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VI OLENCE, RENT, | MPROVEMENT AND DI STRESS ON THE FRANKFORT ESTATES
I N KI LKENNY DURI NG THE ElI GHTEEN FORTI ES

Desnmond Nort on

In the late 1980s and early 1990s, the author acquired about
30,000 letters witten mainly in the 1840s. These pertained to
estates throughout Ireland managed by Janes Robert Stewart and
Joseph Kincaid, hereafter denoted SK. Until the letters - called
the SK correspondence in what follows - becane the author’s
property, they had not seen light of day since the 1840s.
Addressed mainly to the SK office in Dublin, they were witten
mai nly by | andl ords, tenants, the partners in SK, |ocal agents,
etc. After about 200 years in operation as a |and agency, the
firmin which nenbers of the Stewart famly were the principa
partners — Messrs J. R Stewart & Son(s) from the m d-1880s
onwards - ceased business in the m d-1980s.

Since 1994 t he aut hor has been researching the SK correspondence
of the 1840s. It gives many new insights into econom c and
social conditions inlreland during the decade of the great Irish
famne, and into the operation of Ireland s nost inportant |and
agency during those years. It is intended ultinmately to publish
material on several of the estates managed by SK in book form
The proposed title is Landl ords, Tenants, Fam ne: Business of an
Irish Land Agency in the 1840s, a draft of which has been
conpl et ed.

A majority of the letters in the larger study from which the
present article is drawn are on thenmes sone of which one m ght
expect: rents, distraint (seizure of assets in lieu of rent),
“voluntary” surrender of land in return for “conpensation” upon
peaceful ly quitting; formal ejectnent (a matter of |ast resort
on estates managed by SK); I|andlord-assisted emgration (on a
scal e nore extensi ve than nost historians of Ireland in the 1840s
appear to believe); petitions from tenants; conplaints by
tenants, about both other tenants and | ocal agents; nmajor works
of inprovenent (on alnost all of the estates nmanaged by SK);
applications by SK, on behalf of proprietors, for governnent
| oans to finance inprovenents; recomendations of agricultural
advisers hired by SK, etc. Thus, nost of the SK correspondence
i s about aspects of estate nanagenent. Apart froma small tract
of land near G ai guenamanagh owned by Sir Charles Burton (nost
of whose |l ands were in Co Carlow), it seens that the only estates
In Kilkenny managed by SK in the 1840s were those of Viscount
Frankfort. Al though the files on his estates are nuch |ess
extensive than sonme of those investigated in the draft of
Landl ords, Tenants, Fam ne, they do refer to nost of the core
aspects of estate managenent nentioned above. But in the case
of the Frankfort properties, the material on sonme of those t henes
is very thin.



The Second Vi scount Frankfort

Lodge- Raynond de Mont norency, the only son of the first Viscount
Frankfort, was born in 1806. He becane second Vi scount Frankfort
in 1822 |In 1876 he owned 636 statute acres in Carlow, 1,045
acres in Cavan and over 4,600 in Kilkenny2 The SK
correspondence contains only six letters fromhim Each of them
came from Engl and. They suggest that he was ignorant of the
extent of distress during the fam ne years. As reported by
Wl liam Nolan, the Frankforts were absentees who resided in
Essex3®. Neverthel ess, a publication of 1845 indicates that they

had a denmesne near Ulingford, Co Kilkenny. This was on
Frankford townland, otherwise known as Ballykieran® SK
commenced as the Viscount's agent in Kilkenny in 1841. The
correspondence contains little on the Cavan estate®. On

Frankfort’s behalf, in 1846 SK contributed to the di spensary at
Freshford® and sent £10 for relief of the poor on Frankfort’s
Rat hrush estate in Carl ow.

Stewart regarded Frankfort as odd: in Novenber 1843 he wote to
Kincaid: “Frankfort is becomng as oblivious in Matters of
business as he is insane in other Matters”. SK were aware of
Frankfort’s idiosyncrasies when the Dublin firmfirst agreed to
act as his agent; however, Stewart enphasised that personality

should not be confused w th business. In this context, in
January 1841 he had witten to Kincaid: “You were quite right to
accept Lord Frankfort [as aclient]. | would far rather be agent

to a Particular man or even an odd man than a distressed one”.

Frankfort's largest Kilkenny property was in the townl and of
Cool cul I en near Castleconmer. He owned alnost all of the 3,234
statute acres® there. According to Nolan, "the Frankfort
interest in Coolcullen derived fromthe marriage in 1835 of the
Viscount to Mss Ceorgiana Henchy, the female heir to the
property"®. His |local agent there was Myjor D anond, who was
al so one of his tenants. At a salary of £25 per annunt’, D anond
had been one of Frankfort's agents on Coolcullen for sone tinme
prior to SK's comencenent of the agency. A person naned
Devereux had al so acted on Frankfort’s behalf on Cool cullen up
to the early 1840s.

