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ABSTRACT
A THIRD REMOVE: THE ENGLISH TRAVELLER IN IRELAND, 1775-1845
By

Susan M. Kroeg

English travel to and travel writing about Ireland increased dramatically in the late
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. The knowledge of Ireland acquired through
travel helped the English to delimit their own identity, to define themselves in opposition
to, or in juxtaposition with, their Irish neighbors—a crucial activity in a era of empire-
building and union. When Ireland’s proximity problematized England’s ability to regard it
as Other, the rhetoric of travel, predicated on the distance between “home” and “abroad,”
provided a means to establish distance between the two islands. As records of cultural
contact, the narratives of English travellers to Ireland provide an important insight into the
cultural differences and attitudes that precipitated this desire for a sense of “remove.”
English writers of the decades surrounding the 1800 Act of Union used travel writing as a
means to (re)create a distance between the metropolitan center and the Irish periphery, a
distance the English perceived as necessary and empowering, but one that threatened to
collapse under the pressures of political union and increased contact.

The body of this dissertation is devoted to a careful examination of the texts that
produced, supported, utilized, and resisted that distancing rhetoric. Chapter 1 discusses
“home travel,” a concept that appears in many narratives of the period under consideration
here; the multiple uses of the phrase reflect the English travellers’ equivocation over

Ireland’s status as “home” or “abroad.” Chapter 2 analyzes the travellers’ responses to



the landscape of Ireland and their use of aesthetics as a means of expressing both Ireland’s
difference and its potential for domestication. Chapter 3 focuses on the travellers’
encounters with the Irish people, primarily within domestic spaces, and examines their
attempts to use the notion of “home” as a litmus test for the Irish people’s otherness.
Chapter 4 looks at tourism as a particular form of travel and analyzes the Irish people’s
attempts to mediate the English tourists’ representations of Ireland. Chapter 5 explores
the impact of travel literature about Ireland on the nineteenth-century novel and argues

that “travel to Ireland” became a metaphor for exploring other forms of cultural distance.
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INTRODUCTION:

THEORIZING THE DISTANCE BETWEEN ENGLAND AND IRELAND

In the poem “To seem the stranger lies my lot,” first published posthumously in
1893, Gerard Manley Hopkins uses three degrees of “remove” to describe his perception
of the distance that separated him from his family, a sense of alienation fostered first by his
conversion to Roman Catholicism, second by his decision to become a Jesuit priest, and
third by his appointment as professor of classics at University College, Dublin in 1885.
The concluding stanza of the poem begins with the lines: “I am in Ireland now; now I am
at a third / Remove.”' Ireland is a “third remove” for Hopkins not only in sequential
terms, but also in spatial and temporal terms; it represents a step toward the ultimate
remove: death (and Heaven). Hopkins’ phrase—*“a third remove”—captures the essence
of England’s ambivalent relationship to Ireland throughout much of the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuri&s:'physical and cultural distance between the two countries resulted in
an insuperable feeling of estrangement. As records of cultural contact, the narratives of
English travellers to Ireland provide an important insight into the cultural differences and
attitudes that precipitated this sense of “remove.” One might expect that, when compared
to the distances between England and its colonies in North America, Africa, and Asia, the
gap between England and Ireland would shrink in size and significance; instead, it
continued to grow, well after the 1800 Act of Union made Ireland part of the United

Kingdom. In what ways might we account for this phenomenon? As this dissertation will

'Gerard Manley Hopkins, Poems and Prose (Penguin, 1985), p. 61-62.



demonstrate, English writers of the decades surrounding the Act of Union used travel
writing as a means to (re)create a distance between the metropolitan center and the Irish
periphery, a distance the English perceived as necessary and empowering, but one that

threatened to collapse under the pressures of political union and increased contact.

