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Introduction

This thesis aims to investigate Dublin’s civic elite and their policy and reactions
towards migrants to the city in the seventeenth century. There will be some discussion
of the city’s patricians’ reactions to migration in general but, the thesis’ focus will be
on those migrants who were of special concern to the governors of the metropolitan
city. The newcomers to Dublin who will be investigated include both short and long
distance migrants, from the poorest to the wealthiest and from a variety of social and
ethnic backgrounds. The patriciate’s reception of these new arrivals in the city will be
assessed with regard to the social and economic conditions in the city. There will also
be an examination of how, the evolving political and religious circumstances of the
era influenced the Dublin patricians response to immigrants. Above all, the attitude
and actions of the civic elite towards newcomers will be examined with regard to the
city’s politics and the patricians’ desire to preserve the long-accumulated civic
privileges.

The history of the Irish capital over the duration of the century has not
been analysed in one single work. In the past there have been histories of the city but
they tended to concentrate upon the Irish capital’s topography and historical
anecdotes, the best known example of this type of work is Sir John Gilbert, A history
of Dublin (3 vols., Dublin, 1972). However, modern scholarship has gone a long way
to providing a comprehensive account of the city in the seventeenth century. The
Dublin patriciate in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth century has been
thoroughly examined in Colm Lennon, The lords of Dublin, in the age of Reformation
(Dublin, 1989). The politics of Dublin corporation in the years 1603-40, come in for
detailed examination in Brendan Fitzpatrick’s, ‘Dublin corporation, 1603-41’
(Unpublished PhD thesis, Trinity, 1984). The Commonwealth period and its
importance in the development of Dublin and the civic elite were brought to light in
Toby Barnard, Cromwellian Ireland: English government and reform (Oxford, 1975).
The development of the Dublin patriciate between 1660 and 1700 is traced in the
opening chapters of Jacqueline Hill, From patriots to Unionists (Oxford, 1997). These
works combined give an excellent account of the Dublin patriciate in the seventeenth

century.



Seventeenth century Ireland witnessed a substantial level of inward and
outward migration. This massive population movement altered Irish society, in almost
every way. The subject of migration to Ireland has been the traced in several works.
These studies have all been especially concerned with colonisation and plantations
and tend to concentrate on the first half of the seventeenth-century. The migration of
Scots to Ulster has been delineated in Michael Perceval-Maxwell, The Scottish
migration to Ulster in the reign James | (London, 1973). Migration to southern
Ireland has been superbly investigated in Michael McCarthy-Murrough, The Munster
Plantation: English migration to southern Ireland (Oxford, 1988). Yet there has been
relatively little work on migration to urban centres in Ireland and the role of migrants
in their development. Indeed there has been no specific study on migration to Dublin
for this period. However, in Nicholas Canny, Making Ireland British (New York,
2003) the subject of migration to Dublin, has been touched upon but only for the
period 1600-40. Migrants from a variety of locations settled in the Irish capital and
these have been the subject of several works. The fortunes of the Dutch community in
Dublin have been brilliantly traced by Rolf Loeber.! There have also been several
studies of the many Huguenots who established themselves in the Irish capital during
the Restoration.” The experience of Dublin’s Quakers, who were generally English
migrants, has been examined in several works, most notably Richard Greaves,
Anthony Sharp and the Community of Friends: Dublin’s merchant Quaker (Stanford,
1998). There is no dedicated work devoted to the subject of the Dublin civic elite and
migrants in the entire early modern period. This is a glaring gap in the scholarship of
this critical period in Irish history.

It is my intention in this thesis to contribute to scholarship in this field
of seventeenth-century history. It is my objective here to offer an insight into the
unique characteristics of migration to the Irish capital. Migration to Dublin was quite
different from that experienced in other areas of the country, due to the city’s massive
expansion and its role as the political centre of Ireland. A study on the Dublin

patriciate and their response to immigrants will throw light on this topic and in this

! Rolf Loeber, “The reception of foreigners: Dutch merchants in Dublin and its liberties in the early
seventh century’ in Dutch Crossings: a journal of Low Countries Studies, 26 (2002), pp 155-168.

2 G.L. Lee, The Huguenot settlement in Ireland (Dublin, 1936); C.E.J. Caldicot and J.P. Pitton (eds),
The Huguenots and Ireland: anatomy of an emigration (Dun Laoghaire, 1987); Petra Coffey,
‘Huguenot freemen of Dublin’ in Proceedings of the Huguenot Society of Great Britain and Ireland,
no.26 (1997), pp 635-49.



way supplement the existing body of knowledge on migration in the early modern
period. The work will examine how the urban elite reacted to migration in this period
and how their policies evolved in an era of great and often violent change. The thesis
will concentrate on those immigrants that were a concern for the elite although
something of their general attitude to migrants will be investigated.

The first chapter will investigated the socio-economic and other factors
that influenced the patricians’ reception of immigrants, such as the guild system and
the demographic regime that prevailed in the city. The remaining five chapters
concentrate upon specific groups of immigrants that were of concern to the civic elite.
The second chapter discusses the reception of immigrants who sought to become
citizens of the city. The next chapter investigates the young immigrants who came to
the city and were apprenticed to freemen. The fourth chapter will assess the
patricians’ reaction to those migrants who were entitled to the freedom of the city by
right of parliamentary legislation or government intervention. The fifth chapter will
analyse the patricians and their role in controlling the many immigrants who were not
associated with guilds and who worked and traded in the city illegally. Finally, the
patricians’ policies towards the many poor vagrants that wandered to the city will be
assessed.

In investigating the patricians’ attitude and policies towards
immigrants, it has been necessary to examine the many factors that influenced the
civic elite. This has led me to delineate the patricians’ relationships with other bodies
and institutions in the city and the broader kingdom of Ireland. During my work it has
been necessary to discuss the patricians’ interconnectedness with the craft and
merchant fraternities. It has also been necessary for me to examine the often difficult
relationship that existed between aldermen and the authorities in the autonomous
jurisdictions adjacent to the city, known as the liberties. Of particular importance has
been my discussion of the influence of the state or parliamentary legislation upon the
patricians. In this way | hope to make a small contribution to the body of research on
the Dublin civic elite and its development over the course of the seventeenth century.

The principal primary sources utilised in this work are varied. My principal
body of evidence are the surviving records of Dublin’s common council from this
period. Perhaps the single most important resource is the Calendar of Ancient Records
of Dublin in the possession of the municipal council, edited by John Gilbert (vols. i-

vii, Dublin, 1889-96). This collection of the petitions and bye-laws of the city for the



seventeenth century gives a real insight into the workings and preoccupations of the
Dublin elite. The Dublin City Archives have also provided many valuable records,
relating to the Irish capital in the seventeenth century such as the city’s Account Book
and the petitions of individuals to become citizens. This considerable body of
information concerning the government of Dublin is further enhanced by
transcriptions of documents from this period that are contained in the Gilbert
Collection, such as the Transcripts of the Friday and Monday Books (D.C.A., Gilbert
Collection, MSS 44-5). Despite the ample amount of surviving civic records, there is
one great deficiency in our understanding of the Dublin patriciate. There is hardly
anything left of the patricians’ personal records or correspondences. Only one
alderman have left us his personal views on record and they date from the very end of
the period surveyed.®

Guild records have been another important source of information.
However, the surviving guild records for Dublin are scant, incomplete and
fragmentary. Many of the guilds from this era have left no records. For example
seventeen of the city’s twenty four guilds have left no documentation from this
period, although we possess the majority of these bodies’ charters. This has greatly
impeded my research efforts. Surviving guild records have been examined such as
those of the guild of St Luke and they have offered many valuable insights. However,
transcriptions of guild records that have been lost or destroyed have been invaluable,
such as those available in the Gilbert Collection. The transcriptions of the important
Merchant guild’s records, in particular have been most informative. Secondary works
published prior to the loss or destruction of guild records, have also been scrutinised
and they have provided information on guild activity that otherwise is lost.

Another key source of information directly relating to the topic has been the
freedom rolls of the city of Dublin. These contain the names, occupations and date of
enfranchisement of all those enfranchised as citizens by the corporation during the
course of the century. The rolls also specify the entitlement that enabled each
individual to receive his or her freedom. This information, relating to new citizens, is
available in the Calendar of Ancient Records of Dublin, but only down to the year
1660. The details of those admitted as new citizens of Dublin are also available in
Gertrude Thrift, ‘Abstracts of the freemen of Dublin, 1574-1754" (Dublin City

® See : Sir Francis Brewster, Essays on trade and navigation in five parts (Dublin, 1695).



Library, MS 70-3). The freedom rolls have been especially central to the research in
relation to those migrants who sought the citizenship in the city and have enable me to
observe trends and developments in the enfranchisement process over the century.

One of the characteristics of early modern urban history in Europe was the
increasing involvement of the state and its officials in the administration and direction
of urban communities. Dublin was no exception to this trend. Therefore, it has been
necessary to investigate government records. The two most important of these have
been the Calendars of state papers relating to Ireland, 1509-1670 ( 24 vols. London,
1860-1912) and the Calendars of state papers domestic series (81 vols. London,
1856-1972). Royal proclamations have also been studied extensively. The existing
surviving personal records of leading statesmen from the period have also been
examined. The most important of these is the correspondence of the first duke of
Ormond, contained in the Carte Manuscripts. The patricians of Dublin were an
intermediate body in the administration of Ireland and were obliged to enforce and
uphold certain laws. Accordingly, the statutes of the Irish and English parliaments
have been carefully examined, to estimate their impact upon the patriciate’s reception
of immigrants.

The parish was central to early modern life. The surviving
parochial records have been perused and have offered up much valuable insights. In
particular they have allowed me to address the problem of Dublin’s demographic
regime. If Dublin experienced a demographic deficit and therefore could not maintain
its population levels, this could have greatly influenced the patricians’ policies
towards immigrants. To definitively determine that Dublin suffered more burials than
births in the seventeenth century is impossible given the sources. However by
calculating the yearly numbers of baptisms and burials in two representative parishes,
from their registers, it has been possible to indicate something of the demographic
regime that prevailed in the city. Parish records, such as registers and vestry records
have also been researched to provide information on the experience of poor
immigrants in the city.

To adequately treat the subject of the patricians’ reception of
immigrants, it was necessary to illustrate individual migrants experience in Dublin.
The experience of migrants of a higher social standing and who became a success in
Dublin has been easiest to delineate. Wills and secondary sources, such as

genealogical works, have offered insights into their experience in the Irish capital.



These have offered pictures of immigrants’ lives in Dublin. Such as John Allen, who
came to the city in the early years of the century and established himself, after
apparently working as a merchant’s factor, as a successful builder in the city. He went
on to buy land outside the city and eventually his son Joshua became Lord Mayor.”
There is little record of the experiences of the many ordinary people that made their
way to the city and in general we have only the opinions and views of the civic elite
or the members of the propertied class. However the depositions of 1641-2 for Dublin
and those published in Mary Hickson (ed.),Ireland in the seventeenth century: or the
Irish massacres of 1641-2 (2 vols, London, 1884), have been examined in order to
gain some impressions of the more humble craftsmen, labourers and the impoverished
who made their way to Dublin.

Another key source has been those primary records that are contained in
published sources. Of particular benefit have been the various resources made
available in various journals, especially those that are published in Analecta
Hibernica. Records from the period published by the Irish Manuscript Commission
and the Historical Manuscript Commission have also provided a large quantity of
information during my research. Primary sources are increasingly available on the
World Wide Web, such as those available at British History Online. One internet site
is especially, worthy of note, that is Early English Books online. This site has
provided a wide variety of contemporary works, such as broadsheets, that have added
greatly to the evidence that | have collated.

With regard to any unusual feature of the methodology, | have endeavoured to
adopt a decidedly empirical approach whenever possible. This has been largely
dictated by the necessity to maximise the information that can be culled from the
sources. As a result, my argument in this work will be regularly evidenced by
reference to graphs, tables, lists and figures, which are both, embedded in the text or
are available in the accompanying appendix. The second distinctive feature of the
work is that a comparative approach is employed. There are regular references to
other urban centres in England and Ireland. This is to contextualise the situation in
Dublin, and to offer more insights into the civic elite’s reception of migrants in the

city.

* Rolf Loeber, A biographical dictionary of Irish architects, 1600-1720 (Dublin, 1982), p. 6; L.G. Pine
(ed.), Burke’s genealogical and heraldic history of the peerage, baronetage and knighthood of Ireland
(101% ed., 2 vols, London, 1956), i, 45.



Chapter 1
Dublin society and migration, 1600-1700

Dublin’s civic governors, like all other political elites, were greatly influenced
and directed by local socio-economic realities. This chapter will seek to investigate
the socio-economic factors within the city of Dublin that informed the ruling
patriciate’s reception of migrants to the city. This section of the thesis will identify
those aspects of Dublin society that raised probable challenges for the patricians and
investigate how these influenced the civic governors’ policies towards outsiders and
non-residents. This chapter will also, deal with the response of the patricians to
migration to the city in general, and in doing so contextualise the reaction of the urban
elite to specific and identifiable groups of outsiders, who will be investigated in
following chapters.

Like most early modern cities in western Europe, the city of Dublin in the
seventeenth century was ruled by an elite governing group.®> These governors of
Dublin were a formal body, recognised by the state, composed of usually twenty-four
or twenty-five aldermen, from among whom was elected annually the mayor.
Members of this group, were drawn from the socio-economic elite in the city. Wealth
was one of the prime criteria for election to the patriciate and a minimum property
qualification was required for any prospective alderman .° Traditionally, members of
the merchant class of Dublin comprised a majority of the civic governors and indicate
that group’s wealth and influence in the city.” The patriciate’s position as governors
of the city depended upon royal grants in the form of charters and by the sanction of
tradition.® These granted the patriciate extensive powers. Indeed the government of
the city was compared to that of the wider realm, with the mayor as monarch and the
aldermen as the aristocracy.’

The religious and ethnic composition of the patriciate changed greatly over the
century reflecting the transformations in Irish society. It was a group that was

® Christopher R. Friedrichs, Urban politics in early modern Europe (New York, 2000), pp 19-20.

¢ Account book of the Dublin treasury, 1540-1613 (D.C.A., MS. 35, pp 49, 59); Anc. rec. Dub.,v, 353.
" “Transcripts of ten articles on the guilds of Dublin published in the Evening Telegraph, Dec-Jan 1894-
5, transcribed by Edward Evans’ (N.L.1., MS 134, p. 5); Speech of Sir Ellis Leighton, Recorder of
Dublin on the 4™ April 1670 (Anc. rec. Dub., v, 559).

& Anc. rec. Dub., i, 3-5,28-31,32-5,58-68; John Gilbert (ed.), Historic and municipal documents of
Ireland, A.D. 1172-1320 (London, 1870), pp 92-3.

° “Notes and annals of Robert Ware towards a history of Dublin’ (D.C.A., MS 74, p. 5).



successively composed of Old English and New English elements prior to 1650, of
royalists and commonwealth sympathisers during the interregnum and, after 1660, the
largely Anglican body had a number of nonconformists as members.'® This diversity
within the elite rarely led to open dissension and, in general, the civic elite acted as a
collective and unified body, as is reflected in the oath of an alderman that required
him to keep secret the workings of the aldermanic ‘table’.** This unity was achieved
due to the shared conservatism of the elite that was bred of their common interests, a
hatred of any disorder or instability and an innate yearning for consensus, typical of
the period. This conservative mentality also helped to keep the political structure
intact with very few adjustments throughout the century, due to their inherent respect
for any ‘ancient and necessary custom’.*?

As the corner-stone in the city’s power structure, which also included the
common council, the patrician elite bore many onerous responsibilities and duties.
According to the city’s charters and various legal statutes they were responsible for
the city’s security, economy and general welfare. The aldermen often carried out these
duties in person, as they filled the majority of the city’s unpaid offices, such as the
city treasurer or master of works.’* The mayor and aldermen, also oversaw the
mustering of the city of Dublin’s militia and the billeting of troops upon households.*
The aldermanic class were deeply involved in policing, the maintenance of stability
and the administration of justice in the city, during peace and war.*® The mayor and
the city’s recorder held the office of magistrate or justice of labourers in which
capacity they could set wage rates, and through the office of clerk of the market
oversaw the supply and price of commodities in the city’s market.® They were

19 Colm Lennon, The lords of Dublin in the age of reformation (Dublin, 1989), pp 56-8; Cal. S. P. Ire.,
1663-5, p. 499; Toby Barnard, Cromwellian Ireland: English government and reform in Ireland, 1649-
60 (Oxford, 1975), p. 85.

1 “The Friday and Monday Book’, transcribed by John Gilbert (D.C.A., Gilbert Collection, MS 44,
p.112); Anc. rec. Dub., ii, 381.

2D.C.A., MS 44, p. 48; Barnard, Cromwellian Ireland, p. 89.

13 Anc. rec. Dub., i, 254-7; ii, 319, 447; iii, 278-8; iv, 2, 11, 53, 128, 212; v, 193.

“Ibid., i, 33; iii,105, 125; iv, p. xxxiv ; Lennon, The lords of Dublin, pp 36-9.

> Tholsel court records, 1616-7 (D.C.A., 1/J/2/1, pp 1-2) ; Calendar of the manuscripts of the
Marquess of Ormond preserved at Kilkenny Castle, new series (8 vols, H.M.C., London, 1895-1920),
ii, 70, 113; Royal commission to inquire into municipal corporations, Ireland, 1835, pp 34-5, H.C.
1836 (24), v, 102.

16 John Webb, Municipal government in Ireland: medieval and modern (Dublin, 1918), pp 3-10; Anc.
rec. Dub., i, 28; ii, 396,;iii, 121; iv, 168, 211; Brendan Fitzpatrick, Ireland in the seventeenth century:
the wars of religion (Dublin, 1985), p. 34; Royal commission to inquire into municipal corporations,
Ireland, 1835, p. 37, H.C. 1836 (24), v, 104.



intimately involved directly and indirectly in many aspects of Dublin life in the
seventeenth century. The issue of migration to the city could not but be of concern to
the civic elite, given their extensive responsibilities. This chapter will assess the social
and economic factors at work in Dublin society that may have informed the
patricians’ views on, and their policy toward outsiders who travelled to the city to
work, find relief or some form of advancement.

To understand the civic elite’s views on migrants it is necessary to understand
something of the phenomenon of migration to the city. The sources are inadequate on
this and give us only a faint outline of immigration into the city, and they do not
permit us to undertake any definitive quantitative analysis of its scale. It is possible to
trace in outline the trend in migration to the city. What the extant sources show is that
at times the city experienced strong inward migration, such as in the early part of the
century between 1600 and 1640, when many English and continental immigrants
settled in the city.!” The outbreak of the rebellion in 1641 resulted in the city suffering
economic contraction, heavy taxation and the effects of war.'® Migration seems to
have abated markedly. By the early 1650s, the city had lost a sizeable part of its
population. Yet it seems that migration increased dramatically after 1652 and one
authority believes that the city by 1660 had possibly regained its pre- war level of
population.®

The Restoration witnessed an increase in migration to the Irish capital. Dublin
in these decades appears to have received many temporary or permanent migrants.
This is evident in William Petty’s estimate in 1678 of the number of persons per
household, with his assertion that the average house in the city held more people than
even the average dwelling in sprawling London. Petty’s figures suggest a high level of
overcrowding in the city and this is indicative of a rapid rise in population and

immigration.?’ This inflow of people slowed around 1685 due to economic

7 Anc. rec. Dub., iii, pp xvii, xxxi, 150.

18 Anc. rec. Dub., iv, 4, 23; Robert Dunlop (ed.), Ireland under the commonwealth: being a selection of
documents relating to the government of Ireland (2 vols, Manchester, 1913), ii, 58; Charles Mac Neil
(ed.), The Tanner letters: documents of Irish affairs in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries ( 1.M.C.,
Dublin, 1943), p. 212.

19 The city’s population according to L.M. Cullen stood again at 40,000 inhabitants in 1660; L.M.
Cullen, “The growth of Dublin, 1600-1900; character and heritage’, in F.H.A., Allen and Kevin Whelan
(eds), Dublin city and county from prehistory to the present: essays in honour of J.H. Andrews (Dublin,
1992), p. 254.

2 The economic writings of Sir William Petty, ed. C.H. Hull ( 2 vols, Cambridge, 1899), ii, 62; J.G.
Simms, ‘Dublin in 1685’, in I.H.S., xiv (1965), p. 212.



contraction.”? The 1690s, after the Jacobite war, were generally economically
difficult. Many houses in the city were unoccupied, suggesting a drop in the
population level and even an outflow of people, signalling reduced migration levels to
the city.? Even during these years of crisis or economic depression some migrants
seem to have made their way to the city, based upon continuing complaints over the
homeless poor. Overall, throughout the century, based upon Dublin’s suspected
population growth, immigration was a continuous and a substantial phenomenon to
the city.?

We can get an impression of the volume of people moving to Dublin in this
century. Contemporary sources seem to indicate that in the years 1600 to 1640, there
was a large-scale and unprecedented population movement into the city.?* The
population according to various authorities was roughly, at most 10,000, circa 1600,
but by 1640 it was possibly 40,000.” This meant an increase in the population on
average of 750 people per year. Yet, William Petty claimed that both London and
Dublin had a ratio of births to deaths of 5 to 6 and that 3 per cent of the population
died on average per year.?® This would suggest that the city was shrinking by roughly
half a percent each year. Given these conditions, it seems that the significant rise in
the population was due to large-scale immigration into the city.

It is possible to give an estimate of the number of migrants to the city
based upon the rise in its population, by using a method devised by W.A. Wrigley, in
his study on early modern London.?” The number of immigrants was equal to
Dublin’s rise in population and the numbers of outsiders required for maintaining the
city’s population, which was roughly contracting by half a percent a year. Since
Dublin grew from approximately 10, 000 to 40,000 people, in the first forty years of
the century, based upon Wrigley’s method, this meant that approximately, the city

required 30, 000 immigrants to generate such a rise in population. Furthermore,

2L R.A. Butlin estimates that the population dropped from 76,000 in 1687 to 63,000 in 1700, see: R.A.
Butlin, “The population of Dublin in the late seventeenth century’ in Irish Geography, v (1965), p. 66.
22 Anc rec. Dub., vi, 504-6; Anon.,*An account of the houses and hearths for the following years,
1696-7’, in Philosophical Transactions, xxii (1699), p. 518.

28 Cullen, “The growth of Dublin’, p. 253.

2+ Anc. rec. Dub., iii, pp xvi, xxxi, 150, 117, 312.

% Figure based on a census from 1646 which showed there were 24,000 inhabitants over 16 and this
was after several years of war, a round figure of 40,000 is a reasonable estimate of the city’s population
in 1640 see: H.M.C., Ormond, iv, 113.

%8 William Petty, Further observations upon the Dublin bills of mortality (Dublin, 1683), available at
E.E.B.O., (http://eebo.chadwyck.com) (9 Oct. 2006), p. 3.

2T W.A. Wrigley ‘A simple model of London’s importance in changing English society and economy,
1650-1750" in Past and Present, no. 34 (1967), pp 37-8.
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Dublin needed at the minimum a further 2,500 to replace those who died, in these
years. Therefore, if the city expanded from 10,000 people in 1600 to 40, 000, in 1640,
to produce such a rise in the population, on average 850 immigrants a year would
have had to have settled in the city and this does not include temporary migrants in
the city. This figure is only a very crude estimate but it gives an impression of the
scale of people moving to the city, prior to the great rebellion of 1641.

After the 1650s, we have little information from which to extrapolate an
estimate of the city’s population. However, we have credible and informative data that
have enabled several distinguished historians to estimate the growth in population in
the Restoration and afterwards. There are no agreed figures for the city’s population
and its growth but several estimates of the Irish capital’s population have been
offered. Cullen asserts that the population grew from 40,000 to 80, 0000, in the years
1660 to 1690. J.J. Simms holds that the city grew from only 20,000 to 60,000 in the
same period. Butlin holds that the city’s population grew from 50,000 to 75,000, in
the Restoration era.”® If we apply the Wrigley method to estimate the number of
immigrants needed to generate these suspected increases in population: the city would
have needed on average, approximately 800 to 1700, migrants a year, to settle in the
Irish capital. These figures demonstrate the sheer extent of migration to the city and
the challenge, it presented to the ruling elite.

This large-scale and continuous influx of people into the city might suggest
that Dublin was, if not an ‘open society’, at least one where individuals had some
freedom of movement, residence and economic opportunities. There were internal
factors in the city that would seem strongly to show that the opposite was the reality,
and indeed impeded and even deterred migration to the city. The political structure of
the city, which was closely intertwined with the guilds, could have rendered the city a
very insular place.”® The guilds were organisations of native traders and
manufacturers that possessed a monopoly on one aspect of the civic economy. For
example, the merchant guild controlled Dublin’s export and import trade and much of

the retail business in the city.*® Many of the patricians were themselves members of a

%8 Butlin, “The population of Dublin in the late seventeenth century’, p. 67; Simms, ‘Dublin in 1685’, p.
211; Cullen,“The growth of Dublin, 1600-1900°, p. 254.