Vi ol ence on Cool cul | en

Anong rural townlands in the south of Ireland, a striking feature
of Coolcullen in the 1840s was the |arge nunber of Protestant
tenant farmners. Some of these famlies cane in the early
ei ghteenth century; others arrived fromCo Wexford around 1800
Traces of their forner presence in Coolcullen are easily found.
There are sone fine period houses. There is also the Church of
Ireland place of worship, Mthel parish church. QOpposite the
former rectory there is a thoroughfare called Protestant Road.
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Prospect Hall on that road was the hone of WIIliam Tyndall,
grandfather of the scientist John Tyndall, FRS (1820-93)*.
Today the decline in the Protestant population is reflected in
the fact that only about 15 persons attend Sunday services at
Mot hel *3.

Cool cullen was subject to violence in the 1840s. The nost
serious case was the nurder of Matthew Brennan in 1844. Al ong
with his brother, he had in the early 1840s taken a hol di ng, near
Mot hel church, previously occupi ed by Thomas Purcel |l who had been
ejected. It seens that this ejectnent was executed very shortly
before SK comenced the Frankfort agency. In the SK
correspondence, the earliest nmention of the nurder isinaletter
from Matthew s brother Mchael, witten at “MIfall”* and

post mar ked Leighlinbridge, 26 Novenber 1844. The letter
conpl ai ned that “the nurder was plotted” locally at the house of
M chael Purcell, brother of the ejected Thomas; that the |ocals

knew “the guilt of the parties” but would not give evidence “to
convict thenf on account of “the bad feeling of the majority of
the tenants ... whose native feeling is for the assassins”; that
“very few attended the funeral”; that “the denons rejoice”; that
he did not believe that “their thirst for blood is yet satisfied”
as he heard “trets daily”; that “the land is under continual
trespass” and that he could not “go there [from “MIfall”]
wi t hout the police under the sneers of every person | neet”; that
the matter did not seemto bother Frankfort?.

Wher e t he Brennan brothers had originally come fromis uncertain.
That they had not hailed fromsonme other part of Coolcullen is
suggested by M chael's observation, in his |letter of 26 Novenber
1844, that "the courpse [corpse] was delayed in Cool cullen for
one night". Furthernore, the fact that the letter is postnarked
Lei ghli nbridge rather than Castleconer suggests that they may
have been Carlovians. The nurder of Mitthew Brennan is stil
remenbered i n the fol kl ore of Cool cull en. However, although sone
| ocal s can point out the | ocation of M chael Brennan's house, and
exactly where the nmurder of Matthew took place!®, it seens that
nobody in the district knows when the nurder was commtted -
nerely "a long tinme ago".

Background to the enmty against the Brennans is revealed in a
letter to SK on 1 Cctober 1845 from Thomas Purcel |, who had been
ejected circa 1840 "by the late Agent M Devereaux". Thomas
referred to

that farm in Coolcullen out of which M Devereaux
ejected ne, at which tinme ny father lay on his death
bed, being feeble, and worn out with age. He was then
dragged fromhis bed, and laid on the dunghill ... to
perish .... | was obliged to carry himon ny back to
the first cabin | could find shelter in, and then to
another, and in a few days death relieved himof his
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suffering .... M Father ... before his death settled

his children leaving me ... the Coolcullen farm....
My [subsequent] arrears were not nore than that of
very many of ny neighbours ... sonme of which were

ej ected and di spossessed as well as nme, but they were
al | oned conpensation for the inprovenents they nade,

while ... | received no all owance what soever. But M
Devereaux held out the prom se of giving the land to
me again .... After "Brenan" got possession of ny
| and, M Devereaux ... requested of Brenan to give up
the land to ne .... My request of you is that you
will ... done justiceinrestoringtonme ny farm...

If not, | request of you to give it ... to another

tenant which I will propose.

Not e t hat these conpl ai nts of the evicted tenant, Thomas Purcel |,
were dated 1 COctober 1845, and that this was close to a year
after Mchael Brennan had infornmed SK that "the four Purcells
were together the night before the nurder at M chael Purcells
house" and that they were inplicated in the nurder. The essence
of Thomas Purcell's letter was that if the | ands were not to be
returned to him then they should not be Il eft in Brennan's hands.
This reveals a sense of hatred, or nerely local unity against
al i ens who sought to rent | and which had previously been held by
a | ocal who had been ejected. But M chael Brennan's problens did
not cease with his brother's nurder.

The fact that one of the Purcells - Mchael - held | and which was
surrounded by Brennan's holding (the fornmer holding of Thomas
Purcell) accentuated enm ties between Brennan and the Purcells,
and led to further confrontations. On 14 Decenber 1844 Di anond
wote to Kincaid stating that M chael Brennan (who did not yet
reside on the hol ding under dispute) had recently conplained to
him “He lost a two year Heiffer in value about £6 off his farm
.. He al so states that his fence is throwmn down [and] gates
t hrown open & broken. [He] can get no man to Herd on the farm
He says if Mchl. Purcell is allowed to live as he is in the
centre of his lands he cannot hold the farmas it was in his
house that the nurderers of his brother |odged the night before

[ They] are daily lurking after his own Life”. Dianond' s
suspicions onthe identity of the nurderers were simlar to those
of Brennan. Dianond al so saw that Frankfort's authority m ght
be undermned if intimdation or nurder were tolerated. On 31
Decenber 1844 he wote to SK

