9. The Home Rule Crisis before the First World War

Sabine Krumwiede

Considering Home Rule politics between 1910 and 1914 from an Irish as
well as British perspective,! 1 shall attempt to point out parallels and
differences, mutual influences, arrangements and conflicts, focusing on the
struggle for integration and self-determination between Great Britain and
Ireland. After a few general remarks on the Irish question and Home Rule, I
will describe the circumstances which brought about the third and last Home
Rule Bill. Intentions and reactions in Britain and Ireland concerning the Bill
will then be considered, and finally the search for compromise and reasons for
its failure outlined.

Reflecting on the term "Great Britain and Ireland" the staunch Tory L. S.
Amery held that if only a single name could have been invented for the
United Kingdom in 1800 and the Vice-Royalty abolished, Home Rule would
never have been considered.? Although this is hardly compelling, the notion
reflects indeed Ireland’s somewhat special role Ireland within the United
Kingdom. If the "Home Rule Crisis” between 1910 and 1914 is scen as part
of a common Anglo-Irish history, there existed at least two very different
views of these events, if not two related but colliding realities.

' The term "Great Britain" or "British" is used here as a collective noun for England,
Wales and Scotland as opposed to the term "United Kingdom”, which includes Ireland.

2 L. AMERY, Diaries, eds. J. BARNES, D. NICHOLSON, 2 vols., London 1980-1988, I,
p. 92.
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The notorious Irish question is an issue seen mostly from a British
government point of view. The Union of Great Britain and Ireland since 1801,
conceived finally in London as the only secure and beneficial way of
govemning the Irish, raised the question: how to reconcile the Catholic majority
in Ireland to the Union without offending Irish and British Protestants.® Since
the Union had confirmed the Protestant Ascendancy, while promises for
Catholic emancipation had not been kept, the Protestant tinge of the Union
was answered by Irish Catholic opposition and agitation to destroy or modify
it. So the English question, to use Patrick O’Farrells term,* was for many of
the Irish: how to attain equality, justice and self-determination from England.
While the British usually identified the Irish with the Catholic faith, Irish
nationalists commonly spoke of "England" rather than "Britain" to refer to the
nation they were in conflict with. Thus they disregarded the Welsh and Scots,
whom they might presume, as fellow-members of the so-called Celtic fringe,
to be sympathetic to the Irish and their claims. Indeed, the most determined
and sustained opposition to Home Rule came from the English section of
British public opinion, England being the heartland of the Tories. On the other
hand in 1886, as in 1910, the majority of MPs from Wales and Scotland
supported Home Rule, inspite of strong prejudices against the Irish in these
regions based on religious grounds and exacerbated by high immigration from
Ireland.’ In answering the Irish question, London resorted to a blend of
concession and coercion; the Irish answers consisted in rebellion, violence and
agitation, parliamentary pressure, self-help and passive resistance.

3 D. G. BOYCE, The Irish Question and British Politics 1868-1986, London 1988, p.5.

* P. O'FARRELL, Ireland’s English Question. Anglo-Irish Relations 1534-1970, New
York 1971.

5 IDEM, England and Ireland since 1800, London 1975, p. 44; N. BLEWETT, The Peers,
the Parties and the People. The General Elections of 1910, London 1972, pp. 383-406.
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Home Rule as a solution to the Anglo-Irish conflict gained ground by the
development of an Irish Home Rule Party in the 1870s and Gladstone’s
conversion to Irish self-government. While the Irish Home Rule movement
had been greatly fostered by a general policy of reform and measures of
repression in Ireland,® violence and political agitation in the Irish interest
finally convinced Gladstone to try for limited Irish self-government. But both
his respective bills met defeat by Unionists in the Commons 1886 and in the
Lords 1893. The Union became so dominant a part of Tory political creed that
after 1886 Conservatives were also called Unionists. Only in 1910 did Home
Rule again come to the fore, when two general elections left the main parties
so evenly matched that the Irish Nationalists under John Redmond held the
balance, and the Liberal government depended on their support, thereby
proving the adage that only England’s difficulty was Ireland’s opportunity.’

The Irish Parliamentary Party badly needed success to restore its prestige,
facing growing criticism from inside and outside the party. Although the
Liberals had come back into power in 1906, supported by a large majority in
the Commons, the Nationalist Party had been unable to secure more than a
vague promise for Home Rule on a "step by step” basis, followed by an
inadequate Irish Council Bill which was soon to be abandoned. Discontent
with the party’s policy on the land question and on the 1909 budget had

S The reform policy included franchise acts, which more than trebled the Irish
electorate between 1866 and 1886, and introduced voting by ballot, C. COOK, B. KEITH
(eds.), British Historical Facts 1830-1900, London 1975, p. 115.