2 Webb, The municipal government of Ireland, p. 58; idem, The guilds of Dublin (Dublin, 1928), p.
134; Anc. rec. Dub., i, 60-1

% \Webb, The guilds of Dublin, pp 17, 44; The charters and documents of the Holy Trinity or
merchants’ guild of Dublin,1438-1824, transcribed by John Gilbert (D.C.A., Gilbert Collection, MS 78,
pp 84, 137).
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fraternity, usually being brothers of the merchant guild. The closeness of the
relationship with the fraternity of merchants was such, that it was usual for a patrician
to be one of the officers of that guild.** Furthermore, the various guilds provided the
civic elite with assistance in the administration of the militia, civic ceremonies and
social welfare provisions.*?

The close relationship between the guilds and the aldermanic bench could have
led the patricians to adopt an intolerant approach to some, if not all, the migrants who
moved to the city in a bid to defend the guilds’ monopolies. Evidence of this can be
seen in the bye-law that ordained that ‘no stranger could exercise an art already
practised by a citizen’.** More importantly for the majority of migrants, the guilds’
privileges reduced their opportunities for employment and trade in the urban
economy, and this could have affected their chances of successfully establishing
themselves in the city.

Migration requires at least a measure of free mobility and freedom at the
destination point to be successful. There were several civic bye-laws that seemed to
restrict migrants’ freedom of movement and their ability to secure accommodation in
Dublin, especially before 1640. From the sixteenth century there was a bye-law
against residents taking in lodgers that stated that ‘none shall divide houses into
rooms for private gain’. Similarly, no poor inhabitant could shelter a stranger in the
city or suburbs without the consent of the mayor. Alehouses often provided lodgings
for poor travellers, yet the patricians were obliged to see that no person could stay in
such an establishment for more than one night.®** Another bye-law passed by the
common council in 1619, and seemingly aimed at migrants, demanded that all
‘strangers’ that stayed in the city had to be registered.* This probably involved
outsiders entering into a bond to ensure their good behaviour, something that was
quite common in this era.*® The chief factor behind these measures was a fear of

newcomers causing disorder in the city. In 1636, Richard Bolton claimed that

* Henry Berry, “The records of the Dublin guild of merchants known as the guild of the Holy Trinity,
1243-1671" in R.S.A.L. Jn., xxx (1900), pp 61-2.

%2 The charters and documents of the guild of tailors, 1296-1753, transcribed by John Gilbert (D.C.A.,
Gilbert Collection, MS 81, pp 34, 61); D.C.A., MS 78, pp 107, 127; Anc. rec. Dub., iii, 78.

% Anc. rec. Dub., ii, 452.

* Anc. rec. Dub., ii, 461; Bye laws of the city of Dublin (R.I.A., 12 D 4, p. 297).

*Transcript of the bye-laws of the city of Dublin (D.C.A., Gilbert Collection, MS 42, p. 56); Anc. rec.
Dub., iii, 117.

% Sir Richard Bolton, A justice of the peace for Ireland, a book in two parts (Dublin, 1638), available
at E.E.B.O., (http://eebo. chadwyck. com.) (19 Aug. 2007), pp 211- 4.
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unofficial lodgings were a threat to public order.’” The actions against unregulated
lodgings, for example, were probably an attempt to ensure that all those who entered
the city were known and did not pose any danger. The fear of non-residents was
particularly keen during times of crisis. In 1641, the civic authorities with the aid of
the government effectively ordered all non-residents out of the city.*®

At times of conflict and crisis, particular groups came under suspicion in the
city. In 1652, the Quakers were ordered out of the city, possibly as scapegoats for the
outbreak of plague in the city.*® The royal government in Ireland and the Protestant
civic elite, who controlled the city by the 1640s, often enacted anti-Catholic policies,
usually as a security measure. Just after the onset of war in 1642 many Catholics were
ordered out of the city.*’ By the 1650s many were “transplanted’ to Connaught and by
1657 they were barred from the city.** During the 1678-9 popish plot crisis, the
authorities harassed the Catholic clergy and there were demands to expel Catholics
from urban boroughs such as Dublin.** During the Jacobite war they were also
ordered out of the city and only those licensed could return to the former abodes but
with restrictions.*® After the war of 1690-1 all of the city’s Catholics were obliged to
take an oath of allegiance that was contrary to many of their beliefs. During the
assassination scare of 1695 they were ordered to subscribe to a “‘declaration’ which
many would have regarded as unconscionable.** This harassment of Catholics, born
out of a Protestant sense of insecurity, could have had grave consequences for many
migrants in the city.

These instances strongly indicate that Dublin was not receptive to large-scale
immigration. Yet there is evidence that despite internal pressures from the fraternities
and broader political and religious considerations, the aldermanic bench accepted the
need for immigration into the city. The population of the city surged over the century

despite war, famine and pestilence, and much, if not all of it, can be attributed to

¥ Ibid, p. 134.

% H.M.C., Ormond, ii, 3.

* Dunlop (ed.), Ireland under the commonwealth, i, 563.

% H.M.C., Ormond, ii, 124; Anc. rec. Dub., iii, p. xxxvii.

! Dunlop (ed.), Ireland under the commonwealth, i, 531, 541, 568; ii, 703; Anc. rec. Dub., iv, 118.

2 Anon., An account of the public affairs in Ireland since the discovery of the late plot (Dublin, 1679),
available at E.E.B.O., (http://eebo. chadwyck. com.) (11 Nov. 2007), pp 4, 10.

*% Other restrictions were imposed on where Catholics could live and how many could dwell in one
residence; Lord Justices, A proclamation (Dublin, 1690), available at E.E.B.O., (http://eebo. chadwyck.
com.) (11 Nov. 2007), p. 1.

“ Anc. rec. Dub., vi, 26, 67, 137, 139, 141.
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migration.”> The sheer numbers alone make a pressing case for the fact that the city
was accessible to migrants, as are the frequent references to “foreigners’ living in the
city. The apparently exclusionary and discriminatory approach inherent in the
political structure and many of the city’s bye-laws in reality did not impede the
substantial and persistent influx of people into the city. If this flow of migration did
not receive active encouragement apart from on a rare occasion after a plague, it
suggests that migrants were largely tolerated by that body.*®

This acceptance of the presence of large numbers of migrants in the city is
evident in the patricians’ attitudes towards the ‘unfree’ in the city. These inhabitants
had not the political or economic rights and privileges of citizens. Among those
classed as the ‘unfree’ were migrants residing in the city.*” The elite did not divide
Dublin society into natives and non-natives, but rather it categorised the population
into the privileged citizen and non-privileged inhabitants. The ‘unfree’, although
denied some economic and all political rights, were otherwise left to their own
devices and had much the same legal rights as long established inhabitants who were
not ‘free’ of the city’. All that was required of them, by the urban elite, whether
migrant or native non-citizen, was that they pay the various civic dues and taxes.*
Even Catholics and the suspect like Quakers were generally counted among the
‘unfree’ population of the city in the seventeenth century.

The ability of the Dublin elite to police migrants is questionable. Firstly,
there was no professional police force and this must have greatly weakened the
capability of the urban elite to enforce its own bye-laws.”® This real inability to
control outsiders coming to the city is underlined by the scant observance of the
patricians’ laws against ‘strangers lodging’ in Dublin. In 1641, at least, many men
looking for work in the city had no difficulties obtaining cheap lodgings with Dublin
householders, such as Donnach Byrne who lodged ‘in an English man’s home in the
Coomb’ at a ‘penny a night’.>® The apparent willingness of Dubliners to accept these

> .M. Cullen, ‘Population trends in seventeenth century Ireland” in Economic and Social Review,
no.2 (1975), pp 149-164; Anc. rec. Dub., iii, 323; Essex to Arlington, 8 July 1672, in The Essex
Papers,1672-9, correspondence Arthur Capel, Earl of Essex, ed. Osmond Airey ( 2™ ed., Camden
Society, London, 1980), p. 44; henceforth known as Essex Papers.

“©" Anc. rec. Dub.,iii, 150,; iv, 5; v, 228, 383.

“"Ibid., ii, 162; iii, 105, 107, 323; iv, 71, 256, 364.

8 Anc. rec. Dub., iv, 205, 379, 419; Henry Berry (ed.), ‘Notes on a statement dated 1634, regarding St
Thomas Court and St Catherine’s Churchyard’, in R.S.A.l. Jn., xxvii (1907), pp 393-8.

*° Lennon, The lords of Dublin, p. 61.

% “The examination of Donnach Byrne, 25 Oct.1641’ ( T.C.D., MS 809, f. 89).
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strangers as lodgers, probably providing another source of income, greatly
undermined the authorities’ efforts.>* Similarly to judge by their numbers in the 1680s
the authorities were unable to regulate the number of unofficial ale houses in the city
that also offered accommodation.>

Many areas outside the city walls were not directly under the control of the
municipality. They were ‘liberties’ administered independently of the municipality by
manorial lords.>® These areas provided work and homes for many migrants in the
Dublin area and they could do so, without the permission of the Dublin political elite.
For example, in 1683, a miller, one “Mr King from Wicklow’ established a mill in the
liberty of the earl of Meath. He became a tenant of the earl and did not need to receive
approval from the city or a guild to commence his business in the general Dublin
area.> Migrants were often welcomed in these enclaves. In the 1680s, English
migrants were offered incentives in the form of cheap leases to settle in the
jurisdiction of Thomascourt and Donore.>® The Dublin civic elite regularly challenged
the extent and rights of these liberties. There were boundary disputes between the
municipality and some of the liberties that were never resolved. For example in 1614,
the earl of Meath and the city disputed who controlled the area around St Catherine’s
churchyard. *® In the 1690s, there was a dispute between the liberty of St Sepulchre
and the city over jurisdiction over an area adjacent to the city.*>’ This led to a situation
where there were areas of indeterminate control over the city. Poor people ‘sought to
exploit this loophole’ and set up ‘small cottages’ in these disputed areas. There
appears to have even been shantytowns in these locations during periods of crises
such as wars and food shortages.”® The presence of the liberties greatly complicated

the patricians’ ability to control the flow of outsiders to the city.

*! “The examination of Brian O Hara, 27 Oct. 1641’(T.C.D, MS 809, f. 212); The examination of
Patrick Maguire, 27 Oct. 1641 (T.C.D. MS 809, f. 201).

%2 Petty, The political anatomy of Ireland, p. 34.

> Anc. rec. Dub., i, 199-200; iii, 285 iv, 394, 499.

> Royal commission to inquire into municipal corporations, Ireland, 1835, p. 290 H.C. 1836 (24), v,
490.

; “The Cheney Letters, 1682-5’, ed. Rowena Dudley, in I.E.S.H., x (2003), p. 108.

% Raymond Gillespie (ed.), The vestry records of the parish of St Catherine’s and St James, Dublin,
1651-1692 (Dublin, 2004), p. 17.

*® Raymond Gillespie (ed.), The vestry records of the parish of St Catherine’s, p. 120; Berry (ed.),
‘Notes on a statement dated 1634’, pp 393-8.

> Berry (ed.), ‘Notes on a statement dated 1634, pp 393-8; Extracts of Justice Robinsons’ papers
(D.C.A., Gilbert Collection, MS 39, f. 15).

*% Anc. rec. Dub., iii, 298, 304.
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Another, more dismal factor may account for the patricians’ general acceptance
of migration to the city. The link between migration to the early modern city and a
high urban death rate has long been established. Until now it has become axiomatic
and taken as a proven incontrovertible fact.*® Naturally, such a demographic regime
in the city could readily account for the general toleration enjoyed by migrants from
various backgrounds as they were needed to replace the dead. This link cannot be
taken for granted, as is demonstrated in the case of York. This city enjoyed a natural
increase in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth century and demographic
equilibrium until 1650, and as a result does not conform to the expected neat and
clear-cut demographic pattern of cities in the early modern period.®

To determine definitively whether the city of Dublin in this century suffered a
regular demographic deficit is impossible, given the existing sources. The remaining
records do allow an investigation into the subject, which can strongly indicate
whether the Irish capital did experience a high death rate and could not reproduce
itself. The chief sources used will be the parish records of St John and St Michan’s in
Dublin. These two parishes, to some extent reflect the various social groups within the
city. St Michan’s parish was located in the city’s suburbs, and like other extra-mural
areas was generally populated by those lowest on the social scale. St John’s was
within the city’s walls and would have been inhabited by more of the middling and
upper strata of Dublin society. If burials were consistently higher than baptisms in
these parishes, they may show that the Irish capital could not reproduce itself. They
do not cover the whole century and they are in other ways flawed, since they represent
only the Protestant community in the city. Yet they do offer a continuous and large
sample, with which to estimate whether the city suffered a debilitating death rate.
These parish records will be supplemented by observations upon the birth and death
rates in the city in contemporary works.

There are no parish records or other sources relating to the city’s population for
the first decade of the century. The traumas of the Nine Years War, the outbreak of
plague and food shortages in its wake strongly indicate that the population of Dublin

suffered a high level of mortality, and that the city suffered a significant drop in

% Christopher R. Friedrichs, The early modern city, 1450-1750 (New York, 1990), pp 127-31; Jan De
Vries, European urbanisation, 1500-1800 (Cambridge, 1984), pp 199.

% This was due to a stable death rate and a high birth rate, see: Chris Galley, ‘A model of early modern
urban demography’ in E.H.R., xlvii (1995), pp 448-9.
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population. ® The second decade of the seventeenth century is a blank space, with
regard to demographic information. From the 1620s there have survived the imperfect
records of the parish of St John the Evangelist. They indicate that there were 221
baptisms and 20 burials.®? These figures suggest that St John’s experienced more
births than deaths and that in areas of the city the population could expand, at least in
this decade. Yet the evidence from this parish seems to understate the number of
deaths. There were a suspiciously low number of children buried. They account for
only 28 out of the 200 deaths recorded. ® This suggests that many children, who
usually accounted for a high number of all burials, went unregistered in the parish.
Moreover, if the burials recorded in the parish’s vestry books of individuals who were
not members of the parish are added, the ratio of burials to baptisms is reversed.
There are then 254 burials against 221 baptisms.®*

For the 1630s, the records from the parish signal that there was a considerable
excess of baptisms over interments. The records show that there were 345
christenings and 191 burials.®® The parish of St John, experienced from 1635 to 1639,
more burials than baptisms and indicate that it suffered a demographic deficit in those
years. There are strong indicators that again, many burials went unrecorded. The
numbers of infants and children again seem too low. Suspiciously, the employment of
a new parish clerk or prebend in 1638 coincided with a sudden surge in the death rate
and a clear and high excess of burials over baptisms.?® The registers of St Michan’s
are available from 1636. They show a clear surplus of deaths over births. In total, in
that parish there were 330 burials against 140 baptisms.®’The records are
unsatisfactory, but they do allow us to suggest that from the mid-1630s that these two
parishes witnessed an excess of burials over baptisms.

The records of St John for the 1640s demonstrate a large surplus of burials

over baptisms.

81 Cal. S.P. Ire., 1601-3, p. Ixxlii; Cal. S.P. Ire., 1603-6, p. xxv; Memorandum, 12 Oct. 1603 (Cal. S.P.
Ire., 1603-6, p. 93); Anc. rec. Dub., ii, 420.

62 James Mills (ed.), Register of the parish of St John the Evangelist, 1619-99 (Dublin, 1906), pp 1-18.
& Mills (ed.), Register of...St John, pp 1-9.

8 Churchwarden accounts, in ibid., pp 264-5.

% Mills (ed.), Register of ... St John, pp 18-37, 54-5.

% Ibid., p 35.

% Henry Berry (ed.), Registers of the church of St Michan’s , Dublin, 1636-1700 (Dublin,1907), pp 1-

5,14-20.
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Baptisms and burials in St John's Dublin, 1640-9 Table 1.1

Baptisms Burials
414 886
Source: Mills, (ed.), Register of...St John, pp 37-52, 57-69.

This picture may be distorted by the numbers of refugees in the city who
undoubtedly died in large numbers in the parish. However, the high level of
interments does reflect the impact that war, disease and dearth had on the parish’s
population.®® Interestingly, there was a high level of deaths indicated even before the
outbreak of war in late 1641 in the parish of St John’s. Evidence from St Michan’s
register, which only cover 1640-3, would suggest that pre-war it too saw significantly
more burials than baptisms.®®

The 1650s in Dublin saw the last great outbreak of plague to devastate the city.
The number of burials in St John’s illustrates the high levels of mortality in the years
1650-3 in the city. Yet after the epidemic subsided and passed there was a
demographic recovery when there were more christenings than funerals (see appendix
4.1). The fragmentary records of St Michan’s would also suggest that after 1654 there
were more baptisms than burials. Yet the records of St John’s show that over the

entire decade there were considerably more funerals than christenings.

Baptisms and burials in St John's,1650-8 (1659
missing) Table 1.2

Baptisms Burials
714 911
Source: Mills (ed.), Register of... St Johns, pp 61-113.

After the Restoration the excess of burials over baptisms is more
marked. Both St Michan’s and St John in the 1660s show continuously a higher
number of funerals than christenings. It is worth noting that the late 1660s were
difficult economically for Ireland, with a series of poor harvests.”” This economic
downturn seems to have had some impact on the death rate in the parishes, especially
after 1667(see appendix 4.1).

% Thomas Carte, An history of the life of James Duke of Ormonde (3 vols, London, 1735-6), i, 249.
% Berry (ed.), Register of ...St Michan’s, pp 29- 40.
" Cal. S.P. Ire., 1665-9, p. Xxv.
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Baptisms and burials in St John's & St Michan's, 1660-9,

Table 1.3
Baptisms Burials
St
John's 478 744
St
Michan's 586 778

Source: Berry (ed.), Register of... St Michan’s, pp 84-101; Mills (ed.), Register of... St John, pp 114-
49,

The following decade of the 1670s again shows many more burials
over baptisms in these parishes. There was a large rise in the numbers of funerals in
the parish of St Michan’s in these years, possibly as a result of immigration into this
suburban area and a general rise in its population. The evidence in these registers
shows that these Dublin parishes suffered like the rest of the country from the dearth

and disease prevalent in the countryside in the early to mid years of this decade.”

Baptisms and burials in St John and St Michan’s 1670-9

Table 1.4
Baptisms Burials
St
John's 495 715
St
Michan's 1220 1715

Source: Berry (ed.), Register of...St Michan’s, pp 101-136, 172-226; Mills, Register of ....St John, pp
149-176.

From 1680 the excess of burials over baptisms increases. If we
compare the total of deaths in these years to the previous ten years there was a rise in
the number of burials. That was only partly offset by a rise in the numbers of
christenings. This can be attributed to several recorded outbreaks of disease in this
decade. There were reports in Dublin of smallpox, typhus and an unidentified fever
killing significant numbers of people in this decade.” The deteriorating economic
situation after 1682-3 may have contributed to the high level of fatalities as hunger

and want made ever more Dubliners vulnerable to disease.

™ Cal. S.P. dom., 1672, p. Xxvii.

2 William Wilde, “Table of cosmical phenomenon, epizootics, famines and pestilences’ in The census
of Ireland 1851, v, ii [c-2016], H.C. 1856, p. 112, henceforth known as Wilde ‘Table of famines and
pestliences’.
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Baptisms and burials in St John's & St Michan's 1680-9

Table 1.5
Baptisms Burials
St
John's 727 937
St
Michan's 1353 2672

Source: Berry (ed.), Register of...St Michan’s parish, pp 231-297; Mills (ed.), Register of ...St John
parish, pp 178-213.

The 1690s witnessed a rising and increasing number of burials and yet
it appears that baptisms rose only slightly. War brought disease and hunger to the city
and their impact upon the population is evident in the high death rates for 1690-1 in
the parishes. Yet even after the war, the death rate remained stubbornly high due to
epidemics, recorded at this time, such as the influenza outbreak of 1693.” The late
1690s saw a horrifying surge in deaths in the parishes, especially St Michan’s (see
appendix). Again it seems that Dublin suffered with the rest of the country as food
became scare and costly, and diseases spread throughout the kingdom. "

Baptisms and burials in St John's and St Michan's 1690-9

Tablel.6
Baptisms Burials
St
John's 756 983
St
Michan's 1451 3498

Source: Berry (ed.), Register of...St Michan’s parish, pp 299-345; Mills (ed.), Register of ...St John,
pp 213-62.

The parish registers for St Michan’s and St John’s, although imperfect,
seem to suggest that it was quite common for these parishes to suffer from a surplus
of burials over christenings for much of the period. It is difficult to assess the issue of
the numbers of burials and christenings from the 1620s to the mid-1630s, but it seems
likely that even then there were more funerals than christenings. After 1636, most
years saw more burials than baptisms, and this was the general pattern for the rest of
the century. Although there were years and periods of time when there were more
christenings than funerals, as in the middle of the 1650s, they were the exception. It

seems overall the city suffered from a persistently high death rate. The data relating

™ William Molyneux, ‘An account of the influenza epidemic in 1693’ in John Creighton (ed.), A
history of epidemics in Britain and Ireland (2 vols, London, 1894), i, 264-7.

"™ There were several natural disasters in the late 1690s that caused problems with the food supply see:
Wilde ‘Table of famines and pestilences’, p. 117.
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to births and deaths in the two parishes are almost certainly representative of the
city’s broader demographic regime. For both parishes contained a large proportion of
the city’s population.”™ Therefore, it can be cautiously asserted that the city tended to
experience an excess of burials over baptisms, suggesting an inability to maintain its

population, as is indicated in the table below.

Baptisms and burials in St John's parish, 1620-99, Table, 1.7

Years Births Deaths
1620-9 221 200
1630-9 345 191
1640-9 414 881
1650-9 714 911
1660-9 478 744
1670-9 495 715
1680-9 727 937
1690-9 756 983
Total 4148 5562

Source: Mills (ed.), The registers... of St John, pp 1-262.

These figures indicate that the city experienced a regular surplus
of deaths over births and was therefore unable to maintain its population are
supported by the work of some of the pioneers in the field of demography. John
Graunt observed that in Dublin there was an excess of burials over christenings, based
upon his study of one of the city’s bills of mortality from 1661 or 1662.”° William
Petty in his work on the Dublin’s bills of mortality, although they span only a few
years, offers an informative snapshot of the death and birth rates in the entire city.

" Wwilliam Petty, Observations upon the Dublin bills of mortality (Dublin, 1683), available at
E.E.B.O., ( http://eebo. chadwyck. com.) (30 Jan. 2008), p. 3.

"® John Graunt, Natural and political observations mentioned in a following index and made upon the
London bills of mortality (London, 1667), available at E.E.B.O., (http://eebo. chadwyck. com.) (11
Nov. 2007), pp 4,10.
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Births and deaths in Dublin, 1666-80, based
upon the Dublin bills of mortality, Table 1.8

Year Burials Births
1666 1480 952
1667 1642 1001
1668 1699 1026
1669 1666 1000
1670 1713 1067
1671 1974 1003
1672 1436 967
1673 1531 933
1674 2106 942
1675 1578 823
1676 1391 952
1677 1359 897
1678 1401 1045
1679 1397 1061
1680 1826 1096
Total 21,190 14,763

Source: Petty, Observations upon the Dublin bills of mortality, pp 4-6

After Petty, we have little, although the work of the Dublin
physician John Willoughby, also based upon the city’s bills of mortality, indicates that
in the early 1690s, on average that the city experienced substantially more burials than
christenings.”” Contemporary sources show that after 1660, the city experienced more
burials than baptisms and that this was the norm in Dublin society.

To underline the probability that the city was unable to reproduce
itself, it is necessary to investigate the city’s environment and the diseases prevalent
in Dublin in this period. This can also help us to understand any possible link
between the Irish capital’s high death rate and migration. Was the plague a major
cause of death in the city? This is routinely the standard and automatic answer to
explain the early modern city’s generally high mortality rate.”® The plague usually

resulted in a huge number of deaths in any centre it ravaged. In the 1574-5 outbreak, a

" Wilde, ‘Table of famines and pestilences’, p. 114.
"8 Friedrichs, The early modern city, pp 127; Steven Rappaport, Worlds within worlds; structures of life
in sixteenth- century London (Cambridge, 1989), p. 102.
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chronicler claimed that 3000 people died almost one third of the probable
population.”®Any outbreak of plague would have wrought havoc in the city and led to
the patricians of Dublin seeking to attract large numbers of outsiders to replace the
dead inhabitants. Furthermore, plague also caused economic dislocation with the
disruption of markets and the flight of householders. The costs of containing the
plague and caring for the dead and dying were a major financial burden on Dublin’s
treasury.® The city would have needed to attract immigrants to be the traders, artisans
and workers to allow it simply to function and as tax-payers to facilitate its recovery
from the plague.

There were only two major outbreaks of plague in the city in the seventeenth
century, in 1603-5 and in 1650-3. These probably both led to dramatic decreases in
the population.®> The evidence for 1603-5 is scant although the indications are that it
caused grave economic and social disruption. Citizens fled from the city and the local
economy suffered, as can be seen in the non-payment of rents.® The plague of 1649-2
is better documented and in these records we can sense something of the horror and
the loss of life as the disease carried off large numbers of the population of the city.®

The records from the parish of St John show a huge surge in the numbers of deaths.

No.of Burials 1645-55in St John's Dublin

—e— Deaths

No. of Burials per ann

Years
1645-1655

Source: Mills (ed.), Register of... of St John, pp 35-46

™ Aubrey Gwynn (ed.),‘Reports on the Rawlinson collection of manuscript, class ¢’, in Anal. Hib., no.
4 (1934), p. 106; Lennon, The lords of Dublin, pp 45, 66.