Respecting the nurder of Mttw. Brenan there is
not hi ng publickly known althou the parties concerned
are well known to all in our Neighberhood and are
Backed by nmanny on the Estate .... It is reported
that Ed. Holbrook made an offer to you of ten
shillings per acre of WIIoughbys Bog and he is in
great fier of his person on account of such Report, as
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Sanmuel Wl loughby is in the habit of keeping |owar
conpany .... Serve M. Purcell with a Notice [to
quit] .... It will show your determ nation to support
M. Brenan and to maintain Lord Frankforts Rights ....
| do not go out w thout being prepared to neet friend
or foe.... M. Brenan has got a Gun and has a Police
Man with himwhen he visits his farm

On 8 January 1845 Dianond wote to Kincaid that the sergeant at
Cool cul I en police barrack had gone to Borris in Carlow, and had
taken Patrick Purcell to Castleconer where, when "Capt Roberts
[Justice of the Peace'’] read his inditenment, Purcell fainted in
the office". Di anond added that “Patk. Purcell is Lodget in
Ki | kenny Goel for the nmurder of Mattw. Brenan”. On the follow ng
day Di anond informed Kincaid that “M. Brenan had engaged a man
to Herd ... his farmand before the man cane he was served with
a Notice not to go on pain of his Life, the figure of a Coffin
on the Notice and marked wi th bl ood”.

Two people -- Patrick Purcell and a "servant boy" -- were
arrested in connection with the nurder. The Kil kenny solicitor,
John Maher, was anxious to obtain convictions, but Frankfort's
| ack of interest disgusted him Like D anond, he saw that such
indifference was contrary to his Lordship's interests. On 7

February 1845 Maher inforned SK: “1 wote a very strong letter

to Lord Frankfort, about this nmurder .... The Tenantry, seeing
Lord Frankfort takes no notice of it ... are glad it occurred in
the hopes that no one else will interfere with ground, if they
should refuse to pay rent”. In aletter to SK dated 16 February,
Maher noted that "Frankfort has not answered ny letter”". On 28

February he expressed his frustration to SKi “Capt. Roberts ..
has being doing all man could do, to get Information, but when

persons see the Lord of the Soil, Indifferent, to such cold
bl ooded nmurder ... they all becone the Sane .... Roberts has the
two nmen in Custody, who committed the nurder, but none of the 9
nmen, that were |looking on, wll speak”. 1In fact, the
unwi | I i ngness of witnesses to give evidence |ed to abandonnment
of the case. On 4 March 1845 Maher wote to SKi “Capt. Roberts
was obl i ged to di scharge Purcell, and the other Prisoner, charged

with the Murder of Brennan”.

M chael Brennan again had problems with one of the Purcells
during the Sumrer of 1845. Recall that Brennan's hol ding
surrounded that of M chael Purcell. This led to conflict in
regard to access. Thus, on 12 May 1845 Di anond reported to SK
"M . Purcell summoned Brenan to Cort for not allow ng himto pass
through the mdst of that field [on Brennan's hol ding] that Mt.
Brenan was nurdered in. M. Brenan summoned ne and | took him
to an aturney and asked himto have it left to an arbitration.
It was left so, and M Gordon [an inportant tenant] was named by
Purcell and | by Brenan .... W could not agree and call ed John
Comerford [al so a tenant on the estate] who ... said that he was
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infier to speak his mnd freely and beged | eave”. Both Brennan
and Purcell swore that they woul d abi de by any deci si on whi ch the
two arbitrators, D anond and Gordon, might ultimately reach. On
26 May, Dianond infornmed SK: “W allowed Purcell to take his
manure through that field that Mat Brenan was nurdered in through
a part that was not ploughed .... [But] when Purcell cane to
draw his manure he took it through the potato | and and not in the
pl ace we apointed regardl ess of his QCath”.

At the end of May 1845 Brennan had not yet noved into the house
on his holding, but he intended to do so soon. Fear for his life
meant that he wanted police protection, which SK seem to have
arranged. Thus Dianond, in his letter of 26 May 1845 to SK,
continued: “Brennan has not got his House in full repair ..
He was very thankful to you for your goodness to him He has
spoke to Capt. Roberts who will send the Police .... Capt .
Roberts also told himto summons Purcell for the breach he nade
in breaking his oath”. What happened next is indicated in a
letter fromBrennan to SK, 30 July 1845, in which he reported:
“Sone time since | took the liberty of witing to you ... of ny
intention to live here [on the holding once occupi ed by Thomas
Purcell] ... | have two police wwth ne .... | have to find them
only with fuel and candle light .... As to the difference wth
Purcel it was arranged by the Mgistrates that he should not
trespass on ny land again but he ... continued to do so, for
whi ch he was fined or in default thereof to go to jail for one
nont h whi ch he chosed and on tonorrow he returns hone. Two of
his brothers are ... enployed by John Cear on ny bounds

The Police and ne are apprehensive of an attack fromtheni.

