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&
REBELLION: 1912-1922

‘ULSTER WILL FIGHT’

The Parliament Act of 1911 broke the power of the House of Lords to
defy the popular will as represented in the House of Commons. By
removing the last parliamentary bulwark against home rule legislation for
Ireland, this major measure of constitutional reform in the United
Kingdom outraged Irish unionists, whose infuriated reaction to the threat
of home rule unleashed violence into twentieth-century lrish politics.

Irish unionists, overwhelmingly Protestant, were divided into two main
groups. About 250000 Anglo-lrish occupied 2 vulnerable position among
2 Catholic population of 2.55 million in the three southern provinces.!
Although most of the Anglo-Irish could count socially as no more than
respectable middle class, they were well leavened by janded gentry, the
higher professions and the more affiuent mercantile classes. However
subtle their internal gradations of gentility, their culture, at least by
relaxed Hibernian criteria, had a patrician veneer, tinged with condescen-
sion towards Catholics but pervaded with a faint sense of noblesse oblige.
By 1911 their wealth 2nd social status far exceeded their political power,
sapped since the 1880s by extension of the franchise to the predominantly
Catholic lower orders, and by land legislation which had transtated the
gentry into a largely rentier class.?

The 891 ooo Protestants in the northern province of Ulster contem-
plated quite different prospects from the 250 ooo southern Protestants.

| Genstes of Ireland, rg1r, HC 1912-13 (Cd. 6051}, <xvi, pp. 38-9.

* 1.C. Beckett, The Anglo-Trish tradition (Londor, 1976), pp- 1 19=~20; P. Buckland, Irish
snionisnt: the Anglo-Irish and the itew lrelard, £8 5 5~192z (Dublin, 1972}, pp. xiv, xx; 1,
d*Alron, ‘Seuthern lrish unionism: a study of Cork unicnists, 1884~1914", TRHS, sth
series, 25 (1973), pp- 71-88; L. dAlron, *A contrast in crises: southern lrish Protestantisin,
1830—43 and x885—1910’, In A.C. Hepburn (ed.), Minorities in lustory {London, 1978
pp. 70—83; D. Firzpatrick, Politics and [rish life, 195 3~21 (Dublin, 1977}, pp. 46—62; B.
Inglis, West Briton (London, 1961), pp- 9-35: F.5.L. Lyons, Culture and anarchy i
Ireland. t880~zc3w (Oxford, 1980), pp. 18-23, §7-84.
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Table 1. Distribution of population by religion in Ulster counties, 1911

County Protestants (%} Catholics {%)
Anrim 79.5 20.5
Down 68.2 3.6
Armagh 47 45.3
Londonderry Sz 45.8
Tyrone 24.6 §5.4
Fermanagh 45.8 56.2
Mernaghan 25.3 w47
Donegal ’ 2r.1 78.9
Cavan 8.5 81.5

Sonrce: Cansus of lreland, 1911, HC 19t2=13 Cd. 6051, cxvi, p. 38

Fifty years earlier Protestants were a minority in the province. Now they
outnumbered the 691 ooo Catholics.? The denominational distribution by
county, however, as recorded in Table 1, was very uneven.

Ulster Protescants, lacgely descended from seventeenth-century English
and Scottish settlers, dominated the good land and the better occupations,
bur there was litcle aristocratic about their culture. They were mainly
lower middle class and working class in the towns, and farmers in the
countryside, with only a relatively light leavening of gentry, professional
men or even affluent commercial people.* A high proportion, in contrast
to the Anglo-lrish, would count socially as no betrer than the ‘poor whites’
of a planter community. They were correspondingly anxious to emphasise
their social distance from Catholics.

There were religious, social and regional tensions within Ulszer Prot-
estantism, especially between the two main denominations, mnmmvﬁm.amum
and Episcopalians.’ Nevertheless, the Protestant sense of solidarity in the
face of Catholic importunity easily prevailed over internal differences.
Their own peculiar institution, the Orange Qrder, which included two-
thirds of adult Protestant males,® fostered a sense of community among
Protestants and institutionalised the instinct of racial superiority over the
conquered Catholics. The Orange marching season in July and August, a
ritualistic celebration of conquest in an annual exhibition of communal
machismo, served as regular reminder of the supremacy of victor over
vanquished. Race and religion were inextricably intertwined in Ulster

¥ Census of Ireland, 191z, HC 1912~1t3 (Cd. 605 1), cxvi, pp. 38-9.

4 Ibid., pp. 13—21. . o

5 Lyons, Culture, pp. 113—45; . Gibbon, The origins of Ulster unionisi (Manchester,
1975); H. Patterson, Class conflict and sectarianisne: the protestant working ¢lass and the
Belfast labour movement 1868—1920 (Belfast, t980).

« P. Buckland, A history of Northern Ircland (Dublin, 1981}, p. 5.
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unionist consciousness. Unionists could not rely on the criterion of colour,
for the Catholics lacked the imagination to go off-white, nor on the
criterion of language, for the Cartholics had unsportingly abandoned their
own. It was therefore imperative to sustain Protestantism as the symbol of
racial superiority.” .

The meaning of race in the political ¥ernacuiar of the early twentieth
century requires delicate probing. Only rately did it carry the full range of
subsequent sinister connotations. It was still often used as an innocent
synonym for nation or people, though some racist instinct in Britain was
already shifting from the robust to the vicious.” Even when used deroga-
torily, racialist references did not necessarily imply genocidal instinets. Not
all effusions of contempt for Catholics among early-twentieth-century
Ulster Protestants should be axiomatically attributed to racism, red in
tooth and claw. But many of these utterances were embedded in a clearly
hierarchical concept of race relations as a law of Ulster nature. Semantic
purists might protest that racism should be confined to the description of
beliefs arising from directly observable physical differences between
peoples.. But racism has occurred where there were no such observable
differences. The dedication with which Ulster Protestants laboured to
sustain a sense of racial superiority in these circumstances itself eloquently
expressed the racist cast of their minds. The racial imperative proved so
demanding that boundaries had to be constructed whete none objectively
existed. A high degree of physical segregation, reminiscent of the segre-
gation levels in many colour bar comumunities, reflected and reinforced
psychic segregation.” Both communities had long learned to cleave to
their own ground.

Ulster Protestants fashioned an elaborate set of images to sustain their

= | follow here the general appreach of Liam de Paor, Divided Uister (Harmondsworth,
1970}, p. tz. There is a large literature on this important and controversial subject, My
thinking has been especially influenced by the following studies, even where my conclu-
stons diverge from those of the authors: St John Ervine; Craigavor: Ulstersiai {London,
t949); E.U. Ession-Udom, ‘Tribalism and racism™. in L. Kuper (ed.), Race, science and
society {London, 1975), esp. pp. 235~6; G. Fitzgerald, Recouciliotion in a divided
community (Pittsburgh, r982), esp. pp- 5—6; D.W. Miller, Queen’s rebels: Ulster lovalisim
dn bistorical perspective (Dublin, 198¢); 5, Nelson, "Protestant “ideology™ considered: a
case of “discriminaton™, in [ Crewe (ed.), British Political Suciology Yearbook, 2
{Londen, 1975); C.C. O'Brien, ‘Northern Ireland: its pastand its furure: the future’, Race,
14, t (1972); C. Thorne, Racial aspects of the Far Eastern War rogr—i947 (London,
1982); F. Wright, ‘Protestanr idevlogies and politics in Ulster’, Enropeon foursal of
Sociology, 14, 1 {1973},

P.M. Kennedy, The preswar right in Britain and Germany’, in P.M. Kennedy and W.
Mack (eds.), Nationalist and racialist movements in Britain and Gerntany before 1914
{London, 1981), pp. 1—2z0; M. Howard, ‘Empire, race and war in pre-19t4 Brimain’, in H,
Lloyd-Jones, V. Pearl and B. Worden (eds.), History and inggination: essays in bonour of
H.R. Treror-Roper {(London, 1981), pp. 34055

A.C. Hepburn, ‘Catholics in the North of Ireland, r850~:g21: the urbanisation of a
minority’, in Hepburn (ed.), Minorities, pp. 84~1071.
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sense of identity. One portrait enurnerated in a loving degree of arithmeti-
cal precision the characteristics of ‘the Belfast man’ as ‘Determination g8,
business capacity 94, courage 91, trustworthiness 9o, self-esteem 84,
mental vigour 78, hospirality 70, general culture 55, artistic tastes 48,
social graces 44."'% In vivid contrast to this self-image of sturdy if dour
manliness, Irish Catholics conformed in Protestant minds to the classic
stereotype of the native which settler races find it psychologically neces-
sary to nurture. They were lazy, dirty, improvident, irresolute, feckless,
made menacing only by their numnbers and by their doltish allegiance to a
sinister and subversive religion.

Ulster Protestants cherished a satisfying sense of individual self-
reliance, which they conveniently confused with individualism. Genuine
individualism made little impact on the herd mentality within fortress
Ulster. Nonconformity flourished more as a religious label than as an
intellectaal style. Ulster Protestants were prisoners of their condition as a
‘Herrenvoll democracy’. The extension of the franchise in 1884 increased
the electoral power of the Ulster Protestant lower classes, while it
undermined that of the Anglo-Irish upper classes. In Ulster, as in the
American South, “Where there was progress towards democracy or
equality for whites, there was frequently a diminution or limitation of the
rights and opportunities of non-whites. Often, the same men were behind
both trends.’'1 it was the popular demagogic leaders, like T.H. Sloan with
his Independent Orange Order in the early twentieth century,2 or Ian
Paisley more recently, who fulminated most rabidly against Catholicism.

It was this sense of inalienable superiority that made Ulster unionists
impervious to the logic of numbers. The Ulster unionist mind saw no
incongruity in denying any nationalist right to rule the nine counties of
‘Protestant’ Ulster on the basis of a 3:1 nationalist majority in Ireland as a
whote, while simultaneously insisting on a unionist right to rule Ulster
witha 55 per cent Protestant majority. The nine-tounty province of Ulster
was neither an administrative nor a political unit. In 50 far as there were
local administrative or political units at all, they were the counties, the
poor law unions, and the electoral districts. By any of these criteria, more
than half the area of the geographical province of Ulster had a Catholjc
majority. From an Ulster unionist perspective, however, tedious territorial
considerations of this type all missed che point. Why should a Herrernvolk
deign to notice numbers? Why should one Protestant be equared with one
Catholic? That would be to undermine the whole raison d’étre of the
divine dispensation. Why should mere majorities be taken seriously when,
- Miller, Queen’s rebels, pp. TX4~T3.

't Kenneth P. Vickery, ““Herrenvolle™ democracy and egalitarianism in South Africaand in

the US Soucl’, Comparative Studies in Sociery and History, 16 (1974}, D 310,

‘2 ].W. Boyle, *The Belfast Protestant Associztion and the Independent Orange Order’, [HS,
13 {re6za}, pp. 117~52.
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as Thomas Sinclair, ‘the most s:?m.wmw:% respected of mm_.gwﬂ 5 _UHMHWMWM
men’,'® put it, ‘inherent and ineradicable m:aoéﬂmnm, ow c uﬂﬂ_oﬂg msnr
aims’'# distinguished Protestants from Catholics, m.Mx:m .
qualities against which mere numbers should :oﬁ,nmﬂa_ - N :
‘Ulster’, likke the German ‘East’, was less a v._urm ﬁ.umm_u .,,ﬁm“ m ﬂrm
however insistently this mentality expressed itself in the i H,o.:._ e.n_,m:i
territorial imperative. ‘Ulsterman’ was an m@mﬂu,nn %nowﬁwnﬁﬂawﬂmﬂ
untainted by the contamination of a Catholic presence. [0 ﬁ.mu :,..Vn.m. o
mind ‘Ulsterman’ and ‘Catholic’ were BEE.E& exclusive M .mﬂ: it w "
contrast to the Proclamation of the Wmns._u:n in 1916, which at oﬂr‘
acknowledged, however grudgingly, the existence ofa :Eo:an n.:ﬂmH HJ
in Ireland, the Proclamation of the Ulster Provisional moﬁ:ﬁdm:ﬂ c.na Mn%
adopted a concept of ‘Ulsterman’ that defined Owﬂro.:nm out w mm_w i,a.
When Randall McNeill described Ulster as characterised pvn,um a wo o
will of the pecople to live ﬁomm%om, L r,m was moﬂ nﬂmnﬂmp WMMWLM:
excluding Catholics from Emavﬁ.mr% of ‘the mooEn . mﬁww Oa‘ MM OW
by no means a rabid racist, Catholics could easily slip into the category
sowﬂw_wwnwwﬁmmﬁmuﬂ workers saw little .M_%E,,Smm in mn_omn.zm the Hn_mm.m
politics becoming gradually more fashionable among mz.ﬂmv _éoﬁ_nmn..m
Their reluctance was economically and psychologically Bﬂon_ﬂ.ﬂ._u_ mnM ,nwv.
in the short term. They did better out of race ﬂ.rm: out o.m class. Skille _o. 8,
as well as the better unskilled ones, were .n:mmnowoaos.ﬂ.;% ?ommm.ﬁm.nﬂ
jobs.!e Protestant workers could see :._.im Enmrwoﬁ.un_ that class soli m:_”m
with poorer Catholic workers would improve their own wn.o_:o%:w U_A.um_.
tion. And solidarity with Catholies Bpmrﬂ HB@C mnE&H.JH. wit M atho _nwm
depriving Protestants not OE.% of their H&mﬁ:.ﬁo_w mm:i.om_.n_ ‘.nhnosmwwmm
position, but also of the psychic Enmmcﬁm nm nwm,ﬁ racial birth right.
solidarity would threaten status and identity mEﬁ. -
Ulster unionist MPs therefore represented a united T.onu.mnmsﬁrnon:wé
nity in their hosulity to mmm-mo,\.onnaosﬁ .mob. the mere HEmr.E en t ._mum
elecred 5ir Edward Carson as their leader in February 1910, in wnﬂﬂ%m
tion of the tmminent parliamentary struggle over home H..Eo. vm._n.z.: va
melancholy, a man of notable courage and great forensic ability, JM
brought to the Orange cause 2 noum&mamzm capacity for n.:mm.samwﬁ:u_:m
moral fervour almost fanatical in its intensity and an EmHEnEW MM... o.ﬂ
high, political drama.’!7 Anglo-Irish rather than Ulster Scot, a Dubliner,

13 acNeill, Ulster's stand for union (London, 1922), p. 38. )
+ .W Wﬂ%”w_.ﬂrn position of Ulsrer’, in . Rosenbaum (ed.), Against Home Rule (London,
t9t12; Kennikat edn, to70). p. 173.