8 Anc. rec. Dub., ii, 519; iv, 2, 15, 19; D.C.A. MS 35, pp 51, 57, 60.

8 Creighton, Epidemics in Britain and Ireland, ii, 222, 256.

8 Anc. rec.. Dub., iii, 499.

8 Anc. rec. Dub., iv, 2, 4; Dunlop (ed.), Ireland under the commonwealth, i, 39, 58, 245.
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The epidemic’s infectious nature is shown in the numbers dying that bore the same
surname, suggesting it took a heavy toll on families occupying the same dwelling.®*
The plagues, along with the wars that were possibly related to the outbreaks, had
grave consequences for the population, and apparently, at least after the outbreak of
the early 1650s, the patricians may have sought to promote immigration in a bid to aid
the city’s recovery. In 1650 there was a change in policy with regard to skilled
English migrants, the entrance requirements to the guilds were eased and crucially
became cheaper to obtain. Protestant settlers were also offered other incentives such
as property on good terms by the city.®

The plagues in the short term created serious socio-economic problems and
they appear to have decimated the city’s population. Yet it appears that after 1653
there was a classic ‘demographic recovery’ in the city of Dublin as, for four years, the
number of births outstripped deaths. % As a result of the high death rate during the
plague more resources were available to the survivors and more people could afford
to marry early and have more children. William Edmundson noted the general
prosperity in the city in 1654 and he stated that ‘trade was good and property was to
be had on good terms’.®” We see in the demographic recovery after the plague of
1650-2 that the patricians may not even have had to intervene after a plague to
encourage people: the economic possibilities in the city after the loss of population
would have easily attracted migrants and boosted the birth rate. The city would have
soon recovered and such rapid recoveries in urban populations after mortality crises
were the norm, as in York.%® Graunt claimed that London’s population regained its
pre-plague level of population after three years.*® There were no recorded outbreaks
of plague after 1653. The reasons for the disappearance of the plague are difficult to
determine but may be ascribed to biological changes as the diseases mutated. The

patrician class of Dublin were partly responsible given their vigilant enforcement of

8 Mills (ed.), Register of... of St John, pp 128-134.

8 Anc. rec. Dub., iv, 4-5; Dunlop (ed.), Ireland under the commonwealth, ii, 531.

8 R. A. Houston, The population history of Britain and Ireland, 1500-1750 (Hong Kong, 1972), p. 17.
8 Thomas Wright, A history of the rise and progress of the people called Quaker in Ireland, from the
year 1653 to 1700 (2™ ed. Dublin, 1812), p. 73; Dunlop (ed.), Ireland under the commonwealth, ii,
531, 543.

% Galley, ‘A model of early modern urban demography’, p. 455.

8 Graunt, Natural observations, p. 53
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regulations to prevent any outbreaks.*® Therefore, plague had only a short-term effect
on the city’s death-rate and on migration to the city.

Plague was not the only disease that drove the mortality rate upwards in
the city. The population also suffered from many other infectious diseases that were
endemic in the city. William Petty in his Further Observations on the Mortality bills
of Dublin of 1686 lists several of these illnesses; some are instantaneously
recognisable today such as measles and influenza. In a pre-industrial age such disease
often proved lethal. Petty also refers to other diseases that are unfamiliar such as
‘bloody flux’, and “gripping of the guts’, usually regarded as dysentery. ** There has
survived one bill of mortality from this era and it can give us an impression of the

chief cause of death among Dubliners in this period.

Dublin's bill of mortality for 1681-2, Table

1.10
Aged 158
Consumption 322
Convulsion 238
Fever 527
Infants 178
measles 122
smallpox 143
teeth 187
unknown 22
various 132
violently 29
Total 1736

Source:‘Dublin’s bill of mortality for 1681-2" ( Anc. rec., Dub., vi, 560)

These illnesses also gave early modern Dublin a death-rate that was noted
for its spikes, when mortality was higher than average. Petty referred to mortality
‘spikes’ as ‘sickly’ years: in these years one of the endemic infectious diseases would
flare into an epidemic, or a new strain would be imported from outside and Kill large
numbers of people.®” Throughout the century the city experienced recurrent serious
outbreaks of disease. Those recorded almost certainly understate the frequency of

these epidemics (see appendix 5). For example, a city like Dublin could expect to be

% Anc. rec. Dub., iii, 425, 501; iv, 2, 15, 421 ; D.C.A., MS 35, pp 51, 64; Paul Slack, ‘The
disappearance of plague: an altenative view’ in E.H.R., xxxiv (Aug. 1998), pp 472, 478.

°! petty, Observations upon the Dublin Bills of Mortality, pp 4-5.

%2 William Petty, Further observations upon the Dublin bills of mortality (Dublin, 1686), available at
E.E.B.O., (http://eebo .chadwyck. com.) (1 Feb. 2007), p. 4.
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ravaged every three or four years by a surge in the number of smallpox cases.*® These
‘sickly” years are probably linked to crises in the broader economy and to war. In
these years, when the price of bread soared, many of the city’s poorer inhabitants
were particularly vulnerable to endemic diseases. This is evident in the rises in the
number of burials in St John’s parish and years of war or economic difficulties (see
appendix 4.1). It should be noted that even in healthful years these endemic diseases
took a terrible toll.

The majority of the killer diseases were infectious. It is noteworthy that
similar diseases appear in the bills of mortality of London and show that Dublin was
not unique in this regard.®* Of course such diseases were also present in rural Ireland
and indeed the countryside was notorious for the unidentified illness, the country
disease, possibly dysentery. Yet these diseases were rarely as virulent as in the city.*
The environment of the city explains the potency and ferocity of disease in the city. It
was overcrowded as we have seen, and its water supply was inadequate and was
frequently dirty.®® These were ideal conditions for the transmission of diseases. The
evidence suggests that the city of Dublin was particularly dirty and therefore
unhealthy. In 1608 the archbishop of Dublin left the city in the summer because of its
filth and stench. Sir Ellis Leighton, who visited the city in 1669, stated that Dublin
was an unhealthy city and even compared it unfavourably with London, that great
‘consumer of men’.%” Because of its environment, the city suffered a persistently high
death rate and migrants were constantly required to replace those inhabitants who
succumbed to disease.

High death rates alone would not explain why the city suffered from “natural
decrease’ and why the patricians were receptive to newcomers. The possibility
remains that the city could not reproduce itself due to a low birth rate. If the city had a
high fertility rate the new births could exceed the numbers that died and Dublin would
have been able to reproduce itself. A low fertility level in the Irish capital may have

resulted in a decreasing population as in York in the later seventeenth century and

% S.R. Duncan and Susan Scott, ¢ Smallpox epidemics in cities in Britain’ in Journal of
Interdisciplinary History, xxv (Sept.1994), p. 256.

% Graunt, Natural observations, p. 56.

% Creighton, Epidemics in Britain and Ireland, i, 117, 207; Godolphin to Arlington, 17 Oct., 1672
(Cal. S.P . dom.,1672-3, p. 112).

% Henry Berry, ‘The water supply of ancient Dublin’ in R.S.A.1. Jn., xxi (1912), pp 557-73.

% cal. S.P. Ire., 1608-10, p. 250; Cal. S.P. Ire., 1669-70, pp 150, 157; Melvyn G. Howe, People,
environment, disease and death: a medical geography of Britain and Ireland (Cardiff, 1997), p. 119.
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consequently a need for migrants.®® In 1674 William Petty recognised this when he
observed that ‘births are the best way to determine increase and decrease’.*® To
discover the birth-rate in the city is impossible yet there are some indicators that can
give an impression. Although it is possible to extrapolate figures to give a rough
estimate of the birth-rate, they would be of doubtful value: as William Petty
commented of such improvised techniques, they ‘may be ingenious but very
preposterous’.’® By examining documentary evidence and the socio-economic
structure of the city, it may be possible to give a rough outline of the city’s level of
fertility.

William Petty noted that ‘the proportion of breeders in the country is
greater than the city’.2* This is almost impossible to quantify reliably. Yet the nature
of Dublin society would indicate that this was the case and in general fertility in the
city was not as high as in rural areas. Firstly, there was the high and persistent death
rate in the city. Such high death rates seem to have kept down the birth-rate as Petty
observed in 1682 ‘the years wherein most die, fewest are born’.**? The reasons for
this cannot be definitively stated, although it is an established demographic
phenomenon in pre-industrial societies. 1 The attrition caused by the high death rate
may have led to frequent deaths of a partner in marriage, and even though people
were generally quick to remarry, it may have reduced the birth rate overall."® We
gain a good impression of the link between a high level of deaths and a falling number
of births from the parish of St John in the 1660s. As the numbers of burials increased
the number of baptisms decreased. This was a phenomenon also observed in York and

London.®

% Galley, ‘A model of early modern urban demography’, p. 423.

% petty, Observations upon the Dublin bills of mortality, p. 6.

190 1pid., p.7.

1% Ipid., p. 2.

192 Ipid., p. 4.

193 John Mokyar and Cormac O Grada, * New Developments in Irish population history’ in E.H.R.,
xXxxvii (1984), p. 478.

1% Houston, The population history of Britain and Ireland, pp 15, 23, 45.

195 Galley, ‘A model of early modern demography’, p. 416; Graunt, Natural observations, p. 89.
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Births and deaths in St John’s 1661-9
Table, 1.11

Year Burials  Births

1661 51 56
1662 58 40
1663 90 70
1664 83 53
1665 67 59
1666 106 59
1667 106 49
1668 88 55
1669 95 37

Source: Mills (ed.), Register of ... St John’s register, pp 100-200

The high mortality rate in the city not only dampened the birth rate in the
short term, but it also affected it in the long term. As in other early modern cities,
children and infants were a very vulnerable group in the urban milieu.'®® Their
premature deaths usually added greatly to the death-rate in Dublin society. It is
interesting to note that the numbers tended to fluctuate greatly (see table below).
There are two reasons for this. Firstly, there seems to have been poor record-keeping
in the 1620s and 30s in St John’s. Secondly, it also indicates that many of these
unfortunates died in the recurring bouts of smallpox and other epidemics.'%” The net
effect of this high level of attrition upon the city’s young was that fewer of them made
it to adulthood and started families of their own.’® Therefore, there were fewer
‘breeders’ in the city and this tended to depress the number of births in the city.

Numbers of infants/children buried in
St John's Parish 1620-99, Table 1.12

Infants/ Infants/children as
Total children % of total
1620-9 200 22 11
1630-9 191 90 52
1640-9 881 516 60
1650-9 911 292 35
1660-9 744 266 34
1670-9 715 359 49
1680-9 937 373 40
1690-9 983 527 52

Source: Mills (ed.), Register of...St John, pp 1-262.

19 Roger Finlay, ‘Natural decrease in early modern cities’ in Past and Present, no. 92 (Feb. 1981), pp
3-18.

% Duncan and Scot, *‘Smallpox epidemics in cities in Britain’, pp 256-7.

198 Fredrichs, The early modern city, p. 106.
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There are other socio-economic factors that checked the birth-rate among
the general population.’®® The city appears to have had an unusually large servant
class in 1695, totalling almost 20% of the entire population of the city as indicated in

the table below.

Number of servants in Dublin's population 1695,

Table 1.13

Male adults Male servants
15,075 2,985
Female adults Female servants
21,718 6,068

Source: Anc. rec. Dub., vi, 520-6.

Servants were mostly unmarried, as many lived in the household

of their masters and mistresses, at least while in service, as can be seen below.

Profile of servants in two County Dublin baronies, circa 1656, Table 1.14

Male Female No. married
140 187 8

Source: Richard Flatman (ed.), ‘Some inhabitants of the baronies of Newcastle and Uppercross
County Dublin, ¢ 1650 ” in Ir. Geneal., vii (1989), pp 496-512; ibid., vii (1990), pp 23-34; ibid., vii
(1991), pp 230-45

Many servants may not have married at all and spent their lives with
the same employer and his or her family. This is evident in the large numbers of men
and women over thirty who were unmarried, working as servants in County Dublin.
Many unmarried individuals seem to have lived with relatives as servants.*® This
possibly is indicated in the number of servants with the same surname as their master
and mistress in the baronies of Newcastle and Uppercross in County Dublin.'*! Other
servants in the city, after their period of service, may have left the city and those that

199 Graunt explained London’s low birth rate by a variety of socio-economic factors see: Graunt,
Natural observations, pp 62-4.

119 bavid Dickson, ‘No Scythians here: women and marriage in seventeenth century Ireland’ in
Margaret MacCurtain and Mary O Dowd (eds), Women in early modern Ireland (Edinburgh, 1991), pp
227-31.

1 Flatman (ed.), ‘Some inhabitants of the baronies of Newcastle and Uppercross’, passim.
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did eventually marry, did so later than their counterparts in the rural districts, and this
could have reduced the amount of children a couple had and lowered the city’s overall
birth rate.

Age profile of servants in two County Dublin baronies, circa 1656,
Table 1.15

10-19 years 20-29 years 30-39 years 40 years plus
60 170 60 37

Source: Flatman (ed.), ‘Some inhabitants of the baronies of Newcastle and Uppercross’, passim.

The unknown but probably significant numbers of apprentices and
journeymen were also the live-in dependents of their masters. Under guild
regulations, the apprentices could not marry and it seems that many journeymen were
never able to establish themselves as householders, or start a family.**? This resulted
in these individuals marrying later or perhaps never and therefore there were fewer
marriages and fewer children.

Alongside the large servant class, other specific socio-economic factors
would have reduced the number of marriages and, as a result, suppressed the birth
rate. This link between socio-economic factors and the birth rate can be seen in the
years after the plague of the early 1650s. The birth rate was possibly higher than the
death rate in the city. This can best be seen in the parish of St John, where the number
of baptisms was higher than the total of burials, in the period 1652-8 (see table
below). The survivors and immigrants could secure cheap and quick access to the
economic opportunities offered after the depopulation caused by the plague and this

113

gave many the chance to marry earlier and form households.”™ As a result, uniquely

in the century, the birth rate exceeded the death rate.

12 \Webb, The guilds of Dublin, p. 209; Mel Doyle, ‘The journeymen clubs in Dublin’ in Saothar, xi
(1986), pp 13-15; Transcript of the original records of the feltmakers’ guild, 1668-1771 (N.A.l., M
6118 a, p. 4).

13 Anc rec. Dub., iv, 3-6; Dunlop (ed.), Ireland under the commonwealth, ii, 531, 666.
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Births, baptisms and marriages in St John's 1650-9,

Table 1.16
Year Burials Baptisms Marriages
1650 240 20 16
1651 188 63 27
1652 63 65 32
1653 69 86 42
1654 69 97 47
1655 93 111 29
1656 66 116 43
1657 72 97 24
1658 51 59 21

Source: Mills (ed.), Register of...St John, pp 30-45.

One of the characteristics of Dublin society

was that women

outnumbered men."*This unbalanced sex ratio was apparent in other early modern

cities, including York.' The high death rate discernible among adult males and boys

was possibly a contributory factor. More females than males simply survived in the

disease-ridden city, for reasons unknown.™® The unbalanced sex ratio meant that

there was an imbalance of females to males and this further dampened the city’s

fertility level.

Burials in St John’s by gender, 1620-60, Table 1.17
Males Females Male children Female children Total
701 498 501 413 2113

Source:_Mills (ed.), Register of...St John, pp 1-113.

Dublin’s sex ratio was probably linked to the changing nature of the

economy. As the city became a social and service centre its labour force became more

feminised. It was an economy that created more opportunities for females to work as

servants or in the hospitality and retail trades.™'” These positions were not only gender

specific they were also socially selective, as theses employments were unskilled and

14 They outnumbered men by 1.17 to 1 in 1644 and 1.37 to 1 in 1696, Gillespie, “‘Women and crime in
seventeenth century Ireland’ in Mac Curtain and O Dowd (eds), Women in early modern Ireland, p. 50;

Anc. rec. Dub., vi, 534; H.M.C., Ormond, ii, 113.

15 Galley, ‘A model of early modern urban demography’, p. 457.
118 Mills (ed.), Register of... St John, pp 3-180; Berry (ed.), Register of... St Michan’s, pp 3-135.

17 Anc. rec. Dub., iii, 69; iv, 156-7; Barnaby Rich, A new description of Ireland, ed. Edmund Hogan

(2" ed., London, 1878), pp 60, 70-2.
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held a low social status."'®As a result, there was a large class of indigent and
dependent females in the city. Women formed a higher proportion of the inhabitants
of the city’s poorest parishes.'*® Indeed their status in urban society meant that
‘women were driven to the margins and criminal activity’.*® There are examples of
women who operated or employed in illegal alehouses being prosecuted by the civic
authorities.’ The lowly and precarious economic position of significant numbers of
women in Dublin prevented many from ever marrying. Those that were able to marry
had to delay their marriage and this reduced the number of children they bore and
overall reduced the urban birth rate.

To conclude, this analysis of the demographic regime in the city broadly
shows that the patricians governed a society that, due to a high level of deaths and a
low birth rate, could not maintain a viable population. This resulted in a situation
whereby the long-term viability of the city was in doubt. The gaps in the city’s
population needed to be filled and there was a need for new people. This may have
influenced the patricians in their attitude to migrants. The question arises as to what
ensured the flow of people to the city, as there is no ostensible evidence of a general
policy, despite the demographic profile, to encourage migrants to settle in the city.
The possible reasons for this may lie in the economy of Dublin, at this time.

The pre-industrial city’s main source of energy after the horse
was human. We gain a good idea of the degree to which human toil helped to sustain
the Irish capital, if we examine the varieties of occupations and the numbers of those
involved in transportation and manual work in the parish registers. There were many
labourers, drawers, carriers, porters, boatmen and coachmen employed in the city.'?
Without the efforts of these people, the city would have been at a standstill. The
importance of these people to the welfare and the working of the city can hardly be
gauged, given their almost total absence from the sources. In 1682, Ormond was
aware of the importance of the ‘drudging sort’ or the labouring class in Irish

118 \Women who worked in alehouses were seen as little better than prostitutes, see: Anc. rec. Dub., ii,
220;iii, 145.

119 Anc. rec. Dub., vi, 500; Butlin, ‘The population of Dublin in the late seventeenth century’, pp 61-3.
120 Gillespie, “Women and crime in seventeenth century Ireland’, p. 50.

121 \Women like Elizabeth Jones who was publicly shamed for allowing students into her alehouse see:
J.W. Stubbs, The history of the university of Dublin (Dublin, 1889), p. 408.

122 Henry Wood (ed.), The registers of St Catherine’s parish, Dublin, 1636-1700 (Dublin, 1906),
passim; Anc. rec. Dub., iii, 147, 182; iv, 211; v, 581.
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boroughs.*® The city’s economy was for much of this period composed of household
units, in which a family and their dependents produced and sold some goods or
provided a service. These household units rich and poor, with their shops and market
stalls, needed labour in the form of servants, apprentices or journeymen and this was
the norm in urban and rural Ireland.*® Given the city’s reliance upon its human
resources, the demographic regime of the city was possibly a threat to its economic
well-being. The need to replace workers who died would have been a matter of
urgency to guarantee the well-being of the urban economy, especially as the city
developed as a centre of trade and the capital of Ireland.

Much of the trade of Ireland passed through the city of Dublin, including
manufactured goods, raw materials and livestock. To ensure that goods could be
successfully transported and carried, given the era’s limited technology, a plentiful
supply of human labour was needed. Dublin would have required more labourers,
porters and carters than other cities such as York. This was due to the high volume of
imports and exports going through the city. Secondly, the capital’s port was

12> Many ships were obliged to unload or load their cargoes

inadequate and dangerous.
and passengers at Ringsend or Howth. Therefore, more workers were involved in the
transportation of goods and people in the city. In 1672, Abraham Yaranton describes
the heavy costs of doing business in the city because ships had to be unloaded outside
the city and its cargoes carried into Dublin. He complained of the cost of ferrying
passengers from Ringsend and he describes ‘litters’ of goods being carried by workers
to the city from ships, unable to dock at Dublin.*®® To meet the demand for workers,
needed to ensure that the city could function as a centre of trade the Irish capital
needed a regular and substantial influx of migrants.

The city attracted the wealthiest in the land and in the 1660s the common
council spoke of a ‘confluence of gentry’ entering the city.**’ Many of these were
‘rentiers’ who lived in Dublin and received their rents there and spent that income in

the city. For example, in the early 1630s a tenant farmer from Waterford had to travel

123 Quoted in Toby Barnard, A new anatomy of Ireland: Irish Protestant, 1649-1770 (Bury St
Edmunds, 2006), p. 280.

124 petty, The political anatomy of Ireland, pp 10-11; Anon., A bloody fight at Balrud-derry in Ireland
(London, 1647), available at E.E.B.O., ( http://eebo. chadwyck. com) ( 14 Feb. 2007), p. 3.

125 Anc. rec. Dub., 573; Cal. S.P. Ire., 1660-2, p. 81.

126 «Opservations on Dublin by Andrew Yaranton’, 1672 ( Anc. rec. Dub., v, 573-6).

12T Anc. rec. Dub., iv, 259.
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to Dublin ‘on quarter day’ to pay his rent to his landlord, who resided in the city.*?

The city was also the political capital and this drew many of the landed elite into the
city. Dublin’s, role as capital, created many opportunities for professionals, in
particular those involved in the law.'® Others came from elsewhere in Ireland, and
stayed in the city for extended periods as suitors in the city court or came looking for

preferment or gain from the church or state'*

. The kingdom’s officials and
administrators, usually based in Dublin, also stimulated the economy with their
demand for goods, services and housing. Barnaby Rich noted in 1610 the significance
of the lord deputy and his retinue to the economy of Dublin.**!

This influx of affluent individuals into the city created many
employment opportunities. The scale and nature of these are hard to estimate given
the existing records, but two areas can be identified which undoubtedly provided
employment for migrants. Firstly, the many officials and members of the landed elite
needed servants. William Petty stated that every gentleman in the city needed on
average two servants in 1683. Inns and cookhouses required live-in servants to meet
the demand generated by the city’s wealthy and government officials.*** In 1678 it
was stated that several hundred people of all classes were dependent upon the
business generated by visitors and employees of the four courts. The growth in these
employments had real consequences for the nature of migration to the city as it
increasingly needed female workers, and the expansion of this sector can also be
linked in part to the decided female majority in the city.'*?

The city’s emergence as a capital not only spurred on its service industries
but also generated employment in the construction industry. Dublin expanded and was
beautified over the course of the century and this required a plentiful supply of
labour.*®* Much of this was driven by the activities of resident nobles. Individuals

like Lord Longford were developing areas outside the city’s walls, while Ormond

128 Anon, The execution of Thomas Stanhorpe (London, 1635), available at E.E.B.O., (http:/eebo.
chadwyck. com.) (2 Mar. 2006).

129 Richard Lawrence, The interest of Ireland in its trade and wealth stated (Dublin, 1682), available at
E.E.B.O., (http://eebo.chadwyck. com.) (29. Aug. 2007), p. 8; Simms, ‘Dublin in 1685’, p. 213.

130 petition against removal of the Four Courts, 1683-4 ( Anc. rec. Dub., v, 608-10); Petty, The
political anatomy of Ireland, p. 38.

B Rich, A new description of Ireland, p. 67.

132 petty, The political anatomy of Ireland, p. 44; Berry (ed.), Register...St Michan’s, pp 23, 48, 154.
133 Anc. rec. Dub., vi, 524.

3% Maurice Craig, Dublin,1660-1800 (Dublin, 1964) chp.1; Essex papers, p. 45.
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sponsored building projects like the Phoenix Park and the hospital at Kilmainham.**
The city’s emergence as the national capital further boosted the labour intensive
building industry. In 1610 it was asserted that it would take ‘3000 labourers’ to build

the four courts,**®

Alongside these projects was the constant building and re-building
of humbler dwellings and structures. The building industry was no doubt subject to
periods of stagnation and decline but it also undoubtedly experienced periods of
marked expansion. For example, there was extensive construction undertaken, after
the great explosion in Dublin in 1597.*" During the city’s recovery after the wars of
1689-91, the city’s stock of ‘good housing’ increased by 5% in one year. This
improvement in the city’s housing stock is indicative of a substantial number of new
dwelling and a significant amount of re-building of ‘poor’ housing’.®® We can see
from the above examples how the city’s emergence as a metropolitan capital and as a
centre of trade created an economy which needed a ready supply of workers in several
diverse areas and this generated a demand for migrant labour.

To understand why the city was able to attract large numbers of people
from Ireland and elsewhere is possible if we compare Dublin to its surrounding
regions. In 1686 an observer noted the marked differences between Dublin and the
rest of Irish society.®® In contrast to the rest of Ireland, which was generally poor and
underdeveloped, Dublin was economically advanced and this was typical of the
period, when urban centres were generally more affluent than rural areas. Petty gives
us a description of rural Ireland, where peasants existed in a basic subsistence
economy in the 1670s. In the 1690s, John Dunton described people living a lifestyle
based on a pastoral economy in Connacht.**® Furthermore, for much of the century
agricultural prices fetched by farmers were generally low, and, according to Cullen,
these lay like ‘a shadow over the land’” and denied many the opportunities to improve

their lot."* However, there were areas in rural Ireland that were more developed than

13> Nuala Burke, *An early modern Dublin suburb: the estate of Francis Aungier, earl of Longford’ in
Irish Geography, vi (1970-3), p. 369.

% Anc. rec. Dub., ii, 479.