According to historian C. J. Woods, the period 1775-1850 was “the great age of

Irish travel writing”:

This was the age of travel by horse-drawn vehicle, on well-maintained

roads, navigations and canals. The coming of the railway train brought a

check to travel writing for two reasons: the traveller savoured less of the

countryside he passed through at high speed; and travel, in Europe at least,

became more common, and so other people’s accounts less interesting.

(‘“Review” 173)
Woods’ rationale for delimiting 1775-1850 as “the great age of Irish travel writing” is
reminiscent of Ruskin’s famed critique of tourism: “Going by railway I do not consider as
travel at all; it is merely being ‘sent’ to a place, and very little different from becoming a
parcel” (qtd. in Moir xvi). In dismissing railway travel, and the narratives produced by
railway travellers, Woods follows in the anti-touristic mode popularized by Daniel J.
Boorstin, Paul Fussell, and others.? Woods’ nostalgic (and romanticized) notion of travel
aside, he is right to point out the sharp increase in travel to Ireland, and travel writing
about Ireland, in this period. The period is bracketed, not coincidentally, by the American
Revolution and the Great Famine; near the middle of the period, 1800, the Irish parliament

dissolved itself and formed a union with Great Britain. The years 1775-1850 were marred

For more on “anti-touristic” responses to tourism, see James Buzard, The Beaten
Track, and Jonathan Culler, “The Semiotics of Tourism.” This issue will be discussed in
greater depth in Chapter 4.



by frequent episodes of popular protest and violence in Ireland; nevertheless, countless
English people travelled to Ireland in those years and recorded their impressions of what
they consistently labeled their “sister country.”

In Writing Ireland: Colonialism, Nationalism and Culture, David Cairns and
Shaun Richards profess to describe “the reality of the historic relationship of Ireland with
England; a relationship of the colonized and the colonizer” (1). While appealing in its
straightforwardness, such a formula belies the complexity of the historical relationship
between England and Ireland. Ireland has long been what Mary Louise Pratt designates a
“contact zone,” a contested physical and social space, a site of political and military
battles, a place “where disparate cultures meet, clash, and grapple with each other” (4).
With the Anglo-Norman invasion in 1169, the relationship between England and Ireland
began as one of conqueror and conquered. Henry VIII was declared “King of Ireland” in
1541, an act followed by the “plantation” of English and Scottish settlers on Irish-owned
land in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries. Oliver Cromwell’s devastating
campaigns in Ireland in 1649-50—in which countless Catholic landowners and priests
were murdered—were followed by land confiscation, first under Cromwell, and then again
under William IIT in 1691-1703. Beginning in 1694, a series of penal laws were enacted,
forbidding Catholics from voting, owning land, or bearing arms, among other things. In
1720, the British parliament passed an act declaring their right to legislate for Ireland,

although Ireland maintained a separate parliament. Widespread famine in 1740-41 further



decimated the native Irish population. These turbulent events form the prelude to the
period under consideration here.}

Historians note a “gap in the famines” in the years 1741-1822, and this factor,
combined with increasing industrialization and urbanization, made the later eighteenth
century a period of relative prosperity for Ireland. Despite heavy tariffs imposed by
Britain, trade in textiles (particularly linen) and provisions (particularly beef for the British
navy) formed the backbone of the Irish economy; Roy Foster notes that “Ireland’s
industrial and commercial potential was perceived as a distinct threat by English
mercantile opinion” by the end of the eighteenth century (204). The native, largely rural,
Irish population quickly outgrew its meager resources, however, and a rising number of
landless Irishmen began forming secret societies and violent agrarian protest groups, most
notably the Whiteboys in 1761. The American Revolution and subsequent loss of the
American colonies forced Britain to reevaluate its Irish policies; Ireland was granted a
form of free trade and the penal laws began to be relaxed. A Protestant “patriot™
movement led to Irish parliamentary independence in 1782. A struggling Irish economy
and the ideology of the French Revolution spawned another protest organization, the
United Irishmen, in 1791. Led by Wolfe Tone and aided by the French, with whom the

British were at war, the United Irishmen planned a massive uprising in 1796, which failed