The SK correspondence provi des no nore references to intimdation
or viol ence agai nst M chael Brennan, who was apparently alive on
the estate in 1850, As already indicated, both D anond and
Maher feared that Frankfort's indifference to the nurder of
Matt hew Brennan, and failure to convict, would weaken his
authority and that of his agents. This seens in fact to have
been the case. Thus, on 1 Septenber 1846 Di anond reported to SK
"Last night R chard son to Janes Conerford cane to ne for arns
to protect his Fathers House & | gave himthree Pistols | oaded".
On 7 Novenber 1848 Matt hew Sankey, an enpl oyee of SK, wote that
he hoped that D anpond's "fears for his personal safety are only
i magi nary". Earlier in the sane year (1848) WIliam Sherriff,

anot her enpl oyee of SK, had witten! fromCool cullen: “I was but
a short time here when | was led to think the Tennantry ... were
regul arly conbi ned agai nst the full paynents of Rents .... Since

t he Murder of Brenan, at which revolting deed many of themstil
rejoice, they seemto think Coolcullen their own”.

It seens that SK got rid of sone of the Purcells in 1848. Thus,
in one of his few surviving letters to SK, dated 21 March 1848,
Frankfort wote “relative to the Purcels. | assent to your
recomendaytion for giving £560 to get rid of thenf. The Giffith

6



Val uation of 1850 lists two Purcells on Coolcullen. They were
WIlliamand M chael. The latter was probably the M chael Purcel
wi th whom M chael Brennan had been in conflict.

O her Devel opnments on Cool cul | en

| nprovenent s

In the SK correspondence, the earliest letters fromD anond date
fromthe Summer of 1844. Their main concerns were assignnment of
turf banks to the tenantry and repair of bog roads. Di anmond
reported that sone of the tenants with large famlies were
cutting as nmuch turf as possible, not only for their own use, but
al so for sale. However, with the prospect of paynent of rents
in mnd, on 3 July he wote to SKi "If you are pleased to all ow
the tennants to sell turf this season all wll go well".
| mprovenents on Cool cullen in 1844 were negligible.

Early in 1845 SK sent to the estate an agriculturalist nanmed
WIlliam Cathro. He stayed for three nonths, supervising snall-

scal e drai nage works. On 15 January he wote to SK: "I have been
t hrough nost of the ground but | find it in a very bad steat
[state] with water”. The inplenents for drai nage work were sent

by SK and were given on loan to the tenants, who received work
al  owances toward in their rents?, Di amond was worried that
sonme of them m ght be stolen. On 29 January he informed SK: "I

am troubl ed verry nuch by a grope ... that lives near the Bog.
Al'l thieves & Beggers". Some inplenents were mssing a few
nonths later. On 28 April, Dianond wote to SK "I have went

t hrough t he tenantry and cannot make out all the Draining tools".
On 14 August he reported to SKi "There was four Picks given out
that | could get no account of".

Apart fromdrai nage, Cathro al so sought i nprovenents in the crops

sown by tenants. On 7 February 1845 he wote to SK "I have
proposed to the tenants that | would get an Early Kind of Qats
for them .... They are all anxious for them | wote to M

Drummond [ seedsman i n Dublin] about them. Cathro had turned his
attention to turnips by 10 March, when he wote to Kincaid: “The
tenants ... have all Prom sed to sow Turnips. | have got a Box
made for themthat will sow turnips for themvery handy. It is
I mpossi ble for themto farmthere [their] land [properly] as they
have nothing to work it with .... | hope you will allow them
Turnip seed fromDublin”. On 9 April 1845 Di anond i nfornmed SK
that “Cathro [is] now making ready to go [off from Cool cull en]
and he asked ne to say something of him .... He knows his
busi ness well [and] in every part pleased the peopple well”.

During the Sumrer and early Autumm of 1845, Di anond supervised
roadwor ks on the bogs as well as snall-scal e drai nage work?. It
seens that the tenants were still remunerated for | abour by neans



of rent allowances?. However, following the failure of the
potato in the Autumm of 1845, the small nunber of nmen working on
a private road were paid in cash. Early in Novenber they were
pai d ten pence per day. The hire of work-horses cost three tines
as nmuch - two shillings and six pence each per day.

Cathro returned to Coolcullen, for a few nonths, in March 1846.
One of his main tasks was construction of useful roads. On 22
March he conplained to SKthat "they wll not work for nme if they
are not payed every week". At the beginning of May the workers
hired by Cathro were paid one shilling per day. Cathro al so
sought to encourage the tenants to inprove their husbandry.
Thus, his letter of 22 March informed SK: "Most of themw || sow
turnips if you Incurage themby sending down seed .... Pleas to
send down the quicks [for hedgerows] as fast as possible".

Cathro left Coolcullen, and the private road works were
suspended, in July 1846%. The SK correspondence does not reveal
why the works were stopped at a tinme when they were needed nost.
But there is evidence that Frankfort felt that he could not
afford such works. It does not seemthat any private or public
wor ks were in progress on Cool cullen during the last five nonths
of 1846. Thus, distress was extrenme in the weeks inmediately
before the usual period for harvesting and, follow ng the potato
failure, throughout the remainder of 1846.