7 The 1910 election results were in January: 273 Unionists, 275 Liberals, 40 Labour,
82 Irish Nationalists; in December: 273 Unionists, 271 Liberals, 42 Labour, 84 Irish
Nationalists, F. W. §. CRAIG (ed.), British Parliamentary Election Results 1885-1918,
London 1974, p. 581. After the elections the Liberals were not troubled about their relations
with Labour, which was unlikely to pursue a collision course because of internal problems;
the problem for them were the Irish Nationalists, BLEWETT, Peers (above n. 5), p. 142; H.
PELLING, A Short History of the Labour Party, 5th edn., London 1976, pp. 24-27; R.
MCKIBBIN, The Evolution of the Labour Party, Oxford 1974, pp. 51 f.
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resulted in the appearance of eleven Independent Nationalists in Westminster
Parliament at the beginning of 1910.8

Still, after the 1910 elections the position of the party in Ireland was held to
be so strong that it could almost dictate its demands. But in fact the Irish
Nationalists could not risk to bring down a Liberal government and the
prospect of Home Rule with it. So their apparently ideal position to get Home
Rule by constitutional means held also uncertainties. What made things worse
was that the 1909 budget was very unpopular in Ireland. Therefore, Redmond
could only justify his acquiescence to the budget, whose rejection in the Lords
had brought about the election,” by demonstrating that he had used his key
position in the Commons to induce the government to bring in legislation,
which abolished the absolute veto of the Peers and cleared the way for Home
Rule.!’

'H. w. MCCREADY, Home Rule and the Liberal Party, 1899-1906, in: Irish Historical
Studies 8 (1962/3), 316-348, pp. 339-348; F. S. L. LYONS, The Irish Parliamentary Party
1890-1910, London 1951, pp. 113-116, 125-131.

° The Tory opposition had used its dominance in the Lords since 1906 (in 1906 the
House of Lords consisted of 602 Peers, of whom 480 called themselves Unionists, 88 saw
themselves as Liberals and 34 had no partisanship, T. E. HACHEY, Britain and Irish
Separatism, From the Fenians to the Free State 1867/1922, Chicago 1977, p. 61) to reject
or decisively amend government bills. The rejection of the so-called "Peoples Budget” in
1909 brought this situation to a crisis. Reproaching the Lords with violating the
constitution, Parliament was dissolved and a general election called, Hansard 5 (Commons),
XIII, col. 546-578 (2 Dec. 1909).

12 Redmond demanded from the government in return for the party’s agreement to the
budget that the latter was preceded by a measure of limiting the veto of the House of Lords
and a gnarantee that a respective Bill was passed into law. To ensure this, the government
would have to ask the King for a pledge to create, if necessary, sufficient Peers to
neutralize the Conservative majority in the Lords, The Times, 11 Feb. 1910.
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The government, on the other hand, depended on Irish votes and had to take
up Home Rule again.!! It did so very reluctantly and more due to a sense
of obligation. However, since all other particular Irish grievances like land,
religion and education had been met with remedies, there was just Home Rule
left to please the Nationalists. Sticking to their principles, the Liberal Party
held to Home Rule as an act of justice and to reconcile Ireland to the Union.
But the issue had split the Liberals in 1886 and even brought down the
government, so there were differing views as to the content and timing of such
a step. Gladstone’s enthusiasm and passion concerning Home Rule was
gradually replaced by a quiet commitment and sense of obligation, if not
withdrawal and detachment. While some Liberal Imperialists wanted to
remove Home Rule from the party platform or make it an integral part of a
general devolution-process of the Empire, the official Liberal Party line on
Home Rule became after 1905 a "step by step” policy. Protagonists of the so-
called New Liberalism, on the other hand, intended to fulfill the traditional
pledge as soon as possible in order to concentrate on socio-economic
reforms.'? In addition the 1910 election campaigns had shown that the
intention to satisfy Irish national aspirations - however reasonable the
arguments for it - was more vulnerable to attack than defendable, because
anti-Irish, more precisely anti-Catholic, opinion and prejudice were still

! To secure the Irish votes in Britain to the Liberals the government decided to make
plain "that H{ome] R{ule] is the live policy of the Party, without limitation or restriction
other than the old tag about the supreme control of the I[mperial] P[arliament]", Birrell to
Redmond, 1 Dec. 1909, NLI, Redmond Papers, 15,169; see also Asquith’s Albert Hall
speech, 10 Dec. 1909, Bodl. Libr., Asquith Papers, MS 48 fol. 154-179. Dillon to Lloyd
George, 28 Nov. 1909, HLRO, Lloyd George Papers, C/4/7/1.