B7 |bid., ii, 562-4; Colm Lennon, ‘The great explosion in Dublin, 1597” in D.H.R., xxxv (1989), pp 7-
20

138 Anon,‘An account of the houses and hearths in Dublin, 1695-7" in Philosophical Transactions,
xxxvi (1699), p. 501.

139 cal. S.P. dom.,1686-7, p. 93.

%0 De Renzi Papers (N.A. Kew, PRO SP., 46/90/29); Petty, The political anatomy of Ireland , pp 98-
102; John Dunton, Teague land or a merry ramble with the wild Irish ( 2" ed., Dublin, 2002), pp 56-8.
11 M. Cullen, ‘Economic trends, 1660-1691" in T.W. Moody, F.X. Martin and F.J. Byrne (eds), in
A new history of Ireland, iii: early modern Ireland, 1534-1691 (Oxford, 1976), p. 406.
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others, some baronies in County Dublin were quite economically advanced as
indicated by the high level of occupational specialisation evident in their
populations.**?

Within the city’s migration field were the west and especially the north
west of England. Between Dublin and that region of England there were many
military, trade and business links. Chester, its chief port and urban centre, had long
established trading connections with the Irish capital.'** This region was among the
poorest in England, and with its reliance on pastoral farming was not dissimilar to
parts of rural Ireland and it too had many who were undoubtedly prepared to travel for
work permanently or on a temporary basis. Ireland and particularly Dublin would
have been very accessible to these migrant workers and there were regular ships from
the region to the capital. This can be seen in 1669 when a young woman, Alice
Walker, spent seven weeks in Ireland, possibly as a harvester before returning home
to the Chester area.’*® The presence of migrants from north west England is
evidenced in several sources and was broad based and significant. Many apprentices

moved to Dublin, from that region.'*®

A significant number of migrants enfranchised
in the city under the act for naturalising Protestant strangers of 1662, were from that
area.'*® The Quaker community in Dublin was mainly comprised of migrants from
Lancashire and Cumbria.**’ There was even a society for Chester men living in the
city in the 1680s.'%®

Wealthy Dublin could have offered many migrants higher wages than
those available in their locality. The surviving records are inadequate but they allow
us to compare Dublin wage rates and those from its hinterland. All the figures used
from Ireland and England in the following discussion are based upon wage rates paid
to those without “diet’. This was a custom where a worker received food and drink in

part payment of their wage. Those wage earners who received ‘diet’” were paid

142 Flatman, ‘Some Inhabitants of the Baronies of Newcastle and Uppercross’, passim.

143 Chester Mayor’s Book (C.C.A., Archives, ZM/L/2/261); Mayor’s military papers (C.C.A.,
ZM/MP/8-16); The second assembly book (C.C.A., ZA/B/76).

144 Church of England, Cheshire Diocese, Consistory court, 1669 (C.C.A, EDC/ 3).

1% Charles Jackson, English goldsmiths and their marks: a history of the goldsmiths and plate-workers
of England, Scotland and Ireland (C.D. Rom. Dublin, Eneclann, 2007), pp 641-4

146 Brian W.Chistmas (ed.),*Some Protestant settlers in Ireland 1665-1710’, in Ir. Geneal., vii (1988),
pp 349-57.

147 |sabel Grubb, The Quakers in Ireland (London, 1928), p. 32; Beryl Eustace and Olive Goodbody
(eds), Quaker Records: abstracts of wills (I.M.C., Dublin, 1953), nos, 7, 16, 25, 36, 101, 110, 118, 153,
181, 188.

148 John Gilbert, A history of Dublin ( 3 vols, Dublin, 1882), ii, 388.
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broadly similar rates to those who did not receive it. In 1614 the difference between
the two types of payment was only one penny a day and the wage rates of those
without diet were typical of the rates of remuneration available to manual and skilled
workers. 1

The documentary evidence would suggest that the pay for a day labourer
without ‘diet” was greater in Dublin than elsewhere in Ireland. Around 1600, a
cleaning lady at Trinity College received more pay per day than a labourer in
Kilkenny.™ In 1604 a labourer could expect to receive between four and six d in

1 In 1615 a labourer in the

Dublin but only four d in the Irish town of Kilkenny.*
Irish capital could expect 6 d but his equivalent in Kilkenny could only expect four d.
In 1622 the rate of pay for a labourer in Bandon was six pence per day in Dublin it
was seven and a half d per day. Dublin even paid higher than Bandon, an area with a
‘high density of English settlers” who would have boosted wage rates in the Cork
town.** Ormond complained of the high wages that he was obliged to pay in the city
in 1668."**William Petty in 1674 claimed that a labourer in Kerry could earn four to
five d a day, whereas in Dublin in this period it was double that sum and a building
labourer could expect twelve d a day. In the 1690s the Irish labourers who worked the
land were described “as little better than slaves’ and worked for a few pence a day. At
this time in Dublin the wage rates of unskilled building workers was twelve d a
day.154

It is more difficult to give an outline of the pay differential between
skilled tradesmen in Dublin and rural Ireland. We only have some evidence from the
early part of the century. The artisans who were building the walls of Bandon around
1600 went on a strike to secure a wage of three d a day, while in Dublin a journeyman

mason could earn eight d a day and a master could earn twelve pence.™®® A master

199 A proclamation set forth by Sir James Carroll (Dublin, 1614), available at E.E.B.O., (http:/eebo.
chadwyck. com.) (6 Jan. 2007); Peter Landert, ‘English population, wages and prices, 1541-1913" in
Journal of Interdisciplinary History, xvl (1985), p. 611.

150 Stubbs, The history of the university of Dublin, p. 25.

31 John Ainsworth (ed.), © Corporation book of the Irishtown of Kilkenny, 1537-1628” in Anal. Hib.,
no. 28 (1979), p. 52; L.M.Cullen, “Wages and comparative development in Ireland, 1578-1778’, in
idem, A. Gibson and T.M. Smout (eds), Comparative aspects of Irish and economic and social history
1600-1900 (Edinburgh, 1987), pp 109-11.

152 Ainsworth (ed.), “The Corporation book of the Irishtown of Kilkenny’, p. 66; Cullen, “Wages and
comparative development in Ireland 1578-1778’, pp 109-11.

153 Ormond to Matthews, 10 Dec. 1661 (Bodl., Carte MS 49, f. 166).

54 Frederick Darcy, ‘Wages of labourers in the Dublin in the Dublin building industry 1667-1918” in
Saothar, xiv (1989), pp 17-32.

1% Anc. rec. Dub., iii, 66.
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carpenter in Kilkenny could earn six d for a day’s work in 1615; in Dublin a carpenter
could expect to be paid sixteen d a day.**® Unfortunately, it is difficult to offer a fuller
comparison in the daily rates between Dublin and other Irish craftsmen, due to the
paucity of the sources.

As a capital city the cost of living was much higher in urban Dublin than rural
Ireland.™” This may have meant that after paying for various expenses, especially
food, a migrant was poorer, in real terms, than in his native place. This could have
been a disincentive for migrants to settle in the city. Yet, as Cullen has shown, real
wages, that is the amount of consumables and goods a wage earner could buy with his
earnings, remained quite high. This he achieved by estimating how much bread, the
main food staple, a waged worker could afford, by the amount of ounces of wheaten
bread he or she could purchase with their earnings.**® For the majority of people, food
was the main item of expenditure and its price determined the standard of living of the
waged workforce in Dublin, as it did in cities like York.™ In the Irish capital the
‘money wages’ a worker received, usually translated into an adequate ‘real wage’.
However, it must be noted that there were often prolonged periods when a wage
earner in the city could barely afford their daily sustenance, during periods of
recession and economic downturn as in the 1690s*®. Overall, the ‘real wages’ in the
city were high and show an improvement upon those received by late sixteenth-
century labourers in the city and often higher than those paid to manual workers in
the eighteenth century.*®

Of course, not only Irish migrants migrated to the city, many English natives
settled in Dublin. If we compare English and Dublin wage rates, however, it would
appear that there was little economic incentive for unskilled and manual workers to
emigrate to the Irish capital, apart from the possibility of better chances of finding
employment. They could obtain similar wages in local urban centres, even in the

relatively underdeveloped north west of England, as indicated in the table below.

156 Ainsworth (ed.),“Corporation book of the Irish town of Kilkenny’, p. 65; A proclamation set forth by
sir James Carroll (Dublin, 1614), p. 1.

57 Barnaby Rich, A new description of Ireland, p. 25; Cal. S.P. Ire.,1667-9, p. 108; Ormond to
Matthews 10 Dec. 1668 (Bodl., Carte MS 219, f. 16).

158 Cullen, ‘Wages and comparative development in Ireland, 1565-1780°, pp 107-8.

19 D.M. Woodward, The determination of wage rates in the early modern north of England’ in E.H.R.
xlvii (1994), pp 21, 23.

1% Anc. rec. Dub., vi, 91, 170, 179.

181 Cullen, ‘Wages and comparative development in Ireland, 1565-1780°, pp 107-8.
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Daily wages of labourers in Dublin and the North West of England, table 1.18

Carlise Kendall Chester Dublin
1600-9 8d 6 to 8d 6d 6to7.5d
1610-9 7 to 9d 6 to 8d 8d 6 to 8d
1620-9 8 to 9d 7 to 8d 7to9d 7 to 8d
1630-9 8d 7 to 8d 8to9d 6to7d
1640-9 8d n/a 8d 8to9d
1650-9 8d 8 to 10d 8d 8.5to9d
1660-9 8to11d 8 to 10d 8d 9to 10d
1670-9 9to12d 10d 8tolld 10to 11d
1680-9 10to 12d 10to 12d 9tol2d 11-11.5d
1690-9 9to12d 10d 10d-12d 10- 11d

Source: Cullen, “Wages and comparative development in Ireland, 1565- 1780’ pp107-8; Woodward,
“The determination of wage rates in the early modern north of England’, p. 23; Anc. rec. Dub., iii, 66.

Yet if we compare the ‘real wages’, available to migrants in Dublin to those paid
elsewhere in England, it seems that the city offered quite competitive and attractive
rates, particularly in the period between 1600 and 1660 when English workers real
wages were acutely and even historically low.

For English migrants with some recognised trade or skill there are
indications that Dublin could be an attractive option. All we possess are the rates of
pay, again without food, for skilled building workers for Dublin and these are mostly
from after 1660. If we compare them to pay rates for skilled building workers in
northern England and in the southern part of that island, we see that the rates of pay in
Dublin were quite attractive, particularly after 1660 (see table below). They were
generally higher than those paid in the north of England and similar to those paid in
the south. Furthermore, as we have seen, the real wages available in the Irish capital,
based upon the quantity of wheaten bread they could buy, were quite high and
generally higher than England. The monetary and real wages for skilled workers were

enough to lure many migrants from England to the Irish capital.

192 \Woodward, ‘The determination of wage rates in the early modern north of England’, p. 23.
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Wages for craftsmen in N.W. England and Dublin
per day, table 1.18

Carlise Kendall ~ Chester Dublin
1610-9 10-12d 10-14d 12d-15d 16d
1660-70 18-19d 12d-18d  14-18d 24d
1670-80 18-20d 14d-18d  13-18d 24d
1680-90 16d-19d  14d-16d  12d-16d 24d
1690-1700 n/a 16-18d 14d 24d

Source: Woodward, ‘The determination of wage rates in the early modern north of England’, p. 23;
Cullen, “Wages and comparative development in Ireland, 1565- 1780 pp 107-8; Darcy, ‘The wages of
skilled building workers’, pp 3-12

The generally higher wage rates acted as a real incentive for migrants to move
to the Irish capital. Undoubtedly, other economic factors tempted migrants from a
wide area to Dublin. Some came to the city tempted by low prices for land in its
hinterland. Others may have found a good price for their skills and goods in the city’s
economy.*®® However a crude picture emerges, from the wage rates discussed above,
that suggests that the ‘invisible hand’ of the market drew people from the hinterland
into the city, enticed by higher wage rates and better economic opportunities, as was
the case in the city of York.'®*
The mayor and the aldermanic bench may have generally let the
market provide the city with an adequate supply of labour. Yet the civic elite did
intervene in the economy to ensure there was a ready supply of labour, both skilled
and unskilled, to meet the urban economy’s needs. Under law, the aldermanic elite as
magistrates of labour could set the wage rates and terms of employment for workers
in the city.’® As magistrates for labour, they could insist that servants be bound to
their master. This was done to ensure that employers in the city did not lose their
work force. Dublin merchants like other Irish entrepreneurs were involved in the

growing Atlantic economy.'®® Dublin traders even after the Navigation Acts made it

163 Canny, Making Ireland, British, p. 365; Deposition of James Hoole, 4 Oct. 1642 (T.C.D., MS 810, f.
136).

164 Galley, ‘A model of early modern urban demography”’, p. 460.

165 Bolton, A Justice of the Peace for Ireland, p. 34; Anc. rec. Dub., iv, 211.

166 John Truxes, Irish-American trade, 1660-1783 (Cambridge, 1998), pp 3-4, 255-8.
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difficult for Irish traders to operate in areas like the West Indies.*®” A Richard
Kennedy was sending indentured servants and commodities to Barbados, in the
1660s.*® By 1674, so many servants seem to have left for the West Indies that it
alarmed the municipal authorities. The civic elite were concerned that if so many
servants departed the city there could be labour shortages. The mayor and the
common council intervened by declaring that servants adhere to an indenture drawn
up in the thosel. An indenture as a legal document would have tied the servant to his
master and the enforcement of such a policy would have maintained an adequate
labour force in the city.*®

There are several instances of the patricians of Dublin intervening in the
labour market. In the early 1600s the common council licensed workmen to come into
the city to work, as local builders were leaving for work in the country and this was
pushing up prices.’”® The mayor issued a proclamation that set the wage rates for
various occupations for particular labourers and those involved in the building
industry, such as pavers in 1614. Significantly the rates of pay were seasonal in that
the pay from ¢ 17" March to Michaelmas’ was highest. For example, a common
labourer without “diet” or food provided by his employer earned eight pence a day in
this period and seven d a day for the rest of the year.*”* The significance of this is that
the months with the highest pay correspond to a rise in the demand for agricultural
labour and indicates that the patriciate sought to ensure that the city had a ready
supply of manual workers. The city had to compete for labour, as much of the work in
the city itself was seasonal. The building trade and the port were busiest during the
summer and early autumn. Good weather allowed more building work to proceed and
there were more ships crossing the Irish Sea in the summer months.*’ Yet, this was
when there was a demand for harvesters in the countryside. This variation in sums
payable to labourers also gives an impression that there may have been seasonal
migration to the city in summer when the wage rates were highest and when work was

freely available. The patricians authorised employers to pay more to labourers and

187 In the 1660s, Dublin merchants traded with Spanish merchants in the Canary Islands, who then
transported Irish foodstuffs, stockings and linen to Spanish America, see: Documents relating to the
case of Canary’s Company, 1666 (Cal. S.P. Ire., 1666-9, pp 568-70, 596).

168 petition of Robert Kennedy, 29 July 1662 (Bodl., Carte MS 154, f. 181).

19" Anc. rec. Dub., v, 104, 199.

% Ibid, ii, 396.

1 A proclamation set forth by Sir James Carroll (Dublin, 1613), p.2.

172 Darcy, ‘Wages of labourers in the Dublin building industry’, pp 17-19.
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others in the summer to ensure that the city did not lose members of its workforce,
when agricultural work was readily available in rural Ireland.'” That the patriciate
sought to achieve this by higher rates of pay suggests that the civic elite were aware
that market forces could furnish the city with an adequate work force.

The theory that market forces determined flows of migrants to service
the urban economy is faced with one great difficulty: the regulation of the urban
economy by the guilds. These monopolies and other economic privileges associated
with the city could have greatly affected the flow of migrants and their reception in
the city by the political and economic elite, the Dublin patriciate.!™ The patricians, as
we have seen earlier, were ever-vigilant in the defence of the guilds in the face of
threats to their monopolies. This defence of traditional guild privileges by the
aldermanic bench usually involved it in, at times, heated disputes with outsiders and
newcomers to Dublin. The patricians were involved in a series of actions against
Dutch factors and merchants in the early seventeenth century to protect the merchant
guild.'”®> The Dublin elite’s commitment to the guilds’ economic right could have
made the city a very unwelcome place for migrants and one where it was very
difficult to practise a trade or engage in commerce freely.

Much of the urban economy did come under the scope of the fraternities.
Over the course of the century the number of guilds in the city grew and more
occupations and activities in the city’s economy became regulated. In 1600 there were
only eight corporations, but by 1700 there were twenty- four, many of these having

176 \Whole sectors of the urban

been created only in the latter part of the century.
economy were open to all-comers and effectively deregulated. An immigrant could
seek work without official harassment in economic activities not regulated by the
guilds. Work at the city’s port appears to have been open to anyone, even recent
arrivals.’”” To work in any unskilled activity was usually open to all migrants. Many
skilled activities were also outside the control of the guilds. Based upon an analysis of

occupations practised in the sprawling parish of St Michan’s, it seems that a migrant

173 A proclamation set forth by Sir James Carroll (Dublin, 1614).

174 \Webb, The guilds of Dublin, p. 39; Anc. rec. Dub., i, 1-5.

15 Anc. rec. Dub., iii, 117; Rolf Loeber, ‘The reception of foreigners: Dutch merchants in Dublin and
its liberties in the early seventeenth century’ in Dutch Crossings: a journal of Low Countries Studies,
no. 26 (2002), pp 155-68.

176 Gertrude Thrift, Transcripts of guild records (N.A.1., T A., 1235-50); see also appendix 6.

7" Anc. rec. Dub., iv, 211, Regulations for measurers and carriers, 14 Jan. 1678 (Anc. rec. Dub., 579-
82.
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had the opportunity to obtain a variety of employments that were not monopolised by
a guild, such as potter, basket-weaver, gardener, scrivener, rope-maker, comb-maker,
sugar-baker and furrier **®.

We gain an impression of the liberal conditions that awaited many
migrants looking for work or opportunities in the economy of Dublin if we compare it
with the great English regional centre of York. For example, in Dublin’s port, there
were no prohibitions that prevented outsiders from finding employment there. In
York, there were restrictions on who could work at the city’s dock.!”® Natives
received preference in the ‘carrying’ trades such as that of porter and carter in the
English city. There were no such regulations in the Irish city. Some skilled
occupations were also under guild supervision such as potter or basket-weaver in
York that was not the monopoly of any fraternity in Dublin. Accordingly, any
individual could practise them in the capital of Ireland. Even native labourers may
have been privileged in York and some became free of that city as “free labourers’.*®
Yet in Dublin there is no evidence that native labourers were privileged or protected
from the competition from migrants.

This lack of regulation of many of the unskilled or semi-skilled occupations
in Dublin was possibly due in part to the fact that traditionally many Gaelic Irish seem
to have worked at these and the long-established Old English civic elite saw no need
to privilege or protect this group or their economic interests.*®* Whatever the reasons,
many areas of the urban economy were accessible to newcomers, and Dublin seems to
have been a relatively ‘open’ economy compared to other early modern cities.
Without this freedom, the migration to Dublin and its population growth would have
been less marked and dramatic. Newcomers’ ability to access various occupations
permitted many Irish Catholics migrants to settle in the city, technically excluded

from the guilds of Dublin, after 1650. This is evident in that group’s domination of

178 Berry (ed.), Registers.... of St Michan’s, pp 269, 271, 275, 288, 291,293, 295

1% D.M. Palliser, “The guilds of Tudor York’ in Peter Clarke and Paul Slack (eds), Crisis and order in
early modern English towns (London, 1990), p. 134.

180 Francis Collins (ed.), Register of the freemen of the city of York ,1559-1759 (York, 1900), available
at B.H.O., (http://www. british-history.ac.uk/source.) (9 May, 2008), passim.; H.M.C., Ormond, iv,
146.
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the unregulated fishing trade and the marine transport business in the city in the
1690s.'%

There appear to have been an acceptance by the civic elite that some
workers and artisans needed to be imported to provide necessary skills and services
for the urban economy. The mayor as one of the magistrates of labour could “bring in
strangers to work upon an occupation as he shall think expedient’.*®® Occasionally,
the patricians also threatened a fraternity’s monopoly, by ‘opening up the market’ to
outsiders.'® This was done usually in order to secure affordable commodities from
outside the city for the inhabitants of Dublin. In the 1630s, English butchers were
allowed to trade freely in the city, and in 1696, it was ordered that ‘country’ bakers
could work in the city.’® Despite the regulation of the trade and crafts by the
fraternities and the common council in Dublin, the aldermanic bench could be quite
open to certain migrants who could offer the city skills or expertise that could boost
the urban economy. The patricians of Dublin tolerated and even welcomed outsiders
that could contribute in some way to the city’s prosperity. In 1622, the patricians of
Dublin sought to develop the fishing industry in Ringsend. To achieve this it
commanded that the city’s ‘carmen’ or carters were to ‘give three days work’ in the
area. The city’s guilds also were obliged to contribute to a bridge in the district. The
civic elite recognised that for the venture to succeed, the work of outsiders was
required. For example, it allowed fishermen from outside the franchises to work in
Ringsend without having to pay customs. Furthermore, the patricians even interfered
with the coopers’ monopoly in pursuance of their policy. They permitted migrants to
operate under licence to work at the manufacture of barrels during the herring season.
The stated aim of all these developments was ‘for the better encouragement of
merchants and strangers resorting hither’.*¥® This example of the patriciate’s ability to
see the economic benefits of migrants was not unique. Alderman Daniel Bellingham
attempted to attract Dutch migrant cloth-workers to the city to boost the local textile

182 Anon., ‘A list of all the seamen, fishermen, watermen, lightermen, gabbardmen, boatmen, ferrymen
and seafaringmen in the kingdom of Ireland in 1697’ in Philosophical Transactions, xxii (1700), p.
508.

183 Anc rec.Dub., ii, 457.

184 Anc. rec. Dub., iii, 148, 339; vi.,170; Henry Berry (ed.),*Minute book of the corporation of Dublin
known as the ‘Friday book, 1567-1611" in R. I. A. Proc., section ¢, xxx (1912-13), pp 498, 510.
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industry in 1660.*®" These examples clearly show that the patricians were willing to
see the benefits of migrants as contributors to the economy of the city.

These groups of acceptable outsiders all had something in common:
they were skilled in a trade or had some other expertise. The civic leaders welcomed
them, in the belief that they could contribute to the urban economy. It was a common
practice for the civic elite to grant individuals with special skills not already present in
the city the freedom of the city. In particular, traders, artisans and craftsmen were
seen as ‘beneficial to the commonwealth’.*® There was an innate belief among the
elite throughout this period that ‘trade and manufacture’ were the keys to economic
prosperity. Given that there was little concept of economics in this era, this view was
almost unquestioned.'®® This may account for the patricians seeking to invite some
artisans and traders into the city to boost aspects of the urban economy. The influence
of this concept that skilled individuals could enhance trade can be seen in the large
numbers of craftsmen and merchants granted the freedom of the city. The value
placed on these skilled outsiders by the elite is apparent in their being deemed worthy
of the franchise and its privileges as they were thought to be beneficial to the city.
(see chapter.2)

The evidence adduced shows that the elite were content to let market
forces dictate the flow of migrants to the city. The wealthy city in the midst of poverty
could readily attract as much labour as it required. The elite in Dublin were vigorous
in the defence of their economic privileges yet, if a migrant wanted to engage in an
activity outside the guilds’ remit, he or she was perfectly entitled to engage in doing
so without apparent discrimination. The city was also not averse to encouraging
migrants to the city in the interest of its economy. The patricians had a personal
interest in the growing wealth of the city. Individual aldermen often were responsible
for the city’s finances, such as Thady Duffe, who was one of the city’s treasurers in
the early years of the century.’® Skilled newcomers could have contributed to the

187 Barnard, Cromwellian Ireland, p. 92; W.C. Stubbs, ‘The weavers’ guild; the Guild of the Blessed
Virgin Mary, Dublin, 1446-1840’ in R.S.A.l. Jn., xxxv (1919), p. 66.
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(Dublin, 1691), available at E.E.B.O., (http://eebo. chadwyck. com) (28 Jan. 2007), pp 1-2; Anthony
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city’s funds and make the civic elite’s management of the city’s finances easier and
more efficient.’™ These factors created ample opportunities for migrants, at least in
times of peace and plenty.

As we have seen already, there were probably seasonal migrants to the
city and many of these labourers or builders returned home or moved elsewhere to
find work. Even residents of Dublin may have partaken of the pattern of seasonal
migration, leaving during harvest time. The statute of labourers specifically provided
for the punishment of servants and others that leave their employer in corporations to
work for better rates of pay during the yearly gathering of the harvest.'®? The nature
of service in this period was that it was often temporary and only for a specific period
of time: that was usually stated in an indenture, or contract, and these were usually for
a year or two. Many more servants were only ‘servants at will’ and had no
indentures, and were only employed for a very brief period before being forced to
look for employment, elsewhere.’®* The city of Dublin had in all probability a very
mobile population, with people coming and going continually.