At the tinme of the cessation of private road works during the
Sumrmer of 1846, Rev Graves of Mdthel Rectory had witten to SK
"on behalf of the tenants and |abourers on Lord Frankfort's
estate", requesting that those useful works be recommenced®. On
5 Cctober, Sanuel Gordon, one of Frankfort's nbst inportant
tenants, wote to SK: “Public works can be had for Coolcullen ...

if timely application be nade by proper agents .... It is
t herefore hoped you will not disregard this inportant business,
and i f such grant be obtained, ... a continuation of the Iine of
road made | ast sumrer by Mr Cathro ... woul d open a comruni cati on

thro' sone hundred acres now nearly barran for want of neans of
i mprovenent” (firstly, access).

On 17 Cctober 1846 Graves informed SK that "a sum of twenty
thousand pounds was presented [i.e. pr oposed] at the
[ Presentnent] Sessions?® of Castleconer, yesterday, for the
pur poses of drainage and other agricultural inprovenents, in

addition to a very large sumfor public roads". He continued:
“You are aware of the steps to be taken by each proprietor, to
avail hinself of the benefit of this presentnment .... Your

application should be made as soon as possible”.

On 2 Decenber 1846 CGordon wote to SK “Distress prevails here
to such extreme that ny nei ghbours canme to nme for work and if |
did not give enploynent ... intimating [that they] woul d take ny
cattle .... | amforced to enploy to nake drains .... W have
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| ost some fow and nost likely, [they] shall take our cattle as
t hey have al ready done to our neighbours .... W have not yet
been nor likely to be favoured with [public works] enpl oynent”.
Anot her i1nportant tenant, Janmes Wodcock, wote to SK on 26
Decenber 1846:

There will be an extraordinary presentnent Sessions
held in Castlecomer on the 31st .... You should deem
It prudent to present to nove at the sanme Sessions for
the drainage of the land, which of course would
benefit the Landl ord & Tenant, and al so t he unenpl oyed
who are on the verge of Starvation .... They are not
Tol erated to work out of the Townl and, being opposed
by other Labourers, and as there has been no Public
Work conmenced here yet, Property is not save [safe]
C It is therefore requisite that Public Wrks be
presented for at the ensuing Sessions to avert this
i npendi ng danger .... Those works my prove of very
little benefit to the | andhol ders, who are to feel the
Smart [i.e. cost] of it by & by .... Drainage is what
wi |l prove advantageous .... | have been influenced
by the feeling of humanity to give noney out of ny
Pocket every day to prevent persons from falling
victinms to hunger.

From the foregoing, in the Autumm and early Wnter of 1846 (a
period in which no private works of significance were in progress
on the estate), it seens that SK failed to press for publicly
financed works on Cool cullen. This may have been because
Frankfort was concerned about the | ocal property tax i nplications
of public works, if they were to be inpl enented.

The SK correspondence provides no evidence of inprovenents on
Cool cullen in 1847. But the year which followed probably saw
nore inprovenents on the estate than in any previous year.
WIlliam Sherriff came in 1848 to supervise those works, which
were conpl eted in Septenber. On 19 February he wote to SK about
the neglected state of Coolcullen: “lI was quite ignorant of the
wetched state of misery and privation of both |abourers and
occupiers .... It would be nost desirable that the men woul d be
paid weekly as their want of the necessaries of life so nuch
require it .... Never have | ... witnessed the exi stence of such
a state of neglect and want of inprovenent as the entire of
Cool cul  en | ands”.

At first, Sherriff found difficulty in hiring |Iabour. This he
attributed to combination, and to the adverse effects of outdoor
relief (i.e. local authority relief of distress, given outside
the workhouses under the Poor Law as recently revised) on
i ncentives. On 12 February 1848 he reported to SKI “l cant get
enough of | abourers to do the Wirk. There is enploynent for 50
Men at present. Several of themtryed it, and when they found
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t hat they coul d not get noney w t hout working hard for it, wal ked
off .... I will give notice to the person who gives out the
relief noney to give no nore to any one in Coolcullen”. A week
| ater Sherriff informed SK that he had "got the Conbination
broken up conpletely .... At first | was inclined to think that
t he cause of the | abourers not pressing on to the work proceeded
froma |l azy disposition, but | nowfind ... they are inclined to
wor k, and prove good | abourers".

The i nprovenents on Cool cull an in 1848 consi sted of drai nage and
sub-soiling. They were financed mainly by a | oan of £550 under
the Landed Property I nprovenent Act. But the extent of the work

shoul d be placed in context. There are over 3,200 acres in
Cool cul l en, and Frankfort owned alnobst all of them The sum
spent -- about £570% -- probably had an overall inpact that was
not substantial. The Board of Wirks inspector allowed from £3-

15-0 to £4-11-0 per acre of inproved (mainly drained) |and?.
Thus, not nuch nore than 150 acres of Cool cull en coul d have been
directly affected by the inprovenents of 1848.

Rent Receipts

Giffith's Valuation?® of 1850 lists the nanes of about 70 of
Frankfort’s tenants on Cool cul | en. Very many of those nanes
appear in the correspondence of 1844-48. The letters contain no
references to distraint on Coolcullen. Until 1848, they provide
no evidence that SK ejected any tenant fromthe townl and.