2 H. C. G. MATTHEW, The Liberal Imperialists. The Ideas and Politics of a Post-
Gladstonian Elite, Oxford 1973, pp. 268-286; MCCREADY, Home Rule (above n. 8), p. 344;
P. JALLAND, The Liberals and Ireland. The Ulster Question in British Politics to 1914,
Brighton 1980, pp. 19-30.
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significant in Britain. Traditional stereotypes of the Irish included illoyalty,
subversion, violence and ignorance.13

Thus not only were many British indifferent to the Irish claim for autonomy,
but many feared its consequences for the safety and unity of Kingdom and
Empire. Therefore, Home Rule was seen as an election-loser, and the Liberals
played down the issue in their election addresses while their opponents used
it as a most powerful point of attack in their campaign.'* Small wonder that
after the elections many Liberals were appalled by their dependence on Irish
votes and feared for the credibility of the government. In trying hard not to
figure as lackeys of the Irish, the Cabinet dismissed any changes in the budget
favouring the Irish and hesitated for quite some time whether to proceed first
with the budget - as originally intended - or with the Lord’s reform as
demanded by the Irish.!’’ This indicates how much the Liberal government
felt compelled to allay anti-Irish antipathies and prejudices, which became

133, A. JACKSON, The Irish in Britain, London 1964, pp. 152-163; L. P. CURTIS, Jr.,
Anglo-Saxons and Celts. A Study of Anti-Irish Prejudice in Victorian England, Bridgeport
1968, pp. 49-65, 98-107; S. GILLEY, English attitudes to the Irish in England, 1789-1900,
in: C. HOLMES (ed.), Immigrants and Minorities in British Society, London 1978, 81-111,
p. 88. Those one-sided misconceptions were mostly rooted in religion and history and were
therefore long-lived. First-hand knowledge of Ireland remained restricted.

'* Only 39% of the Liberals mentioned Home Rule in their election addresses despite
Asquith’s assurances on it; and of these one quarter referred to the issue only to oppose it
or support some measure of devolution, BLEWETT, Peers (above n. 5), p. 324. See also R.
FANNING, The Irish policy of Asquith’s government and the cabinet crisis of 1910, in: A.
COSGROVE, D. MCCARTNEY (eds.), Studies in Irish History, Dublin 1979, 279-303, pp.
282 f.

15 Redmond’s demands (see above n. 10) brought about a cabinet crisis and a paralysed
government that wavered between resigning or staying in power, PRO Cab. 41/32/45-46;
PRO Cab. 41/32/50-51. In the meantime efforts were made, mostly by Lloyd George, to
get the Nationalists to agree to the budget by concessions especially on the whiskey duty,
NLW, Lloyd George Papers, MS 22522 fol. 100-108; ibid., Unbound Papers 111-114;
Redmond to Dillon, 12 Feb. 1910, TCL, Dillon Papers, MS 6748 fol. 439; Corresp.
O’Connor and Dillon Feb./Mar. 19190, ibid., MS 6740. Finally the Cabinet regained control
of the situation on the one hand by refusing any budget concessions to the Irish, while on
the other hand taking up the “Veto Question" before the budget and seeking guarantees to
pass a respective bill, PRO Cab. 41/38/6, PRO Cab. 41/40/9; Bodl. Libr., Asquith Papers,
MS 5 fol. 202-203.
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always particularly virulent in times of crises and intensified political
agitation. The bargaining between Liberals and Nationalists over the budget
and constitutional reform resulted in a very uneasy relationship marked by
suspicion and distrust.!®

In view of the unstable government majority in Parliament some Cabinet
ministers argued for a moderate policy including only a reform of the
composition of the upper house. However, a dilution of the Lord’s veto was
not only demanded by the Irish MPs but by Labour and the Liberal rank and
file as well, so as to carry on with reforms. Accordingly, the government
introduced before the budget a Reform Bill, which restricted the Lord’s veto
to a temporary stay.!” Although this change was of course largely due to the
ministry’s own followers, it was seen by the Tories and sections of the general
public as a cowardly surrender to the Irish and as destroying the British
constitution.'? Commenting on the cabinet crisis of 1910, Ronan Fanning
plausibly sums up that the Unionists were more prone to extreme tactics in
opposing the "Lord’s Reform Bill" and later Home Rule, because they were
convinced that the Liberals had been the first in breaking constitutional rules
and making "corrupt bargains” with the Irish to stay in power.”” These
charges were given added weight because Asquith had announced his intention
to carry the Parliament Bill through the Lords, if necessary, by asking the
King to create new peerages.

