697, p. 267.
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tm	 C.TB. 1697, p. 345.
tm	 C.TJ3. 1697-8, p. 117.
tm	 C.T.B. 1697-8, p. 128.
tm	 C.T.B. 1697-8, p. 119.
tm	 C.TJ3. 1697-8, p. 150.
tm	 C.TJ3. 1697-8, p. 162.
tm	 C.T.B. 1697-8, p. 171.
tm	 C.T.B. 1697-8, p. 207.
n/k	 C.TB. 1697-8, p. 231.
tm	 C.TB. 1697-8, p. 233.
tm	 C.TB. 1697-8, p. 252.
tin	 C.T.B. 1697-8, p. 243.
tin	 C.T.B. 1697-8, p. 256.
tin	 C.TJ3. 1697-8, p. 282.
tin	 C.T.B. 1697-8, p. 287.
tin	 C.T.B. 1697-8, p. 368.
tin	 C.TJ3. 1697-8, p. 387.
tin	 C.T.B. 1697-8, p. 398.
tin	 C.T.B. 1697-8, p. 442.
tin	 C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 105.
pay	 C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 111.
tin	 C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 152.
tin	 C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 50.
tin	 C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 50.
pay	 C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 280.
pay	 C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 280.
pay	 C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 63.
pay	 C.T.B. 1698-9, p. 296.
pay	 C.TB. 1699-1 700, p. 126.
pay	 C.T.B. 1699-1 700, p. 220.
pay	 C.T.B. 1699-1 700, p. 296.
pay	 C.T.B. 1699-1 700, p. 109.
pay	 C.T.B. 1699-1 700, p. 429.
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Appendix 5

Parliamentary list'

Column 2 = office
Cs	 = collection service.2
Cy	 = collection service and ancient customs office.3
Ex	 = exchequer office.4
Ey	 = exchequer office and ancient customs office.5
Pp	 = ancient customs office or general patent office.6

Column 3 = 1695 division
A	 = against the late government and the lord chancellor, Sir Charles Porter.
F	 = for the late government and the lord chancellor, Sir Charles Porter.
-	 = not sitting at time of vote.

Columns 4, 5, 6 = elected to parliament
*	 = not in office when elected to parliament.
1692 = sat in 1692 parliament.
1695 = sat in 1695 parliament.
1703 = sat in 1703 parliament.

= did not sit in that parliament.

Number of M.P.s who were serving as revenue officials at time of election
1692 = 28
1695 = 30
1703 = 31

1695 division:
Against = 12 (including three who were not serving officials, though two were appointed

following the session, and one in 1698).
For = 22 (including two who were not serving officials, one to be appointed in 1697, the

other an ex-official).

B.L., Add MS 28,879, f. 98; T.C.D., MS 1179, ff 38-9; C.J.!., ii, 565-72, 581, 633-40, 827; iii, 4-10.

2 Appendix 3, tables 1, 4.

Appendix 3, tables 4, 5.

Appendix 4, table 1.

Appendices 3, table 5; 4, table 1.

6 Appendix 3, table 5.
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A
A
A
F
F
F
F
F

A
A
A
A
A
A
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F

Carleton, Christoher Cs
Cuffe, Francis	 Cs
Cuffe, Gerald	 Cs
Fenn, John	 Cs
Robartes, Francis	 Cs
Sandys, Robert	 Cs
Sedgwick, Zacheus Cs
South, John	 Cs
May, Edward	 Cs
Melville, Charles	 Cs
Reading, John	 Cs
Bushe, Arthur Cs
Keightley, Thomas Cs
Southwell, Thomas Cs
Thompson, Richard Cs
Vanhomrigh, Bart Cs
Jephson, John	 Cy
Butler, Theophilus Ex
Dering, Charles	 Ex
Donnellan, Ne'miah Ex
Doyne, Robert	 Ex
Forster, Richard	 Ex
Lambert, Patrick	 Ex
Levinge, Richard	 Ex
Lum, Elnathan	 Ex
Meredith, Charles Ex
Moore, John	 Ex
Osborne, John	 Ex
Sankey, Richard	 Ex
Wallis, Charles	 Ex
Barry, James	 Ex
Barry, Richard	 Ex
Brodrick, Alan	 Ex
Neave, William	 Ex
Rochfort, Robert	 Ex
Stone, Richard	 Ex
Chichester, John	 Ex
Curtis, Robert	 Ex
Hartstonge, Standish Ex
King, Robert	 Ex
Moore, Roger Ex
Muschampe, Denny Ex
Pakenham, Thomas Ex
Ram, Abel	 Ex
Ram, Andrew	 Ex
Robinson, William Ex
Saunders, Robert	 Ex
Savage, Philip	 Ex

1696
1692*

1703
1692
1692

1703
1692

1703
1695

1692 1695 1703
1692* 1695*

1695 1703
1695 1703
1695* 1703

1692 1695 1703
1692 1695
1692	 1703

1703
1692 1695 1703
1692*
1692*
1692
1692
1692 ----	 1703*
1692 1695*
1692

1703
1692
1692

1703
1692* 1695 1703
1692 1695
1692 1695 1703
1692* 1695* 1703
1692* 1695 1703

1695
1692 1695 1703

1695 1703
1695* 1703*

1692 1695 1703
1692 1695

1695
1695

1692 1695 1703*
1692 1695
1692* 1695 1703
1692* 1695 1703
1692* 1695 1703
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Ey
Ey
Pp
Pp
Pp
Pp
Pp
Pp
Pp
Pp
Pp
Pp
Pp
Pp

Fownes, William
Aldworth, Richard
Conolly, William
Ford, Edward
Monck, George
Reading, Daniel
Tighe, Richard
Knox, Thomas
May, Humphrey
Edgworth, John
Palmer, William
Porter, William
Warburton, John
Whaley, Richard

-	 ----	 ----	 1703
A	 ----	 1695
-	 1692* 1695* 1703
-	 1692 ----	 1703
-	 ----	 ----	 1703
-	 1692 ----	 1703
-	 ----	 ----	 1703
A	 1692 1695
A	 ----	 1695*
F	 1692 1695
F	 ----	 1695 1703
F	 ----	 1695
F	 1692 1695
F	 1692 1695 1703
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