On 2 June 1845 Di anond wote to Kincaid: "You may not expect
good paynents in future frommanny of the tenantry for ... manny
would wish to run further in arrears, as the[y] say that there
is an act to pass for no tenant to be evicted'". On 12 June he
reported: “l visited everry house on the Estate and told those
who did not pay nme what the[y] mght expect”". On 18 June he
informed SKi "I will do all | can to get the Rents but | am of
opinion that I will get but littel until the Piggs and Butter is
selling”". He was optimstic on 14 August, when he wote that
"the tennants are all prepairing to pay their Rents
Pot at oes never | ooked so well since | canme to this country”. But
| ate i n Septenber he stated that "the Potatoes are i n many pl aces
bl ast ed".

There is no clear indication of how successful SK were in
collection of rents fromthe Cool cull en tenants in the Autumm of
1845. On 15 Decenber, however, Di anond i nformed SK t hat he woul d
"meet the tennants in Kilkenny [Cty] as they conme hone fromthe
fair of Bennets Bridge and will send in all the Rent".

The potato failure of the Autum of 1845 began to have a

significant inpact on rent receipts in the first half of 1846.
This is apparent in the earliest letter fromFrankfort in the SK
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correspondence. Thus, on 2 July 1846 he wote to SK: "I am...
short of noney and find you have made but two rem ttances on the
2 of Feb & 27 of April .... Remtt as soon as possible & nake
good the regular periodical tw nonthly remttances". The
decline in rent receipts, which had becone obvi ous by m d- 1846,
probably expl ains why the private works, supervised by Cathro on
Cool cul l en, were abruptly suspended in July 1846. This was
presumably in response to instructions from Frankfort.

On 5 August 1846 Di anond reported to SK: "Qur Potatoe Crops are
alnost all distroyed". Rent receipts further deteriorated
followi ng the potato failure of 1846. On 24 Septenber, Frankfort
conplained to SKi "The usual remttances for this year have al
been I ong after the periods agreed .... Also they have fallen
short of the averages of |ast year".

On 10 Novenber 1846 SK i nforned Frankfort: “W have very recently
been on your Estates in Cavan and Kilkenny & ... in both the
rents were very badly paid. This tine twelve nonth we got in
Kil kenny £800 this tinme only £300". On 12 Novenber, Frankfort
responded by asserting that “the tenants nust not be allowed to
Hunbug [i.e. to deceive] -- it is only the Poorest that are
suffering & that not so bad as is stated”. Thus, his Lordship
did not understand what was happening in Irel and.

On 9 Septenber 1848 Sankey wote to SKi “Wth respect to the 3
Tenants in Cool cull en agai nst whom we have ej ect nent decrees, |

do not think any of themw || be able to hold & would therefore
advi se your giving themthe follow ng sunms: Ms Cear £15, Ja's
Brennan £10, Peter Quirk £10". In Giffith's Valuation of 1850,

nei t her Janmes Brennan nor Peter Quirk are listed as tenants to
Vi scount Frankfort on Cool cullen. The Valuation does, however,
list a person nanmed Anne Clear on the estate. That Peter Quirk
was in fact ejected is indicated in a letter to SK dated 6
Novenber 1848 from Rev Del any, the Catholic curate responsible
for Coolcullen, who wote as foll ows:

| am directed by the Rev Mch'l Birch P.P. Mical ee
[ Muckal ee] to request of you to informhimthro nme, if
Qirk ... who had been lately put out by the sheriff,
woul d have any chance of his |and again by paying up
all arrears & cost of ejectnent process. Quirk has
stated that he proffered the noney required by a M
Sankey & that he still wd not be allowed to continue
the possession .... M Birch is not inclined to
believe him tho he produced a slip of witing ..
requiring the sumof 9£ 19s 3d. It appears to us that
there nust be nore arrears due, as Viscount Frankfort
& you his agents enjoy (fromthe industrious portion
of the tenantry ...) the character of humane &
t ender hearted gentl enen.
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Cal cul ations entered onthis letter, followngits receipt by SK
suggest that at the tinme of his ejectnment Quirk was al nost £22
in arrears. The letter also suggests that any tenants ejected
fromCool cullen during the late fam ne years were in substanti al
arrears, and were not considered viable in the I ong run.

On 7 Novenber 1848 Sankey wote to SKi “I think that D nond
should try & make those who are now | eft as caretakers | eave the
Estate and pay the noney agreed upon [as conpensation either for
i mprovenents or for peacefully | eaving]. The case of Shirley ...
shoul d al so be considered .... Unless his Rent is reduced he has
determined to leave .... Being a Protestant & a respectabl e man
he shoul d be encouraged” to stay.

At | east one inportant tenant on Cool cull en, Sanmuel Gordon, was
In serious difficulties in January 1849, when Stewart wote to
Kincaid: “Get rid of old Gordon or cone to sone settlenent with
hinf. The Giffith Valuation of 1850 indicates that Gordon was
then still a tenant to Frankfort, on 61 acres in Cool cullen.