Moreover, the Tories believed that the government was not deeply
committed to Home Rule, knowing that a number of ministers did not favour

16 Redmond to Dillon, 8 Mar. 1910, TCL, Dillon Papers, MS 6748 fol. 447; FANNING,
Irish (above n. 14), p. 301; F. S. L. LYONS, John Dillon. A Biography, London 1968, p.
316.

'7 BLEWETT, Peers (above n. S), pp. 148-151; FANNING, Irish (above n. 14), pp. 282
f. P. ROWLAND, The Last Liberal Governments, 2 vols., London 1968-1971, 1, pp. 284-290.

18 Hansard 5 (Commons), X VI, col. 1551 (14 Apr. 1910); A. CHAMBERLAIN, Politics
from Inside. An Epistolary Chronicle 1906-1914, London 1936, p. 215; R. BLAKE, The
Unknown Prime Minister. The Life and Times of Andrew Bonar Law 1858-1923, London
1955, p. 63.

19 FANNING, Irish (above n. 14), pp. 302 f.
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it, and this made them even more inclined to call the bluff with all means.
The Unionists were divided into "hedgers" and "ditchers"; the latter demanded
resistance at all costs seeing Asquith’s threat as a bluff -no mistaken guess
considering the number of peers which would have to be created.?® The
indignation at the government’s "unscrupulous methods" produced
extraordinary scenes in the Commons at the end of the parliamentary circuit
of the "Veto Bill". On July 24, 1911, the Prime Minister was shouted down
as traitor and the Speaker, unable to end tumults, had to suspend the sitting,
something that had not occured in decades.?! The plea of the Conservative
leaders for asquiescence narrowly prevailed with 131 to 114 votes in a House
of Lords which was, and I quote George Riddell, "packed, all the lame, halt
and blind having been dug up for the occasion".”? Bereft of their last
constitutional bastion against unacceptable reforms, a "wave of bitterness and
recrimination” swept the Unionist Party and made many Conservatives more
inclined to resort to non-parliamentary means.?® Irish politicians and their
demands had helped to polarize English politics less by their key position than
by suspicion and prejudice against them.

2 George V. would have to create approximately 500 Peers; Asquith had already listed
249 men of Liberal affiliations, whom he would propose for a peerage in the unlikely case
that the need would arise, R. JENKINS, Asquith, London 1974, pp. 226-229; S. Koss,
Asquith, London 1976, pp. 127 f.

2! JENKINS, Asquith, p. 27; KOSS, Asquith, p. 127.

22 LoRD RIDDELL, More Pages from My Diary, 1908-1914, London 1934, p. 22.
Although the Conservative leaders advised the Lords to acquiesce in passing the Parliament
Bill and thereby prevent the dilution of the peerage, its acceptance was up to the last
moment completely in doubt, D. GWYNN, The Life of John Redmond, London 1932, p.
189. There were many who preferred to "die in the last ditch" in opposing the reform,
FREDERICK SECOND EARL OF BIRKENHEAD, The Life of F. E. Smith, First Earl of
Birkenhead, London 1965, pp. 165-168.

23 p. FRAZER, The Unionist debacle of 1911 and Balfour’s retirement, in: Journal of
Modern History 35 (1963), 354-365, pp. 360 f. The disunion of the Unionists and the
charge against the Conservative leaders that they had acted in collusion with the Liberals,
helped in November 1911 to sweep Arthur Balfour out of office.
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I

There never had been any doubt that the abolition of the Lord’s absolute
veto was to be the prelude to introduce a Home Rule Bill. The prospect of
Home Rule for Ireland opened up, as it had done in 1886, a general discussion
on maintaining central control and unity while granting local self-government
to England, Scotland, Wales and Ireland, commonly called Home-Rule-All-
Round. Scottish and to a lesser extent Welsh nationalists echoed the Irish
demand and in campaigning for Home-Rule-All-Round, or devolution, tried
to get parity with Ireland and a more adequate regional administration.?*
Other advocates of such schemes from the two main parties were more
interested in relieving congestion in Westminster, and in making it a starting-
point of imperial reconstruction, thereby strengthening imperial unity.?> The
commission appointed at the beginning of 1911 to formulate a Home Rule
scheme, with the exception of the Irish Secretary Augustine Birrell, also
regarded devolution favourably.?® Therefore, the first draft of the Irish Bill
contained steps for the limited self-government of the other parts of the United
Kingdom in form of “"Grand Committees".?” But since the proponents of

2* J. KENDLE, Ireland and the Federal Solution. The Debate over the United Kingdom
Constitution, 1870-1921, Kingston 1989, pp. 133-136, P. JALLAND, United Kingdom
devolution 1910-14: political panacea or tactical diversion?, in: English Historical Review
94 (1979), 757-785, pp. 759-763.

