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We have been favoured with two communi​cations bearing, from somewhat opposite points of view, on the condition of our agricultural labourers, and with the pleading in one of them we agree to a great extent, while with the pleading of the other we agree en​tirely. Mr. W. R. Kenny, of Freagh, Miltown-Malbay, writes as a farmer of some hundreds of acres in eight or ten different holdings, and he takes occasion, from a recent article of ours commending the concern for the labourers which some of the Sub-Commissions are exhibiting, to point out the grievance of the farmers. Mr. Kenny, we are glad to see, does not write against the claims of the labourers, and he rather de​sires to point out that the insignificant rent reductions made by the Sub-commissioners disable the farmers from befriending the labourers. He insists that without more sub​stantial rent reductions the farmers will not be able to afford employment and earning to the labourers, and he asks how will the labourer be advantaged by getting a house and a half an acre of land at 15 or 18 pence a week if he cannot get constant employment and fair wages to enable him to pay the weekly rent? The labourer, Mr.Kenny truly says, lives by the farmer, and if the farmer does not get a way of living he cannot give a way of living. There is no doubt a great deal of practical common sense in this re​presentation, and all we can say in relation to it is that this item of the cost of farm labour ought to be, and we suppose is, one of the factors that guide the Sub-Commissioners to their adjudications. When Mr. Kenny complains that the Land Act has not been worth one penny piece to him, we must re​mind him that in our ignorance of all par​ticulars we can give no verdict on the ques​tion.  If he  has his hundreds of acres on a fair live and let-live rent, why should he have reduction? If he is charged a rack-tent, are not the courts open to him, and can he not implead ? His wanting to depress the condition of the labourers because judicial rents may be altered in fifteen years strikes us as being altogether selfish. How are the labourers to subsist in the interim, and then are they to be again punished in prospect of quindecennial fluctuation ? With what Mr. Kenny says about the importance of the Irish tenants becoming their own landlords we agree, and mean while, for the sake of all con​cerned, we hope that the farmers will by their treatment of their labourers, give good reason to expect that when they become the land​lords they will prove reasonable and helpful employers of farm labour. The second letter is from a "labourer," Marcos Sweeney, of Abbeyfeale, and it would be hard to with​hold consent to its piteous and fact-founded appeal. nr dwellings (says the writer) " are mere hovels, unfit for a human being, " and are infinitely worse than cow-houses of " the poorest farmers." This is, we may ob​serve, what Mr. Shaw said in Parliament, in the debate on the Address this time twelve-month, and we fear there can be no question as to its. substantial accuracy. The writer next points out that the labourers food is of the worst and coarsest kind, “and  they haven't even enough of that same” Many of them do not use " flour at home except on  Christmas day," and in the winter they are often obliged to burn the straw of their beds to make a fire. Their clothing, he says, is  scandalous and for a similar reason they are compelled to keep their children from school, and still they are "expected to live without " grumbling"  We stood side by side with the farmers in their recent strangle against the landlords, and in recompense for that we are deserted now. The farmers appeared to be satisfied to grant to " each labourer a cottage and a plot of " ground, but when it came to the point we " were turned away from their doors as coldly as ever a landlord evicted a tenant." There is something real and touching in these short and simple annals, and we do not wonder that men like Maurice Sweeney are proposing to agitate for their rights.