The SK correspondence contains only two references to em gration
fromCool cullen. In March 1846 Di anond i nfornmed SK that "Leary
says that he will go to America". Giffith's Valuation lists no
person naned Leary on the estate in 1850. On 13 May 1847 Stewart
wote to Kincaid: “Has Maj or D anond ever reported if Crowe will
give up and go to Anerica. If not we should Eject hinf. This
passage i ndi cates that “voluntary” surrender of tenure, conbined
with financial assistance to em grate, were not independent of
a decision to seek ejectnent. No tenant nanmed Crowe is |isted
on Coolcullen in the Valuation of 1850.

O her Frankfort Properties in Kilkenny

Apart from Cool cull en, Frankfort owned other properties in
Kil kenny Gty and County. Thus, he owned buildings in the city
as well as |and at Keatingstown, a couple of mles to the north.

Keatingstown is 733 statute acres in extent?. 1In 1845, and at
a salary of £12 per annunt®, Mark Shearnman was t he | ocal agent on
t he townl and. He was assisted by his son Robert, who becane
| ocal agent in 1847 or 1848. One of the earliest letters in the
SK correspondence which appears to pertain to Keatingstown,
refers to an attenpt to obtain an ejectnent decree against a
mddleman. Inthis letter to SK, 28 July 1845, John Maher wote
as follows: “I sent you a newspaper, where the report of the
Tryal of this Ejectnent was reported of Lord Frankfort against
Cost el | o. M O Gorman rated one Service of the Copy of the
Ej ectnent to be bad, because, the person served was a Sister of
one of the undertenants, and as she was served outside the
Dwel I'i ng House, and Shearnman not been able to swear whether the
worman resided in the house or not, the Barrister ... held the
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Service ... to be bad’.

On 5 Cctober 1846 Sankey informed SK that "several of the
Keati ngstown nmen asked if you would allow for drains as they
intend spending their time at that work having no potatoes to dig
.. A large nunber of |abourers collected in Kilkenny [Cty]
on Friday demandi ng work".

The Shear mans experi enced severe distress during the famne. On
23 Novenber 1846 Robert Shearman wote to SK requesting use of
I nfluence at the Board of Works "for ne to get Enploynent ... as
one of the clerks or gangers on any of the roads here as | am
totally Idle". On 16 Decenber he inforned SKi “M/ father and
famly are in great want .... Unless CGentlenen your so kind as
to send sone relief to us or a Quarters Salary [in advance] we
must starve”. SK imrediately sent £3 to Mark Shearman. On 20
Decenber 1846 he wote to SK expressing his thanks. In the sane
letter, he stated that his son Robert had just obtained
enpl oynent as an overseer on the public works. In this context
al so, he thanked SK. How | ong Robert Shearnman was enpl oyed on
the public works is unknown. However, they were phased out in
1847.

On 7 April 1848 Robert Shearman wote to SK stating that he had

“3 quarters of an acre of |lands without Crops. | trust you wll
consider me & assist me with a quarters Salary for provision and
Seed .... | amtotally idle ... not Earning one Shilling but

Depending on a Small Salary”. SK quickly responded by sendi ng
the Shearmans £1 to purchase seed. On 12 April the Shearmans
expl ained to SK that this noney woul d have to be used to buy food
for the famly "consisting of seven", sone of whom "had to
forfeit their clothes to get food". A further letter to SK
dated 19 April and signed by Mark and Robert Shearman, requested
advance paynent of "the quarters Salary to the 1st August” in
order to enable them"to get sone Seed potatoes". SK' s response
I's unknown. However, it seens that Robert Shearman did survive
the famine. Giffith's Valuation of 1849 [ists himas a tenant
to Viscount Frankfort on Keati ngstown.

There was sone distraint on Keatingstown in 1847. Thus, on 1
Septenber 1847 Robert Shearman reported to SKi “l send you an
I nventory of the Stock & Crops destrained on 30th ...: Janes
Houghr ahan [ Hourigan], 2 Cows, 1 Heifer & 27 Stacks of wheat ...,
12 stacks of oats .... John Bergin, 9 cows of grazing stock
whi ch were renoved on the night of the 31st”. Both Hourigan and
Bergin are listed as tenants on Keatingstown in the Giffith
Val uation of 1849. Properties of at |east one of Frankfort's
tenants on Keatingstown, and of at |east one in Kilkenny Cty,
were di strained® in 1848.

Sonme ejectnent decrees against tenants on Keatingstown were
obtai ned in 1848. Wether they were executed i s unknown. 1|n one
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case an attenpt to obtain a decree failed on a technicality. On
12 July 1848 Robert Shearman wote to SK: “The process cases went
on well here .... Al were decreed. Except Lawence Nearys ...

On his Attorny producing all his nothers receipts & even the | ast
one being in his nothers nane, the Barrister on this dismssed
the process on the grounds that he was not the real tenant but
his nother which is dead since March last. He .... boasts now
that he will not pay a penny rent out of this [year's] crop. So
what is to be done now. He has 2 cows, 2 Horses & 5 pigs,
besides 3 Acres of wheat & 4 of oats”. On 16 Septenber 1848
Robert Shearman informed SK: "I have distrai ned Lawence Nearys
property”. It seens that Neary managed to remain on the estate:
he is |listed on Keatingstown in the Giffith Valuation of 1849.