15 MacNeill, Ulster’s stand, p. 2. . y
n Wﬂmﬂwmw_ﬂw.ﬂw. Hm:...vw. t3—21; §.E. Baker, *Orange and green®, in H.]. Dyos and M.

Wolff (eds.), The Victorian city: image and realizy (London, 1973}, 2, p. 8oz,
= N. Mansergl, The Irish question 1840—192r (London, 1965), p. 2o0.
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conhident of his own abilities — he had achieved eminence at the Irish and
English bars — Carson did not fear Catholic competition. He succumbed
to neicher the siege mentality nor the rabid anti-Catholicism of his Ulster
followers. His was essentially a Junker temperament. There was some-
thing of Parnell, his only peer among the Anglo-lrish of his generation, in
his personaliry and style. He held that home rule would be disastrous for
Ireland and, sharing the widespread illusion that Southern Irefand could
not survive as 2 viable economic entity without the support of industrial
Belfast, he seized on the Ulster question more to prevent self-government
for lreland than to achieve it for Ulster.!'® He received formidable support
from Captain James Craig, MP for County Down, nominatly his lieuten-
ant but effectively his partner. Craig, wealthy son of a distiller, had proved
his physical courage in the Boer War. Closer to the east Ulster ground than
Carson, Craig was in many respects the real organiser of victory.

Ulster unionists had organised mass movements in 1886 and 1893 to
resist the frst and second Home Rule Bills. In 1892 nearly 12000
delegares affirmed their hostility to home rule at an impressive conven-
tion.!? Under the leadership of Carson and Craig, the Ulster Unionist
Council, founded in r9os as the central controlling organisation of
resistance ro home rule, revived in rorx the unionist club movement
which had languished since the House of Lords defeated the second Home
Rule Bill in r893. Carson elaborated on unionist tactics at a menster
meeting at Craigavon in September 1911, warning his listeners that *we
must be prepared the morning Home Rule passes, ourseives to become
responsible for the government of the Protestant Province of Ulster’.2!
The UUC appointed at this stage, eight months before the introduction of
the third Home Rule Bill, a committee to draft a constitution for a
provisional government of Ireland,*! which was to be duly approved in
September 1913.22 After the Liberals introduced the Home Rule Bill in
April 1912, the vast majority of Ulster Protestant adult males pledged
themselves in September 1912 in the Solemn League and Covenant,
inspired by a sixteenth-century Scottish covenant,™ to repudiate the
authority of any parliament forced upon them. Unionist women signed a
Declaration to the same effect. Ulster unionists thus threatened to defy

1% 1,C. Beckertr, “Carson — unionist and rebel”, in F.X. Martin (ed.), Leaders vud men of the
Easter Rising: Dublin 916 (London, 1967), pp. 86—7: F.5.L. Lyons, Irelund since the
Famine (London, 1971), pp. 198—9.

o P, Buckland, Ulster unionism and the origins of Northern [reland, 1886—1922 (Dublin,
rg=3), pp. $2—3; Gibbon, Origins, pp. 130—6; Miller, Queen's rebels, p. 92.

2 AT.Q. Stewars, The Ulster crisis {London, 1959), p. 48.

21 Lyons, freland, p. 300,

2 AT.Q. Steware, Sir Edreard Carson {Dublin, 1981), p. 79. The Provisional Government

was now confined to Ulster only, and no longer intended for lreland, as was apparently

atiginally the case.

Stewart, Ulster crisis, p. 61,
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public opinion in Ireland and parliamentary opinion in the United
Kingdom.

The Home Rule Bill that provoked so indignant a response did not
propose anything so extreme as an lrish republic. Responsibility for
relations with the crown, defence and foreign policy, custom and excise,
and land purchase, was reserved for Westminster. So was control of the
police for a six-year period. Much ingenuiry was expended on devising
safeguards against religious discrimination. A home rule parliament
clearly could not exert much immediare authority on Irish, let alone
Ulster, affairs. ‘Little more, indeed, than glorified local government,’# the
measure was so limited that it required all the persuasive powers of che
Home Rule leader, John Redmond, to allay the chagrin of his followers.

Unionists could nevertheless harbour the legitimate fear that this might
be the first step towards complete independence. It was less from this
consideration, however, in so far as the historian can wager penerali-
sations about popular mentalities, than from a sense of violated machismo,
that the unicnist rank and file, outraged by the very notion of a right ro
self-government for the baser breed, revolted against the bill. Nothing had
changed since the Belfast Newsletter declared in 1886 that an Irish
parliament ‘would be the laughing stock of the civilized world’.?* When as
cerebral a commentator as Thomas MacKnight, the Liberal Unionist
editor of the Northern Whig, did not spurn the description of home rule as
‘a slave revolt’ in the wake of the second Home Rule Bill2¢ the instincts of
the less restrained members of the Protestant populace may be imagined.

The Solemn League and Covenant prophesied that *Home Rule would
be disastrous to the material well-being of Ulster as well as to the whole of
Ireland.” Ulster flourished relative to the rest of the country during the
nineteenth century. Unionists attributed this good fortune as axiomati-
cally to the Act of Union as nationalists attributed the relative decline of
the Southern economy to the same omnipotent act. Ulster was in fact far
from 2n economic success story by western European standards. The
population of the province had fallen since 1841. It was Belfast, not
Ulster, that was the success story. But the rest of Protestant Ulster basked
in the reflected glow of Belfast’s growth. Ulster unionists might point to
the threat of the economic policy of the new Sinn Féin (Qurselves) Party,
founded in 1965 by the Dublin jonrnalist Arthur Griffith, who drew on
Frederick List’s infant industry argument to advocate a protectionist
policy. This would have involved the imposition of tariffs in order to
protect initially uncompetitive southern Irish industry. These might have

* FS.L. Lyons, ‘The meaning of Independnece’, in B. Farrell (ed.), The Irish parliamentary
tradition (Dublin, 1973}, p. 227. ’

5 Belfast News Letter, 20 February 1886.

2 T. MacKnighe, Ulster as it is (London, 1896), 2. p. 191. :
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damaged Belfast industries by raising the cost of imported raw materials,
and by provoking retaliation, perhaps pricing Belfast’s finished products
out of their indispensable export markets. Ulster unionists might have
pointed to this threat. Bur they generally did notat this stage. The evidence
of their leading economic spokesman, J. Milne Barbour, president of the
Belfast Chamber of Commerce, later first Minister for Commerce in
Northern Ireland, himself a big linen manufacturer, before the Primrose
Commission on the financial situation, is particularly revealing for its
vagueness. Barbour did indeed express fears about the possible intro-
duction of protectionism in a home rule state,” but was at least as
concerned that ‘the rural interest might outweigh the manufacturing
interest to too great an extent’.2¥ His most serious economic objection was
that home rule ‘might disturb the feeling of confidence that at present
exists as far as credits are concermed’.?? In the light of his relative
vagueness on the economic implications of home rule, he had no difficulry
conceding that he felt Ulster unionist oppositon to be ‘very largely
religious’.*?

Few had heard of Sinn Féin, stll a mere fringe nationalist faction, in
1912. Unionists made few references to this movement, soon to rival the
Pope himself for pride of place in their demosology. Theough some
spokesmen referred more strongly to tariffs as a threat than had Bar-
bour,?! unionists did not usually attribute the economic disaster they
predicted under home rule to any specific policy, but rather implied it to
the sheer incompetence inseparable from the government of an inferior
breed. The argument had not fundamentally changed since 1886 when
Belfast businessmen resisted home rule on the grounds that ‘under an Irish
parliament and government there would be no security for life nor
propesty, no fair play to the Loyalists in the north of Ireland, and that
utter want of commercial confidence without which Belfast could not
continue to prosper’.*2

The economic argument carried conviction with all sectors of uniomist
opinion. But it was nor basic to unionist rejection of Irish nationalism.
‘Home Rule is Rome Rule’ was the slogan that touched a really responsive
chord in Protestant hearts. Home rule, the covenanters reassured them-

27 Minntes of evidence taken by the Committee on Irish Finarce, with ap pendices, HC 1913
{Cd. 6799}, xxx, Q. 4563

2 Ihid., g. 4557, 2 Ibid., q. 4396. a0 Ibid. q. 4565,

W The issue loomed more prominently later. The queston wherher an Irish parlinment

should have the fighe to impose customs duties proved 2 major stumbling block to

agreement between unionists and nationalists at the Irish Convendon in 1518 (M.

Plunkett to D. Lloyd George, 8 April 1918, in Report of the praceedings of the Irish

Convention, HC 1918 (Cd. 9o19), X, p- §)-

MacKaighe, Ulster, 2, p. 380. For a graphic illusrration of unionist images of the

ecanomic consequences of home rule, see the cartoons in R. Broad, et al., The Troubles

(London, T98¢), p. 67.
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selves, would be ‘subversive of our civil and religious freedom, destructive
of our citizenship and perilous to the unity of the empire’. Revd Samuel
Prenter, Moderator of the General Assembly of the Presbyterian Church,
captured the essence of these fears:?3

The contention of the Irish protestants is that neither their civil nor their religious
liberties would be safe in the custody of Rome. In an Irsh Parliament civil
allegiance to the Holy See would be the test of membership, and would make every
Roman catholic member a civil servant of the Vatican. That Parliament would be
compeiled to carry our the behests of the Church. The Church is hostile to the
liberty of the Press, the liberty of public speech, to modernism in science, in
literarure, in philosophy; is bound to exacr obedience from her members and to
extirpate heresy and heretics; claims to be above Civil Law, and the right to
enforce Canon Law whenever she is able. There are simply no limits even of life or
property to the range of her intolerance. This is not an indictment; itis the boast of
Rome.

Revd Dr Patterson, preacher at the Ulster Hall service attended by
Carson on Ulster Day in 1913, was therefore invoking a familiar theme
when he reassured his receptive audience that ‘under home rule the Pope
would be Ireland’s ruler and king, for his word was law’. Persecution
would inevitably follow, ‘and he ventured to say thatin 2013 there would
not be a Protestant in the British empire who would presume to affirm that
Ulster made a mistake in the stand she was now taking against the
aggressions of Romanism’. Patterson detected a ‘parallel between the
people of Israel in those olden days and the people of Ulster at the present
time®. He involked the robust Ulster Protestant self-image of indispensabi-
lity, of their cherished role as the chosen peaple; and of their rentier right
to eternal English dividends, for ‘England owes more to Ulster than to any
patt of the empire, and she can never pay the debt.”** No wonder the
covenanters felt thart, by definition, opposition to the chosen people must
be ‘conspiracy’, and felt justified in employing ‘any means which may be
found necessary’ to frustrate the nefarious designs of their papist enemies.

Patterson’s fears would have appeared overwrought to Southern
nationalists, had they taken the trouble to familiarise themselves with the
Ulster Protestant psyche. Nationalist ideology was relatively free from the
racism that dominated unionist images of nationalists. There were
inevitably racist threads woven into the fabric of nationalist thought,
which could not remain wholly insulated from imperialist influences. This
is not to suggest that the racist tendencies in Irish nationalism, relatively
muted though they were, do not deserve closer scrutiny than they have
S, Prenter, “The refigious difficulty under home rule: the non-conformist view”, in

Rosenbaum (ed.), Against home rule, pp.zt8=19. This volume contains an able

collective presentation of the Ulster Protestanr case. It is a careful work, eminently

respecrable, designed to appeal to the commensense and incelligence of England. There

are several superior contributions, including Carson’s.
M Beffast Evening Telegraph, 29 September 1913,
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normally receivedin nationalist historiography. Zo.H Isitto EGH.% Hd.w: Hﬂmﬂ
nationalism wasinherently innocent, through some HBEwnEmno _,n.wmo ﬂmpmw
conception, of the more viruleat mon.Em of popular racism. If Fﬂoﬂn% y
subordinate peoples have only relatively rarely felt as visceral a nmmmn ﬁmO
adopt racist ideclogies as intense as those of awuﬁnmﬁ groups, ma
ceflects more the logic of circumstances than the triumph o.m character. .o_M
whatever reason, however,racism was farless central to the ideology of Iris
nationalism than to that of Ulster unjonism. Bur Ulster Protestants mmmsEm.n_..
i Jdeed were obliged by their own premises to assume, that Irish Catholics
would behave as mirror images of themselves once they smashed Protestant
supremacy. [n the unionist scenario, home rule would place Hunonomﬁ.w%ﬁm
~under the feet of Catholics . . . to be moénﬁma as a nonnznnm.m race’.