3The following account is drawn largely from R. F. Foster, Modern Ireland 1600-
1972; T. W. Moody and F. X. Martin, eds., The Course of Irish History; and Oxford’s A
New History of Ireland, vol. 4: Eighteenth-Century Ireland, 1691-1800 (ed. T. W. Moody
and W. E. Vaughan) and vol. 5: Ireland under the Union 1, 1801-1870 (ed. W. E.
Vaughan). Readers are referred to these sources, and their excellent bibliographies, for a
more comprehensive account of Irish history in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries
than can be offered here.



when French troops could not land on the Irish coast due to storms. In 1798, another
uprising began in Dublin and spread throughout the southeast and west; Foster describes it
as “probably the most concentrated episode of violence in Irish history” (280). The
largely Catholic uprising was put down by Orange (Protestant) militia, giving further fuel
to the sectarian fire burning throughout Ireland. The British saw constitutional union as a
means to moderate sectarianism and protect themselves from further French (Catholic)-
influenced and -aided attacks. The Act of Union dissolved the Irish parkiament and
established proportional Irish representation in the British parliament, giving the Irish far
less say in the governing of Ireland than they had had previously, although they now had
some say in English affairs. Catholic emancipation (the removal of the remaining penal
laws) was hoped for under the union but would not occur for almost three decades.

Henry Grattan, Irish MP and renowned orator, described the union as an “act of
absorption” that failed to recognize Ireland as a separate nation with unique concerns (qtd.
in Foster 283); nevertheless, on January 1, 1801, Ireland became part of the United
Kingdom.

The early decades of the nineteenth century saw renewed agrarian violence and
another abortive uprising in 1803. Poor potato crops in 1816 led to famine and a typhus
outbreak in 1817, followed by another, more severe crisis in 1822; despite this, the
population continued to increase at an alarming rate, particularly in poor, rural areas.
Most land was owned by English or Anglo-Irish Protestants, while the native Irish
Catholic population eked out a precarious living as tenants on land that had once been

owned by their ancestors. The people continued to agitate for Catholic emancipation; the



movement was spearheaded by Daniel O’Connell in the 1820s, and in 1829, the Catholic
Emancipation Act was voted into law, which removed most of the remaining restrictions
on Catholics. Inspired by his success, O’Connell began a large-scale Repeal Movement,
characterized by a series of “monster meetings” throughout rural Ireland, and he received
support in his efforts from a new organization, Young Ireland, whose mouthpiece, The
Nation, was one of the widest-read newspapers in Ireland. Repeal of the Act of Union
was a popular cause, although few agreed on just what it might mean for Ireland (Foster
308). O’Connell declared 1843 the “Repeal Year,” and monster meetings that year drew
enormous crowds—tens, perhaps hundreds of thousands of people attended. A monster
meeting planned for October in Clontarf was prohibited by the British government, which
sent troops to enforce the edict, and when O’Connell backed down, he was arrested,
charged with conspiracy, and sentenced to prison for one year. In the fall of 1845, potato
blight was reported in several counties. The potato had become the dietary staple of the
Irish peasantry, and the loss of the potato crop meant death by starvation (or disease,
precipitated by malnutrition) for untold numbers of Irish people; when all was said and
done, the Irish population had been decreased by at least a third through death and
emigration.

These are the historical events that frame the “great age of Irish travel writing.”
England had its share of challenges apart from Ireland during those years as well: wars
with America and France, agrarian and industrial labor protests, rapid urbanization,
political and governmental controversies and crises. Why, given this context, would so

many English people choose to travel to Ireland during this time period, and subsequently



to record their experiences in travel narratives? First, travel to Ireland was an
epistemological quest for the English; they needed to know Ireland in order to control it
effectively, to prevent another crisis like the American Revolution from happening in their
own backyard. Second, the knowledge of Ireland acquired through travel would help the
English to delimit their own identity, to define themselves in opposition to, or in
juxtaposition with, their Irish neighbors—a crucial activity in a era of empire-building and
union. Third, travel narratives were a popular genre in the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries, and travel writers were always looking for a novel destination to discover and
describe. The Act of Union is generally considered a watershed event in Irish history;
1800 has come to represent a beginning, or an ending, and sometimes both. Travel and
travel writing, and the ideologies that underlie those activities, however, provide an
important element of continuity in our understanding of Ireland, and of England’s
relationship to Ireland, in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries.* Let us turn
now to a closer examination of the issues of epistemology, identity, and popularity that lay

behind English travel writing about Ireland.