%5 E KENDLE, The Round Table Movement and "Home Rule All Round", in:
Historical Journal 11 (1968), pp. 332-354.

2 The Cabinet believed finance and Irish representation in Westminster to be the two
major problems of a Home Rule Bill. So another committee under the chairmanship of Sir
Henry Primrose was set up to consider the financial relations between Ireland and the
United Kingdom. IDEM, Ireland (above n. 24), p. 137; JALLAND, Liberals (above n. 12), pp.
37-49.

¥ Only Lloyd George and Winston Churchill had submitted concrete proposals for a
Home-Rule-All-Round solution to the cabinet committee, HLRO, Lloyd George Papers,
C/17/1, C/12/2/8. Churchill’s scheme, which divided the United Kingdom into ten parts,
was quickly dropped. But Lloyd George’s "Grand Committee" plan was actually inserted
in the first drafts of the Bill, and was only abandoned shortly before the introduction of the
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Home-Rule-All-Round failed to convince their respective leaders, especially
because of the difficulties seen in the subdivision of England, and since
England remained uninterested and neither Scotland nor Wales mounted a
campaign comparable to Ireland’s, the government did not seriously consider
a broad-based scheme any further. Birrell finally prevailed with a Home Rule
scheme 2 la Gladstone and in the final draft of the Bill the "Grand
Committee" clauses were omitted.?® Above all, Irish Nationalists were at this
time, though not in principle, totally opposed to it, claiming that devolution
would highly complicate matters, thereby postponing Irish Home Rule till the
Greek Kalends if not wrecking it altogether. However, Asquith introduced the
Home Rule Bill in 1912 as starting point of a larger and more comprehensive
scheme, while maintaining that Ireland had to be treated first and separately.
But this was probably less a serious plan than a tactical move to secure the
support of Welsh and Scottish nationalists as well as those Liberals who were
lukewarm about Irish Home Rule.”” The Home-Rule-All-Round episode
shows that although Irish initiatives were sometimes taken up by other
malcontents, the Irish situation was widely perceived to be different in Britain
and Ireland. This was partly a reflection of the fact that Ireland was least
integrated in the United Kingdom. On the other hand, special treatment for
Ireland was often resented. Thus politicians tried to combine Irish concerns
with other purposes to make it more acceptable to Britons.

Bill in the Commons, JALLAND, Liberals (above n. 12), p. 39.

28 Bodl. Libr., Asquith Papers, MS 106 fol. 176-198. The difficulties were especially
seen in the division of England, BL, C. P. Scott Papers, Add. Ms. 50901 fol. 18-20;
ROWLAND, Last, II (above n. 17), p. 44.

? Hansard 5 (Commons), XXXVIII, col. 598 (9 May 1912); JALLAND, Devolution
(above n. 24), pp. 767-770; KENDLE, Ireland (above n. 24), p. 145.
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The Irish Nationalists had been mostly excluded from the preparations of the
Home Rule Bill,* so that the legislation finally introduced was not jointly
negotiated but presented only a Westminster solution, reflecting the imperial
concept of Britain's mission and responsibility towards her dependencies. The
Bill was essentially a re-edition of Gladstone’s measure of 1893,31 but with
a new, less generous finance scheme to accomodate the Irish debt and
increased expenditure for social reforms.*? It provided for an Irish
Parliament with a Senate, initially nominated, and an elected House of
Commons, empowered to legislate for "peace, order and good government of
Ireland". So the Dublin Parliament was to control Irish affairs only, subject to
the supremacy of the Imperial Parliament which retained responsibility for
matters concerning the Crown, peace and war, army and navy, foreign policy
and vital questions in trade and finance. The Irish would continue to be
represented in the London Parliament, though in reduced numbers.’> The
Protestant position was to be guaranteed in different ways: Ulster would be

% But the Irish leaders were kept informed by the Chief Secretary Augustine Birrell
and a member of the Primrose Committee, Bishop Ross, GWYNN, Redmond (above n. 22),
pp- 193-201; JALLAND, Liberals (above n. 12), p. 39. And when details of the Bill came
to be known to them, Redmond and Dillon responded with criticism and proposals for its
improvement, LYONS, Dillon (above n. 16), p. 327.

31 Bodl. Libr., Asquith Papers, MS 106 fol. 176-198. The clauses other than the
financial provisions were thrown hurriedly together and were not the result of serious
considerations, Memo. on clauses of Home Rule Bill, 29 Jan. 1912, ibid., MS 106 fol. 7.
This accounts probably for its deficencies, especially the neglect of the Ulster problem,
JALLAND, Liberals (above n. 12), pp. 42-48.