The loss of these temporary migrants was of little concern in general to the
patricians of Dublin. The capital was home to other migrants and long-term residents,
whom the civic elite were very eager to retain in their own interest and in the city’s.
These were the privileged freemen of Dublin. Their privileges were related to their
utility to the city. From a practical point of view, they were critical to the well-being
of the capital as, artisans and traders, they generated wealth and they paid taxes to the
municipal treasury. They aided the aldermanic elite’s government in a variety of
ways, from serving as constables, or in the militia, and helping to defend the city in
times of war.'*® Through their membership of the guilds, they were held to form one
of the corporations that composed the town’s corporate body.'*® Even as the city’s
government became more oligarchic in character, the importance attached to the
individual citizen, remained. It can be seen in the freemen’s continued participation in

Dublin’s various civic ceremonies, when citizens marched under their guild banners

91 For a list of the city’s treasurers see: William Monck Mason, ‘Notes towards a history of Dublin’
(D.C.A., MS 66, ii, pp 40- 45).

192 Bolton, A Justice of the Peace for Ireland, p. 101.

1% Ipid., p. 56; Anc rec. Dub., v, 221.
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19 Jacqueline Hill, ‘Corporatist ideology and practice in Ireland, 1660-1800 in S.J. Connolly (ed.),
Political ideas in eighteenth century Ireland (Dublin, 2000), p. 65.
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and in distinctive clothing, all designed to demonstrate their position and status in the
city.’ All early modern societies were conceived of as hierarchies. The order of
citizen was deemed crucial in the organisation of the city and for its flourishing and
stability. Citizens formed a key component in the society. They were the base upon
which the patriciate rested its power and its government of the city.*®

Traditionally, the citizen-body was a minority within the city’s general
population. It basically represented many of the well-to do and middling class in the
city of Dublin. In the seventeenth century it is difficult to estimate the size of this
group. By the early 1630s it seems that the citizen body was outnumbered by the
number of non-citizens.'*® In 1642, citizens and their wives numbered almost 8,000.
This was out of a total population of between twenty and thirty thousand.?® This
would suggest that the male citizens, the most important political and economic body
in the city, may have accounted for only approximately one sixth of the population.
This important group was small and the loss of any member or potential members
could have had a significant impact on the elite and its successful government of the
city and civic privileges. For fewer than 10,000 freemen and women received the
franchise throughout the entire century. The need to replenish this central component
of urban society may have greatly influenced the elite’s approach to newcomers.

The loss of enfranchised Dubliners raised acute problems for the elite. As a
relatively affluent group, their wealth may have protected them to an extent from the
diseases and epidemics that swept the Irish capital. They may have enjoyed a higher
standard of hygiene and nutrition, factors that may have made citizens less prone to
sickness in the city, while more may have fled the city during the recurring

epidemics.”®*

Yet it seems likely that many citizens did succumb to disease and death
in the city. Unfortunately, the existing records are inadequate for a thorough
presentation of the citizen’s body’s demographic profile. Yet it seems likely that the
children of citizens were as vulnerable to other inhabitants to the city’s endemic

diseases. For an example, only three of Alderman Anthony Sharpe’s twelve children

97 Anc. rec. Dub., ii, 492-6, iii, 105, 112, 208; Hill, ‘Corporatist ideology and practice in Ireland, 1660-
18007, pp 67, 72, 77.
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lived to adulthood.?®> An impression of the high death rate among citizens’ children
can be presented in the numbers of children of freemen who were enfranchised by
right of birth. Those admitted as citizens by ‘birth’ accounted for only 1338 out of a
total of 9870 new freemen and women enfranchised in the seventeenth century
Indeed, the numbers of those claiming their citizenship by right of birth decreased
over the century. This low figure may in part be due to high deaths rates among the

sons and daughters of freemen.

Nos of citizens enfranchised by births

Table 1.19

1599-1600 160
1610-9 185
1620-9 166
1630-9 234
1640-9 81
1650-9 59
1660-9 140
1670-9 81
1680-9 178
1690-9 54
Total 1338
Source: Anc. recs. Dub, ii; iii; passim; Abstracts of freemen of Dublin, 1574-1774, compiled by

Gertrude Thrift (D.C.A., Thrifts abstracts MSS 71-4).

These figures would suggest that the citizen body could not replenish itself and
that there were insufficient children of citizens to follow in the footsteps of their
father’s and assume the onerous responsibilities of the “free’.

There were other factors apart from these at work among the citizenry that
prompted the elite to accept the need to co-opt outsiders into the privileges of the
‘free’. The evidence indicates that the city did in general lose considerable numbers of
citizens and members of the urban elite due to emigration from the city, or withdrawal
from civic life. During the plagues of 1603-5 and 1650-2, the common council
threatened to disfranchise those citizens who left the city in its time of need.?®® Even
in periods of peace and economic stability there seems to have been a persistent

problem with citizens leaving the city. This occurred, despite the fact that by law all

292 Grubb, The Quakers in Ireland, p. 34.
2% Anc. rec. Dub.., ii., 519; iv., p.7.
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freemen of a city had to reside ‘in the city where he received his freedom’. %* The
best records of this problem facing the patricians are to do with cases of aldermen and
common councillors being absent from their duties.?®® The aldermen took a special
oath to serve the city and their residence in the borough was critical if they were to
succeed in their duties. Yet there were frequent references in the municipal records
concerning aldermen and common councillors being absent and neglecting their
duties. This problem of absent aldermen and others occurred throughout the century
and may have posed problems for the civic administration, for example, in finding
suitable recruits for civic offices.?®® Guild records also show a concern with brothers
leaving the city and abandoning their obligations to the guild, especially as they did
not pay their quarterage or membership fee. A bye-law of the merchant guild warned
that “any brother absent for a year would be disfranchised’®®’. The guild of St Luke
ordered that all members who left the city had to have a licence to leave and still had
to pay their dues to the fraternity. Despite these ordinances, the evidence indicates
that there were plenty of examples of members simply leaving the city and reneging
on their duties as citizens and guild brother.?%®

The labouring and servant class were quite mobile and it seems that
tradesmen and merchants from Dublin were migrating elsewhere permanently or
temporarily throughout the century. In 1605 the common council complained of
citizens who were masons and bricklayers and others leaving the city to work
elsewhere in the summer.?* Skilled workers could also simply move somewhere else
for a variety of reasons, and they often took their whole household with them
including their servants or apprentices. Many of the freemen of the city were
journeymen and they were by definition a mobile group, many of whom would have
left the city and established themselves as independent craftsmen or traders’
elsewhere in Ireland or beyond. This is likely to have been the case with Dublin
smith, Peter Kirkber, who left the city and established himself in Belturbet, County

204 Ipid., i, 278; Royal commission to inquire into municipal corporations, Ireland,1835, p. 15. H.C.
1836 (24), v, 83.

25D C.A., MS 44, p. 23.

206 Many citizens even paid fines to avoid holding a civic office: Anc. rec. Dub., iii, 26, 73, 195, iv,
124, 156; vi, 76; D.C.A., MS 44, pp 49, 132.

27D.C.A., MS 78, pp 18, 82

2% Charters and documents of the Dublin corporation of cutlers, painter-stainers and stationers, also of
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Cavan, in the late 1630s.%° Others may have left Ireland altogether, and applied for
citizenship of English boroughs. In the 1690s several Dublin journeymen petitioned
for the freedom of the city of Chester and paid substantial sums for their
enfranchisement.?!* Skilled individuals like Thomas White, a silversmith, would have
been in great demand. White after completing his apprenticeship in Dublin, instead of
seeking the city’s franchise he established himself first in Limerick and eventually in
London in the 1690s.%*

Another factor that may have encouraged intra-urban mobility in this period
was that many traders or craftsmen were also entitled to the freedom of more than one
corporation in the British Isles. For example, the tailor, Hugh Dodd, from Chester
was entitled to the freedom of that city by birth and apparently the freedom of Dublin
by right of having served an apprenticeship with a freeman in the Irish capital.?** The
entitlement to privileges in more than one borough may have seen many migrants
who became free of the city of Dublin seek to settle only on a trial basis, before
eventually returning home. In times of war or recession, migrants or their sons’ right
to claim civic privileges elsewhere may have induced some to leave the city. This
may have been the case with William Bladden, who left the city in the 1640s, to claim
his right as a citizen of London, a privilege Bladden was entitled to, as his father,
William senior, had received the freedom of the English capital, before he had
immigrated to Dublin.**

One of the prime reasons for this mobility that resulted in citizens
disengaging from the city lay in the patricians and other prominent citizens investing
in land outside Dublin and subsequently becoming gentrified. Since the elite were the
wealthiest group in the city it was only natural for them to seek investment
opportunities elsewhere and land was the obvious choice.?*® It was not only a secure
investment but it also brought social prestige. An affluent citizen with land could
soon become recognised as a member of the gentry. In Ireland, it may have been

219 |pid., iii, 145; Richard Greaves, Anthony Sharpe and the community of Friends: Dublin’s merchant
Quaker,1653-1707 (Stanford, 1998), p. 29; Mary Hickson (ed.), Ireland in the seventeenth century, or
the Irish Massacres of 1641-2 (2 vols, London, 1884), i, 303.

211 Chester’s Mayor’s book 1688-90 (C.C.A., ZA/45b/45-46).

212 Commons’ jn., (13 Jan. 1697), ix.

213 City of Chester Assembly (C.C.A. ZA/F/7/38)

24 Gilbert, A history of Dublin, i, 12; Mary Pollard, A dictionary of members of the Dublin book trade,
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especially prevalent as one commentator noted that land was so cheap that there was
in his eyes a worrying tendency of the merchants of the cities to abandon their
business in the cities as a result.?*® There are many instances of wealthy aldermen and
other members of the civic elite investing elsewhere in land as the case of former
mayors of the city, William Dongan and Thomas Wakefield.?!" These men usually
began to accumulate land and investments outside the city even before they were
elected to the bench of aldermen and probably continued the process during their
terms of office as was the case with Derrick Huiberts, who had land and interest in
fisheries in County Dublin, in the 1630s and 1640s.%'®

This practice seems to have led to a gradual withdrawal of aldermen from the
city to conduct their own affairs in the countryside. The common council and the
aldermanic table seem to have recognised this and introduced several apparent
concessions to ensure that leading citizens could still contribute to the city. From the
early seventeenth century, aldermen were given a dispensation to attend to their affairs

only on given days.?*°

After 1660 it was common for aldermen and prominent chief
civic officials to be granted a licence to leave the city for England or elsewhere in
Ireland. Patricians like Enoch Reader were granted a ‘licence for three months’ to
temporarily move out of the city to pursue their business elsewhere. This allowed
aldermen to pursue interests outside Dublin and still serve on the aldermanic bench.??°
Despite the real problems caused to the city by the patricians’ and other citizens’
involvement in their investments outside the city, the most detrimental aspect of this
phenomenon for the citizen body was the probable loss of their sons to city. The move
to land coupled with a strategic marriage could earn a merchant’s son the distinction
of being respected as a gentleman. Indeed social ascent could be quite rapid as in the
case of John Dongan, a former mayor, whose first son and heir became a baronet.?*
Because of such practices, many sons of the elite did not become freemen of the city.
This practice of withdrawal from the city was not exclusive to the elite: even

moderately successful citizens who were artisans and merchants were investing in

218 Harris, Remarks upon the trade of England and Ireland, p. 28.

21T Anon., An abstract of all the persons claiming as innocents in the city and county of Dublin
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land from the income they earned in the city, as investments or to supplement their
earnings. Even recent migrants to the city soon began to buy up land in the county of
Dublin or in the city’s hinterland, or engaged in commercial activities outside the
city’s limits, like William Coventry, a migrant from Chester.???> The extent of this
phenomenon is apparent in the claims of individuals from Dublin for lands and houses

223 gyceessful

in the city’s hinterland before the court of claims in the 1660s.
individuals, such as the goldsmith, Nathaniel Stoughton, may have moved to their
investments outside the city and became yeomen farmers, or left to pursue their

business interests elsewhere, and did not contribute to the city.?*

A few soon joined
the ranks of the gentry, as in the case of John Allen, an Englishman, who became a
citizen and later purchased a large estate in County Dublin.?®® Some English migrants
who became citizens of Dublin purchased land in England and eventually returned to

their investments there, such as the Quaker, John Stevens.??®

Again, like their peers,
the aldermen, many of these citizens’ sons did not become freemen and devoted their
interest to their inheritances in the hinterland. For the citizen body the effect of this
process probably had longer-term consequences and resulted in a possible shortage of
suitable candidates for civic offices and the freedom of the city, and a need to enlist
outsiders from outside to the citizen body.

It was not only individual citizens’ upward social mobility that
depleted the citizen body. Another factor that potentially had consequences for the
city elite was the downward mobility of individual citizens. The urban economy was a
highly competitive one with frequent business failures and with ill-health or even bad
luck ruining whole families. As the urban economy became increasingly commercial
and competitive over the century, it may have been an increasing phenomenon. The
families of several prominent aldermen eventually fell into near destitution and lost
their economic and social status. A case in point was that of the former mayor, Lewis

Desmyneres, whose impoverished heirs had to petition the common council for
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charity.””’ Common citizens were affected in a similar fashion, especially during the
often severe economic crises caused by harvest failures and these individuals may
have become impoverished. Some received appointments to paid positions in the city
as a way of alleviating their poverty, such as Edward Orton, a ‘decayed merchant’,
who was appointed a gaoler in Newgate prison in 1604.%% The heavy responsibilities
of being a citizen pushed some into poverty. In 1657 an apothecary, Henry Bollart,
lent the city a considerable sum for a banquet to honour Lord Henry Cromwell. After
the Restoration, the patriciate failed to repay the loan, as they were probably
embarrassed, by then, of having honoured Cromwell’s son. As a result, Bollart grew
indebted and he apparently died leaving his widow ‘near ruined’.””® Because of this
downward social mobility, many citizens may not have been able to pay the civic
taxes or take office in the city.”® They may even have become a burden on their
community and ended their days living in one of the almshouse administered by their
parish or guild.?* Although these citizens remained in the city, they could no longer
fulfil any of the responsibilities of a citizen and new recruits were necessary to fulfil
the responsibilities of a freeman or woman.

Warfare scarred seventeenth century Ireland. The city of Dublin did
not escape these traumas. The dislocations caused by the fighting and the cost of
maintaining and quartering the royal army during these conflicts could be
devastating.>*?The various wars, especially the conflict of the 1640s, had a
detrimental effect on the citizen body. Firstly, the wars brought financial disaster to
many freemen and women of the city. They disrupted trade and curtailed commerce,
this led to many privations and the loss of many small and not so small businesses and
with these losses, there was often a loss of status. Those impoverished by conflict
were often only citizens in name and were unable to contribute anything directly or
indirectly to the city. An unknown number left during the wars, as one observer noted
in 1643, they ‘daily break up house and scatter their families’.?*® The lawlessness

occasioned by the conflicts could be just as destructive to the citizen body. Many
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merchants, such as Thomas Clane who were citizens or potential freemen saw their
enterprises ruined by plundering soldiers or pirates.?®* More freemen saw their
investments in lands ruined by the depredations of soldiers. Indeed during the 1640s
Ormond had to offer his protection to many inhabitants of County Dublin, including
prominent individuals like William Fitzwilliam, from the soldiers of the king. **°

The citizen body was decimated by the loss of freemen killed during the

236

conflict or who died of the plague or famine.“> Many more citizens became outlaws

as rebels or disenfranchised during the years of conflict. The majority of these fled the

city and often went into exile.”®

An unknown number of citizens migrated elsewhere
and even became free of other cities. Many freemen of Dublin may have been among
the “Irish and others’ enfranchised in royalist Chester during the civil wars.?® The
early 1650s saw the transplantation of many Dubliners to Connacht, including an
unknown number of Dublin’s old citizen-body, who were especially targeted by the
commonwealth government.”®® The successive loss of so many freemen or their
impoverishment would have created a demand for new citizens after the various war
years and possibly long after, as is evident in the aftermath of the mid-century
wars.

The physical and social mobility, either upwards or downwards, of
the elite and of individuals from the general citizen body, resulted in the loss of
citizens and potential freemen to the city of Dublin. One of the main strengths of the
city was the commitment and dedication of its citizens, of all social ranks to Dublin
and its welfare. The loss of citizens and the refusal of others qualified to become
citizens would have greatly weakened the city and sapped the strength of the guilds
and indeed the aldermanic elite itself. It would have made filling some of the civic
offices problematic, as there were fewer potential candidates able to assume the
responsibility of being an officeholder. To ensure the continuing vigour of the city,

the patricians may have adopted, if not a welcoming approach to newcomers, at least
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a pragmatic one and were willing to offer the citizenship to those who it was thought
were worthy of the privilege and capable of sustaining its burden.

The social, demographic and economic conditions in early modern
Dublin led to a need for migrants. The city’s governors’ response was one that was
largely tolerant of newcomers. There was no great overall migration policy and in
general, the civic elite did not restrict or monitor immigrants as in York.?*" This
mobility in labour, skills and capital was to the benefit of a city. Without the
contribution of these migrants, the city would not have experienced the economic and
demographic progress that occurred in this century. The demographic deficit
occasioned by the city’s high death rates was less acute as the urban economy and the
city’s other attractions could draw migrants from its hinterland and even beyond
Ireland. However, this is not to suggest a liberal approach on the part of the
authorities to outsiders and their acceptance that individual enterprise would benefit
the city. Rather it signifies that their reception of outsiders was conditioned by other
priorities.

In civic ceremonies such as the ‘riding of the franchises’ the city was
designated as a privileged space.?*? The defence and expansion of the privileges of
the city in all its forms, economic, political and social were the chief concern of the
elite. The patricians’ attitude to outsiders was naturally influenced by this
preoccupation. The principal behind the patricians’ reception of immigrants was these
newcomers perceived impact on the city’s privileges and those who were privileged.
If those who came to the city did not interfere directly or indirectly with the
traditional rights and powers of the city they caused little concern. If they could
possibly contribute to the city’s welfare and upkeep and hence its privileges, they
were welcomed. If they endangered or challenged these liberties and rights, they were

to be excluded or punished.

2! Chris Galley, ‘A model of early modern demography’, pp 448-9.
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Chapter 2
The patriciate, migrants and the freedom of the city, 1600-92

This chapter will investigate the relationship between the governors of
Dublin and those migrants who obtained the franchise of the city. The aim will be to
illustrate the urban elite’s attitude towards these outsiders, and to discern their
probable policy towards them and the possible reasons for their admittance to the
privileges of the citizen body. It will also attempt to examine the problems, if any, of
integrating these new citizens into the ranks of the Dublin citizenry. To present a
coherent picture of the process and to understand the issues involved in the election of
newcomers to the freedom of the city, it will be necessary to discuss these migrants to
the city in general, and then to assess those who became citizens, according to the
long established means of becoming “free of the city’. The recognised entitlements to
the citizenship of Dublin were by right of birth, marriage, fine, or special grace. Those
migrants that became freemen by the right of service, who served seven years as an
apprentice to a citizen, will be investigated in a following chapter.

During the seventeenth century, there was a significant influx of
migrants into Dublin and a corresponding growth in population. Those who obtained
their freedom by fine, marriage or special grace were part of this influx into the Irish
capital. Yet they probably represented only a small proportion of all the immigrants in
the city. New citizens enfranchised by the fine and special grace and marriage and
numbered approximately just under 3800.

Numbers enfranchised as citizens of Dublin, 1600-99, Table 2.1

Entitlement No.

Birth 1338
Fine and special grace 3728
Marriage 168
Act of parliament 891
French Protestant 131
Service 3640
Total 9896

Source; Anc. rec. Dub., i, iii, iv, passim; Abstracts of freemen of Dublin, compiled by Thrift, passim.
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The vast majority of those enfranchised were merchants or
artisans. Even the many gentlemen enfranchised as citizens were active in trade as
merchants, such as Peter Sam, who was in business in the city in the 1620s. Another
example of this phenomenon was Robert Kennedy, a Scottish gentleman who worked
as a factor in the city in the early 1640s.! Generally, no occupation in the metropolitan
capital’s diverse urban economy was barred to these newcomers. One of the prime
concerns of the Dublin magistrates was the administration of the urban economy. The
elite of Dublin and elsewhere in Ireland held an almost unquestioned assumption that
the activities of traders and artisans would automatically boost the economy.
Government policies and individuals® treatises on the condition of Ireland seem to
indicate that this was axiomatic.”? The enfranchisement of skilled and successful
migrants was considered as a necessity, to enhance and develop the urban economy.
The privileges of the citizenship were reserved for those who could contribute to the
city.® Their admission to the franchise was part of a reciprocal arrangement, in which,
in return for certain rights and exemptions in the city, new citizens were, through their
skills and efforts to generate wealth, generally to add to the ‘flourishing state of the
commonwealth’.* This wealth creation in turn was central to the relationship between
the corporation and the government. The government granted corporations such as
Dublin privileges, in the expectation, they would generate trade and that this would
benefit the royal revenues.”

Those who petitioned for their freedom were not probably recent arrivals
to the city; rather they were already well established in Dublin society. To become a
citizen, one had to be a resident of an incorporated borough like Dublin by statute
law.® Many of those who came in by fine, purchasing their citizenship, were long-
term residents. John Allen, a successful builder, who arrived in the city in the early
1600s, was sworn a freeman only in 1630.” Another example of this is Giles Rawlins,
a gentleman, who appealed for his freedom in 1648 after ‘eighteen years residence in

! Anc. rec. Dub., ii, 201; Deposition of Robert Kennedie esq., 12 June 1642 (T.C.D., MS 809, f. 290).
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the city’.® Some, who received their freedom, may have been recent migrants,
especially in the difficult early 1650s when the exhausted city desperately required
new citizens.® Overall, it seems that the majority of those who secured access to the
franchise were people who had established themselves in the city, drawn by economic
forces, and the granting of their freedom was often the final stage in the settlement of
these migrants in the city.

The continuous flow of migrants admitted into the city’s franchise from
the hinterlands, as indicated by the admission rolls, may ‘betoken an anxiety on the
part of the corporation to maintain population levels’ in Dublin.® Yet whether those
welcomed to the city and admitted as freemen or women were deliberately chosen by
the Dublin patriciate, as part of a consistent policy to replenish the pool of citizens is
difficult to prove, though it seems unlikely. After the plague of 1603-5 there was no
discernable rise in the level of those enfranchised, indicating no attempt to replace the
dead citizens by admitting outsiders.** By contrast there was such an attempt in the
aftermath of the plague of 1649-52.%2 It seems possible that the city’s demographic
regime was influential in the admission of newcomers, even though there was
probably no direct policy on the part of the patriciate to replace the high numbers who
died in the city’s unsanitary environment. Rather the demographic conditions in the
city created opportunities for outsiders to obtain business opportunities and marriage
partners which otherwise would have been denied to them, thereby allowing them to
qualify for the citizenship. The city’s patricians accepted them on an individual basis
rather than as part of any grand strategy regarding migrants.

The motivations for so many migrants, from so many backgrounds and
with so many differing occupations, to seek to become ‘free’ of the city are hard to
determine. However, the records reveal to us bye-laws and customs that discriminated
in favour of the citizen at the expense of the non-citizen. These perhaps can indicate
the attractions for newcomers of attaining the citizenship. The citizen was described

as being “free’ of the city."® This liberty can be viewed as a negative and a positive

® Freedom beseech of Giles Rawlins, gentleman, 1648 (D.C.A., Fr/B/1648, no. 19).

% Anc. rec. Dub., iv, 2-3, 17.

19| ennon, The lords of Dublin, p. 31; Anthony Sheehan, ‘Irish towns in a period of change, 1560-
1630’, in Ciaran Brady and Raymond Gillespie (eds), Natives and newcomers: the making of Irish
colonial society,1534-1641 (Suffolk, 1985), p. 106.

' Anc. rec. Dub., ii, 420, 435- 512, 538-40.

2 bid, iv, 2-3, 10-11.

3 D.C.A. Fr/ B/1648, nos, 1-20; Anc. rec. Dub., i, 257, 261; ii, 359, 361.
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freedom; negative in the sense that it released the citizen from certain disabilities, and
positive in that it enabled him or her to advance or improve his position economically
or socially.

The ‘unfree’ were the non-citizens resident in the city and they were
penalised and discriminated against in several ways. Firstly they were denied many
economic opportunities in the city, from admission to the guilds to the right to brew
ale.' If they sought to bring goods into the city for commercial purposes, they were
legally obliged by civic bye-laws to pay duties on these items, such as the three-penny
custom.™ It was not just in the economic sphere that the non-citizen suffered costs
and disabilities. They had to pay more for their children’s education, the ferry across
the Liffey, and even briefly in the 1620s, they had to be certified by an alderman to
secure residency in the city.'® These penalties were still imposed upon them, even
though they were expected to pay civic and parish taxes."’

There were also positive aspects to being free of the city of Dublin. The status
offered the chance to become a brother in a guild and to avail of those organisations’
economic privileges. Freemen may also have received preference in the leasing of city
property, which was a matter decided by the common council.*® For many it was the
path to careers among the paid offices-holders in the city and the clerks of the guilds
who were all required to be freemen.*® Furthermore, the “freedom’ of the city opened
up the prospect for some of a political career within the city, for the senior civic
offices were only open to citizens.?® Then there was the unquantifiable attraction of
the social prestige from being a freeman or a free brother of a guild and citizen, a
distinction expressed in civic and guild ceremonies.”*To obtain the franchise of the
city was a necessity for those who sought to advance either economically or socially
in the city.