“l am aware that by choosing to limit my study to narratives written before 1845,
the year the potato blight was discovered in Ireland, I am reinforcing another sharp break
in the continuity of Irish history. However, the Great Famine changed English travel to
Ireland in a way that the Act of Union did not; although the English continued to travel to
Ireland, they generally travelled to observe the effects of the famine, or as part of some
relief effort, and they produced narratives that differed markedly in tone, purpose, and
even intended audience, from those written before the famine. In addition, the English
government changed many of its policies toward Ireland during and after the famine,
further altering the relationship between the two countries. Finally, studies of language,
history, and race produced in the period contemporary with the famine reinforced shifts in
England’s perception and depiction of the Irish after 1845 (see Leerssen, Remembrance
and Imagination, and Curtis, Anglo-Saxons and Celts).



In his essay “Stranger in Ireland: the Problematics of the Post-Union Travelogue,”
Glenn Hooper identifies “epistemological power” as “one of the single most important
attributes of the travel-narrative form”; by providing culturally determined information
about unfamiliar cultures to “a specialized and lay reading public,” travel writing
“provided one of the clearest and most direct information gathering systems available™
(26). Hooper is particularly concerned by the increase in desire for knowledge about
Ireland in the early decades of the nineteenth century, and argues that “several English
travel writers in the immediate post-Union period came to regard Ireland as a site of
epistemological challenge™: “Knowledge of Ireland . . . had to be gained, not just because
that was the way the empire worked, but because whatever information could be made
available would give a greater and more enhanced sense of orderliness and control” (30,
32). Hooper’s insightful readings of the narratives of Sir Richard Colt Hoare (1807) and
Sir John Carr (1806) persuasively demonstrate the desire for knowledge about Ireland
among post-Union travellers, but he underestimates the epistemological quest that had
motivated Irish travel and travel writing long before the Act of Union.

Ireland’s ambiguous colonial status in an age of revolution actuated the desire of
many eighteenth-century travellers to “know,” and thereby control, Ireland. Arthur
Young’s Tour in Ireland (1780) relies on the “dry and unentertaining . . . minutiae of the
farmer’s management” to convey the importance of Ireland to “the great machine of the
[British] State” (first ed., i-ii). “[T]hese are the circumstances upon which depend the
wealth, prosperity, and power of nations,” claims Young:

The monarch of these realms must know, that when he is sitting on his
throne at Westminster, surrounded by nothing but state and magnificence,



that the poorest, the most oppressed, the most unhappy peasant, in the

remotest corner of Ireland, contributes his share to the support of the

gaiety that enlivens, and the splendour that adorns the scene. (ii)
In particular, Britain’s current involvement in war against France, and its pending loss of
the American colonies, indicate to Young the importance of union within Europe and
commercial cooperation (rather than competition) with the British colonies, including
Ireland; Young recognizes “the hazard we now run of losing or ruining Ireland” (v).
Young offers copious information about the economy of Ireland, and with that
knowledge, the English reader will be better equipped to prevent the loss of a potentially
lucrative colony. Epistemology as a form of economic control drives Young’s tour and
his narrative. Other late eighteenth-century travellers are similarly motivated by the desire
to “kmow” Ireland—its resources, its people, its natural curiosities. Philip Luckombe
(1780) chooses to forgo a continental Grand Tour in favor of travelling in Ireland, “which,
on account of its laws, religions, political dependence, &c. ought to be regarded and
thoroughly known next to Great Britain” (1). Luckombe’s wonderfully ambiguous
phrase—“known next to Great Britain”—invokes a sense that Ireland’s primacy (it should
be known second only to Britain) is related to its proximity, an issue that will receive fuller
attention below. Even a traveller as dissatisfied with his experience in Ireland as Richard
Twiss (1775) acknowledges the importance of travel for improving knowledge: “The chief
pursuit of travellers ought to be, to learn the languages, the laws and customs, and to
understand the government and interest of other nations™ (184). And eighteenth-century
Irish writers encouraged England’s epistemological questing, in part because they hoped