It was precisely because the bulk of nationalists were 1ot mirror 1nages
of unionists in this respect that they failed to fully grasp these Protestant
fears. Whereas to most Ulster Protestants, the Catholic Irish were not only
different but inferior, to rmost Irish Omﬁrom.nm, Ulster mﬂomnmﬁwnnw “were
merely different, not inferior.3? Most Ow&n:nm were mzmmnﬁnﬂ@. Hm,awnﬂ
from Ulster geographically and E«nro_omﬁmzx o U.m more nmnonmm ist
than racist. To Ulster Protestants the two were E&mﬂmmcmrmgau an: HE
strictly Ulster terms unionist fears were far from EnoB@Hmrm%m% e.
Sectarian impulses remained @Honoznno@ in @o.@Emn GH.mﬁnn. Catho H%:M
Ulster Catholics, precisely because of their m&mﬂ.@a mm@nimﬁonu H.mEEMw
more heavily dependent than southern Catholics on .annm_ F.mmonm ip.
Even in Belfast, which had some educated Catholic F:Jr.m clerical party
fourished. The prelate in possession, Dr Innﬂ: mﬁnﬂ.mﬁna an mwm#mm
sense of his own political dignity. His Catholic Association aoEEmﬂm
nationalist politics in Belfast between 1897 m.nm 1907, before lay forces in
+he Home Rule Party loosened the clericalist mﬂ%uum And many Ulster
Catholics, influenced by local sectarian movements like the Ancient Onm.mm
of Hibernians, a partial Catholic counterpart t0 the Oam.bmm Order, di
think of home rule as establishing their own ascendancy, simply reversing
roles with Proteszants.?® Ulster Catholics could JE.&« escape the con-
tagion of the racist virus, nor help bur feel something of

This birterness

1inherit from my father, the
Swarm of blood

To the brain, the vomir surge
Of race harred.®

3 L. Wuper, Race, class and power {(Londoc, 1974), p- 21

i+ MaelCnighe, Ulster, 2, ﬂnfwmu_u. &oﬂ.s, v e

7 Hepburn, *Catholics’, in Hepburn, Murorities, p. 85.

| ,%.L”a and C. O'Leary, Belfast: approact to crisis {Londos, 1973}, PP 1203+
- o ! - 7 i

3 Nifler, Queen’s :‘wn__m. PP- 99, TOI.
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The McCann case in 1910 graphically reminded Protestants of the
implications of Catholic power. Mr McCann, a Belfast Catholic, aban-
doned his Protestant wife, taking his children with him. His initiative
followed enforcement by the Cartholic hierarchy of the Ne Temere decree
after 1508, which declared null and void mixed marriages (i.e. berween
Catholic and Protestant) not sofemnised by the Catholic Church. This
case, skilfully exploited by unionist propagandists, proved to the Prot-
estanct in the street how the papal viper could wriggle its way into the
nuptial bed. The Protestant Bishop of Down, Dr D’Arcy, insisted that Ne
Temere “is at this moment a burning question. Under home rule it would
create a conflagration.’#! There were in fact rather few potential opportu-
nities of this sort in Ulster, where little mixed marriage occurred. Those
who waxed most indignantly at the insolence of Roman claims also
refrained most carefully from producing figures to buttress their fears.
Nevertheless, however remote the dangers in practice, the implication of
the papal claim was something that no Protestant solicitous for the
welfare of his family could calmly contemplate. When Catholics prated
about the sancrity of the family they apparently meant only the Catholic
family. Other families were ripe for the priestly plucking. As Dr D Arcy
did not hesitate to point out, toleration according to Roman teaching was
a matrer of mere expediency, not a right in itself. The lurking tyrant would
pounce once opportunity offered.*?

Protestant spokesmen also seized on another decree, Motu Proprio. As

Thomas Sinclair depicted the situation:*?

The bringing by a Roman Catholic layman of a clergyman of his Church into any
civil or criminal procedure in a Court of Law, whether as defendant or witness,
without the sanction previously obtained of his bishop, invelves to thatlayman the
extreme penalry of excommunication. The same penalty appears to be incurred
ipso facto by any Roman Catholic Member of Parliament who rakes part in
passing, and by every executive officer of the government who takes part in
promulgating, a law or decree which has helped to invade the liberty or rights of
the Church of Rome. This is 2 marrer of supreme importance in our civil life. It was
one of the questions which, in the Reformation times, led to the breach between
Henry VIII and the Pope. In a Dublin Parliament no power could resist the
ptovisions of this decree from becoming law. As a martter of fact, the liberty of
speech and voting atraching ro every member of the Roman Catholic majoriry in a
Dublin Parliament would be under the absolure control of their hierarchy.

+1 C.F. D"Arcy, *The religious difficulty under home rule: the church view', in Rosenbaum,
Hornte rule, p. 207. Note in the same volume the references by Carson (p. z7) and Sinclair
{pp. 175—6); A.C. Hepburn {ed.}), The conflict of nationality in modern Ireland (London,
1980), p. 74; MacNeill, Ulster's stand, p. 11.

42 D'Arcy, ‘Religious difficulty’, pp. 209—10. See also R.M. Lee, ‘Intermarriage, conflict and
social control jin Ireland: the Decree “Ne temere™, ESR, 17, 1 (October, 198%),
Pp. 26=7.

43 Sinclair “The nacitian af TlHerer” nn voeekd
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It was not that Protestants wanted the clergy taken out of politics. Far
from it. That would have deprived them of much of their own leader-
ship.** The Ulster Loyalist Anti-Repeal Union founded in 1886 hastened
to make “all Protestant clergymen of the province honorary members’. 4
No fewer than eighty-three Irish protestant clergymen acted as elecrion
speakers for the Unionist Association of Ireland in the second general
election of 1910 in Britain.* The Covenant was submitted for approvalto
Protestant clergy. The Protestant churches gave their blessing to Covenant
Day. if the clergyman in politics proved a less derisive bogey than the
priest in politics, it was because the Protestant imagined himself immune
from clerical influence. His clergy merely represented him, whereas
Catholic clergymen dominated their flocks. Protestant images of the
contrasting roles of Catholic and Protestant clergy merely provided a
variation on the theme of the superiority of Protestant stock.

Ulster Unionists found enthusiastic champions at this juncture in the
Conservative Party, led since November 1911 by Andrew Bonar Law, a
Canadian Scot, son of a Presbyterian minister with Ulster connections.
Bonar Law supplied the cuttng edge to Conservative commitment to the
union. The electoral situation reinforced Tory convictions. The Conserva-
dves had been out of office for seven years by 191z, the longest
consecutive period in half a century that their leaders had been deprived of
the privilege of displaying their devotion to the national interest at the
highest level.

They sniffed a winning issue in ‘the empire in danger’, with home rule
being ‘as much the occasion as the cause’ of their ‘new style’ of violent
opposition to the Liberal government.*” Since the 1910 elections the
Westminster scales were nicely balanced between Liberals and Conserva-
dves. However, Labour and Home Rule support gave the Liberal govern-
ment a clear majority in the House of Commans. Bonar Law was not the
man to be daunted by a little local difficulty of this sort. He claimed that
home rule had not been a specific election issue in 1910.*8 Therefore, the
Liberals had no mandate to implement it. Asquith, the Liberal leader, had
indeed preferred to emphasise the House of Lords rather than home rule
as the prime election issue.*? Yet the British electorate would have had to
be singularly simple minded not to have appreciated that home rule was
implicit in their vote on the furure of the Lords. If Asquith had been coy

44 On the political role of the Protestant clergy ses A.]. Megahey, ‘The Irish Protestant
Churches and social and political issues 1870—1g14’ (PhD thesis, Queen’s University,
Belfast, 1969)-

44 Bockland, Ulster unionisi, p. 9. 4o Ibid., p. 73.

4t R, Fanning, ‘“Rats” versus “ditchers™: the die-hard revolr and the Paciament Bilj of
19117, in A, Cosgrove and J.I. McGuire teds.), Parliament and community (Hisrorical
Studies 73) (Belfast, 1983), p- 197

su R, Kee, The green flag (Londen, 1972}, p. 472.

w Buckland, Ulster nnionisat, p.73-
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2bout home rule in the 1910 elections, the Conservartives had not. The
Unionist Association of Ireland not only dispatched 324 general election
workers to Britain for the January election in 1910, and 38y for the
December election, but distributed over 6000000 leaflets in Britain
warning of the dangers.*°

Ronar Law retaliated against the election results by dencuncing the
Liberal-Home Rule ailiance as a “corrupt parliamentary bargain’.5! The
emotional alchemy by which an alliance between the majority of British
members and the majoriry of Irish members was translated into a ‘corrupt
bargain’, whiie an ailiance between a minority of British members and a
minority of lrish members was an honourable understanding, may smack,
t0 the simple mind, of special pleading. It was no such thing. That would
be to imply identical rules of debate for both sides. The Tory feeling of
moral outrage was not assuaged by having the cup dashed, as they
persuaded themselves, from their parched lips. They had sensed them-
celves on the brink of office in 910 when it appeared that negotiations
between Asquith and Redmond might break down. Thar the Liberal and
Home Rule leaders failed to satisfy Tory expectations fu rther confirmed
the corruption of their natures.

Bonar Law's demand for a general election on the home rule issue was
brilliantly opportunistic. When he told his Ulster Protescant audience of a
100000 in April 1912 at Balmoral that ‘the government by their Parlia-
ment Act has erected 2 boom against you, a boom to shutyou off from the
help of the British people’,*2 he seemed to be equating, in a delightful fight
of fancy, the House of Lords with the people. But whatif the Liberals were
to win the next general election? What if ‘the British people’ tesisted the
importunities of their moral creditors? Carson gave his answer in his reply
to Asquith’s proposal in March 1914 that any Ulster county could vote
reelf out of Home Rule for six years. Carson countered that *Ulster wants
this question settled now and forever. We do not wanr sentence of death
with a stay of execution for six years.”** This reply exposed a certain
inconsistency in the unionist case. Asquith selected a six-year period
because this should permit at least two general elections in the interval.®*
Six years should suffice to allow even the most mentally relaxed voter to
grasp the issue. But the Unionist leaders would nor trust the electorave.
They were alarmed that the government might raise the ‘boom’.

Bonar Law left himseif with an escape roure from inconvenient electo ral

# Hepbuen, Conflict, p. 75.

% R. Fanning, “The Irish policy of Asquith’s government and the cabinet crisis of 1g1a’, in
A. Cosgrove and D, McCartney (eds.), Stadies i Irist history presented to R. Dudley
Edwards (Dublin, 1979), pp. 279~303-

5% Stewart, Ulster risis, p. §5. 53 [bid, p.141.

s D. Gwynn, The life of John Redmond {London, ry3za: Freeporr, New York, 1971),
p. 208.
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verdicts. He spattered his demands for a fresh appeal to the electorate with
the Bismarckian reassurance that ‘there are things stronger than parlia-
mentary majorities’.>5 Lord Esher argued in 1913 that ‘it has always been
obvious that the Ulster people would not and ought not to yield, even if 2
general election were to go in favour of the government’.5¢ The Ulster
Unionist Council denied the right of any people, including the British, to
impose home rule on Ulster.®”

Although some Unionists posited the existence of ‘Two Nations
Ireland,*$ David Miller has powerfully argued that Ulster unionists ideally
imagined themselves as a community that enjoyed a concractual relation-
ship with the British crown rather than as 2 ‘nation’ in the conventional, if
elusive, contemporary sense.’® They would be loyal to the crown as long
as the crown protected their interests. And they, not the crown, would
define those interests. This stance — a congenial one for settler peoples —
lefr them with the best of all tactical worlds. They would no more put
themselves at the mercy of mere British than of mere Irish opinion. Their
sacred egoism enabled them to follow whatever path secured the Prot-
estant ascendancy in Ulster, and to do so moreover with an exquisite sense
of their own righteousness. Their seli-image glorified their axiomatic
honesty and loyalty, in contrast o the equally axiomaric dishonesty and
disloyalty of the inferior breed of lrish and, if necessary, of British,
especially English. ‘Loyalists’, a title cherished by Ulster Protestants,
meant, in the last ironical resort, loyalty to themselves alone. Unionism
was merely a tactical, if highly congenial, variant of loyalism. They owed
no primordial allegiance to British interests, nor admitted any ultimate
obligation to abide by inconvenient British verdicts. If so stark a choice
had ever to be made, their motto might have been ‘Live Protestant Ulster,
perish the empire.’ It was the task of their more sober leaders to ensure
that they never found themselves confronted by such a choice.

'In

NATIONALIST REACTIONS

For nationalists, the Ulster question was a very simple one, but they .

managed to make it very complex. Their confusion did more credit to
their hearts than to their heads. They consistently evaded the logical
implications of their own position. Ulster unionists rejected the right of

55 Kee, Green flag, p. 469. 56 Mansergh, Irish question, p. zoz2.

57 Miller, Queen’s rebels, p. 1oz,

s% MacKnight, Ulster, 2, p. 3803 Sinclair, “Ulster’, in Rosenbaurn, Home rule, p. 1733 A
Bonar Law, ‘Preface’, in Rosenbaum, Homre rule, p. 13.

5% This is the cencral theme of Green'’s rebels. For a critique see D. Mason, “Nationalism and
the process of group mobilisadon: the case of “loyalism™ in Northern Ireland recon-
sidered’, Ethrmic and Racial Studies, 8 (1985}, pp. 408—25. See also the discussion in B.
Girvin, ‘National identity and conflict in Northern Ireland’, in B. Girvin and R. Sturm
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Irish nationalists to rule them. Nationalists therefore had two logical
alternatives. They could concede the Ulster unionist claim or they could
reject it. Practical implications naturally followed. If they rejected the
claim, how could they impose their own claim? If they conceded the claim,
where was the border of *Ulster’ to be drawn?