3 In its report on 17 Oct. 1911 the Primrose Committee had recommended fiscal
autonomy for Ireland. But this proposal was quickly rejected by a traditionally free-trade
Cabinet, fearing a tariff war between Great Britain and Ireland. The Postmaster Herbert
Samuel was asked to work out new recommendations, to which Redmond took no serious
objection [PRO Cab. 41/33/33], and which were inserted in the final draft of the Bill,
KENDLE, Ireland (above n. 24), pp. 141-143; JALLAND, Liberals (above n. 12}, pp. 44-48.

33 Henceforth Ireland was to have 42 representatives instead of 101. In 1910 Ireland
was overrepresented in Westminster with up to forty more seats than her population
justified. The reduction of seats anticipated in the Home Rule Bill would more than end
this situation in consideration of the fact that the Irish representatives were still allowed a
say in inner-British affairs. BLEWETT, Peers (above n. 5), p. 365.
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overrepresented in the Commons, the appointed Senate was to have many
Protestants and the Imperial Parliament should keep control over
denominational questions, the collection of taxes, the management of land
purchase and the Royal Irish Constabulary.

These restrictions on Irish autonomy were intended to guarantee close
connections between Ireland and Britain, in order to maintain the unity of
Empire and United Kingdom alike. This was particularly important at a time
of international tensions, when the danger seemed more imminent that a
hostile Ireland could be used for foreign invasion. Nor could the impact of
Irish discontent on relations with the United States and Australia be ignored.
At the same time the London government wanted to get rid of this absorbing
issue by granting Ireland limited freedom, thereby improving governmental
efficiency in dealing with other matters. Unionists as well as Liberals put the
Irish question in an imperial and British context, framing their responses to
serve British political and strategic aims rather than the wishes of the majority
of the Irish electorate. Conservatives wanted to maintain the sfafus quo and
tighten formal bonds within the Empire, whether in form of political
federation or economic union. According to the laissez-faire attitude, Liberals
tended to rely more upon the growth of common interests and loyalty born out
of trust and liberty to preserve the Empire and Kingdom. One of their maxims
of policy was self-government and they would give a separate nation some
constitutional recognition, if asked for.** This Unionists were apt to see as
the beginning of the break-up of the Empire, particularly in times when in
parts of it, like India and Egypt, the forces of nationalism were growing. So
Unionists found an issue in the Home Rule crisis to drive home their
points.35

3 The latest successful example had been the granting of full self-government to
Transvaal and the Orange Free State in 1906/1907.

3 M. BELOFF, Britain’s Liberal Empire 1897-1921, London 1969, pp. 109-122; B.
PORTER, The Lion’s Share. A Short History of British Imperialism 1850-1970, London
1975, pp. 204-231.
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III

Although in Ireland some hopes for a more generous measure had been
disappointed, in particular concerning financial terms, the moderate Bill was
welcomed by the Irish Nationalists as settlement of their claims, most of them
being pragmatic men concentrating on attainable ends. On the first reading of
the Bill, Redmond foresaw, "it will result in the greater unity and strength of
the Empire; I believe it will put an end once and for all to the wretched ill-
will, suspicion and misunderstanding, that have existed between the country
and Ireland."3® The prospect of limited self-government within the United
Kingdom satisfied probably most Catholic Irishmen, the more so as it
provoked such bitter Protestant opposition. The “restoration” of an Irish
Parliament seemed imminent and the party was widely acclaimed for its
achievement, not only in the United Kingdom but also in the Dominions. The
National Convention of the United Irish League unanimously accepted the Bill
and when in July 1912 Asquith visited Dublin he got an enthusiastic
reception.’’ Irish Nationalists paid less attention to the details of the Bill but
. primarily to the fact that finally an Irish Parliament - the symbol of Irish self-
esteem, dignity and nationhood - replaced the hated English rule, which had
led to clearances and the great famine.”® Moreover, the scope of the
achievement could be enlarged in the future. Irish nationalism, like Unionism,
was not reared on political theories but on experience and ideas generated by
living in Ireland under Protestant rule. In essence, the Home Rule Bill

36 Hansard 5 (Commons), XXXVIIL, col. 598 (9 May 1912); GWYNN, Redmond (above
n. 22), pp. 170, 202. Redmond had declared in the election campaign of 1910 they wanted
a treaty of peace like the one which was granted by England to Transvaal. The granting of
self-government to South Africa might have strengthened Redmond’s confidence that Home
Rule for Ireland was within reach.

37 The Convention represented the Parliamentary Party and the local administration,
league branches and associated organizations. LYONS, Dillon (above n. 16), p. 328; R. KEE,
The Green Flag. A History of Irish Nationalism, London 1972, pp. 471 f.