that knowledge about Ireland would improve the relationship between the two countries.



Thomas Campbell recognizes that “There is, perhaps, no country dependent on the British
Crown, which Englishmen know less of than Ireland; and yet it may safely be affirmed,
there is none which has a fairer and stronger claim to their attention™ (advertisement).
John Angel writes A General History of Ireland (1781) “[t]o render . . . the present state
of Ireland more universally known, thereby contributing to advance the mutual interest of
England and Ireland” (x).

These examples do not diminish the force of Hooper’s argument; post-Union
travellers did emphasize the need for knowledge about Ireland. However, as the control
they desired failed to accompany the knowledge they acquired, they increasingly
emphasized their lack of knowledge about Ireland, despite an ever-growing number of
travel narratives purporting to supply the requisite information. George Cooper, an
English lawyer who travelled through Ireland in 1799 and published his Letters in 1800,
begins his narrative with the following introduction:

It has often been to me a subject of some surprise, when I have heard Irish
affairs so much the topic both of public and private discussion as they have
been of late, that the country itself should have been so little visited by
travellers from Great Britain. . . . But though the name of Ireland is most
familiar to our ears, yet both the kingdom and its inhabitants have been as
little described as if the Atlantic had flowed between us, instead of dividing
them from the new world. . . . It seems to have been blotted out of the
geographical outline of European tours. (ix-x)
In comparing the Irish Sea to the Atlantic Ocean and suggesting that Ireland is so far
removed that it has in effect been “blotted out of the geographical outline” of Europe,
Cooper thus participates in a trend in English travel description: knowledge cannot be
acquired—and Ireland cannot be effectively controlled—because of the distance between

England and Ireland. Sir John Carr opens his Stranger in Ireland with an anecdote about

10



travel to India, explicitly connecting the misrepresentations of and apprehensions about
travelling in the physically remote and culturally alien country of India, to Ireland (1-2).
Such a distance is perilous for the Union, claims Carr:
The union of Ireland will ever want a cordial cement, as long as political
distinctions that degrade her are permitted to exist; till then an uninformed
Irishman, looking upon the ocean from his cabin, and finding that it divides
his country from England, will insist upon it, and completely settle the
point with his conscience, that the great Creator, in parcelling out the
universe, had destined, from the first, that Ireland should be a separate
nation. (75)
Carr seems blissfully ignorant of the irony of his argument: Britain may claim that its
insular status as an island renders it of necessity independent, but Ireland may not. As John
McVeagh notes in All Before Them, “The sea between the countries was too wide for
union and too narrow for independence—or so England judged” (44). The Act of Union
was ostensibly intended to overcome the distance that separated England and Ireland.
Cooper insists that Union “will raise a powerful colossus” that “[rests] one foot upon the
Irish shore, and the other upon British soil,” thereby closing the gap between the two
islands (185). However, overcoming the distance was not so easy, nor so desirable. John
Gough® claims in 1817 that “Ireland is a country, that Englishmen in general know less
about, than they do of Russia, Siberia or the Country of the Hottentots,” lands whose
physical and imaginative distance from England were of mythic proportions (238). That

same year, Anne Plumptre insists that “If curiosity be deeply awakened, if interest be