John Redmond rejected not only unionist claims to imperial control
over Ireland as a whole, but unionist claims to self-determination. He
denounced the ‘two nations’ theory as “an abomination and a biasphe-
my".%" This rhetoric sufficed as denunciation, but scarcely as refutation.
Redmond simply insisted that Ulster unionists were part of the Irish
nation, and therefore belonged in a home rule parliament, icrespective of
their own wishes, He declared bimself prepared to make concessions,
however, even to the extent of contemplating some version of *home rule
within home rule’.#! *There is no demand, however extravagant and
unreasonable it may appear to us, that we are not ready carefully to
consider, so long as it is consistent with the principle . . . of a sertiement
based on the national self-government of [reland.’®> The Bishop of
Raphoe, Dr O'Donnell, Redmond’s staunchest episcopal supporter,
assured him thar ‘there is no length to which any of us would refuse to go
to satisfy the Orangemen at the starting of our new government provided
Ireland did not suftfer grievously, and provided also the nationalist
minority in the north east did not suffer badly’.** But these general
expressions of good will do not appear to have been translated into hard
proposals. Redmond responded unenthusiastically, for instance, when
William O’Brien, the maverick Mome Ruler, suggested that ‘Ulster’
should have a veto in an Irish parliament.®™

Redmond, like his party in general, devoted little thought to the nature
of home rule society and the role of the church within it. Personally
tolerant, he could not apparently detect any objective basis for Orange
fears, which he thetefore tended to dismiss as purely tactical Eowcv..
Cartholic incomprehension of the Protestant position was reflected in the
fact that little of the debate on the relationship berween the claims of
Catholic doctrine and the duties of civil legislaters, however hypocritical,
cynical or grudging at times, that would characterise responses in the Irish
Republic when rhe Ulster question erupted once more after 1968,
occurred between 1910 and 191.4.%°

Redmond tefused to take the Protestant threat of violence seriously. He

~ assured Asquith in 1913 thar "nobody denies that a riot may be attempted

in Belfast and one or two other towns, but nobody in Ulster, outside a

& Gwynn, Redmond, p. 232 ot Jhid. w2 Ihid. p.ox33
oy Ibid., p. 231, ’ B,
o [bid., p. 238,
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certain number of fanatics and leaders, beljeves in any organised rebellion,
active ot passive’.86 Little was therefore done to satisfy objective unionist
fears,

Even had Redmond elaborated on the practical implications of ‘home
cule within home rule’, he would have faced a major obstacle. Ulster
unionists simply did not want it. Their spiritual leaders dismissed in
advance any possible concessions on the grounds, as Dr D*Arcy pur ig, that
‘professions and promises made by individual Roman Catholics and by
polirical leaders, statements which to English ears seem a happy augury of
a good time coming, are of no value wharever’.¢7 The Protestants,
according to D7Arcy,

do not deny that such promises and guararntees express a great deal of good
intention, bur they know that above the individual, whether he be layman or
scelestastic, there is a system which moves on, agsoon as such movement becomes
possible, in utter disregard of his starements . . . The guarantees of individual
Roman Carcholics, no matter now positively or how confidently stated, are of no
account as against the steady age long policy of the Roman church.6®

This contention of the Bishop of Down was reinforced by his Nozn-
conformist colleague, Dr Prenter. ‘It is a strange hallucination to find that
there ave politicians today who think that Rome will change her principles
ac the bidding of Mr Redmond, ot to please hard-driven politicians, or 10
nake Rome artractive to a Protestant empire.’®® There was, therefore, no
safeguard that Redmond could propose that would carry the slightest
conviction in the eyes of Ulster unionists. All Catholics were ciphers.
Even if Rome could never change her ways, might it not be just
conceivable that nationalist poliricians would resist Roman pretensions?
However improbable this appeared to the ecclesiastics, Carson, perhaps
remembering nationalist indifference to Roman exhortations during the
Land League days, moved to guard against this danger with a masterly
exhibition of mental gymnastics:™
1t is not inconsistent 1o urge, 4s many of us have urged, that home tule would mean
alike a danger to the protestant faith and a menace to catholic power. The
immediate result of successful papal inrerference with civil liberties in every land
has been 4 sweeping movement among the people which has been, rot protesrant,
but anti-christian in its nature. If we fear the tyranny which the Reman Catholic
Church has established under British rule in Malta and in Quebec, may wenot fear
also the reaction from such ryranny which has already raken place in France and
Poetugal?

There was only one fate worse than papal control of Ireland —successtul
Catholic resistance to papal conrrol! Ulster Protestants succeeded in
constructing and fortifying mental ramparts which did indeed lower the
hos nwﬁ&::f Redmond, p. 236. =7 Dy Arcy, ‘Religious difficulty’s p. 206.
% Ihid.

v Prenter, “The religious difficulty’, p. 219 7o E. Carson, ‘Incroduction’, p. 27-
= P
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_u.ooﬁ berween themselves and the lrish, or even British, threat. If
circumstances 50 required, they could renege on their ‘contract’ with the
British crown, firm in the convicton that it was the crown who had
reneged on them. They would remain ‘loyalist’ to the end, paragons of
fidelity in a faithless world. Come.ali the world against het, *Ulster” yet
would stand alone. ) v

Redmond achieved a measure of understanding with London. He
failed, like all his successors as nationalist leaders, to make an impression
on Belfast. The summer of 1914 clarified the issues. The House of Lords
proposed an amendment to the Home Rule Bill in June to exclude the nine
Ulster counties. This amounted to a unionist concession of home rule for
the three other provinces. Redmond had now established that ‘Ulster’
could not sabotage home rule for the rest of Ireland. He next pushed the
unicnist claim further back, when Carson compromised at the Bucking-
ham Palace inter-party conference in July by restricting the effective
demand to six countes. No later natonalist managed to improve on
Redmond’s performance.

If unicnist territorial claims were flexible, few nationalists had the
moral courage or the intellecrual integrity to apply their proclaimed
principles of self-determination to unionist Ulster. Oue of the few was Fr
Michael O’Flanagan, an erratic Sinn Féin priest who did not, on occasion
shirk the implications of self-determination principles. Afrer showing ﬂrmm
they applied, by conventional nationalist criteria, to north east Ulster, he
concluded that ‘England has begun to despair of compelling us to woégre.
g,monon, and so we are anxious to start where England left off, and we are
going to compel Ancrim and Down to love us by force’.”! O’Flanagan did
not, .om course, say Fermanagh and Tyrone. He demanded consistency, not
casuistry, Fromn unionists as well as nationalists. Even the fantasy s_oL& of
Irish nationalism can sometimes seem to tremble on the verge of logic
compared with that of Ulster unionism. 7

w_..: there was one logic unionists grasped from the outset, the iron logic
cf Sownnom. When Carson and Craig established the Ulster Volunteer
Force in Hmnan 1913, partly to keep the physical force unionist elements
under political control, the balance of military power in Ireland began to
mr.wmﬁ significantly. The UVF, under the command of General Sir George
Richardson, who had long experience of teaching the natives lessons 72
soon enrolled about 100coo men. John Redmond did not grasp mrm
function of force. He was too much a romantic Commonwealth man, too
much a genuine Westminster parliamentarian, to conceive that Cuﬂmﬁmn

TU D.W. Miller, Church, state and nation in Ireland, 18 i
/ '3 , 1808—r9z2r (Pittsburgh, 1973). p- .
See p._mo._. Bowman, De Valera on Ulster, 1919~1920: whar he ﬂc_m ?.wwmw..ﬂ_. w....wm_u
i Stuedies in International Affairs, © (1979) p. 7. o
"2 De Paor, Divided Ulster, p. 8. .
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unionists, much less English Tories, so vehement in their protestations of
loyalty, could really contemplate rebellion against the king in the king’s
name. Once Ulster unionists invoked their physical force tradinon stretch-
ing sonorously back to Derry, Enniskillen, Aughrim and the Boyne,
Redmond had either to raise an army of his own, or persuade the British
army to impose Dublin rule on the Protestant areas of Ulster. Whether the
British army would have obliged if given firm orders to crush resistance to
home rule must remain a marter for conjecture, since no such orders were
given. The 1511 census recorded only 6400 Catholics among the 26251
soldiers and NCO’s stationed in lreland, and only 304 Cathelics ameng
the 2208 army officers. Nevertheless, it is the considered conclusion of a
careful recent analysis of Asquith’s Irish policy that ‘troops would almost
certainly have obeyed direct orders to march to Ulster, so long as they
were presented with no alcernatives’ before the Curragh ‘mutiny’ of
20 March 1914.72 But, in an episode characterised by confusion and
irresolution on the government’s part, astute opportunism on the part of
the unionist Brigadier Gough at the Curragh, and high bur lethal farce on
the part of Sir Arthur Paget, Commander-in-Chief in Ireland, the cabinet
appeared to allow the army to dictate the terms — the distinctly unionist
rerms — on which it would be prepared to become involved in Ulster.
Whatever about the prospects before the Curragh ‘mutiny’, it was now
clear that the British army would not, and Redmond could not, coerce

Ulster Protestans, least of all after 24-5 April 1914, when the UVF

lznded 24600 rifles and 3000000 rounds of ammunition from
Germany.”*

[ Redmond scoffed at the unionist appeal to force as ‘playing at
rebellion’, some other home rulers reacted differently. As Patrick Pearse, 2

rising young intellectual, tersely observed in November 1913, ‘] think the
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aticns to the contrary, had ultimarely cthe logical objective of coercin
Ulster unionists. e
.H..rm Ecmwoa implicit in this approach would continue to bedevil Irish
nationalism for generations. The essential assumption was that Ulster
mnoﬂmmﬁmnﬂ.mﬂ::mnm were basically the consequence of British duplicity
The unionist mentality was attributed to the divide and conquer vozﬂmw
m:HmCma by Britain. Once the British notified the unionists that their
interests would be satisfactorily guarded in a home rule staze, the scales
would an..“% %HOE. their eyes and they too would enter the onom‘mmma MMSQ
Ulster unienists, on this assumprtion, were the creatures of .ﬁ\mmzdmnman.
utterly incapable of objectively assessing their own situarion, pu nau
dangling from British strings. PR
This simplistic image of Ulster unionism may appear surprising in view
of the fact that several of the early Irish Volunteer leaders, including Eoin
.ZngmE himself, Bulmer Hobson, and Tom Clarke, émnm EmnnnBam: But
E.&n. segregated Ulster sociery, nationalists had little contact .35
unionists. MacNeill dismissed unionist aspirations with the capacious
claim that ‘history shows that this present sentiment of theirs s a
calculated outcome of persistent and unscrupulous policy of English
m_mﬁmmﬂmwmw:wmcmm vﬁ&w%w “the English interest” ... The rest of the
Ulster difficu ty consists of fears and prophecies.’”” MacNei istor-
ian, might have pondered that E:nrwﬁmwoh.% revolves MMM“_HW wwmwwmwwﬁa

prophecies. Instead he dismissed the unionist fear that under an Irish

government ,n.rm nmmmr.us and industry of Ulster Protestants will be
suppressed’ with the triumphant affirmation that ‘there is no body of

_people in the world more free from intolerance igi
: in matters of religion tha
the Catholics of Ireland’.”¥ 5 ”

© MacNeill, Hobson and Clarke knew as little of the Shankhill; or of the

Orangeman with a rifle a much less ridiculous figure than the nationalist
without a rifle.””s That same month the Irish Volunteers were founded in
response to an article, “The North Began’, by Professor Eoin MacNeili,a
prominent cultural nationalist, co-founder of the Gaelic League in 1893,
urging nationalist imitation of the Ulster Volunteers.”® .
“The North Began’ contains in full measure MacNeill’s customary
combination of insight and illusion. He insisted that the Volunteers were
not inrended to coerce Ulster unionists. They were simply to bring
pressure to bear on England. Pressure to do what? To coerce Ulster
unionists. The object of ‘The North Began’ was to frustrate whart the
North began. The Irish Volunteers, however genuine MacNeill’s protest- -
72 P, Jalland, The Liberals and Ireland: the Ulster question in British polities to 1914
(Brighton, 1980), p. 240

7+ Srewart, Ulster crisis, p. 246.
25 P. Pearse. ‘From a hermitage’, in Political writings and speeches {Dublin, 1966), p. 185, -

s owE 1. eoelale

. .T,.:m_ as of the Dublin slums. Their image of Ulster was one-dimensional
‘ Hﬁ.imm mm.moﬂmm% conservative as that of the unionist leaders themselves Hm
: &mﬁ.nm in this respect from an alternative image of unionism held by an
- articulate if tiny minority in the Dublin labour movement. The _On_nocﬁnom
September 1913, after members of the Irish Transport and General
.én.u%nnmu Union, led by Jim Larkin and James Connolly, had gone mu
.mS._Am. to demand recognition of the union from William zwn&b Murph
. Dublin’s most domineering businessman, threw 20000 men onvﬁm\m
“streets.” It brought even deeper misery into the hideous Dublin slums
: mu.m provoled the creaton of the Irish Citizen Army in November to hel v
raise the morale of the unemployed. The training of the 1000 mqoum

7 E. MacNeill, The Ulster difficulry (Dublin B
Neill, : ! » 1917), Pr 2 s bid., p. 23,
7 E, Larkin, James h.E.F...r. .?.re_“ Labour leader 18761947 Fo“.:._oﬂ. pwcmm edn}
Pp- 10143 D.F. Keogh, “William Martin Murphy and che origins of the 191; lockout',
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‘army’ — ambitiousty christened, for the only ‘citizen’ army in the country
at the time was the UVF — was confined to manoeuvres with dummy
weapons. It did not extend to more demanding manoeuvres with theory,
dumnmy or otherwise. But the doughtiest Citizen Army leader, James
Connolly, had developed 2 Marxist interpretation of lrish history. He
paid more attention to the Ulster unionist bourgeoisie than did MacNeill.
To Connolly, the unionist middle class was no dupe of Westminster. On
the contrary, it was the sinister business partner of Westminster in duping
the Ulster unionist working class. It was only the workers, or rather the
Protestant workers, who were the victims of false consciousness, {00
deluded to comprehend their real interests ot their historical destiny. To

Connolly’s intense irritation Protestant workers were failing to con
ro their prescribed role as cannon fodder for his version of Marxist th

Connolly himself failed to seriously breach the racia! barrier during his

rrade union work in Belfast between 1310 and 1912. His socialist

triumphed over this reverse. He proved more susceptible to the evidence

provided by the outbreak of the First World War, when the wo

classes of Europe, unimpressed by the inconvenience their behaviour was
causing socialist theorists, focked to siaughter each other for God, king
and country. This finally co mpelled Connolly to reconsider the theory that
socialism would bury nationalism. He concluded thar if socialism were to
come to lreland at all, it could only come through nationalism, ot rather

through republicanism.