Over time it may have been less onerous to work and live as a non-
freeman in the city, especially as some disabilities imposed on non-citizens were

gradually removed. After 1672 non-citizens no longer had to pay more than a citizen

Y Anc. rec., Dub., i, 267; ii, 358, 440; iii, 31-3, 285; Webb, The guilds of Dublin, p. 134.

5 Anc. rec. Dub., i, 3; iii, 253; D.C.A., MS 44, p. 96; Webb, The guilds of Dublin, p.14.

18 Anc. rec. Dub., ii, 252, 469; iii, 117, 187; Webb, The municipal government of Ireland, p. 51.

7 Anc. rec. Dub., ii, 358, 368: iii, 160, 312, 487; Rich, ‘A new description of Ireland’, p. 63.

8 Anc. rec. Dub., i, 5; ii, 333; D.C.A., MS 60, p.15.

9 Anc.rec. Dub., ii, 234, 420; iii., 400-1.

2% 1bid., ii, 467; iii, 487.

21 J.Warburton, J. Whitelaw, Robert Walsh, The history of the city of Dublin (2 vols, London,1818), i,
99-105; Bye laws of the city of Dublin (R.1.A., 12 D 4, pp 13, 47, 88-9, 191); D.C.A., MS 78, p. 25.
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for water, and the ‘unfree’ could freely ply their ‘gabbards’ or craft on the Liffey.?
The growth of the liberties in particular may have rendered the freedom of the city
less pertinent to many newcomers and their chances of economic and social success in
the city.?® Those inhabiting these areas were exempt from guild payments and could
trade and work without guild interference, at least in the eyes of the lords of these
liberties.*

Yet the guilds and civic authorities could obstruct and harass artisans even
in the suburbs and the ‘three-penny custom’ was still being levied by the municipal
authorities restraining the free movement of non-freemen’s goods.”> The advantages
for freemen to be had by ‘close contact with men of political and commercial
influence’ remained strong.?® For migrants to the city with only limited connections to
the city, this must have been appealing. Furthermore, to achieve any sort of high civic
office in the society it was still necessary to become a citizen. This is apparent in the
table below: the higher the office the more likely the holder was to be a citizen,
suggesting that the citizenship was still an asset for those with political or social

ambitions in the city.

Status of civic officers in Dublin, 1684, Table 2.2

Citizen Non-citizen Total
Mayor, J.P.
Recorder 7 0 7
Aldermen 19 2 21
Parish
guardian 12 11 23
Constable 22 36 58

Source: Mary Clarke, “The principal inhabitants of Dublin, 1684’ in Ir. Gen., viii (1990), pp 49-57.

The urban elite concentrated on petitioners for the freedom of the

city to an inordinate degree. They were the subject of constant bye-laws and censures

22 Anc. rec. Dub., iv, 279; vi, 2.

%% |bid., v, 202; “The Cheney Letters 1682-5’ ed. Dudley, pp 97-8.

2 Berry (ed.), ‘The Friday Book’, p 512; Rev. John Robinson (ed.),“Christ Church Cathedral, proctors
accounts, 1689-90" in R.S.A.l. Jn., xxxv (1911), p. 262.

2% Anc. rec. Dub., iv, 42, 337; vi, 135; D.C.A. MS 44, p.162; Robinson (ed.),“Christ Church Cathedral,
proctors accounts, 1689-90°, p. 261.

“® Greaves, Anthony Sharpe, p. 95.
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from the common council and the ruling elite. Issues ranging from the payment of
their entry fines on time, to the correct form of documentation needed to petition for
their freedom were all discussed by the council.?’ To understand the elite’s
preoccupation with candidates for the freedom of the city, it is necessary to grasp its
importance and its exclusive nature. Citizenship was the *basic institution upon which
the early modern urban polity’s economic and political privileges were founded’.®
The freedom of the city was a valuable commaodity to be distributed cautiously by the
Dublin elite among newcomers. To allow it to fall into the wrong hands, or too many,
would have had serious consequences for the city and its institutions and the
established freemen and women. Accordingly, the civic elite hedged about every
entitlement to the franchise with specific restrictions and requirements.?

Apart from these practical concerns, the patriciate may have attempted to
ensure that only candidates of a sufficient calibre were enfranchised as citizens.
Prospective freemen and women may not have solely been judged on their ability to
contribute financially to the city. There seem to have been other criteria required, such
as their demeanour or morals. In 1604 a nephew of a future mayor was told ‘to be
worthy of the status of a citizen’.*® The patriciate bestowed the privileges of a citizen
only on those they deemed worthy of it, for if any individual unworthy of the honour
could have compromised or shamed the citizen body. The concept of honour was
strong in this era and the patricians referred to Dublin as an ‘honourable city’.*! Those
awarded the privileges of the city had to be its honourable representatives and not act
in ways that could lead to its disgrace, or abuse the prerogatives of a citizen, such as
the right to vote in parliamentary elections.®® The patricians insisted upon this as
morality and utility were strongly linked together: those who could contribute to the
city, economically or politically, were the morally sound and ‘honourable’. Only

upright citizens could aid the patriciate in establishing the city as a loyal, prosperous

27 Anc. rec. Dub., ii, 360, 406, 440; iv, 188; Bye laws of the city of Dublin (R.I.A., D 12 4, p. 87).

%8 Merry E. Wiesner, “Political, economic, and legal structures in early modern Europe’ in James B.
Collins and Karen L. Taylor (eds), Early Modern Europe: issues and interpretations (London, 2006),
p. 224,

2 Anc. rec. Dub., ii, 360, 406, 440; iii, 78; iv, 188, 518; v, 103; 471; Webb, The guilds of Dublin, pp
34, 154,

®Anc. rec. Dub., iii, 15, 19; Henry Berry, ‘The Dublin guild of carpenters, millers, masons and heliers
in the sixteenth century’ in R.S.A.l. Jn., xv (1905), p. 325.

* They had to be of ‘honest life and conversation’ see: Anc. rec. Dub., iv, 4.

% Anc. rec. Dub., iii, 69, 180; v, 284; D.C.A., MS 78, pp 30, 32; Friedrichs, The early modern city, p.
220; The bye laws of the city of Dublin (R.1.A., 12 D 4, p. 155).
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and English city, which were important to the civic elite in themselves, but were also
necessary to secure the civic privileges from the crown.

The election of any newcomer to the citizenship of Dublin
began with him or her submitting a freedom beseech, addressed to the corporate body
of the city. Every such plea for admittance to the franchise of the city came before the
chief civic official and the aldermanic bench. These petitions were, according to a
bye-law of the 1580s, to be given to the mayor ‘the day before one of the quarter
assemblies’.** This would have allowed the mayor and the aldermen the opportunity
to scrutinise any application. The town clerk drew up the petition on behalf of the
candidate for admission to the city’s franchise.®* These official documents were
largely formulaic and involved the patriciate and common council considering their
application. The mayor, given his status, had great influence over the success or
failure of any application.®® The aldermen also had a say in the selection of new
citizens but the extent of this influence is unknowable, due to the inadequate
records.*

Traditionally there were two main classes of citizens: those who were
‘free of the city’ but not a guild, and those who were free of the city and a guild.*
Under civic law only citizens could become free of a guild.®® If a guild officer
admitted a new member before he was free of the city, he could be fined or lose the
civic franchise.*® Usually if one wanted to join a guild, a candidate would first be
provisionally accepted by a fraternity and would then proceed to petition the
patricians for his freedom of the city. The guild’s support was important in a
petitioner receiving his citizenship. During the Restoration, the guilds would certify
that a petitioner was a ‘good workman’ and these were probably employed to support

a petition for the freedom of the city.*® Not even the support of a fraternity could

%Anc. rec. Dub., ii, 275; D.C.A., Fr/B/1648, nos,1-32.

% Mary Clarke and Hugh Fitzpatrick, Serving the city: the Dublin city managers and town clerks ( 2™
ed., Dublin, 2006), pp 23-6.

% D.C.A., Fr/B/1648, nos,1-38; ibid., Fr/B/1666, nos, 1-32; ibid., Fr/B/1669, nos, 1-30.

% Anc. rec. Dub, ii, 434; ‘Notes and annals of Robert Ware towards a history of Dublin’ (D.C.A., MS
74, p. 152).

% Royal commission to inquire into municipal corporations, Ireland, 1835, p. 270, H.C. 1836 (24), v,
470.

% Bye laws of the city of Dublin (R.I.A., D12 4, p. 153); Anc. rec. Dub.,v, 154, 341.

¥ Pollard, A Dictionary of members of the Dublin book trade, p. 308; Anc. rec. Dub., v, 342.

“© Henry Seymour Guinness, ‘Dublin trade guilds a collection of his own and other works’ (N.L.1., MS
680, pp 5, 7).
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guarantee that a claimant for the franchise could become a freeman.*! It was only
after becoming free of the city that a freeman was legally able to be sworn a brother
of an individual guild, at one of their ‘swearing in days’ (see appendix 3). In effect
this meant that a guild could only recommend a candidate for the freedom of the city.
The patriciate implemented several civic ordinances relating to the admission of
new citizens. The mayor and aldermen imposed conditions on those who were granted
the citizenship, which were related to these existing civic bye-laws. They laid down
stipulations such as that a prospective freeman could ‘not intrude on any corporation’.
That is a craftsman or trader could only employ himself in the occupation or activity
outlined in his beseeches to be made free of the city. It was illegal for a freeman to
abandon his own calling and begin to ply a different trade. It was feared that such
occupational mobility could have had negative consequences for other citizens’
privileges and livelihood.* In the early 1670s the patricians threatened to fine several
plasterers, who were members of the bricklayers’ guild, to prevent them from working
as painters in the city, which was contrary to the terms of their citizenship.*® Of
particular importance was the political elite’s role in deciding the level of fine a
prospective freeman had to pay to secure his freedom. The freedom beseeches usually
stated that a petitioner ‘would pay the fine their lordships decide’.** The patriciate’s
decision on the amount payable to secure entry to the franchise can be seen in the
freedom beseeches of 1648. The value of the fines fluctuated from 40 shillings in the
case of one Patrick Corry, a baker, to the £10 demanded of John Clane, a merchant.*
This could have resulted in the mayor imposing a high fine on an applicant he deemed
unsuitable or a low fine or even remitting a fine for a suitable but indigent candidate
for the citizenship.*°
The mayor’s and the aldermen’s views and their conditions may
have been vital in the process that elected newcomers to the citizen body, but they
were not the sole authorities in this area. Traditionally the common council, its

membership composed of representatives of the city’s guilds, had some influence over

! In 1683 several stationers and cutlers complained that their petitions for the freedom were being
ignored see: Pollard, A Dictionary of members of the Dublin book trade , pp 108, 227, 308.

*2 Fr/B/1648, nos, 1-32; Anc. rec. Dub., ii, 507; iii, 474; The bye laws of the city of Dublin (R.I.A., 12
D 4, p.19).

“ Anc. rec. Dub., v, 144.
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no. 7.
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the selection process regarding freedom of individuals. On several occasions, the
council seems to have deferred some petitioners’ pleas to be admitted to the franchise.
This occurred in the cases of two clothiers in 1611 and an upholsterer in 1613. These
individuals, although they were “given licence to exercise their trade in the city’, had
to petition again for their freedom.*” In 1672 the common council had to agree to the
patricians’ decision to allow four English Quakers to enter the franchise without
swearing all the necessary oaths.*® These examples suggest that the council ratified
any petition for the freedom of the city. There is even a possibility that the common
council may even have had some power of veto, as they did in later periods.*
However, given the legal authority and social prestige that the civic elite possessed, it
seems likely that if they approved a petition it was generally unlikely to be dismissed
outright by the council.®® For those who sought to become citizens of Dublin, the
patrician class were the main arbiters of their appeal for the freedom of the city.

The influence of the patriciate is underlined by the fact that the mayor and
the sheriffs ‘swore’ in all new freemen and women.* This ‘swearing in’ was
undertaken at a ceremony around every quarter assembly day and took place in the
tholsel hall. It was a ceremonial affair with mayor, sheriffs and masters of the guilds
present. During this ceremony, the new citizen was obliged to kneel before the mayor,
demonstrating his obedience to the civic elite and the city’s laws. The prospective
freeman also had to present arms to the civic officers. In this way, the future citizen
showed his willingness to bear arms for the city, if required. The new freeman also
had to pay fees to the mayor, the sheriff and other officers to secure his freedom.>? If
a candidate for the freedom of the city, even after his petition for the citizenship had
been granted, did not meet specific requirements, such as presenting a weapon to the
mayor, the chief civic officer could refuse to enrol him as a citizen. *3

A significant route for outsiders into the citizen body of Dublin
involved a petitioner for the freedom of the city agreeing to pay an entry fine to secure

“" Anc. rec. Dub., iii, 9, 13, 40.

“® 1bid, v, 12.

*° Royal commission to inquire into municipal corporations, Ireland, 1835, pp 17-18, H.C. 1836 (24),
v, 87.
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government of Ireland, pp 34-36.
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the franchise. Purchasing the freedom of the city was the second most popular way for
an individual to be enfranchised, as we have seen in the table above.

It meant, in effect, that a newcomer could purchase the right to be a citizen.
The majority of new freemen, who purchased their citizenship, are enrolled in the
civic records as earning the privilege ‘by fine’ or by ‘fine and special grace’. The
civic elite employed the term, “special grace’, to indicate that the citizenship was

granted by favour of the patricians and the common council.**

This phrase, used to
describe those who bought the citizenship in the admission rolls, is similar to that
used of another class of entrant, who were enfranchised by right of “special grace and
fine of gloves’ and who only symbolically bought their freedom.> The similarity in
language used to describe the two groups of new citizens confuses the reality that
each obtained the franchise in different ways and they were dissimilar bodies of
people. This section of the chapter will deal with those new citizens of Dublin who
paid for the distinction of the citizenship and its assorted privileges.

To purchase the right to elevation to the ranks of the citizen body was not
new in, or unique to Dublin. This form of admission to the franchise was long
established in the city and was an acknowledged pathway to entitlement to the
citizenship in Limerick and York.”® The criteria for this form of enfranchisement were
laid down in the sixteenth century by the Dublin patriciate. Among the chief of these
was that a petitioner was required to pay, usually a substantial sum, to buy his
freedom. The payment of this entry fine was by law to be paid in full upon entry but
many may have paid it in instalments.>” That person had to possess a recognised trade
and ‘no applicant could practise a trade or craft, already exercised by a citizen’.*® The
last provision was rarely enforced. Those who became free in this manner had the
same political and economic rights as other citizens. Yet, with one important
exception, the apprentices and sons of those who became citizens ‘by fine’ were
obliged to pay for their freedom, unlike those who were free by right of service or

birth, who usually only paid fees to the civic officers for their freedom. >

> Royal commission to inquire into municipal corporations, Ireland, 1835, p.14, H.C. 1836 (24), v, 82.
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Those who sought the freedom ‘by right of fine’ petitioned the
aldermanic elite. They usually asked to be considered ‘by grace especial’ and offered
to pay any reasonable entry fine as the price of their freedom. The mayor and
aldermen give the impression in the 1648 beseeches that they considered each
application individually. This is indicated by the range of financial fines, from 40
shillings to £10, that individual petitioners were required to pay for their freedom.®
Like every other entrant, those who were free of the city ‘by fine’ were dependent on
the goodwill of the urban authorities to receive the privileges of a citizen. There are
several reasons to suppose that to obtain the franchise by fine was not a simple cash
transaction. It seems that several petitioners, who sought to purchase their freedom
had their application deferred and never became citizens, as in the case of the
perfumer, Adam Boyd in 1612, .%* Some of those who secured their admission by fine
may have secured their freedom of the city with the aid of powerful individuals or
even royal letters patent. Andrew Verdon, a stationer from London, seems to have
secured his admission in 1612 with the aid of the latter.®® This is another illustration
that a prospective freeman could not simply buy his freedom, but that his petition for
his freedom was dependent for its success or failure upon broader considerations.

This entitlement to the freedom of the city was particularly
associated with non-residents and immigrants seeking the citizenship.®® In 1612 one
citizen complained that he did not want his son to be “driven to fine like a stranger’.*
During the early 1660s, the common council discussed the practice of purchasing the
citizenship. In this discussion, the common councillors refer to this form of
entitlement to the franchise as the traditional way immigrants obtained the freedom of
the city.®® An analysis of the admission rolls tells us something of the background of
these newcomers who purchased the ‘“liberty’ of Dublin. It shows that the majority of
those enfranchised by fine had names of English origin (see appendix 7.3). This
suggests that the majority of individuals who purchased their freedom were English

immigrants. That they were newcomers is evidenced by the fact that many of their
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surnames appear on the rolls for the first time such as the several Hammons
enfranchised after 1600.°°

Origin of surnames of new citizens by fine, 1600-60,

Table 2.3
Gaelic Irish 95
English 1140
Old English 113
Unknown 33
Total 1381

Source: Abstracts of freemen of Dublin, compiled by Thrift, passim; Edward McLysaght, The
surnames of Ireland (2"° ed. Dublin,1992)

In an age when sea travel was easier, safer and possibly cheaper than that
by land, many English migrants made their way to the city and purchased their
freedom, such as the future lord mayor, John Totty, who was originally from
Chester.®” Once in Dublin, they may have worked and lived in the suburbs for some
time and been among the unfree inhabiting in the city.®® Many of these English
artisans in particular thrived in their adopted home such as the carpenter, John
Bannister, who eventually obtained the citizenship of Dublin by fine.* Some
migrants who purchased their freedom came from far a-field, such as Samuel Dancer,
a stationer from London."™ Significantly, many Europeans also seem to have migrated
to the city and become citizens by ‘fine’. For example, Isaac Ablyn, a French
merchant and Gerald Vanhoven, a Dutch trader, both purchased their freedom of the
city.”* Those who paid a fine for their freedom came from several nationalities,
suggesting that the city had quite a cosmopolitan society in the seventeenth century.’?
(see appendix 6).

% Apstracts of freemen of Dublin, compiled by Thrift, iii, 45.

%7 Gilbert, A history of Dublin, ii, 98.

%8 Anc. rec. Dub., ii, 396.

% Loeber; A biographical dictionary of Irish architects, p. 14; Anc. rec. Dub., iii, 3; For other examples
of this see: Deposition of William Drope, Oct. 1642 (T.C.D., MS 810, f. 193); D.C.A., Fr/B/ 1648, no.
11; Chester Assembly Book, 1636 (ZA/F//46¢/160); Canny, Making Ireland British, pp 364-5.

" pollard, A dictionary of members of the Dublin book trade, p. 62.

™ William Shaw (ed.), Letters of naturalisation and denization for England, Ireland and Scotland, in
the seventeenth century (London, 1894), pp 330, 338.

"2 Ibid., pp 330-9; For a list of some of those enfranchised as citizens and their nationality see appendix
4,
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The surrounding counties of Dublin were in this period increasingly settled by
English and continental migrants. Many of these may have made a ‘secondary
movement” from their initial place of settlement to the city, in order perhaps to find a
larger market for their trade or their goods. This was the case with one migrant,
Tobias Kramer, a German, and who had settled in County Kilkenny, who then moved
to Dublin in the early 1650s.”® Despite the probable preponderance of English names
evident among those who purchased the citizenship, it appears that many apparently
Gaelic and Old English craftsmen were enfranchised by ‘right of fine’, at least until
1640. These may have been ‘country’ tradesmen who sought to better themselves in
the city. For example, in the case of Richard Barnwell, a tanner from Meath, who
became a citizen of the city in the 1630s."

This group of migrants who went on to achieve their freedom of the city ‘by
fine” were probably established in the city for some time. They were distinct from the
majority of the native ‘unfree’ class, because of their skills and relative wealth. There
are indications that the awarding of the freedom could take time. The possible wait to
be accepted can be seen from an example from 1614. Two clothiers petitioned for
their freedom and were told to apply again seven years later.” It is possible that those
who purchased their freedom had previously worked in the city under licence from
the city and a guild. Under a bye-law from the sixteenth century, ‘a non-citizen shall
not use any trade or mystery within the city, without a licence from a guild or the
mayor’. This bye-law meant that any artisan not free of the city had to pay the city for
the privilege of working in the city.”® The successful applicants for the freedom of
Dublin by fine may have been among this group who had paid for the right to work in
the city. They would have sought the franchise to terminate the payments that enabled
them to operate in the regulated urban economy.’’ Possibly they also sought the
franchise in order to further their business. It seems that only sworn freemen could
open shops in the municipality and those craftsmen who came in by fine possibly

sought to secure the freedom of Dublin in order to expand an existing enterprise.’® Of
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course there may also have been others who came to Dublin and promptly sought to
purchase their ‘liberty’, in a bid to become successful householders in the city more
quickly. This appears to have been the case with William Challcret, a future alderman
in the early 1600s.”

There were two classes of journeymen in Dublin. One contained
those who had served their apprenticeship with a citizen and could become free of the
city by right of service. Other journeymen belonged to the class of artisans and traders
who travelled widely seeking employment and were often quite poor.* Immigrant
journeymen would move to the city and were employed by freemen, as waged
employees. Under at least several guilds’ regulations, their employers were obliged to
enrol them in the fraternity that controlled that craft or service, and these journeymen
was obliged to pay a regular fee or ‘quarterage’ to the guild.® Over time, some
journeymen may have prospered and sought to become ‘free’ brothers’ of their guild
to enable them to become independent householders in the city.®” To achieve this they
needed to become citizens and it seems that many became free by ‘right of fine’.
There are instances, also of quarter-brothers, many of whom were Protestants from
poorer backgrounds, who seem to have also purchased their freedom, such as Patrick
Campbell in 1692.%

This was not the only connection this group of newcomers to Dublin
had with the municipal authorities. They came into contact with the patriciate by
serving as officials in the parish administration as churchwardens or overseers for the
poor. Some may have even served as constables, as this office was not just restricted
to citizens but to all those males of the parish of a certain wealth and status.®* Another
civic institution that may have provided opportunities for immigrants to win the
favour of the civic elite was the militia.**Every propertied inhabitant was obliged to
serve in the city’s militia and in this way newcomers could have recommended
themselves by their service to the aldermanic elite, especially the mayor. The mayor

was traditionally the *major of the militia’, and the aldermen were often captains in
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the force.®® Those who secured their freedom by fine were not, in all probability
strangers to the civic elite. They had already been involved in the city in some
position or manner that was viewed as serving the broader community, and had shown
that they were able to bear the responsibilities required, to be eligible for the
privileges of the citizen.

Those who petitioned for their freedom by fine offered opportunities
and also challenges to the urban governors. The fines themselves were often
substantial and were no doubt a welcome source of revenue for the city treasury.
These fines, like other financial penalties, were treated as a source of income and
were paid to the city treasurer.®” Apart from the financial lure of admitting tradesmen
by fine, there were possible positive economic benefits of enfranchising these
newcomers to the city. We can illustrate the numbers who came in by fine by their

title and occupation.

Occupations of new citizens by fine, 1600-40

Table 2.4

Occup. 1600-9 1610-9 1620-9 1630-9
Merchants 13
Service 7 3 10
Building 6 3 2 13
Manufacture 7 7 9 44
Food 2 8
Clothes/Textiles 15 3 3 67
Gentlemen 2 4
Miscellaneous 20 9 2 2

Source: Anc. rec. Dub., ii, 320-550; ibid., iii., 1- 440.

These new entrants were involved in similar sectors of the
economy as established citizen-guildsmen. However, they often possessed skills not
present in the urban economy, such as James Watson, a ‘Spanish leather worker’.®
Many of these new entrants by bringing in new skills may have been regarded by the

patricians as a boon to the economy of the city. The old civic policy from medieval

8 H.M.C., Ormond, i, 150-1, 248.
¥D.C.A. MS 35, pp 47, 59, 101 ; Tholsel Court records, 1616-7 (D.C.A., MS C1/J/2/1, p. 56).
8 Anc. rec.Dub., iii, 159.
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times urged that the city be self-sufficient.?® These new citizens with new skills would
have enabled the city to produce new products, which was seen as the ideal. The
admission, albeit by fine, demonstrates that the city economy may have been tightly
regulated but was receptive to technological change and new modes of production.

Those enfranchised by ‘right of fine’ also posed a problem for the
patriciate and the running of the urban economy. The patriciate had to be sensitive to
the wishes and interests of the guilds, given the importance of these institutions in
various aspects of the city’s life and the fact that their representatives sat on the
common council.®® The guilds may have been especially attentive to those who could
afford to buy their freedom, as they may have been serious competitors to their
members and their livelihoods. There are several cases where a petition for the
freedom of the city by fine was deferred. This seems to have been at the request of the
representative of the guilds in the common council. For example, Roger Davies, an
upholsterer was told to re-apply next year for his freedom in 1614 and it seems he
never received that privilege subsequently.® It is possible that he was viewed by the
guild representative as a threat to existing citizen-craftsmen. The patricians also
sought to limit the numbers of citizens out of self-interest. If there were too many
freemen, all accessing the various guilds’ monopolies, it could have damaged the
general citizenry’s wealth and economic standing. The patricians were eager to ensure
that freemen were prosperous enough to have the ability to become civic officers and
militiamen. This was essential, if the patriciate were to govern the city effectively and
thereby to satisfy the government, the source of the civic privileges.

Those who could afford to purchase their freedom and were subsequently
in a position to pay for admission to a guild, were usually affluent or the middling
members of society.®> The wealthier among this group must have been particularly
attractive to the patriciate. The ‘city fathers’ were responsible for the financial
running of the city and they received little or no government assistance. The constant
demands on them needed to be financed and often they may have had to rely on
wealthy individuals to pay for an immediate and pressing obligation. For example, in

1608 the city militia was despatched to deal with the uprising of Cahir O Doherty.