3% Hansard 5 (Commons), XXXVIL col. 99-101, col. 144-147 (15 Apr. 1912).
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corresponded to the moderate nationalism of Redmond’s party, which wanted
to improve relations within the United Kingdom, securing a contented and
prosperous Ireland. In its view Home Rule would be the panacea for all Irish
difficulties and that is why the party had been fixed on Home Rule. English
government was regarded as unfit for Ireland, but the two countries, in so
many ways connected, should not be separated.

The commitment to Union and Empire indicates that Home Rule at this time
stood not only for Irish nationalism but for a broader patriotism and wider
loyalties.®® The ambivalences and inconsistencies in national and anti-
English sentiments were probably a by-product of the fact that Ireland had for
a long time existed only within the framework of the British Empire and had
been consequently subject to an Anglicization-process. Although hostility and
aversion to English government had inspired and sharpened Irish nationalism,
Irishmen took pride in an empire, to which Ireland had contributed too in
different ways and for whose causes it had fought.*0 And it seems that Irish
nationalists differentiated between hostility to the Crown as a symbol of
British rule and personal courtesy and loyalty to the King.*!

39 This attitude had not been revealed in this way under Parnell. Although he had never
specifically advocated separatism, Parnell never made clear what limits Home Rule
involved, but affirmed Irish national sentiment with his famous statement: "No man has a
right to fix the boundary of the march of a nation", F. S. L. LYONS, Charles Stuart Parnell,
London 1977, pp. 356-358.

40 These ambivalences and different loyalities in Ireland can be shown in the attitudes
towards the Boer War. Although the majority of Irish nationalist opinion sympathized with
the Boers for obvious reasons and a small "Irish Brigade" were fighting for them, many
Irish served in the British army, in the police and the civil service, HACHEY, Britain (above
n. 9), p. 36; KEE, Green (above n. 37), p. 445,

41 The absence of the Irish Nationalists from George V’s coronation was explained in
a public statement with the settled practice of the party "to stand aloof from all Royal or
Imperial festivities or ceremonies” until Ireland was granted self-government. At the same
time the Nationalists expressed their personal loyalty to the King and when George V
visited Dublin after his coronation, he received a warm and enthusiastic welcome, GWYNN,
Redmond (above n. 22), p. 188; H. NICHOLSON, King George V. His Life and Reign,
London 1967, p. 206.
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But not all Irish nationalists approved of the party’s way of getting their
demands conceded within the constitution of the United Kingdom and by
methods of British politics. Parliamentary bargaining and frustration failed to
appeal to the aspirations of the younger generation, which towards the end of
the nineteenth century turned increasingly to more radical movements.*?
Cultural organizations like the Gaelic League as well as political ones like
Sinn Fein ("We Ourselves”), and a rising labour movement marked a new
approach. These organizations more or less rejected English influence and
assistance, insisting on self-reliance and self-help to foster Irish self-respect,
to preserve Irish identity and to pursue cultural and/or political self-
determination.*> This was partly a reaction to increasing English influence
on cultural and daily life in Ireland.** Such impositions apparently stirred
fears of alienation, of moral and religious degeneration as well as the
consciousness of being different. Irish nationalist orthodoxy equated England
with the process of industrialization and urbanization which embodied all that

42 The Irish Parliamentary Party lost a good deal of its attraction after two Home Rule
Bills were wrecked and the party was split with the fall of Parnell. Although the beginnings
of the so-called Irish Ireland movement ran parallel to the first thrills of enthusiasm for
Home Rule [the Gaelic Athletic Association was founded in 1884] it continued to prosper
when the influence of the Home Rule Party declined, KEE, Green (above n. 37), p. 426.

43 Cultural organizations like the Gaelic League, the Gaelic Athletic Association and
the literary movement wanted to build up a national culture in furthering Irish language,
literature and sports. Political freedom was secondary and would result from cultural
independence. For Sinn Fein, the labour movement and revolutionary organizations like the
Irish Republican Brotherhood (IRB) the properity of Ireland depended on its political self-
determination, which for Sinn Fein was to take shape in a bourgeois dual-monarchy and
for the IRB and Labour in a republic or socialist republic. For a more detailed description
of the various movements see, F. X. MARTIN (ed.), Leaders and Men of the Easter Rising:
Dublin 1916, London 1967; K. B. NOWLAN (ed.), The Making of 1916. Studies in the
History of the Rising, Dublin 1969; and D. G. BOYCE (ed.), The Revolution in Ireland,
1879-1923, Basingstoke 1988.