There was sonme emgration from Keatingstown in 1848. On 17
February, Robert Shearman wote to SK that “John Kavanagh ... &
Patt Canpion is ... going to Anerica. Kavanagh is offered 40£
for his good will & Canmpion is offered 80". On 14 August

Shearman infornmed SK that Canpion and his famly had left the
estate. On 25 Septenber, Shearman reported to SK: "Kavanagh has
given me possession of his Land ... He has scarce as nuch as
will pay his passage". It is not known whether SK provided
Canpi on or Kavanagh with any assistance to emigrate. Nobody of
those nanes was a tenant to Frankfort on Keatingstown in 1849.

Cl osi ng Cbservations

Taken in conjunction with the material on the many estates
t hroughout Ireland managed by SK, discussed in the draft of
Landl ords, Tenants, Fami ne, the foregoing | eads to the foll ow ng
concl usi ons.

First, intimdation and viol ence on C ooncullen in the 1840s was
probably nore frequent and nore serious than on a majority of the
ot her estates then managed by SK. The SK correspondence on ot her
est ates managed by the firmdoes contain references to threatened
murder of individuals deened to be “l|and-grabbers”. It also
contains many letters referring to actual or threatened physi cal

injury to other parties. The SK correspondence, conbined wth
research into police reports of 1847-8 and maps, have in fact |ed
this author to conclude that both the police and nodern
hi storians have erred in regard to the l|ocation of the nost
famous nurder of a landlord during the famne years - that of
Maj or Denis Mahon in Co Roscommon in 18473%. But although the
shot which killed hi mmay have been fired fromland for which SK
was agent, that firm was not agent to Mahon. Wthin the SK
correspondence, the files on the Frankfort lands in Kil kenny are
alone in their references to a case in which a person to whom SK
had sone responsibility was definitely nurdered in the 1840s.

Conpared to Frankfort’s Coolcullen, it seens that intimdation

was relatively nore frequent on only two of the estates nmanaged
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by SK - those of Daniel Ferrall and of the Marquess of West neat h,
both in Roscomon.

Second, until 1847-8 SK's response in Co Kilkenny to tenants in
arrears of rent was in one respect simlar to that applied on
estates el sewhere managed by the firm On those other estates
until 1847, the firm usually sought to distrain assets rather
t han seek formal ejectnment decrees and have themexecuted. Until
1848 there is no evidence that anyone was ejected by SK from
Frankfort’s Cool cullem estate. Surprisingly, there is no
evi dence that any of those tenants had assets distrained during
t hose years. On estates throughout Ireland in 1847-8, many
tenants who were hopelessly in arrears were insolvent: they had
virtually no assets which could have been distrained. SK
therefore decided to get rid of many of them Even then, the
firmusually sought “voluntary” surrender of land in return for
“conpensation” upon peaceful departure, rather than fornal
ejectnent termnally executed. This saved the firm both tine
(several nonths fromservice of a notice to quit until execution
of a decree) and noney (Court and ot her | egal expenses). |In many
cases on estates managed by SK, this “conpensation” took the form
of a contribution, in whole or in part, toward the cost of
passage to Anerica, and sonetines contributions toward purchase
of clothing to enabl e al nost naked former tenants to travel. By
way of contrast, although the relevant files on the Frankfort
estates are relatively thin (conpared, for exanple, to the huge
anount of material on the Pal merston estates in Sligo for which

SK were agents), it seens that there were relatively few
departures from Frankfort’'s Kilkenny lands in the |ate 1840s.
Very many of the famly nanes there in the 1840s were still on

those | ands at the end of the nineteenth century. (Conpare this
situation to that on the Munt Blakeney estate of Gertrude
Fitzgerald near Charleville. On her behalf, in 1847-8 SK
assisted many of the tenants there, who were insolvent, to
mgrate or emgrate; in consequence, nobst of the pre-fam ne
famly nanes there seem to have been replaced by the early
1850s.) Unlike other proprietors for whom SK acted, there is no
evi dence that Frankfort assisted in fam ne-period emgration to
any significant extent. Furt hernore, “conpensation” given to
those departing from his |ands was probably relatively snall
It may of course been the case that Frankfort could not afford
such outl ays.

Third, unlike some of the | andl ords who SK represent ed, Frankfort
does not seem to have been either progressive or particularly
humane in regard to his Kilkenny tenants. Some of the SK
proprietors such as Jane Col eman, who resided in England but
whose Irish estate was in Co Kildare, were outright benevol ent.
O hers such as Palnmerston, or John Hamilton in Donegal, spent
truly massive suns in the 1840s on i nproving their estates. Sone
of SK's <clients closely nonitored inprovenents and other
devel opnents on their estates. Frankfort, whose nmin concern
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seens to have been with pronpt extraction of rents, did not.
Initiatives for inplenentation of inprovenents on sone of the SK
estates canme from proprietors thenselves, rather than from SK
Those behind the relatively small-scale inprovenents on
Cool cul l en during the 1840s appear to have conme from SK rat her
than from Frankfort. In fact, commtnent to spend nobnies on
I mprovenents was al nost certainly enbodied in SKs contracts with
its client proprietors. Thus, devel opnents on the | ands of those
proprietors may not have been representative of what was
happeni ng on nost other estates in Ireland during the 1840s.
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