® Friedrichs, The early modern city, p. 201.

% Dudley R. Edwards,‘The beginnings of municipal government in medieval Dublin’ in Howard Clark
(ed.), Medieval Dublin: the living city (Dublin, 1990), pp 147-9.

%L Anc. rec. Dub., iii, 35.

% Barnard, A new political anatomy of Ireland, pp 268-70.
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The goldsmith, James Bee, financed the expedition, although he was later
compensated.*® Legal cases and possibly ceremonies were also financed in this way
and demonstrate the patriciate’s reliance on wealthy individual citizens.®* Of special
concern was the need for wealthy individuals to take up the city’s unpaid and
expensive civic offices such as mayor or city treasurer. There was a continual and
traditional problem with the Dublin elite trying to evade these onerous
responsibilities. Allowing affluent migrants to join the citizen body meant there were
more candidates for these civic offices and the burden on existing freemen would not
have been as great.®

The numbers of those admitted by “fine’ over the first three decades of
the century were continually low and indeed the numbers purchasing their citizenship

were falling.

Nos enfranchised by fine, 1600-30,

Table 2.5
1599-1609 85
1610-9 55
1620-9 39

Source: Anc. rec. Dub., ii, 380-500; ibid., iii., 3-180

Given the level of migration, it suggests that there was a restrictive policy
adopted by the elite towards outsiders seeking to purchase the citizenship. This
cautious policy towards migrants can be partly linked to the religious and political
environment in the city. The many aldermen who were Old English Catholics may
have felt threatened by the Protestantism of the New English at a time when many
were promoting Catholicism in the city.®® The bulk of the citizen body was still
Catholic and they too seem to have resented these newcomers.®” Religion may have
influenced the policy of restricting the numbers who could purchase their freedom,
but there was another factor. The elite’s desire to preserve civic privileges was the
chief factor in this area. Dublin’s ‘table of aldermen’ was a mixed body, consisting of

Protestants and Catholics of Old English extraction, and New English Protestants. Yet
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this did not lead to overt conflict over the admission of freemen. Galvanized by the
state’s threat to their municipal liberties, the two groups cooperated within the sphere
of the patriciate, the guilds and the common council out of practical self-
interest.** Furthermore, the desire for consensus was always the aim in this period.
Practical concerns seem to have guided all the aldermen in their consideration of a
petition for the freedom of the city. They enfranchised individuals who could
contribute to the city, such as the Englishman, John Bournbye, who was granted his
freedom upon paying a fine, because ‘in short time he would bear some office’ in the
city in 1613.% Above all the aldermanic elite worked together to regulate the numbers
enfranchised by fine in the interest of the citizens and the city’s privileges.

This restrictive patrician policy is clearly demonstrated in the case of
merchants who sought to purchase their freedom. As we have seen in the table above
there were no merchants admitted by fine to the citizen body until 1638. However, we
do know from several sources that there were a significant number of substantial
merchants and traders in the vicinity of the city.'®The total absence of merchants
from those obtaining the franchise of Dublin until the late 1630s suggests that there
was a deliberate policy of barring ‘stranger merchants’ from the citizenship. This was
done to protect the important merchant class in the city. If too many immigrant traders
operated freely in the urban economy, it could have had serious consequences for the
livelihood of citizens who were merchants. It seems likely that the patriciate was
influenced by this guild’s representatives when considering the admittance of migrant
merchants into the franchise.'®* The inability of traders to purchase the citizenship
may also be related to the patricians’ wish to preserve their own interests. The
majority of the patriciate, both Catholic and Protestant, were merchants and
prominent in the Trinity guild.'® Therefore, they may have desired to limit the
numbers of traders enfranchised to protect their own business concerns.

This exclusionary policy towards migrants seeking to purchase the

franchise in the early years of the century was extended to members of the Dutch and

% Fitzpatrick, Seventeenth century Ireland, p. 46.
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German community in the city, such as John Borr.'® Despite their being a very
wealthy grouping, they appear to have been excluded from the franchise for many
years. Even those who were not merchants but brewers or artisans, like the brothers
William and Henrik Verschoyle were not admitted as citizens.’® The apparent
exclusion of these European migrants from the franchise may in part be related to
many patricians’ dislike of their Protestantism. More likely, they were denied the
opportunity to purchase the freedom of the city on economic grounds. They were
highly successful traders and artisans and if they had access to the city’s franchise
they would be competing with the citizenry on equal terms. This could have been
detrimental to many citizens.

This close monitoring of those who entered by fine became much more
relaxed after 1638, when the numbers enfranchised by the civic authorities in Dublin
in this way increased markedly. If we examine the figures for the 1630s it is apparent
that 1638 marked a sudden change in policy. In that year, the city’s patricians
admitted an unprecedented number. The graph below demonstrates a sharp rise in
numbers of citizens who purchased their freedom. This abrupt rise would suggest a
new departure in the patricians’ attitudes to those enfranchised by fine and a more

encouraging approach to immigrants who sought to purchase their freedom.
Nos of citizens enfranchised by fine 1630-9, Table 2.6

Year New citizens
1629-30 4
1630-1 2
1631-2 12
1632-3 7
1633-4 7
1634-5 16
1635-6 10
1636-7 14
1637-8 12
1638-9 146

Source; Anc.rec. Dub., iii, 319-370.
Most likely, of all, the urban patricians were responding to government policy.
During the mid- to late 1630s Lord Deputy Wentworth attempted to curtail the
municipal privileges of Dublin. In particular, he sought the removal of economic

privileges which threatened free trade, as part of his policy to boost the customs

193 |_oeber, ‘The reception of foreigners’, pp 156-62; Shaw (ed.), Letters of denization and acts of
naturalisation, pp 320-8; Anc. rec. Dub., iii, p. xvii.
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income, a key source of royal revenue. He conducted a campaign to undermine the
traditional rights of Dublin, such as an attack on the mayor’s authority as clerk of the
market.’®® In particular, Wentworth used the commission for defective titles which
threatened aldermen‘s property rights and their income from the property of the guild
of St. Anne and the corporation’s property in the old estate of St Mary’s abbey.'® It is
hard to determine, given the documentation, why the patricians admitted so many in
1638 and after. It was almost certainly done under pressure from government officials
whose views on free trade would have sought a more flexible approach to the
admission of freemen to Dublin. There is a possibility that the Dublin elite opened up
the citizen body as a means of persuading Wentworth to spare them the rigours of the
commission of defective titles. What this does indicate is that the growing influence
of the state was bearing down on the patricians and their policy towards immigrants.

The majority of those admitted appear to have been English, at least
based upon an analysis of their surnames and contemporary references.”” This
sudden intake of migrants from England, who appear to have been resident in the city,
suggests that many outsiders from that kingdom may have found it difficult to obtain
the franchise, previously. Significantly, it also saw the first of many German and
Dutch artisans and traders to receive the freedom of the city. Approximately ten were
awarded the citizenship in the period 1638 to 1640, such as Daniel Vanderbegge and
Theodore Schoute.'® These years marked the end of the old conservative approach on
the part of the patriciate to those enfranchised by ‘fine’, that had been informed by
their desire to restrict access to the civic privileges to preserve their value.

During the war years of the 1640s, the city suffered great economic and
social hardship and probably depopulation.’®® The admissions system was also
apparently under great strain and the bye-laws regulating the admittance of new
citizens were reiterated, suggesting that, during the conflict, they had been relaxed or
poorly enforced.™® More importantly, few immigrants were interested in seeking the

1% Fitzpatrick, Ireland in the seventeenth century, pp 48-9; Bye Laws of the city of Dublin (R.I.A., 12
D 4, pp 91,92); Anc. rec. Dub., iii, 307-8.
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freedom of a city in a war zone. This is signalled by the steep fall in the numbers
enfranchised by fine.

No. of new citizens enfranchised by fine, 1638-44

Table 2.7
Year New citizens.
1638-9 146
1639-40 56
1640-1 13
1641-2 7
1642-3 6
1643-4 13
1644-5 4

Source: Anc. recs. Dub., iii, 280-405

This fall in numbers came despite a much more encouraging attitude to those
who sought admission by fine during the war years: indeed briefly, in 1646 ‘regular
restrictions on freemen entering were dropped’.*** This liberal policy can perhaps be
best indicated by the elite’s lowering of the money demanded from candidates to
purchase the citizenship, compared to previous years. The highest total demanded in
1648 was £10, while in the 1620s one Thomas Evans, a merchant, purchases his
freedom for £40 .12 This liberal policy is understandable given the city’s dire state. It
needed new citizens to increase the tax base and to develop the corporations’ trade.
New freemen were required to help the patricians to pay for the city’s garrison and to
re-develop the city, after the ravages of war.'*® The patricians’ willingness to allow
more outsiders to purchase their freedom in these years indicates that the patricians
were practical men and that they saw the benefits immigrants could bring to the city

in a time of great distress. Yet the patricians still sought to regulate the
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enfranchisement process and exclude those unworthy or ineligible for the citizenship,
for even in wartime, the freedom of the city had to be distributed cautiously.™*

In the early 1650s, after the depopulation caused by the wars and plague,
there was a concerted policy by the now Protestant patriciate to lure migrants to the
city. In 1652 they offered incentives to attract Protestant traders and manufactures
into the city. These incentives were advertised in Bristol and London.'*®> The
emphasis was very much on promoting English Protestant immigration into the city,
reflecting that group’s total dominance of the patriciate. The amount of ‘fine’ English
immigrants had to pay to become a citizen was not high. Any English Protestant who
sought to purchase his freedom had only to pay 20 shillings. These generous terms
were on offer from 1652 to 1655'°. This policy, judging by the numbers
enfranchised, was continued until the end of the decade. In total, 752 were allowed to
purchase their freedom in the 1650s. It appears that some of these migrants were also
offered the property of transplanted Catholics. It was an inducement to potential
immigrants and does seem to have drawn many poorer migrants to the city.*’

Many of these outsiders were probably former Commonwealth soldiers or
members of that army’s support force, which comprised many craftsmen and
artificers. They may have been given preferential treatment in Dublin as in England,
where the apprenticeship laws were suspended to enable veterans to become traders
and citizens in corporate boroughs.™® Some European Protestants also seem to have
benefited from the policy of the patricians. They too were able to purchase their
freedom, on favourable terms, such as the German merchant, Minard Christian.**®
The enfranchisement of European Protestants was also in line with government
policies to encourage continental immigration into Ireland.**® The npatricians’
welcoming attitude to migrants was aimed at turning the city into a Protestant
stronghold, in a bid to preserve their rule. This would also, have won government

support and secured for the city its civic privileges, especially its chief one, that of
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self-government, at a time when other Irish corporations had been placed under direct

government rule.**

The Restoration of Charles 11 in 1660 ushered in a new era for the city.
It was a time that was characterised by a concern for stability and order. This resulted
in the effective exclusion of those who refused to demonstrate their loyalty to the
monarch by swearing the oath of supremacy.'? Those who refused to subscribe
publicly to this oath could not receive the franchise. This had grave consequences for
two classes of migrants, those Catholics and non-conformists who sought to purchase
their freedom. The two groups were often seen as a danger to the city, and in 1660
and 1682, the common council pledged to support the monarch against their alleged
machinations.*The introduction of the act for naturalising Protestant strangers of
1662 should have had grave consequences for this category of entitlement to the
citizenship. For it offered all suitable candidates the chance to be admitted as citizens
of a corporate town upon payment of a small fine. This fine of twenty shillings was
significantly smaller than that levied by the alderman on those who purchased their
freedom.® The act threatened to make the traditional means of purchasing the
citizenship redundant. Yet despite the apparent exclusion of two large religious
groupings, the numbers enfranchised remained high.

What factors allowed the civic elite to maintain the practice of people
purchasing their freedom of the city ? Firstly, the civic elite were deeply opposed to
the implementation of the act of 1662 and they seem to have pressurised individuals
to purchase their citizenship and not avail of their freedom under the act of 1662, as
discussed in chapter four, below. Secondly, the civic elite themselves were
increasingly encouraging Protestant migration to the city.** This was related to the
widespread belief that Irish corporations were crucial to the ‘English interest’ or
Protestant welfare and security in Ireland. The increasing numbers admitted by fine
in the 1650s set the trend for future years and mark the beginning of a more liberal
policy towards Protestants seeking the franchise in general. It seems likely that the

patricians were increasingly willing to allow members of the state church to purchase
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their freedom on generous terms as part of a bid to bolster Protestantism in the city.
There are several instances where a petitioner received his freedom on the condition
‘provided he was a Protestant’.*®® After 1660 the usual fine paid by new freemen was
between £3 and £5, the highest seeming to have been ten pounds, usually only
merchants having to pay this higher price.**” This was certainly higher than the 1650s,
but it appears to have been lower than the sums previously demanded in earlier
periods, although the existing records do not allow us to say anything definitive on
this matter.*?® The low level of fine suggests that the patricians continued the policy
of the commonwealth era and set a deliberately affordable level of fine to encourage
skilled Protestant migration to the city. This possibility is further indicated by the
continuation in office, after 1660, of many aldermen from the commonwealth such as
Richard Tighe.'?

That patricians’ willingness to allow newcomers purchase their

freedom is indicated by the large numbers enfranchised as citizens by “fine’.

No of citizens enfranchised by fine, 1650-9

Table 2.8
Years New citizens
1650-9 752
1660-9 601
1670-9 517
Source: Abstracts of freemen of Dublin, compiled by Thrift, i, ii, iii, iv, passim.

Yet these figures were not as high as the 1650s. This may suggest that the patricians,
although more receptive to the petitions of Protestants seeking the freedom of the city,
still regulated those admitted, after 1660. The patriciate still had to prevent the
unqualified and unsuitable from gaining the freedom of Dublin, in the interest of the
citizens and the civic heritage of privileges.

The continuation and growth of this form of enfranchisement may be
due in part to the fact that English, Irish or Scottish non-conformists were unable to
benefit from the terms of the act of 1662. The oath of supremacy was a requirement

for any person wishing to benefit from the legislation and this was unacceptable to
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many, but not all nonconformists.**® Not all dissenters may have refused to take the
discriminatory oaths, English Presbyterians **' could compromise and like Thomas

Bell, a future alderman could swear the oath of supremacy.**

Others may have taken
the required oaths and adopted the tactic of occasional conformity, while remaining
privately loyal to dissenting opinions. There were a number of aldermen with
nonconformist sympathies, for, unlike York, the city saw no purge of its civic elite
after the Restoration.™® Indeed, an alderman namely William Clifte, despite swearing
the officially required doctrinal oaths, still allegedly attended semi-legal
‘conventicles’ or dissenter services in the 1660s."** Because of the stipulation
requiring the oath of supremacy, many non-conformists were unable to benefit from
the act of 1662. Those migrants who could not swear, for their conscience’s sake, the
oath of supremacy were forced to purchase their freedom.

That it was legally necessary for a new freeman to take the oath of
supremacy was not universally acknowledged. The Elizabethan oath of supremacy,
still in force during the Restoration, only demanded that a person seeking to hold civic
office was required to swear that the monarch was the head of the church.'*®
However, some deemed that it was necessary for all new citizens to swear it but
others maintained it was not a requirement.*® It seems that, by 1672, a citizen was
required to swear more than one oath, including the oaths of a freeman and that
proclaiming the king as head of the church.™®” Yet this ambiguous situation possibly
allowed the patricians to waive or employ the oath of supremacy, whenever it suited
their interests. In this confused situation, it was possible for many dissenters to
become freemen without their taking the exclusionary oath of supremacy, if the
patricians deemed a candidate worthy of the honour of a citizen, or if he was of some

benefit to the city.
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A willingness by the patricians to accept the petitions of dissenters from
England and elsewhere who were prepared to buy their freedom was partly motivated
by practical considerations. Nonconformists were prepared to pay and often pay
handsomely for their liberty of the city. These ‘fines’ went straight to the treasury and,
like any public body, the city authority was always in need of new resources to pay

for the various and relentless demands placed on it.**

An example of the patricians’
pragmatic approach to the swearing of oaths is illustrated by the case of four English
Quakers in 1672. They were allowed to become freemen of the city, despite their
reputation as dangerous religious subversives. The patricians, with the agreement of
the common council, enfranchised these men in return for a ‘consideration’. Their
entry fine was quite hefty and suggests that they were obliged to pay more for their
freedom than others did.**® There were possible economic considerations in admitting
non-conformist migrants into the franchise as their industry and capital seen as
necessary for the development of trade.™* Such practical considerations are typical of
the patricians and may even have won government support. Ormond, despite being

wary of nonconformists,*

encouraged some London merchants who were
congregationalists to settle in the city, in the interests of the urban economy in
1661.'%

The *popish plot’ caused deep concerns among the Irish political nation,
including the Dublin patriciate. In 1678 they ordained that all future freemen had to
swear an oath of allegiance to the monarch and the oath of supremacy.*** This bye-
law suggests that the civic elite were only prepared to admit those who could be
trusted with the citizenship. The patricians may have feared that any Catholic or
nonconformist could potentially exploit the prerogatives of a freeman, such as holding
civic or guild office, to sow dissent in the city. In the years following, the ‘popish
plot’, it seems that political tensions were inflamed further by the distribution of a
libel against Ormond. The exposure of the Rye House Plot in England kept Dublin in

a state of anxiety. The common council and patriciate were increasingly ‘Tory’, as
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seen by its petition congratulating Charles Il on his proroguing of the English
Parliament during the Exclusion Crisis.***

Many believed in the political nation that nonconformists were threatening
the kingdom. The earl of Arran ordered that justices of the peace and constables in
Dublin who were alleged to frequent nonconformist places of worship, were to be
monitored.™* There were efforts aimed at preventing the opening of new dissenting
meeting houses in Dublin and elsewhere in Ireland in 1681.2*° There was a real fear in
government circles that many Scottish Presbyterians in Dublin were sympathetic to
the covenanters in Scotland.™*’ By 1683, such was the government pressure on Dublin
nonconformists that they agreed to cease worshipping in public.**

Whatever, their private sympathies, the patricians were ordered to restrict
the activities of nonconformists in Dublin, by the government. For instance, the
mayor received government instructions to prevent some unidentified dissenters from
worshipping in a ‘coventicle’ in the city in 1681.%*° The consequences for those
immigrants, especially nonconformists, seeking their freedom by purchase were that it
made their petition for the freedom of the city extremely difficult, unless they were
willing to take the oath of supremacy, to prove their loyalty to the monarch. Because
of this tightening up of the enfranchisement system, the number admitted by fine
gradually declined.

Numbers enfranchised by ‘fine’
after the 'Popish Plot’,

Table 2.9
1678 1679 1680 1681 1682 1683 1684
56 38 33 32 35 32 20
Source; Abstracts of freemen of Dublin, compiled by Thrift, i., ii., iii., iv., passim.

Periods of toleration or ‘indulgence’ on the part of the royal government
enabled dissenters to purchase their freedom. During James I1’s period of toleration,
some seemed to have secured their freedom by purchase such as John Qutermas, a

currier, and Roger Gould, a shoemaker, probably English immigrants. These had long

YH.M.C., Ormond, vi, 57,62; An act of the Lord Mayor, sheriffs, commons and citizens of the city of
Dublin, May,1681 (R.I.A., Sr B 53-6).

%5 | ord deputy to governors of cities and counties in Ireland, 24 July, 1683 (Bodl., Carte MS 40, f. 90).
146 cal. S.P. dom.,1680-1, pp 291, 301, 307, 322.

Y7 Hugh Pugh to the Duke of York May ? 1683 (Bodl., Carte MS 219, f. 10); Kilroy, Protestant dissent
and controversy in Ireland, pp 44, 126, 129.

18 Arran to Ormond, 4 Aug. 1683 (Bodl., Carte MS 168, f. 155); Gilbert, The history of Dublin, i, 345.
%9 Ormond to Arran, 6 July 1681 (Bodl., Carte MS. 219, ff 444-5; 448).
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been established and affluent householders in the city but had never received their
freedom. Gould and Quatermas, probably only received their citizenship by fine, after
many years, because of the royal government’s policy, of removing the requirement
that new freemen swear the oath of supremacy.’® The abrogation of the oath of
supremacy for Ireland, heralded, a more tolerant policy towards nonconformists. This
at a stroke put aside the chief obstacle preventing dissenters from becoming freemen
of the city without adopting stratagems such as occasional conformity or the evasion
of discriminatory oaths.>* This and the above examples indicate how politicised the
system for the enfranchisement of citizens had become and that it was subject
increasingly to external crises and political developments.

The city elite generally welcomed Protestants into the franchise and
wished to boost their presence in the city, through migration.’®* Yet it was to be
managed by the elite. The patricians traditionally resisted any attempt to ‘open’ up the
freedom of the city as a threat to the city’s privileges and their own position. Lord
Lieutenant Berkeley and his successor Essex issued the ‘new rules’ for Dublin in
1671 and 1672. They were designed for the “better ordering of the city of Dublin’ and

1583 The new rules aimed at

to increase commerce and manufacture in the city.
enhancing government control over the various incorporated towns and, by promoting
trade, to benefit the crown through customs income. Essex New Rules, also attempted
to increase the numbers of new citizens gaining the freedom. This was to be achieved
by liberalising and simplifying the way the citizenship could be obtained by fine. The
new rules ordered that all migrants and inhabitants of the city who were skilled or
engaged in commerce be allowed to gain their freedom for the sum of only twenty
shillings and for a similar sum become free of a guild.™* These terms were very
reminiscent of the act naturalising Protestant strangers of 1662. The ‘new rules’
possible aim was to open up the franchise to those who did not benefit from that piece

of legislation. Those eligible to benefit included Irish petitioners from outside Dublin,

150 Clarke (ed.), “The principal inhabitants of Dublin’, pp 51, 52; Abstracts of freemen of Dublin,
compiled by Thrift, ii, 123; iv, 203; Dopping, The case of the dissenters of Ireland, p. 2; Anc. rec.
Dub.,v, 398-400.

1 william 111, An act for exempting his majesties Protestant subjects dissenting from the Church of
England from penalties of certain laws (London, 1690), available at E.E.B.O., (http://eebo. chadwyck.
com.) (12 June, 2007).

152 Anc. rec. Dub., v, 202.

'3 Ipid., 520-1.

1541 Essex], Rules, orders and directions by the lord lieutenant and council for the better regulation of
the city of Dublin (Dublin, 1672), available at E.E.B.O., (http://eebo. chadwyck. com.) ( 2 Apr. 2007),
pp 4-6.
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and even members of the ‘unfree’ population. The only condition these new freemen
had to observe was that they reside in the city.'*®

These orders could have had serious repercussions for the patricians and
their position as the gatekeepers to the privileges of a citizen. The provisions relating
to the admittance of new citizens would have greatly compromised their ability to vet
and select those who were worthy of the distinction of the freedom of the city. The
new rules could have had major consequences for their traditional rights. They would
have effectively curbed their ability to reject any unsuitable candidate with
consequences for the city’s self-government.**®The threat was not just to the abstract
rights of the citizen and the civic elite: also endangered were the practical benefits
enjoyed by the common citizens and the members of the civic elite. Firstly, all fines
for entrance to the franchise were traditionally handed over to the city’s treasurer. The
new rules, by reducing the fine, were threatening a source of income for the city and
its expenditure. The lowering of the entry fine could have led to an influx of
individuals obtaining the citizenship. Any enlargement of the body of freemen would
have consequences for the existing freemen. A privileged group is by definition an
exclusive body: any indiscriminate recruitment from outside would have rendered that
group less exclusive and diminish their privileges. This caused great concern among
some of the guilds and aldermen who lobbied against these provisions.™’

The impact of the new directives for the city was not as dramatic as it could
have been. If we examine the numbers of new citizens enfranchised after the new
rules, there is no discernable sudden surge in admissions to the citizenship (see
appendix 2). Indeed, there was no appreciable increase in the numbers enfranchised
by right of fine, despite the new rules, reducing the cost of purchasing the freedom of
the city. The numbers of citizens enfranchised by right of fine actually fell. Even at
the time the lord lieutenant was concerned about the low numbers enfranchised under
the new rules terms. Furthermore, the directive issued by Essex ordered that the fine
be set at only 20 shillings and this according to the surviving freedom petitions was
not the case.'®® The usual fines demanded of a petitioner who sought his “freedom’

were generally higher. The clear impression is that the new rules had little impact on

155 hid., p. 3.

156 Webb, Municipal government in Ireland, p. 158; Sean Murphy, ‘The corporation of Dublin, 1660-
1760’ in D.H.R., xxxvii (1984), 22-3.

" The earl of Essex to the earl of Arlington, 20 Mar. 1674 (Essex’s letters, p. 186).