According to C. J. Woods, 4 Tour in Ireland in 1813 & 1814, published
anonymously in 1817, may be more accurately attributed to John Alexander Staples
(“Authorship” 481-82); however, most bibliographies continue to attribute the work to
Gough, so in order to avoid confusion, I have chosen to refer to Gough as the author

throughout.
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warmly excited, by inquiring into the circumstances and situation of nations not
immediately . . . among our own connexions,” then “a much deeper interest will surely be
excited when these inquiries, these comparisons, relate to an object so near tousas a
SISTER” (v), emphasizing the “familial” connectedness of England and Ireland that should
compensate for the distance between them, but never seems to. In 1818, John Christian
Curwen describes his anticipation at the “prospect of visiting a country, which although
almost within our view, and daily in our contemplation, is as little known to me,
comparatively speaking, as if it were an island in the remotest part of the globe” (1.7).
Ireland is “almost,” but not quite, “within [England’s] view” and within England’s control;
Ireland’s enigmatic, insular status repeatedly renders it “remote” to English consciousness,
despite its presence in newspapers, legislation, travel narratives, and other forms of
discourse.

As we shall see, the English traveller (and travel reader) ultimately found the
distance between England and Ireland comforting and desirable; the “kmowledge™ about
Ireland that travel promoted was frequently discomfiting to English sensibilities. Henry
Inglis, writing in 1835, confesses: “my ignorance of Ireland might well justify me in
looking upon Ireland as a foreign land, and upon her people as foreigners™; he repeatedly
confronts the claim that “Ireland is a difficult country to know,” especially for the tourist.
William Thackeray’s Irish Sketch Book (1843) is riddled with episodes that demonstrate
the difficulty of “knowing” Ireland. To be sure, English travellers continued to insist on
the importance of knowledge about Ireland, acquired through travel: “what [Ireland]

wants above every thing is, to know, and to be known,” claims William Belton in 1834 (v),

12



and “When Englishmen learn to view Ireland as she is, the first great step will be achieved
toward making Ireland what she ought to be,” echoes Charlotte Elizabeth Tonna in 1839
(iv). However, distance had become the dominant paradigm for understanding the
relationship between England and Ireland; “distance” became a way for England to
rationalize its failure to assimilate Ireland into the United Kingdom.®
In The Politics of Home, Rosemary Marangoly George posits the following
framework for understanding the relationship between imperialism and distance:
Homes and nations are defined in the instances of confrontation with what
is considered “not-home,” with the foreign, with distance. Ultimately then,
distance in itself becomes difference. Thus, for instance, it is in the heyday

of British imperialism that England gets defined as “Home” in opposition to
“The Empire” which belongs to the English but which is not England. (4)

“It is not my intention in this discussion to diminish the real physical distance
between England and Ireland, or to suggest that travellers in the late eighteenth and early
nineteenth centuries faced no challenges in travelling to Ireland. English travellers were
forced to abandon sight of the coast of Britain in order to set foot on this island of
uncertainty. Before steam, English travellers waited in Wales for favorable weather
conditions, time that allowed their apprehensions to grow; the “Two English Gentlemen,”
writing in 1746, record waiting thirteen days “for a Wind,” while listening to the stories of
their fellow passengers, many of whom were Irish (Chetwood 28, 37). John Bush writes
of crossing the “gulph” between the two islands, noting that although it is “60 miles only”
and the Irish mountains are sometimes visible from the Welsh coast, the rough passage
takes forty hours (6-11). Very few travellers adopted the resigned outlook of Methodist
minister John Wesley, travelling in Ireland in 1756: “I find it of great use to be in suspense;
it is an excellent means of breaking our will” (4.180). Most travellers writing before the
age of steam record spending time becalmed in the Irish channel; others tell tales of
horrifying storms or bouts with seasickness. The predictability of steam-powered travel
did not alleviate the worries of many travellers. William Wordsworth, in a letter to his
sister Dorothy in 1829, confessed: “I dread the risks as to health, the fatigue, and the
expenses . . . and the long sea sickness” (105). To a friend, he expressed concern for his
ability to “muster courage to cross the Channel” (101). That such apprehensions continued
to exist after the advent of steam engines only underscores the distance, both real and
imagined, between England and Ireland.