Bur republicanism was still a fringe ideology in 1913. The bulk of the
irish Volunteers were simply home rulers. Some, like MacNeill himself,
were more Armly committed than Redmond to cultural nationalism.
Some, like Patrick Pearse, editor of An Claidheamb Solais, the Gaelic

League newspaper, envisaged an opposition role for themsleves in a
rule parliament.#° The Irish Volunteers were come to fulfil home rul

to destroy it. The more separalist Irish Republican Brotherhood ([RB) did
exert some influence behind the scenes. Bulmer Hobson, Denis McCull-

form
cory.

faith

rking

home
e, ot

ough, Sean McDermott, Tom Clarke and, after he joined the IRB in

December 1913, Patrick Pearse, conspired discreetly to stiffen Volunteer
cesolve. The threat of partition and the Curragh ‘mutiny’ stimmulated mass
enrolment,but the 150000 members who joined by June 1914 remained

largely innocent of the influence of the IRB. So did MacNeill.

Redmond became so alarmed at the rapid growth of the Volunteers that
of the
Provisional Committee of the Volunteers in June 1914. The IRB members
reluctantly acquiesced, convinced that they could not resist Redmond
successfully a mere month after the Home Rule Bill had finaliy completed

he felt obliged to impose his own nominees to constitute a Mmajority

ics trele through the House of Commons. The more republican ele
0 Pearse, ‘From a kermitage’, p. 155.

ments
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n.:n_ not even split from the Volunteers when Redmond expressed support
for Britain in the House of Commons on the cutbreak of the European
war. [t was not until Redmond actually urged his followers at Wooden
Bridge, Co. Wickiow, on 20 Seprember, to volunteer for the British army
that the more extreme nationalists-felt compelled to repudiate him. .
Wharever Redmond's motives, and kowever far he may have been
mé.w:‘oa by a genuine if imaginative conviction that Bricain was fighting ‘in
defence of right, of freedom and of religion®,! there were strong tactical
arguments in favour of his attitude, even from a separatist viewpoint.®*
m:.c_ other policy would have played straight into the hands of Ulster
unionists. The Home Rule Bill finally went on the Statute m.oo_n, in
September 1914, with the qualification that its operation should be
mzm?.w:&&. during the war, and that parliament might then make special
w_.oﬁao: _Hon M_mnﬁ..mﬂ& war, however, was widely expected to last o:?.u
ew months. An Ireland that had stood by England i : y i
no:E surely then reckon to have laid nrauvnumww of m_MHMMH Wpo“w om%_m”n
public opinion could hardly be expected to lend credence in a vom?ﬁé
general election, anticipated for 1915, to the argument that a home rule
Ireland would still pose a threar to British security. Scant sympathy might
however, be expected from a British electorate for a nationalist Hna_wsnm
that had remained sullenly neutral while Ulster unionists flocked no.ﬁrn
m.pm. Bonar Law would have enjoyed rich elecroral pickings in those
circumstances. Even Ulster unionists might be reconciled to a home rule
%Hnr:& that had proved its steadfast support for the empire, atleastif theic
incantations of loyalty to that empire were genuine. ,
ﬂﬁ.oganacm. odds were, no doubt, heavily against Redmond’s gamble
on unity. Nothing could have induced Ulster unionists into a home rule
state. xﬁ._.w should a Herrenvolk inflict on itself the psychic shock of
mcgnmam:zm its privileges? Why should lIrish support for the war make
any difference to the threat from Rome in the eyes of Ulster S,:o:,an_.v. - ma
E%m.n_ in reality? Home rule remained Rome rule. Pro-British Catholics
remained Catholics. Indeed, their support for the war could be presented
as merely the clever ploy of those devilishly cunning conspirators against
nrm. people of God. Nevertheless, no one genuinely committed Hoc,:mmr
unity could ._E<m acted differently from Redmond in the autumn of 1914.
Mwﬂwmu_.mwmmamoaw %M.; a ﬂrn.mns o.m neutrality m.noB :.mmonm:v.n Hnm_m:.a would
forced the immediate implementation of home rufe might just
conceivably have some validity for a twenty-six county home rule stare
.UE none at all for a united Ireland. No British government could r,u<m
5.69,& r.oﬁm rule on an armed unionist Ulster mmvvo&za Britain, at the
dictate of an unarmed nationalist [reland threatening mngﬂ.pmnw The
u_ﬂ.ﬁ:uzﬁw to Redmond’s policy would have been to clinch the sﬂ.&:an
1 Gwynn, Redmond, p. 392 22 Miller, Clunreh, state and naticu, pp. 308—10.
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case that home rule Ireland would inevirably stab mnmummm in the wmnw in
her hour of danger. The neutrality mentality was a partitiomnist Emmﬁmrﬂw.
Redmond’s mistake was not his decision to support the war. It was his
failure to secure arms once the formation om. the UVF in 1913 Emam
paramilitary power crucial. Redmond played his hand én: in the light o
the balance of probabilities in August I19I4. But his wwua was an
exceptionally weak one, simply because it was the only one with no gun rE
it. Participation in the war might in fact .mﬂnbmm.an w.:m hand in this
respect.?? As the Volunteers were not mmnnﬂ?n:m armed in August 19 Hm
Redmond could not expect his histrionic promise — or ﬁr.nmmﬁ - to ho
Ireland against invasion to be taken seriously. But many Hn.ar <o?:ﬁnwﬂw
would presumably return home after the war — Huno_um_u@ in HmeH... M.Hn
some railitary training and equipment. It was &.m potential threat lurking
in this possibility that made English recruiting o.,mmnnn.m H@.Hc.nn.msﬂ to
countenance the formation of specifically Irish nationalist %45.03 as
distinct from Ulster unionist ones. The war offered ﬁnaannﬁ ?mH oam
hope of securing a credible paramilitary base, and thus vﬂoﬁn.:nm himse
with some bargaining power vis-g-vis both Carson .MEQ ?ﬁE&- .
Redmond’s gamble, however astute the n&n.&mnﬂonm on which it may
have been based, seemed spontaneous. But it E..o<ow.am .H.,\HngQ: Mo
repudiate Redmond’s recruiting drive and to split mmouB.rﬂP nmmﬂrmﬁm only
13 000 of the 188 ooo Volunteers joined MacNeill’s Irish <.o?n.ﬁnna”
however, Redmond’s majority now becoming known as the National
54
<0HM_.MMMMMM:,¢, reasoning was, not for the only Q.EP honourable and
muddled. He offered no realistic polirical mﬁnn.ﬁnmn?m to voEn rule. He
simply argued thar neutrality would achieve it more quickly by some

unspecified route. His split from Redmond was an empty gesture. The
Volunteers, lrish or National, had no raison d’étre unless they could get

guns. The Howth gun running in July 1914, a miniature .mitation of the

UVF exploit, exacerbared tension in Dublin when the British army killed
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visceral than cerebral. The IRB appointed a military committee in
Seprember 1914 to secure effective control over MacNeill’s organisation
in order to launch a military rising. This commitree would still have been
at the preliminary planning phase at the end of the war had hostilities
ended as quickly as generally anticipated. Much hinged on the length of
the war. lts continuation deprived Redmond of his anticipated postwar
home rule army, as well as giving the IRB time to actually do something.
The stalemate in Flanders salvaged the reputation of the IRB and doomed
the remaining hopes of Redmond.

The war led to the formation of a coalition cabinet in May 1915.
Carson joined the government as Attorney General. Redmond refused an
offer of office. This was consistent with party principles, bur inconsistent
with his own tactics since August 1914. The logical conclusion of
supporting the war in the hope of forging a union of hearts berween

" nationalists and unionists in Ireland was that Redmond should accept

office to confirm his stature as a responsible statesman and to increase
further the fund of putative postwar goodwill on which he hoped to draw.
There was little logical justification for supporting the war but refusing

. office, even if the acceptance of office would have offered his critics some

ammunition. Redmond got the worst of both worlds. By the summer of

1915, after the initial enthusiasm of the previous autumn, associated with
' the passing of the Home Rule Bill, Redmond was already losing his grip on

nadonalist lreland as the war turned into carnage, as home rule receded

" inte an uncertain future, and as Ulster Unionists were widely felt to have

out-manoeuvred Home Rulers at Westminster.%®
" The recruitment figures provide a useful, if partial, clue to public

-opinion. The Irish returns reveal a relatively weak sense of identity with

the war effort. It has been calculated that 26.9 per cent of the relevant age

‘England and Wales, but only 10.7 per cent in Ireland.®” The low Irish
‘figure reflects the steep decline in lrish recruiting as the war progressed.

uc this decline began quite early in the war. Between August and
December 1914, 43000 men enlisted in Ireland and a further 37000
erween January and August 1915. In the next eight months — before the

four civilians in a taunting crowd on the way back,? but mmn:nna only 2
modest haul of o0 guns and 25000 no:n.&m of ammunition. b..mo%nn
small landing at Kilcoole went only 2 short distance ﬁoémnam restoring the
balance with the Lame and Donaghadee landings. dSﬁr.TmoEn Rule on
the Statute Book in September, the existence of MacNeill s Volunteers,
unless they achieved real military strength, m.anamm to serve :ﬂn purpose.

The IRB men who joined MacNell’s splinter movement did have the

i 1 ’ re
policy he lacked, even if their response to Redmond’s gamble was mo
¥t Green flag, pp. 524—5- ) o )
w4 %mmumnﬂwm Hwﬂmaﬁ% 9“ vations authorities on the subject often differ in detail, but ?n

orders of magnitude are similac, . .
8% 1_ dusmnnmnma. The damuable question (London, t977), p. 121, Three died on the spor

itithe first year of the war exceeded the total in the remaining three
ears.®s Even in the first year, a disproportionate number, about half,

¢ F.S.L. Lyons, ‘Dilton, Redmond ard the Irish Home Rulers’, in Martin (ed.}, Leaders and
men, p. 41.

7 ].M. Winter, ‘Britain’s ““lost generation” of the First World War', Popudation Studies, 3x,

* 3 {1976), 451,

88 Report on recruiting in Ireland, r914~1é (Cd. 8168), xxxix, 5257 Kee, Creen flag,
© Pp. 525, §52, 623; Fimparrick, Politics, p. 315, n. 38. Recruitment figures cited in rhe

literature are ofter comniled in a casital manner. Thev snmerimes fail to dierinonich
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cancelled the mobilisation orders issued for Easter Sunday. The hastily
rearranged Rising that began on Easter Monday was not, therefore, the
intended insurrection. The Military Council had permitted itself rhe
luxury of hoping that the country in general, outside unionist Ulster, with
which it had no contact, would rebel. But the Council’s pians for a
national rising were distinccly vague.”? The interception of the German
arms, and MacNeill’s countermanding order, added to the confusion.” In
the event, the Rising was mainly confined to Dublin. It proved a militarily
gailant bur hopeless enterprise intthe face of superior force, though it was
to leave over 400 dead and aboug 3000 wounded.

10 the manifesto he composed shortly before he surrendered to save
useless bloodshed, Bearse, who assumed the role of leader as his natural
right, no longer content to play the figurehead role designed for him by
MacDermott and Clarke, claimed the rebels would have won but for the
loss of the German weapons. In the event, the Rising had turned into a
blood sacrifice. But it had not been planned that way from the outset. Had
the Rising been intended solely or even mainly asa blood sacrifice, it could
have been mounted earlier in the war. It was planned to occur when the
rebels felt they had the maximum chance of success, however limited this
may have appeared in absolute terms. The IRB doctrine that ‘England’s
danger is Ireland’s opportunity’ was, in objective terms, sheer illusion.
The IRB envisaged a military victory, following full-scale war, not the
sapping guerrilla campaign that was finally ro induce British politicians to
the negotiating table in 1921 through its influence on English public
opinion. Whatever about England conceding independence when she felt
herself completely secure, no great power could afford any risl where not
merely her prestige, but her own securiry, was at stake. It was therefore
only in peacetime, not in wartime, that England could contemplate major
concessions to lrish claims. Nevertheless, however illusory the IRB
doctrine, it was not blood sacrifice doctrine.”* And however profusely
blood sacrifice sentiments spatter the later writings of Pearse and MacDo-
nagh, and however retrospectively relevant they appeared to be in the
circumstances, it seems unhistorical to interpret these sentiments as the
 basis of the actual planning of the Rising.

In view of the hopeless prospects of the Rising that actually occurred, it
became psychologically and morally incumbent on the leaders to justify it
interms of saving Ireland’s honour. It was therefore obligatory on them to
- couch their last testaments in terms of blood sacrifice. It seems reasonable
to assume that the actual course of the Rising left its mark on the type of

camte from Ulster.3? Leinscer supplied more than a quarter, 4.E.o Munster
and Connache providing relatively few. 1£ one allows for unionist recruits
irom Ulster and Leinster, and atrributes some of the Dublin éo&Cnm-ﬂmmm
cecruitment to sheer economic necessity, it would seem that munrzﬂmm._d
for the war was never as widespread in nationalist r.&mu.a as the n.pmnrmu
dominated by pro-war elements, mpmmmmmma. It waned to virtual <mnmﬂ5m
point from the autumn of t915. The evidence goes some way o con rm
the claim of Maurice Headiam, a jaundiced but presumably informed
Dublin Castle official, that ‘we in Ireland knew . . . that. .. the bull of the

: L lc
population . . . seized any pretext...to avoid fighting in France’.