158 [Essex], Rules, orders and directions, p. 3; D.C.A., Fr/B/ 1692, nos, 4-9; ibid., Fr/b/1694, nos, 1-9.
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the structures for admitting new citizens, just as they were largely ineffective in
introducing ‘innocent Catholics’ into the ranks of Dublin’s citizen body.**®

It would appear that the patriciate was able to deter many from seeking their
freedom under the new rules. They may have used their considerable social authority
to dissuade outsiders from seeking their freedom under the lord lieutenant’s directives
and forced them to pay the usual entry fine for their citizenship. Essex, concerned at
the low numbers of those enfranchised under his orders, inquired about the matter
with the lord mayor. The mayor informed Essex, that only a single migrant, an
Englishman merchant born in Amsterdam, applied for his citizenship under the new
rules.*® This is remarkable given the generous terms on offer, suggesting further that
the elite deterred individuals from benefiting from the lord lieutenant’s dispensation.
The apparent evasion by the patricians of the lord lieutenant’s demands is telling. It
demonstrates that, despite the interference of successive Restoration administrations
to expand the citizen body of the city, the civic elite were able to maintain a degree of
independence in the supervision of the system for inducting new citizens into the
city’s franchise.

Among the ways for an individual to achieve the franchise of Dublin
was the form termed by the civic authorities ‘special grace’.*®* The majority of those
who were admitted to the freedom of the city by “fine and special grace’ had to pay,
usually a substantial financial fine. The remainder of those who obtained the franchise
by these means of ‘special grace’ had only to pay a token fine and were, in effect,
admitted to the citizenship for free.,*® as in the case of William Sharburton, a weaver,
who in 1669, obtained his citizenship, with a symbolic fine.®* It seems they were still
required to pay the usual fees associated with the process of enfranchisement.*® This
class of new entrant to the franchise usually had only to pay a ‘fine of gloves to the
mayor’s wife’.*® This symbolic fine indicates that the group who came in by token
fine had received the special favour of the aldermanic elite. Despite the near identical

language used by the civic authorities, namely “special grace and fine’, we can treat

9 cal. S.P. dom.,1671-2, pp 166-7.

10 The earl of Essex to the earl of Arlington, 25 Apr.1674 (Essex’s letters, p. 217).
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this class of new entrant as distinct from those who had to pay a monetary fine to be a
citizen. This section will concentrate on those who secured their freedom with only
the payment of a token or symbolic fine or as it was termed by the patricians, ‘by
special grace and the payment of a fine of gloves’.

These applicants for the franchise of the city were most dependent on the
goodwill and the discretion of the aldermanic elite for their freedom. Petitioners did
not apply directly for this form of admission: they requested that the mayor admit
them upon “grace especial’ and, ‘upon such small fines your lordship shall think’. The
mayor and the other patricians set the level of fine and if, for reasons that will be
discussed below, outsiders were deemed worthy of this form of entitlement, they were
not required to pay for their freedom.*®” The mayor, sheriffs and the common council
were all entitled to enfranchise a select group of individuals as citizens every year, a
privilege of these office-holders that can be traced from the middle ages and
continued until the nineteenth century.'®® This custom also occurred in Limerick and
other Irish corporations.*®® Even though the common council and sheriffs had a right
to grant individuals the privilege of citizenship by ‘grace especial’, the patricians were
the ultimate arbiters of who could or could not be admitted.

Like the other traditional entitlements to the freedom of the city of

Dublin, this category experienced an increase in numbers, but it did not increase in as
dramatic fashion as the other entitlements during the period under review. The small
rise over the century suggests that the patricians were none too willing to admit too
many to the freedom, gratis. This concern to regulate the numbers enfranchised by
‘special grace’ can be seen in an aldermanic decision in 1672. The ‘table’ of aldermen
decided to limit the number of freemen and women that the mayor and sheriffs could
appoint to the citizen body, suggesting that there were concerns among the civic elite
that too many individuals were being admitted by the free grant of the citizenship.*”

The admissions rolls do tell us who was favoured by the urban elite with

the freedom of the city in this manner, and from these we can draw some conclusions

7D.C.A., Fr/B/1694, no. 3; D.C.A., MS 44, p. 69; Abstracts of freemen of Dublin, compiled by
Thrift, i, ii, iii, iv., passim.

168 Murray and Lennon (ed.), The Dublin city franchise roll, p. viii; Royal commission to inquire into
municipal corporations, Ireland, 1835, p. 230, H.C. 1836 (24), v, 430.

19 For Youghal see: Michael McCarthy-Morragh, The Munster Plantation; English migration to
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450,
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regarding those who became freemen and women by ‘special grace’. The admissions
rolls show that a wide array of newcomers from a variety of backgrounds and
occupations were granted their freedom with only a token fine of a pair of gloves. We
can see the social and occupational diversity of these new freemen and women in the
table below. By analysing this class of new entrants to the franchise we can see some
patterns emerge, which may throw a fitful light upon the urban elite’s policy towards

newcomers to the city.

Occupations of those enfranchised by special grace, 1600-49
Table, 2.10

Clerk 1 Plumber 1
Clergy 1 Textiles 4
Officer 5 Gunsmith 1
Soldier 3 Goldsmith 1
Spinster 2 Fish trade 2
Maiden 25 Cook 5
Gent. 16 Painter 1
Noble 12

Yeoman 13

Source: Anc. recs. Dub., ii, iii, passim.

The admission rolls show us that a significant number of gentlemen and
titled individuals obtained the freedom of the city by ‘special grace and by fine of
gloves’, such as viscount Fitzwilliam who was made a citizens in 1630 and the earl of
Antrim, who was made a citizen in 1622.'"* These members of the elite also had to
beseech the city for their freedom and follow the same procedure, as ordinary
migrants who sought the franchise. However, the patriciate had devised a unique
freeman’s oath reserved for noblemen, which made no mention of trade, to avoid
offending their status and sensibilities.!”? The wealth and influence of these new
freemen would readily explain why they were “‘granted the citizenship gratis’. Many
of these members of the elite, who received their freedom, came from the city’s
hinterland, such as the Baron of Howth, enfranchised in 1614.1® The wealth, status
and the connections of these individuals may have made them very influential figures

in Irish society and they could have acted as the patrons of Dublin Corporation.

171 Anc. recs. Dub.., iii, 256.
172 1pid., i, 257; v, 535-6.
173 1bid., ii, 234, 370.
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Noblemen in England were sometimes, advocates and defenders of urban boroughs
privileges.'™ Moreover, these noblemen had real political power, as many of those
enfranchised were members of the Irish House of Lords, as was the case with Lord
Blanney of Monaghan, who was granted the citizenship in 1631*".

The practice of enfranchising prominent individuals from the elite
continued after 1650. Yet there was a change of emphasis, as increasingly those
granted their freedom by ‘special grace’ were officials or representatives of the king.
These officials were occasionally awarded their freedom in return for some favour or
service to the city. In 1670 the earl of Arran and his father, the Duke of Ormond, were
awarded their freedom after they secured some relief for the citizens from the burdens
of quartering soldiers.’”® No doubt, the prestige to be gained by the aldermen from
associating with the nobility and senior government officials was also another factor
in the admission of these notables into the franchise. This can be seen in the tradition
that a nobleman’s or senior government officials enfranchisement was accompanied
by a civic feast, an opportunity for the patricians to associate with some of the
mightiest in the kingdom.'”” These events were often grand affairs and, in the
Restoration period, the freedom certificate of the new citizen was presented in a silver
box, known as a freedom box.*"® These ceremonies were also opportunities for the
civic elite to demonstrate their loyalty to the monarch by publicly favouring one of his
officials or representatives. The free bestowal of the freedom of the city on these
nobles and influential figures had much in common with the patriciate’s policy of
bestowing the freedom on the humblest rural tradesman or an English journeyman.
These new citizens were in different ways to the benefit of Dublin governors and their
consistent attempts to preserve and expand the city’s privileges and rights. This
practice altered as the century developed and a by-law was passed in 1680 that
excluded even noble Catholics from the grant of a free citizenship.'"

Many members of the gentry from Ireland and England also seem to

have been privileged by the bestowal of the freedom of the city by special grace. This

174 Catherine Patterson, ‘Conflict, resolution and patronage in provincial towns’, in Journal of British
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too was not merely a symbolic gesture by the patriciate, but was done in the interests
of the city. Many of these outsiders had the wealth and the necessary education to
benefit the borough and its administration. Other examples of immigrants being
enfranchised for this purpose were Sir Richard Bolton, an English migrant, and
Robert Dixon, son of a wealthy Kildare landowner.®® These men were admitted to
the franchise and soon afterwards held important civic office and ultimately became
aldermen.'® Some gentlemen were admitted to the franchise and given a senior
position within the civic government, which could avail of their contacts, as in the
case of Sir William Davey who proved most helpful to the aldermen during the furore
over the new rules.'® It was clearly advantageous for the elite to enfranchise these
individuals as, once becoming citizens these gentlemen could legally become
officeholders and be employed by the patricians in their efforts to retain the civic
privileges. Other gentleman immigrants may have been speedily enfranchised as
citizens by special grace as their wealth and connections were viewed as offering the
city, practical benefits. In 1663 Humphrey Jervis was enfranchised as a citizen. This
second son of a Staffordshire gentleman was someone who was probably seen by the
patricians as a future contributor to the city’s economy and government.’®® Over the
years Jervis did indeed contribute to his adopted home, as mayor, builder and
businessman.®

From the table above it is plain that many yeomen, maids and tradesmen
were entered into the admission rolls with only a token fine. This would seem to be at
odds with the policy of admitting notables as freemen to secure favours for the city by
‘special grace’. However, the enfranchisement of these humble outsiders was linked
to the patricians’ policy of securing influential individuals goodwill. For members of
the elite, including those connected with the royal administration, intervened with the
patricians, to enable newcomers to obtain their freedom. An example of this is the
case of John Nelson, a yeoman, who was granted his citizenship of the city, ‘at the
insiatence of Lord Chichester’ in 1607.'%° He was not alone in this: a small group

won their freedom with the support of a highly ranked individual in this period. This
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well-connected set of newcomers admitted to the citizenship of Dublin by ‘fine of
gloves’ included an architect, a gunsmith, a tailor and a cook. *#

The structure of early modern society can offer us some clues as to why Lord
Chichester would interest himself in the petty ambitions of a humble craftsman. These
great men like the earl of Cork or Lord Chichester were the pivotal figures around
whom extensive retinues of servants and dependents of various ranks and occupations
circled, seeking employment or patronage.’®’ There is a strong possibility that these
individuals who were granted the distinction of ‘freedom by fine of gloves’ were the
servants and dependents of these luminaries. They were probably migrants, like others
of the mobile servant class. Powerful individuals, such as the king’s solicitor, may
have sought to reward good service, or try to provide a livelihood for a favoured
dependent or servant, by securing for them the citizenship. Masters of great
households in this period often sought to secure a servant’s future by some gift,
usually of land or a dowry.'® The practise was not confined to Dublin as another
regional capital, York often admitted members of high officials retinues, into the
citizenry.'® It is also possible that these powerful figures sponsored migrants to move
to Dublin to contribute to some enterprise they had in the city or its vicinity, and, that
they sought the franchise of the city to enable their employees to establish themselves
in Dublin.™®

This type of new entrant was of indirect benefit to the civic elite. To reward a
great man’s servant or dependent was also a way of honouring his or her master, and
accordingly it could earn the gratitude of that notable. This can be seen in
Chichester’s letter to an official who favoured in some way his servants: ‘I do accept
this demonstration of yours in very good part’.*®* Therefore, by admitting into the
citizenship the dependents of these great men, the aldermanic elite would have been
trying to win these senior officials’ goodwill, for current or future ambitions. To be
well regarded by these powerful figures would have been of particular importance to

' Ipid, ii, 468, 498; iii, 35, 90.

187 Dorothy Townsend, The life and letters of the earl of Cork (London, 1906), pp 54-7; ‘The letter
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them in respect of the city’s charters, over which men like Chichester would have had
great influence at court.®? The benevolence of these great figures could also be of
private benefit to individual alderman, such as Sir James Carroll who won the support
of Chichester with regard to some legal issues in England.'*®

Often the patriciate may have had little option but to enfranchise a
servant or dependent of one of the elite. In 1666, the future Lord Arran wrote to the
council stating that his father the duke of Ormond wished that his servant, one Roger
Chamberlin, ‘saddler to the duke of Ormond’, received the freedom of the city. The
corporation complied with this request and enfranchised him ‘by special grace’.*** It
was in their best interest to seek the favour of the powerful Ormond, and by satisfying
the ambition of a tradesman, they were also furthering their own ambitions that relied
often on the personal choices and policies of the lord deputy. The patricians depended
upon the lord lieutenant, for he could further some civic policy, such as confirming
the three penny custom.'® How prevalent this was is difficult to ascertain. Yet it
seems certain that the citizenship and its bestowal by ‘special grace’ was part of the
patricians’ constant efforts to secure and enhance their privileges.

Among those admitted upon the payment of a token fine were a group
of women. Of the 46 people enfranchised in this manner during 1650 to 1659, 24
were women.*® In this period there seems to have been a rise in the number of
women who received their freedom in this manner. The increase in this form of
enfranchisement is attributable to the apparently growing tendency of the patricians to
admit “spinsters’, presumably unmarried women.'*” Women in this era could only
access the civic franchise by birth or special grace, the practice of admitting women
by right of apprenticeship having ended in the 1570s.'*® Therefore a female migrant
could only aspire to be made free of the city by the dispensation of the civic elite.

Some of these women admitted to the franchise may have been ‘gentle

women’s companion’, usually poor unmarried female relatives who lived with, and

served their wealthier relatives and were a superior class of servant. % The presence
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of many maidens and ‘spinsters’ with the illustrious names of the great civic families,
such as the Balls, Barnwell and Usher, is discernible and indeed, was quite common.
These, too were women constrained to become dependents in the house of more
affluent relatives in the city, who were associated with the patriciate. It was not
uncommon for landed families from the Pale to despatch their daughters elsewhere, to
become servants, such as the daughters of Richard Barnwell, who after losing his
lands, saw his daughters forced to go into service, in the early 1600s.°®° The elevation
of such female dependents, by the patricians to the citizenship may have been viewed
as their dowry, as it was common for the head of wealthy households to enable former
servants to marry by providing them with ‘marriage portions’.?* For these former
servants, their new citizenship meant that any prospective husband would have
become a citizen and these women’s chances of the marriage market would have been
greatly enhanced.

Enfranchisement of an individual could turn on the clear civic interest. We
can see how the aldermanic elite used the freedom of the city as currency to purchase
some service or other benefit to the city. For example, when the city needed a
plumber, it offered entry to the franchise without fine to any skilled Englishman
skilled in that trade. The freedom of one plumber, a Richard Burdie, was ‘on
condition of fulfilment of his contract with the city’.?** Another example of this was
the case of a glazier who had to supply the local community with glass ‘at forty
shillings a yard’.?

It was not just practicalities that concerned the city fathers; they also
used the lure of freedom of the city to obtain services that would enhance the
ceremonial occasions and the attendant festivities of the city. One instance is of a
yeoman whose grant of freedom was conditional and was dependent on “his serving in
the mayor’s kitchen on station days’.?>* The civic insignia of Dublin, such as the
king’s sword, were a central part of these civic ceremonies and the common council
was concerned that they be maintained. At least one goldsmith was admitted ‘by fine

of gloves’ on condition ‘he repair the city plate’ which presumably included the

200 5 B, Barnwell, “The Barnwall family in the sixteenth and seventeenth century’, Ir. Geneal., iii
(1962), p. 251.

201 The letters of the Earl of Cork, ed. Grossart , ii, 67, 89, 145.

202 Anc. rec. Dub., iii, 340-1, 345-6, 354.

203 1bid., ii, 406.

2% 1bid., ii, 358; iii, 282, 301.

92



insignia of the various officeholders.’”®> The fact that these new entrants were
admitted to improve the city’s ceremonies is indicative of the weight attached to ritual
by the civic elite. These civic rituals such as the aldermen’s procession on station
days, helped to dramatise and enhance the patriciate’s authority in the city.?*

By enhancing the ceremonial life of the city, the patricians were promoting
and underlining their own authority and status. An important symbol utilised by the
civic elite, to inculcate deference and obedience was the town hall or tholsel.
However, by 1603 the tholsel was according to the common council in a state of
decay. The rebuilding and the maintenance of the centre of civic administration were
particularly important during the early years of the seventeenth century, not just for
symbolic power but to also make a political statement. The city and its ‘liberties’ were
being undermined by government policy over their charters and the granting of
monopolies.”?’To restore the tholsel was making a point; it showed the urban elite’s
willingness and determination to maintain its status and traditional prerogatives. The
expansion and development of town halls in these years was common throughout
England and was related to the buying and securing of charters, the refashioning of
the chief civic building being related to this process.?®® To achieve the restoration of
the town hall the patricians seem to have turned to outsiders, as the native tradesmen
may have been inadequate.’®®

To achieve this policy of maintaining and defining the civic
privileges through the town hall, roughly eight migrant tradesmen were granted their
freedom by ‘special grace’. They paid no fine but rather they paid for their freedom
by the application of their labour and expertise. This was made explicit in the case of
a plasterer in 1605, who was granted his freedom upon condition that he ‘paid in
work’, by renovating a room in the tholsel. Other examples of this practice include a
smith who received his freedom on condition that he ‘whitened the walls’ of the
council chamber and a glazier who was obliged to regular repair the tholsel’s

windows.?*This apparent policy is typical of the elite’s attitude to new citizens. They
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were enfranchised out of a sense of reciprocity: in return for access to the city’s
privileges, they were to add to, or enhance some aspect of Dublin society.

After 1660, and probably earlier, many of the conditions imposed
on the petitioners who succeeded in obtaining the freedom of the city by this form of
entitlement were related to religion. There are several instances where the condition
for securing the freedom stipulated that the candidate be a Protestant. Typical of this
is the example of Timothy Mulligan who applied for the freedom in 1669 by a
‘beseech of special grace’.”'Given that this method of obtaining the franchise
required only a token fine apart from the usual fees to the clerk of the tholsel, it would
seem to suggest that freedom by special grace became a way for the aldermanic elite
to increase and strengthen the Protestant presence among the citizen body and in the
city. %2 In the case of the weaver, William Sharburton in 1669, he petitioned for his
enfranchisement for ‘only a small fine’, and he was granted his freedom with only a
fine of gloves.?®* The entitlement of entry into the freedom of the city by ‘special
grace’” was increasingly applied to boost and strengthen the Protestant presence in the
city.

The numbers admitted by ‘special grace and fine of gloves’ were
insignificant. Yet they reveal much about the urban elite’s attitude to favoured
newcomers. The citizenship, with its rights and privileges, was an asset that, even
when it was given for effectively nothing, or at the insistence of a powerful figure,
served to further some policy or interest of the city and its authorities. Despite the
continuities evident it underwent significant alterations within this period. As the
recipients of the citizenship were to an extent the personal choices of the civic elite, it
indicates to us, the increasing importance of religious allegiance in the selection of
new citizens and that the civic elite were intent on encouraging the migration of
Protestants from outside to the city of Dublin. This policy of the patricians would
have earned the approval of the various viceroys, who themselves were under
instructions to encourage Protestants to settle in the country.?*

Migrants could also secure their freedom of the city by marriage and there is
evidence that several did. As with every other method of obtaining the franchise, the

right to freedom by marriage was well established, subject to the city’s bye-laws and
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overseen by the city authorities. The entitlement to enfranchisement ‘by wife” was not
unique to Dublin, but it was not recognized in several cities like York.?" It was an old
and well-established right to claim the freedom of the city in Dublin by this
entitlement.?® An individual seeking his freedom ‘by wife’ had to abide by the
officially sanctioned procedure. Though it was similar to the other methods of
achieving the franchise, it had evolved its own characteristics and special
requirements. Some petitions from the records of the council do allow us a chance to
glean insights into the conditions imposed upon, and entitlements of those outsiders,
who married into the franchise.

In 1607, William Bishop, an English merchant, sought his freedom by
marriage as did one William Randford in the 1640s. Also there are some petitions
relating to the payment and remitting of a fine payable by those citizens who married
citizens. The petitioners, Bishop and Randford, were unusual in that they had already
been admitted citizens by “fine’.?!” Yet admission by marriage offered these two men
more attractive terms than did their previous grants of freedom. Admission by right of
‘marriage’ meant that one had to marry a registered freewoman, not just a female
inhabitant of the city. It appears that there was no ‘fine’ for entering into the city’s
freedoms in this manner.”*® There was a traditional levy called a ‘fine by ball’,
payable by all citizens who married, which was imposed on those who became
citizens after marriage to a freewoman.”*® It appears that all newly-married citizens,
not just outsiders, had to contribute towards a ball or festivities that were held every
Shrove Tuesday. This custom appears to have been discontinued as the period
progressed and there is no reference to it after about 1630. Even so, this charge does
not appear to have been as expensive as purchasing one’s freedom.?”® The sons and
apprentices of those outsiders who married insiders had to pay less when they came
to seek the city’s freedom, unlike the children and apprentices of those who came in
by fine.””! Finally, according to an ordinance from the 1580s, only a freewoman’s

first marriage allowed her husband to petition the authorities for admission into the

215 \Webb, The Municipal Government in Ireland, pp 58, 61; Tillot (ed.), A history of the County of
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citizen body. As a result no person who married a widowed freewoman could apply
for his freedom.??

The terms on offer for those who entered the city in this way would have
been most attractive, not only financially, in that they did not have to pay a fine. It
would have saved their sons and apprentices from a fine, as we have seen above. This
form of admission could also offer free entry into at least one of the guilds.?®
Furthermore, those who entered by marriage would have gained entry through their
new family links to pre-existing social networks. These social connections would
have allowed any newcomer who achieved his freedom “by wife’; greater opportunity
to clamber onto the higher tiers of Dublin society. An example of this may be William
Bishop, and his quick advance to the dignity of an alderman, after his marriage to a
freewoman, although such political or other benefits accruing to a new freeman would
have depended on one’s marriage partner and her family’s status.?** These social and
financial factors would have made entry into the city’s franchise by marriage highly
attractive to any ambitious or needy migrant.

By examining the admission roll 1600-50, we can deepen our
understanding of the patriciate’s policy towards newcomers to the city who came into
its liberties through marriage. An analysis of the table below, demonstrates that there
were few who achieved their freedom ‘by wife’. Indeed, in this period of mass
migration to the city mainly by English migrants, the number is strikingly low.?®
Those who were recorded as winning the franchise by marriage only accounted for a

small percentage of all those who received their freedom.

New citizens enfranchised by marriage, 1600-49

Table 2.11
Year No.
1599-1609 11
1610-9 6
1620-9 10
1630-9 22
1640-9 10
Source: Anc. recs. Dub., ii, iii, passi
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Any petitioner for admission to the freedom could be rejected. For
marriage to a freewomen did not guarantee that an individual could just join the select
set of the free. Traditionally, admission to the franchise was never guaranteed for
anyone, apart from the freeborn, and an applicant’s way could be barred, if he was
deemed unsuitable by the patriciate.??® Such applicants may have been forced to pay
for their freedom. The sources that have survived tell us little of the selection
procedure, which was in all probability, conducted, in private. We do get a glimpse of
how difficult it could be, for an appeal for the city’s freedom to be accepted in the
years between 1600 and 1640. John Franckton, an English printer, who although
entitled to admission by marrying the daughter of a freeman, needed the support of no
less a figure than the archbishop of Dublin to secure his admission, who may have
been Frankton’s patron.”’’ The limited numbers by themselves do not indicate
definitively that the council sought to limit admissions by marriage. Other factors may
have impeded the numbers gaining freedom in this manner. The large Old English
recusant population in Dublin, many of them freemen, would have been unwilling to
marry their daughters to the mainly English Protestant newcomers.?® There remains
at least an impression that the figures are symptomatic of an exclusivist approach on
the part of the aldermanic elite, a deliberately restrictive policy on entrants who
sought the freedom of the city by marriage.

A breakdown of the occupations of the successful applicants for
their freedom in this manner indicates that the council may have been sympathetic to
the petitions of the affluent or those of high status.

Occupations of those enfranchised by marriage 1600-49, Table 2.12

Clothiers 5 Mason 2
Cooks 6 Brewer 1
Cutler 1 Baker 1
Gent 15 Saddler 2
Knight 1 Tailor 7
Goldsmith 1 Vintner 1
Merchant 5 Misc. 11
Source. Anc. recs. Dub., ii, iii, passim.
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The figures show that a high number of gentlemen from outside the city
married into the city, as did clothiers and merchants who in general were seen as
members of the moneyed class and this was a traditional feature.?® There are also a
number of professionals admitted, one of the first glimpses of that class’s inexorable
rise to prominence in the city. This would seem to suggest that those who were of a
higher social status were admitted by marriage to the citizen body. Yet the presence of
humbler occupations, such as bricklayers, would seem to contradict this tentative
finding. The probability is that these newcomers too were rather more affluent than a
common ‘country’ tradesman or an English journeyman.

The years following 1650 saw a continuation of the generally low levels
of new citizens enfranchised by ‘right of marriage’. Even in the 1650s when the city
was desperate for English migrants, the numbers admitted by this mode of admission
remained low. After 1660 the numbers enfranchised by marriage drifted higher and
were, as the table below indicates, a small percentage of all those admitted to the
freedom of the city. The limited numbers enfranchised suggest that the city authorities

strictly regulated this form of admission to the citizenship.

Numbers enfranchised by marriage, 1660-90
Table 2.13

1650-9 1660-9 1670-9 1680-9

13 22 15 26

Source: Abstracts of freemen of Dublin, compiled by Thrift, 1, ii, iii, iv, passim

The occupational profile of those admitted by ‘right of marriage’ after 1660 would
suggest that the patricians were more liberal in the granting of the city’s freedom than

previously.
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