13



We will return momentarily to the issue of “home,” particularly as it bears on Ireland, but
let us first consider the importance of distance to the process of delimiting English
identity, or “Britishness.” Postcolonial criticism, particularly the work of Homi Bhabha,
has demonstrated the ways in which colonized peoples served as “Others” against which
the colonizing power defined itself. According to Linda Colley, the British “came to
define themselves as a single people not because of any political or cultural consensus at
home, but rather in reaction to the Other beyond their shores” (6). “The invention of
Britishness was so closely bound up with Protestantism, with war with France and with
the acquisition of empire, that Ireland was never able or willing to play a satisfactory part
in it,” claims Colley.” In fact, in the early modern period, “the development of
‘Englishness’ depended on the negation of ‘Irishness,’” according to Andrew Hadfield and
Willy Maley (qtd. in Murphy 31). David Cairns and Shaun Richards concur: “writing by
Englishmen about Ireland and the Irish may not only have served to broaden English

knowledge of the neighbouring island and its inhabitants, but also to define the qualities of

Colley’s study, Britons, covers the period 1707-1837. According to Luke
Gibbons, Colley underestimates the importance of “Gaelicness” as an oppositional
category in the later eighteenth century; “Gaelicness™ incorporates not only Ireland’s
Catholicism, but also its cultural and linguistic differences from England (“United Irishmen
and Alternative Enlightenments™). In addition, Protestants in Ireland had begun to identify
themselves as “Irish” by the early eighteenth century, according to Roy Foster (178), but
despite their religious affinity with Britain, they were excluded from the definition of
“Britishness.” In the mid-to-late nineteenth century, the English developed another means
of delimiting “Britishness,” a complex system of anti-Irish prejudice based on
ethnography, particularly the Irish people’s perceived “racial” differences, which included
not only differences in skin color and physical features, but also differences in character
and behavior (see L. P. Curtis, Jr., Anglo-Saxons and Celts). The racialization of the Irish
will be discussed further in Chapter 3. For another study on the importance of
“blackness” as a defining quality of otherness for imperial Britain, see Simon Gikandi,
Maps of Englishness.
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‘Englishness’, by simuitaneously defining ‘not-Englishness’ or ‘otherness’” (2). Thus
travel as a quest for knowledge about another culture becomes a voyage of self-discovery.
In But the Irish Sea Betwixt Us, Andrew Murphy provides the reader with a

valuable concept for understanding the relationship between England and Ireland:
proximity. “Proximity” refers not only to geographic distance but also to cultural
difference. The English and the Irish are “European Christians living in neighbouring
islands with a long history of contact formalized into a series of arrangements aimed at
absorbing one island into the dominion of the other” (28). Because of this closeness, the
Irish are imperfect others—“proximate” others, rather than “absolute” others (6); in Homi
Bhabha’s formulation, they are “almost the same, but not quite” (86). Thus, “Ireland is
always a problematic instance for the English writer, because the standard tropes of
colonial stereotyping are always likely to unravel in the encounter with the imperfect
Otherness of the Irish” (Murphy 7). England’s positional superiority could only be
maintained by emphasizing the difference between the English and the Irish, a difference
“founded upon maintaining the distance which separated the English from the Irish”
(Cairns and Richards 4). The increased need for knowledge of the Irish in the late
eighteenth century precipitated increased travel and increased cultural contact between the
two islands. Soon afterward, the Act of Union further eradicated the boundaries between
England and Ireland. Once the English recognize the erasure of identity and loss of power
inherent in allowing the Other (“Irishness™) to become a part of the Self (“Britishness™),
they begin to call attention to the distance between England and Ireland with renewed

vigor. In a reversal of Rosemary George’s formula, difference<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>