THE EASTER RISING

The surprising feature of the Rising of April HmHm” at least E.&m light mm
the hallowed republican dictum that ‘England s danger is c..&mbaw
opportunity’, was not that it took place, but that it took place so late. It
was not untl May 1915, when the war had generally _ummm manﬂam to _.um
over, that the IRB ‘Military Committee’ (later called Milicary Ooc”:Q:
actually began to plan an insurrection.?? Tom Clarke and mm.mn MacDer-
mortt, the two conscious manipulators on the Supreme ﬂon:n: nm the IRB,
recruited Patrick Pearse, then Director of Operations in the H.mmw <o:.5.
reers, whom they saw as a suitable front man, to this noaaﬁmm, which
also uitimately included Eamon Ceannt, Joseph Mary Plunkett, L.}oﬂmm
MacDonagh, and James Connolly. Had the war Gnished as quickly as
expected, the ineffectuality of the IRB would have ?.mm.n even more
ignominiously exposed than during the Boer War. The zp,:mma\ Ooﬁﬂhm
tee grasped this, and hoped initially fora September 1915 rising, _u.E aile
to hnalise pians. James Connolly also sensed the urgency of the EEDHMH.H.
He urged rebellion in the summer ﬁ 1915 .Hrm IRB @ma o nsn_.u it
impetuosity in January 19 16 by mmmczsm.gﬂ ofits %.SHEEmzoz to rise at
Easter, and by co-opting him to the Military Council.

The Easter Rising went offat half-cock. Twenty &osmmna German guas
expected To arvive in tine Were lost when n.rm British :..ﬁmnnmmﬁma the supply
ship, the Aud, on the eve of the insurrection. This mishap was compoun-
ded when Eoin MacNeill, hearing of the plans at the last moment,

berween recruits dusing the war itself and the total number of lrish nn.__mnnm _W nmm u:._.b.w_.w
which inciuded pre-war regruits, Heary Hagris, ‘The ather mu_m million’, in Q.. | QM»M.&
and F. Pyle {eds.), T918: The Easter Rising {London, .Gcmu, pp. qoq.m.ﬂm. EM cm e
Jescendants of irish emigrants in Brimin and n_ﬂ.u.Uou.::Snm to reach his total ol a
million ‘Lrish” tecruits. See also Firzpatrick, Pofitics, pp. tog—IT.

50 Ervi Sraigavon, p. XL .

A w.m Fﬁ..mnm_.,“w, F_:.m,__w remtiniscences Pomios. 1947h P- 149 Headlam was Treasury
Remembrancer and Depury Paymaster for r.nﬂs& at the time.

W [ O Broin, Revolitionary undergrannd (Dublin, 1976), pp. 167—9-
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Kee, Green flag, p. 571.
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interpretation that it was felt would carry most historical conviction.
Emphasis on calculation of the balance of milirary probabilities would
have seemed ludicrous in the circumstances, and would appear to
vindicate the charges of lunacy hurled at the rebels by vociferous eritics.
On Easter Monday morning many of the leaders must have felt, like James
Connolly, that they were going our to be slaughtered. But this does not
justify the presentation of the Rising in purely blood sacrifice terms.
Connolly himself had hoped for victory almost to the final moment of
decision.”s Many of the rank and file, like Sedn MacEntee, had probably
not closely caleulared the chances of success.?® Even the vague sugges-
tionr during the Rising, that a German prince should become king of
[reland, intimates a clutching at straws rather than unwavering devotion
to blood sacrifice doctrine.?” As fat as the forward planning of the
Rising was concerned, a balanced appraisal suggests that it was intended
that if it should fail, then it should fail not only with honour, but with
effect.”™

Pearse grudgingly accepted the Home Rule Bill in 19r2. He became
gradually convinced, however, that the UVF appeal to force made the
peaceful achievement of home rule impossible. Much of Pearse’s glorifica-
tion of war in 1915 and 1916 was tactical. Indeed, the extent to which
Pearse thought tactically tends to be overlooked in the fascination with
the more exotic aspects of his character. Nevertheless, his inrense nature
did rebel against exclusively ractical argument. He therefore exalted force
as potendially noble in itself. There are passages in Peatse glorifying
bloodshed, at least in theory, passionately though he denounced
Redmond for sacrificing lrish blood *to England as a peace holocaust’ in
the First World War.?” Fashionable as belligerent sentiments were at this
time, and restrained though Pearse’s rhetoric may sound compared with
that of the young Sean O’Casey,'®® he undoubtedly subscribed to the
Churchillian dictum that ‘there are things worse than bloodshed, even on
an extended scale’. As he himself put it, ‘There are many things more
horrible than bloodshed, and slavery is one of them’,'9! a view he shared
fully with Carson, Craig and Bonar Law, as well as with a broad stratum

95 Ruth Dudley Edwards, James Comiolfy (Dublin, 1981}, pp. 133, v43. The most

thorough study of MacDonagh rejects the “blood sacrifice’ interpreration of his thinking,

See Iohann A, Norstedt, Thosas MacDouagh (Charomesville, 1980), pp. 1412,

Radio interview with Sedin MacEntee on RTE, 25 January 1977.

v Memoirs of Desmond EitzCeraid, 19r3—r916 (Dublin, 1968), pp. 1394 t.

E. O'Donoghue, ‘Ceanni, Devoy, O'Rahilly and the military plan’, in Marrin, Leaders

e men, p. 191,

Pearse, *Ghosts™, in Political writings, p. 232,

1w Rahert Hogan {ed.), Feathers from the green cratw: Sean O Cuasey, roog~1g925 (Colum-
bia, Mo., 1962}, pp. 15~17.
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of British and European intellectuals of his generation. !9* He even shared
the robust view of Dr D’Arcy, the articulate Bishop of Down, that ‘there
are things worse than civil war®.!9? In pracrice, Pearse, a gentle man, was
revolted by the sight of blood. He refused to distribute the explosive
bullets landed in the Howrh gun running because they were against the
rules of civilised war.1%4 That he may have exaggerated the lethal qualities
of the bullets does not detract from his concern.'® And if he felt it
necessary to claim over the grave of O’Donovan Rossa, the old Fenian, in
1915, that ‘splendid and holy causes are served by men who are
themselves splendid and holy’, he was sufficient of a realist to recognise in
1916 the danger thart his idealised republican tradition might be prosti-
tuted by some of the Volunteers and to include in the Proclamation of the
-Republic a plea against rebel ‘inhumaniry’.
Pearse resisted the conclusion of Eoin MacNeill that a rising was
morally unjustifiable unless conscription or other unacceprable measures
were imposed. MacNetil felt thar only if ‘the vital principle of nationaliry’
was at stake could a rising be morally justified.!%® Discerning scholars
have found MacNeill's reasoning logically compelling. It is possible to
- take 2 less benign view. Neither in terms of military tactics nor of
_democratic ideology were MacNeill’s arguments necessarily superior to
--those of Pearse. MacNeill held that ‘unacceptable measures” might be
- justly resisted, including above all any attempt by British forces to deprive
~the Volunteers of their handful of weapons. 97 ‘Unacceptable measures’ ~
bur unacceptable to whom? MacNeill’s Volunteers were a private army.
MacNeill's view had no more popular mandate than had the actual Rising
. itself. Nor had MacNeill’s contemplated resistance any more objective
‘chance of success than the actual Rising —and it might have claimed many
more innocent casualties. MacNeill’s insistence on waiting for the enemy
.to choose his time made little logical or moral sense in the circumstances.
<The differences between MacNeill and Pearse were less those of moral
rinciple than of tactical opinion. %3
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It is teropting to speculate on the possible results of resistance a la
MacNeill. Conor Cruise O’Brien has ventured to reconstruct the possible
results of an insurrection in the face of the conscripdon threat of .?u&_
1918. O'Brien postulates thart a rising at that stage would have enjoyed
massive popular support, that Britain would therefore rm.Ew had to
withdraw troops from the western front to crush it, that mutinies would
then have broken our among the lrish troops on the western front,
infecting the war weary British and French, perhaps indeed even the
Germans, ‘though this is more doubtful’. The European wnohmnm.ﬁwﬂ would
then have seized the opportunity to overthrow the nmwﬁm:ﬂ order —
hardly the scenario Eoin MacNeill envisaged, however it might r.wﬁ
gladdened James Connolly’s socialist heart.'?” An ch.:«. plausible
scenario might assume that a rising in response to the conscription threat,
with however massive popular support, would have _uaﬁ.g crushed far
more ruthiessly than that of 1916, unless the rebels were incomparably
better armed. As at least half the Irish troops on the western front must
have been unionists, it is far from cerrain that any putative Irish mudny
would have spread like wild fire. Even if it had spread among the western
allies, it would be much more reasonable to assume, as Dr O’Brien
concedes, that the Germans would not have Bcnn‘:.&. In wrmﬂ case,
Germany might either have won the war, or at least driven Britain from
the continent ~ and then have turned on Russia with a vengeance to exact
a tribute that would have made Brest-Litovsk appear magnanimous.
Lenin might then have had second thoughts as to whether the Easter
Rising had occurred ‘premarurely’! . .

We may safely surmise that John Redmond had :&m time to contem-
plate such cosmic scenarios as the news from Dublin reached r.:ﬂ in
London. The Rising placed Redmond in a dilemma. It was a mﬁm& in the
back for his policy of winning home rule through noH.,,Drmﬂon. .E”_m
episode of the Aud confirmed the claim of German support nonnwnﬁma in
the Proclamation of the Republic. The insurrection appeared to vindicate
craditional unionist assumptions about the congenital ‘treachery’ of
naconalist Ireland. Nevertheless, if Redmond called for the execution of
the rebels he might provoke a nationalist backlash. He denounced the

Rising on 27 April, temporised over the first execurions, then denounced

executions from 6 May. !0

Public opinion in Ireland was reported hostile to the Rising. But the
situation was very unclear. It has temained so to this day. The consensus
amnong historians is that an inittally hostle public opinion was trans-

v .G, (O Brien, “The embers of Easter, 1916—1966, in Edwards and Pyle, Easter Rising,

pp. 2257 .
e W;iu_.am and Pyle, Easter Rising, have a chronology on the Rising and related events,

pp. 30—5. Gwynn, Redmiond, p. 483.
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formed by the executions into retrospective support for, and romantici-
sation of, the rebels. 't This assumption appeals to both supporters and
critics of the Rising. Supporters, anxious to dramatise the blood sacrifice
theme, or to invoke the authority of a heroic elite against mere public
opinion, naturally stress the lack. of initial popular support. Critics are
also tempted to develop this theme in order to denounce the entire
enterprise as anti-democratic. The historical consensus ts not based,
however, on scholarly review of the evidence. Indeed, in view of the
importance of the issues involved, it comes as a surprise to find that only
one systematic attempt has been made to follow the reportng in some of
the main newspapers. !!2 The failure by historians to sift the evidence can
best be explained by the pervasive assumption that we know the answer
already. Even a cursory examination of the conveniently available evi-
dence, however, reveals some of the complexides of an apparently simple
issue. The real historical challenge is to reconstruct reactions i the light of
the information actually available to the public at the time. This is not as
simple as it sounds. It is in fact extraordinarily difficult to reconstruct the
public response. This is mainly because little concrete objective infor-
mation became available to the public during Easter week itself. It is
therefore difficult to know what precisely the public felt it was in fact
responding to.

The Rising began on z4 April and ended on 29 April. No detailed
newspaper reports appeared until early May. The unionist [rish Times did
continue publicaden during the Rising, but local difficulties combined
with the censarship to restrict reporting. The paper frankly confessed it
carried little news of the Rising, and solicitously enquired on the Wednes-
day of Easter week ‘how many ditizens of Dublin have any real knowledge
of the works of Shakespeare? Could any berter occasion . . . be afforded

‘than the coincidence of enforced domesticity with the poet’s tercentena-

ry?'113 The unienist Daily Express teappeared on 3 May, a day earlier

than the two main home rule papers, the [rish Independent and the
Freeman’s Journal. We therefore have no strictly contemporary news-
paper reporting from the actual scene. Dubliners themselves were

111 Lyons, freland, p. 373; Lee, Modernisation, pp. 155—6. Hints of a more discriminating
approach can be detected in Firzpatrick, Politics, p. rzr.
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papers. This important pioneering survey has sot received due recognition, perhaps
because it is tucked away in appendices.

M3 frish Times, 27 April to16. No doubt every hand in the 20 ooo famiiies whom Q'Casey

dJescribed as *wriggling together like worms in a putrid mass in horroe-Alled one room
tenements’ eagerly stretched for the Collected works on reading this reminder in cheir
daily Tinzes!
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deprived of newspaper information during the Rising. Most had little
knowledge of events. Even diarists in the city centre, like James Stephens,
or residents like Redmond’s chief licutenant, John Dillon, had only
limited knowledge of the general situation. Their accounts vividly
convey the atmosphere of uncertainty, close though they were to the
action.!'* Rumour expanded to fill the void.’

The most prevalent rumour in Dublin was that the Rising was part of,
or the immediate prelude to, a German invasion.'!? This was not only
the official version, but found widespread credence among the populace.
The Dublin papers, on their reappearance, clung to the German plot sce-
nario, liberally laced with doses of a ‘socialist revolt’ theory.!'¢ The inter-
pretation advanced in the home rule papers did not significantly differ
from that in unionist papers. Only their assessment of the consequences,
and their recommendations on future policy, revealed their different
ideological affiliations. The Freemar's Journal, the main Redmond:te
paper, naturally followed Redmond’s line in the House of Commons on
27 April, in presenting the insurrection as a dastardly German plot. The
Irish Independent, the biggest mass circulation daily, was sympathetic to
home rule, but hostile to Redmond on factional grounds. Its proprietor,
William Martin Murphy, the militant Catholic capitalist, still seethed for
revenge against James Comnolly, who had refused to bow the knee
during the 1913 lockout. The Independent therefore naturally depicred
in lurid terms the ‘insane and criminal!!7 Rising, which it eagerly pre-
sented as simultaneously a German and a sodcialist plot. It invoked the
authority of the Proclamation of the Republic, with its reference to
‘gallant allies in Europe’ to sustain its ‘German support for rebels’ inter-
pretation.! 8 [t made it clear that it did not oppose violence in principle.
It called on young Ireland to ‘atone for the crime’ of the Rising by
flocking to Flanders to ‘show the world that Ireland is still sound at
heart’.\1? Lest its lower-middle class and farmer constituency should be
tempted to forget the threat to social stability posed by the Rising,
however, the Independent reiterated that ‘the backbone of the insurrec-
tion was really “Larkinism” and “the citizen army”*.12¢ It did print on
8 May the demands for an end to executions from leading Engiish papess
and from the Irish News in Belfast, but with Connolly still alive it con-
tinued to demand the execution of the ‘worst’ of the remaining leaders.
When it could finally record on 13 May that Connolly and MacDermott

114 James Stephens, The Insurrection in Dublin (Dublin, 1965); F.S.L. Lyons, fobm Dillon
{London, 1968), pp. 369—72.

115 Stephens, Insurrection, p. t3.

116 The Express laboured hard to keep this interpremdon alive into mid-May. See the
accounts 9—12 May, and the cartoon on to May, )

117 frish Independent, 2 May 1916. ns Ibid., 5 May 1916, 149 Ihid.
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were safely dead it found it expedient to call for a halt to further exe-
cutions.

Unionists of all shades, whose articulate indignation made them dis-
proportionately visible as ‘public opinion’ immediately following the
Rising, naturally repudiated the rebellion. So, at least as iong as the
German plot version retained credibility, did many families with rela-
tives serving in France, whose womenfolk drew separation money. These
two groups probably accounted for at least one-third of the population,
and much more than half the articulate opinion, of Dublin. But it is clear
thar there was also much sympathy for the rebels, at least while there
appeared to be some hope of success. James Stephens reports few of
those feelings of ‘detestation and horror’ which Redmond attributed to
Irish public opinion in his House of Commons statement on 27 April.
Redmond was at that stage in no position to know what Irish public
opinion was. Instead, Stephens records a mood of reticence, even of
muted hope, rather than of hostility, at least until the Friday, when it
was clear that the insurrection had failed."2! Another diarist records hos-
tility to the prisoners after the Rising from ‘the gents and ladies
especially of Francis Steet’ [sic], and from soldiers’ wives. Among the
crowds waiting for passes at Dublin Castle on Friday he found ‘some’
welcoming news of the surrender, ‘but many are murmuring what a
pity’.122 An unwilling witness provides evidence that hostility to the
rebels was by no means universal. Sir John Maxwell, the British Com-
mander, accounted for some atrocities by British troops by explaining
that “We tried hard to get the women and children to leave North King

Street area. They would not go. Their sympathies were with the rebels
123 .

Many unionists were as anxious as Redmond, if for different modves,
to stress the lack of public support for the Rising. The diary kept by
. Revd Gordon Clements, a Protestant clergyman, concluded that *the citi-
zens of all classes welcomed the coming of troops from England ... "
But Clements had recorded on Easter Tuesday that the men in the street
were ‘not indignant’ at the rebels, feeling that ‘they were hardy boys,
‘even if they are fools’. By Thursday he began to detect a change in mood,
but hardly on ideological grounds. ‘The populace is non-committal or
“angry at the disturbance to their normal mode of life. Moreover, rumour
“has it that the rest of the country is quiet, especially Cork,’ and already

12" Steohens, Insirrection, pp. 37-8. Stephens confined this view to the men. The women he
found hesrile ro the Rising.

22 R, Kain, ‘A diary of Easter Week: ene Dubliner’s experience’, Irish University Review,

- . 10, 2 {Autumn, 1980), pp. 266—7.

. Ivish Independent, 19 May 1916, Maxwell may have been searching for an excuse. But

rracnmahin ha casiahe a wlawalhla avnlanariae
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the people ‘sensed the sure defeat, and probably bloody end, of the
lnsurrectionists™. !>

john Dillon wrote on 30 April that ‘so far the feeling of the population
in Dublin is against the Sinn Féiners. But a reaction might very easily be
created .. .. Correct though this comment may have been, it requires
sifting in its own right. Firstly, Dillon himse!f was in no position to know,
as his biographer’s account males clear, what opinion in Dublin during
the weel had been.!25 Dillon simply did not have a sufficiently wide range
of day-to~day contact to enable him to generalise abour feeling in Dublin
throughout the week. It was not merely that Dillon did not know, but that
he could not know. He may have been right about feeling on 29 and 3¢
April, after the Rising had patently failed. But if he thought it would be so
easy to create a [eaction, even in the then still confused state of infor-
mation about the participants and their motives, he must have sensed that
sentiment was very volatile indeed. The summing-up a month after the
Rising by A.M. Bonaparte-Wyse, a hardline unicnist, is noteworthy in so
far as it reflects less a change of mood compared with that recorded by
Stephens and Clements during the early days of the Rising, than a
crystallisation of that mood. 128
The ciry is quiet now, but there is a vety menacing rone among the lower classes
who openly praise the Sinn Féiners for their courage and bravery, and thereis a lot
of abuse of the soldiers. At the same time the latter seem 0 be popular, at least
with the temale population. The sympathies of the ordinary Irish are with Sinn
Féin. They want independence and thei only criticism of the rebellion is that it
was foolish {not criminal or otherwise wrong), bur just foolish because it had ne
chance of success.

When reactions in Dublin are so difficult to document, it would be rash
to hazard generalisations about public opinion in the rest of the country.
Nevertheless, a few points can be made. Provincial newspapers appeared
as usual during the Rising. ‘As usual,’ however, normally meant Saturday,
29 April, when the Rising was already virtually over. Even the few papers
that appeared during the weele were in no position to vouch for the
accuracy of their information. Having to rely, in an atmosphere of
censorship, on official statements, English newspapers and House of
Commuons repotts for their news, they candidly conceded the difficulty of

sifting fact from fiction.'” Scarcely a paper failed to draw attentdon to the

124 Dagjly Express, 6 May 1516, 25 Lyons, Diflon, pp. 36973 {quotation p. 373}

120 AN Bonaparce-Wyse to his brother, 28 May 1916, as published in Irish Times, 24

April 1963, Bonaparte-Wyse was Juniot Secretary to the Board of Commissioners of

onal Education at the time. He later becare a prominent civil servant in Northem

lreland,

12" My text seeks to build on the foundations laid by My Edwards by studying the eleven
foliowing provincial newspapers: Clare Chamipion, Connacht Tribune, Cork Exantiier,
Kerryiman, Kilkeuny People, Leinster Leader, Limerick Leader, Nemagh Guardian,
Roscanmmon Herald, Tipperary Star, Wicklow People. These were published in ten
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uncertain state of information, when editors were once more as dependent
on ‘desparch man and runner’ as during ‘the stirring days of Emmer and
Lord Edward, and the men of '67 . . . as if we were not living in the days of
motor, telephone and telegraph’.!2¥ Rumour naturally filled the know-
ledge vacuum in the provinces as in Dublin. The midlands luxuriated in
‘the general crop of rumours’ and ‘all kinds of alarming reports’.?*” In
Limerick ‘all sorts of rumours, all of a sensatonal character are affoar
...”, 13 while across the Shannon, Clare was bewildered by ‘the maze of
rumours’, 131

The most popular interpretations sweeping the provinces were, as in
Dublin, the ‘German invasion’ and the ‘socialist subversion’ theses. The
Cork Examiner immediately branded the Rising ‘a communistic disturb-
ance rather than a revolutionary movement’ which was ‘made in
Germany’.'32 The shopocracy of Galway condemned the rebels as stooges
equally of Prussia and of Larkin.!?? Tipperary readers, leaming of
German support for a Rising by ‘Sinn Féiners and the followers of jim
Larkin’!3* were warned that ‘the Rising on this occasion was socialistic as
well as political . . . *.13% Having recovered from the shock of hearing that
Germans had landed at Galway,!2¢ they were privileged to share with
their Kerry cousins the insight of the Bishop of Kerry that the Rising was
manipulated by ‘evil-minded men affected by Socialistic and Revolution-
ary doctrines’.'37 The Roscommon Herald, edited by Jasper Tully, who
had long before earned his literary spurs as a vitriolic mma-mmgm_mﬁ n
1891,13% seized every opportunity to denounce Larkin, stressed that the
Proclamation of the Republic purported to establish ‘a socialisric
republic’, compared the Rising with the Paris Commune, and reminded its
eager readers of the case of Portugal, where priests and nuns were
Hmmmmnnma by ‘the Portuguese Sinn Féiners’.'3? As late as mid-May, Tully
invoked the Commune analogy again, denounced ‘the red ém&m in
Dublin, relying no doubt on his readers’ capacious recollection of recent
events in Barcelona, and dismissed the Proclamation yet again, having

now discovered that ‘it is drafted on Suffragette lines, and gives votes

different counties, and their readership ranged over most of the south and west of the
country. Onc..nrn Kerrymar and the Kitkenny People could be considered sympathetic
to republicanism., On the Keryman, see Seamus McConville, ‘The Knm.Q:S:. in
Kerrymen 188 z—198r (New York, n.d.), pp. §9—62. )

128 Connacht Tribune, 29 April © 2 ?
] L 2 916. 12% [eiyster Leader, 6 M
2130 Limerick Leader, 26 Aprl 1916. ders 6 May 1916

Clare Champion, ~9 April 1916.
MQ.._“ mﬂ:u::.mﬁ 27, 28, 29 April 1916. See also the issues dated 1 May and 4 May.

@:EQ: Tribune, 29 April 1916, U Nemagh Guardiar, 2 April 1916,
5%9.,3_ Star, 6 May 1976.
M.Fa.. . 157 Jbid., 13 May tor6.

ee, Modernisation, p. 137. Age did not mellow Tully. H 1

. P-T37. ¢ . Hc was to lose 3

seventeen years later ([rish Press, 11 February 1933). ! ore & Hoel cnse
Roscommon Herald, 29 April, 6 May, 15 May 1916.
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equally to men and women, and it also has a lot of other “crank”
notions’.!#?
The Wicklow People not only immediately denounced German support

for the Rising,!** but felt able to assert as late as mid-May that!'**

The Dublin outbreak was almost entirely the work of Larkin’s Citizen Army, with
Sinn Féin volunteers and Larkin's sympathisers and sUpporters. Wrecking of
oroperty and destruction of every kind is an cutstanding phase of syndicalism.
With the Lackia Citizen Army, the spirit of syndicalism was abroad, hence Dublin
suffered so severely by the destruction of our publicand commercial buildings and

the looting of shops . . ..

The provincial public therefore found itself confronted with at least as
wide a range of information and pseudo-information during the Rising
reelf and the following weeks as the Dublin public. The public was in no
position to begin piecing together a coherent picture, of the rebels and
their morives, of the origins, or the course, of the Rising, until the first
week in May at the earliest. By thatstage, with censorship and martal law
in operation, with the Rising crushed, the response had to be inevitably to
a failed Rising rather than to a potentially successful one. We will
probably never be in a position to know the reaction to news of the real
Rising as it finally filtered through to individuals across the country. The
only generalisation the historian can confidently hazard in these circum-
stances is that we should be wary of generalisation! :

The press, and many local representative bodies closely associated with

the Home Rule Party, automatically accustomed to taking their cue from
Redmond, initially sought to stress the isolarion of the rebels, in crder o -

impress on English home rule supporters how unrepresentative the
separatists were in Ireland. This partly explains the reaction 10 the Rising
a5 ‘even more of an attempt to hit us than to bit England’. Condemnation

of the Rising, interpreted as a German plot, as Larkinite, and/or as

anti-Redmondite, was accordingly widespread. Condemnation of the

Rising as a national anti-English revole also occurred, but far more on .

tactical than on ideological grounds. The Connacht Tribune,in a long and

thoughtful leading article, distinguished three groups of Irish people: |

impractical separatists, deluded Germanophiles, and realistic home rulers.
It adrmitted thar it did not know the mortives of the rebels and cherefore
would not condemn them, and above all it urged no revenge: ‘Let us not

embitter the good by evil or ill-concealed thoughts about these children,

who, though errant and rebellious, yet claim our paternal love and
affection.’'#* The Cork Examiner, scarcely sympathetic to the Rising,

advocated amnesty as early as x May, two days before the first executions. -

e thid,, 1y May 1916, 4 Wicklow People, 29 April 1916.
142 Ihid., 1y May 1916,

Fegn o™
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2.
H:.n.w.&kmxmu\ People expressed horror, but even more sadness, at the
futility of the Rising. '+ It lamenred that ‘the Dublin revolution rpm ended
as everybody not a sheer lunatic must have known it would, in sz:ﬁﬁ.;v_m
nrmmmnnF. defear and ruin’.!#S The strongly Redmondite Oh_wu,m O&az.cqﬂ.oz
though Emﬁa.sm that home rule was safe, suspended ulrimare En_mmﬁmsm
oné K.m«. History must judge the rebellion. It just wanted clemency.'*
The Leinster Leader regarded the war, or the coup, as terrible, bur it n_Wn.F.H
even mh.uzdmzw cendemn it, and pleaded instead for ‘murual m,ooa will?, 147
The ﬁE.um.EQ Star, under the heading ‘Inexplicable imbecility’ Unﬁm:ma
the stupidity of the Rising, but more in sorrow than in anger: U.Ioé an
body of men could embark on such a desperate enterprise passes nmvaH
monsense noﬂmnnrnm&om ... The old story — everything lost, nothin
mHmEnn_ ... It is a pity of pitles thart the leaders of the people n:n_u not Brm
_ﬂﬁmwm_._“sm men of Ireland in hand with kind advice before it was too
Hr.mmm papers that had otherwise little in common, and thar crossed the
Uzgu\vnoﬁnnma divide, tive Daily Express, the Roscommion Herald, and
&.m.ghnﬁo% People, took a somewhart unusual line. They &m:oEEam_ the
Rising for having, #nter alia, the wrong leaders. The Daily Express

¢ " ridiculed ¢ i ‘ ised j
he rebellion because ‘the men who organised it were men of no

position, of no repuration for serious effort, of no stake in the country®.!+¥

. The Wicklow People approved of the executions partly because ‘it would

-take sensible, level headed experienced men to guide a greac agitation;
none such were associated with the Sinn Féin agitation. it was mmﬁ.& b u
feather heads M.Sn_ .n_HnEdmhmq hence only mischief and worse than Bbmnrmaﬁ
could artend it".*5% Jasper Tully warmed to this theme, reminding his
-readers that the Rising was doomed from the outset vmgzmn ‘it ,M_m . H.v
Poet’s Rebellion with too much literature’ about it.t¥! Tully had not vet
n.xrm:mﬁn& the literary possibilities of this approach. m&.ﬁ%ﬂ fortni w«ﬁan
zipe reflection, he felt that ‘the Crazy Rebellion was the Eonm nEnme.mom .m
ot om, Crazy Poets. This has surprised people as far away as Q.;B.mo, M
‘M,”MHU\ 5 nomnm_nn with civilization apparently extended to America as m<n: as
.hosw%nmnd_uaﬂwo generally regard poets — crazy or uncrazy — with amused
> more representative response, as the weeks passed, was to contrast
the treatment meted out to the leaders with the leniency shown to Carson
na de Wet, the Boer leader. This theme then became intertwined with the

e 4 Kilkensy People, 29 April 1916,
o Clare Champion, 6 May Gmm.
19T Leinster Leader, 6 7.?.«.. 1916.
- Daily Express, 3 May rg16.

: V5o Wicklow People, 6 May 1916.

182 Thid  tm Tiew v s

145 1bid., 6 May r916.

s Tipperary St 6 AMay 1916,

13U Rescommon Herald, 2+ May 1916,
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argument that the rebels *did not tale human life wantonly’,!5? that they
had fought "a clean and gallant fight’.'3* The executions undoubtedly
roused resentment, not only from gut instinct, but because the honouratle
character of the executed men now began to be stressed. Where the Ennis
District Council gave the weight of its authority on 3 May to the view that
German gold lay behind the possibly socialist Rising, the Ennis Board of
Guardians found itself a week later demanding no mote executens of ‘the
misguided patriotic Irish men’ involved in the Rising.?% But the rebels the
District Council condemned on 5 May were the stooges of the Kaiser and
of Larkin, The Rising the Guardians contemplated on 10 May was simply
a different rising. Even before the executions, newspaper comment,
however cricical of the Rising, was far less condemnatory than one might
deduce from a perusal of the [rish Independent or the Freeman’s Journal
on their reappearance in Dublin.

Much ptobing local research is required to establish a more precise
chronology and archaeology of popular sentiment. It is possible that
public opinion, in so far as one can pronounce on it confidently at all, was
not so much reversed as simply crystallised by a combination of the
executions and betrer information. The first executions took place on
5 May. Hard news concerning the Rising began to filter through simuitane-
ousty with news of the executions. Most provincial readers, having been
fed on a diet of the Kaiser and Larkin during the Rising itself, began o
assimilate hard information concurrently with news of the executions. It
may not have been reactions to ‘the Rising’ that changed so much as
reactions to changing perceptions of the Rising, based on more accurate
‘nformation. The uncertainty, bewilderment, hesitancy and ambiguity
that characterised many reactions to the first fragmentary reports were

quickly replaced, in the light of new information, by mingled feelings of -

despair at the folly of the rebels, pride in their gallantry, and contempt for

the behaviour of their gaolors, feelings which John Dillon — ‘the old John -
Dillon’'5¢ — weil caught in his defiant House of Commons speech on -

11 May. 157

it would be unhistotical to leave 1916 without adverting to the calibre
of the rebels. However many parasites may have batrened on the reflecred
glory of the rebel band, the genuine rebels did include an exceptional
number of remarkable people. Three furure prime ministers, W.T. Cos-
srave, Eamon de Valera and Sedn Lemass, ali men of stature in their very
different styles, participated in the Rising. So did Michael Collins, socn
o male his meteoric mark. So did others of future public distincuon,
133 Conucht Tribune, T3 May 1916.
150 Kitkeny People, 20 May 1918, letter from Caneon Murphy. See aiso Cork Examine

& May 19716,

155 Chre Champion, €, 13 May 1916,
157 Lyons, Dillon, pp. 380ft.

156 Kilkenmy People, 13 May 191é.

Rebellion: 19121922 37

mwmrm_mmm.bmmaoua FizGerald, Sedn MacEntee, Richard Mulcahy, and
Eﬁmﬁm the signatories of the Proclamation of the Republic there were
some intellectual nonencities. But there were also some thinkers of
stature. A.uoumo:u\ was In a class of his own by the standards not onl Mm
Irish socialist but of Irish capitalist thought of his generation anaw..mm
who has _ummb mindlessly revered and mindlessly reviled, may _.Hmzm,rgnm
the potential to develop into a considerable ﬁEn_ﬂaw Victim of MS
nSo_moumE.\ stunted background, he nevertheless drew from his radical
m.:m.rmr artisan father unusual qualities of character and intellect % ro-
digious worker, a generous instinct — however frequently .Bdmﬁa
towards the end by the self-flagellatory inrensity of his martial _un_umm —an
open m.bn_ receptive mind, he has strong claims ro be considered a majo
educational thinker, certainly by the standards of educational thou rﬂ_ :M
the Ireland of his time, perhaps even by contemporary Euro mmsmmﬁm -
dards.’™¥ Indeed, it would have been interesting to sce how _Mm Pea :
could have endured some of his companions - or they him — mma mHM
WMMH& Mﬁﬁ all. Thomas MacDonagh, a much slighter thinker, neverthe-
s HHSWM m. WMWMH, ﬂ.”mmﬁ.\um_uoé the average representative of, for instance, the
Pm.d.ﬁ government interned nearly 2000 prisoners after the Rising.
A @EMW. commissioned David Lioyd George, his most nubile negotiator,
make 2 Rnné&. attempt to persuade nationalists and unionists to
agree on an immediate home rule settlement. All the old problems re-

e
merged. Redmond now conceded the ‘temporary’ exclusion of six coun-

ties, but Ulster Unionists refused to budge on their demand for their per-

.Hmmwnn. mxnwfmyonu nwoc.mw they were now reduced definitively to this
terrtorial claim. The failure of the negotiations ripped aside the veil of

.%:w:wm in which constitutional nationalists had garbed the 1914 Home
: ule Q_ Even the most gullible nationalists now grasped that a uniced
ome rule ireland would not emerge at the end of the war. The convic-

158 ¢ 3 s
‘ :mmﬂwnwmwnwhﬂmrwmw.wﬂ? nwmmnmﬂ_u_ma m_u....uan,m educational writings, hitherto much
¢ l cattered and often anonymous na £ his prolif
S & e of the scat . o arure of his prolific outpur. See
: gnificant [rish educationalist (Dubli
w ; y 3 . st (Dublin and Cork, ro80). For 2
,mmwnh MH_.MUMMM..\ thﬂmm.vo Buachalla, *An ?Em“mnr enar Oideachasdir’, Feasza, ..mw $ MGMWU,,
) v, e most ecumenical of wimesses, had a livel ¢ fe :
o 1 : 3 s, a lively contempt for most of
. ,..._S.nh.wwem%.M..smmuw:M%mewnwwn%cw. if mmcammlSm. tribute to Pearse in Drumis under the
= ¢ » London, C), Pp- 616—18, 662, Rutl Edw:
. m:._"::m the only historically satisfying biography. il Dudley Bdwards, Pearse
nrm“mmmn””.mwﬁﬂbo:mwm_y noumnammn__.an MacDonagh deserves a biography, which is more
1 auned tor many of his Home Rule cont i - f
e oo Cpaimed foc ¢ : I empaoraries or for ornaments of
partics. F rpretation of the Rising as a work of art
N.qu fmagination of an Insurrection: Dublin, Easter 1916 ﬁZn“am .Wmo/un.r «MH,_mon.ﬁmom.
~ Martin .vnosn_.nm an extensive historiographical survey in ‘1916 ~ Myth m..
mystery’, Studia Hibernica, 7 (1967), pp. 7—126. ’ e, fact an
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tion that Redmond had been our-manoeuvred by perfidious Albion
further sapped his authority in Ireland.*#

SINN FEIN

[f Redmond and Dilion were the main political victims, Arthur Griffith
and Eamon de Valera were the main political beneficiaries of the Rising.
Griffith did not participate in the insurrection. Nevertheless, the home
rule press and the British succeeded in investing Griffith’s moribund Sinn
Féin with a degree of authority it bad never managed to achieve on its
own, by the simple device of branding all rebels Sinn Féiners. Little
wonder that those more immediatgly involved resented Griffith’s eleva-
rion to unprecedented prominence. Count Plunkett, father of the execured
Joseph Mary Plunkett, won a Roscommon by-election in February 1917,
and made an early bid for the leadership of the emerging separatist
movement. But he was quickly eclipsed by the new star, Eamon de Valera,

senior surviving commandant of the Rising, who had no intention of
brooking any rivals for the leadership after his release from internmentin -

1917.

frelegated to the vice-presidency of his own party. De Valera was unani-
mous)y elected president of both Sinn Féin and the Irish Volunteers in

~ Qctober 1917, thus blurring the differences between the political and the -
" ‘paramilitary movements. The rejuvenated Sinn Féin was meore akin to 2 :

popular front resistance movement than to a parilamentary party. 1o

-preserve the unity of the fragile coalition, the leadership shelved
potentially disruptive issues. This inevitably meant endorsement of the :
social and economic status quo. That made political sense. The Procla-
mation of the Republic, in which Pearse and Connolly appeared, however

vaguely, to commit the rebels to building a new society, promising
equality of social and economic opportuniry, would make little appeal to

the established interests now shifting to the new Sinn Féin as the best

guarantor of their inherited starus. 6!

For unionist Ulster the threat appeared at least as perilous in 1918 asin

1912. Sinn Féin, superseding the Home Rule party, seemed poised to

launch a two-pronged attack on the identity of the Protestant people,
threatening them with subjection to Gaelic culture as well as to Rome rule.

Both rationalist parties shared the same attitude, however much their

0 Lyons, [reland, p. 379; M. Laffan, The partition of Ireland sg1r—1925 {Dundalk,

1983), pp. S4—3-
R . (IS N NP 3 U P R » P

De Valera's spectacular victory as a Sinn Féin candidate in the Clare
by-election in July 1917 enabled him to repuise the challenge for the
Jeadership not only of Count Plunkett, but of Griffith himselt, firmly ;
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palicies might differ in emphasis, towards Ulster Protestants. Ulster
unjonists must come into a united Ireland and they would come in, if only
the conniving British left. The Proclamation of the Republic clung to the
orthodox home rule interpretation of Ulster unionism, portraying the
unionists as puppets of the crafty British, who had ‘carefully fostered’
livtle local differences between minority and majority. Sinn Féin showed
supreme insensitivity towards Protestant fears. The manner in which the
Catholic hierarchy bestowed its blessing on nationalist resistance to
. conscripition in 1918 supplied further evidence that home rule was Rome
‘rule. So did the manner in which both Sinn Féin and Home Rulers
. ‘appealed to none other than the Catholic primare, Cardinal Logue, to act
as arbiter berween thein in the case of disputed nationalist seats in Ulster
. in the general election of December r918.
" Tl-conceived government policy encouraged the growing enthusiasm
for Sinn Féin. ‘By the sporadic exercise of ill-directed force majeure, by
interference in public assemblies, arrests, trials and imprisonments, the
Castle made heroes out of nobodies . . . *.162 County Clare, congratulated
by its premier newspaper in 1916 on ‘its magnificent and unanimous
“loyalty to Mr Redmond’*$3 had already swung into the Sinn Féin camp
with de Valera's dramatic election triumph in July 1917.16% In February
T918 it had o be proclaimed a ‘special military area’ under the Defence of
lie Reaim Act.'®5
“ ‘Redmond, his authority crumbling, died in March r918, shortly before
he collapse of a futile Irish Convention devised by Lioyd George in the
alleged hope that the Irish could agree on a constitution for their country.
inn Féin boycotted the convention, which therefore became a largely
icaderic exercise. The Ulster Unionist representatives predictably
¢jected Redmond’s proposals. In immediate political terts, the main
itribution of the convention was to show that Southern unionists were
now seeking to accommodate themselves to the likelihood of a Southern
ite‘and were thus becoming increasingly aware of the differences
separating themselves from Ulster unionists. Despite its immediate irrele-
ce the convention has been unjustly neglected in nationalist historio-
e phy. It confronted, at a high leve! of civility and intelligence, most of
the issues that would baffle later generations of frishmen, not only in
o n,.m..m om. chEmﬂlumnomm:mﬁ relations, bur in terms of the nature of a
xnationalist state. That it failed to reconcile conlflicting loyalties and
interests, within the constraints imposed by the imperial power, reflects

ibid., p. 148. See also Lyons, Ireland, p. 386. 183 Clare Champion, 6 May 1516,
4: The Clare Champion duly swung with public opinion. But de Valera’s majoricy of about
3000, compared with predicrions of about rooo, clearly sucprised the pundits, who
normally expected to predict results to within a handful of votes (Clare Champion, 7, 14