* For example, communications between the both countries were improved, the Irish
were represented in Westminster Parliament and economic and cultural relations got closer,
D. G. BOYCE, Nineteenth-Century Ireland: the Search for Stability, Savage 1991, pp. 284f.
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was anti-Irish and, therefore, to be avoided by Ireland.*> Against corrupt
materialism, secularization and a degrading way of life a highly idealized self-
image of an ancient Irish or Gaelic culture was set, an Ireland as home of
saints, scholars, heroes and noble peasants.

Such myths and romantic ideals, which counterbalanced present distress and
discontent, had a long history in Ireland but were now expressed anew. But
since Irish culture centred on Roman Catholicism, nationalism became
increasingly intolerant and sectarianized. In addition, the accentuation of
cultural autonomy underpinned the idea of political separation, and with it
cultural nationalism became also, though in the beginning unintentionally,
politically effective.*® To such a new national approach the Home Rule Bill
of 1912 was necessarily inadequate or irrelevant; but in order not to endanger
the prospect of Home Rule, which would be better than nothing, a truce
existed for a while between nationalist factions. Sinn Fein withdrew into
critical neutrality and more radical nationalists like Patrick Pearse even spoke

from Home Rule platforms.*’

43 T. GARVIN, Priests and patriots: Irish separatism and fear of the modern, 1890-1914,
In: Irish Historical Studies 25 (1986), pp. 67-81.

 For example, the Gaelic League was intended by its founder Douglas Hyde to be
non-political and non-sectarian. But it revealed itself to be a school for future nationalist
politicians and activists. All insurgents of Easter 1916 were members of the Gaelic League,
T. GARVIN, The Evolution of Irish Nationalist Politics, 2nd impr., Dublin 1983, p. 102; P.
ALTER, Der irische Nationalismus zwischen Parlament und Revolution. Der konstitutionelle
Nationalismus in Irland 1880-1918, Kéln 1971, p. 183.

47 p. CoLUM, Arthur Griffith, Dublin 1959, pp. 102, 108; D. THORNLEY, Patrick Pearse
- the evolution of a republican, in: MARTIN, Leaders (above n. 43), 151-165, p. 156.
Although the Bill was not satisfactory to them, the Irish Labour leaders also supported
Home Rule and wanted to take advantage of a future Irish Parliament. But there arose
tensions between Labour and the Parliamentary Party, when in the middle of 1913 a major
labour dispute got under way followed by strikes and unrest. Redmond saw the
concentration of all efforts on Home Rule endangered while the Labour leaders criticized
the party’s detached attitude, A. MITCHELL, Labour in Irish Politics 1890-1930. The Irish
Labour Movement in an Age of Revolution, Dublin 1974, pp. 42-47; GWYNN, Redmond
(above n. 22), pp. 240 f.
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Up to 1914 these forces were in any case no serious rival to the
Parliamentary Party’s hold on Irish nationalist opinion, a hold based on its
success to pass legislation, which greatly improved conditions in Ireland.
Moreover, with Home Rule in 1910 becoming an attainable aim in the near
future, support and enthusiasm for the Parliamentary Party increased, and the
more radical movements suffered in strength.*® Although the party tried to
incorporate the so-called "Irish Ireland” movements in order to remain sole
repository of national sentiment, it succeeded only superficially and
incompletely.*® Despite those efforts the party, being fixed on Home Rule
and policy-making in Westminster, was increasingly losing touch with these
dynamic groups. It could not adapt to the new circumstances and problems,
as its neglect of labour problems proves.50 The connection between Home
Rule and social reform, which had been so strong under Parnell, was at this
time largely abandoned. This was partly due to the fact that almost all the
party leaders had been sitting in Westminster before 1886 and had adapted
themselves to the British political system, including imperial politics and

*8 Sinn Fein and the IRB were virtually moribound at this time, KEE, Green (above n.
37), p. 456; K. B. NOWLAN, Tom Clarke, Mac Dermott, and the IRB, in: MARTIN, Leaders
(above n. 43), 109-123, p. 110. Although figures do not accurately reflect the strength and
influence of a movement; for example, many local associations of the United Irish League,
the national organization of the Parliamentary Party, were inactive and existed only on
paper, ALTER, Nationalismus (above n. 46), p. 182.

# Contacts between Home Rule Party, Gaelic League and Gaelic Athletic Association
had existed only in the beginning and had brought about no results. The party welcomed
the aims of the Irish Ireland movement as helpful though subordinate, but did not take
these organizations seriously enough. After all, the two national movements had different
aims and went different ways. Sinn Fein and the IRB, they regarded to be without influence
and ignorable, LYONS, Irish (above n. 8), p. 263; ALTER, Nationalismus (above n. 46), pp.
189-191.

%0 Labour discontent and agitation was the expression of low wages and housing
conditions in Belfast and Dublin, which were amongst the worst in Europe. But contrary
to the concern of the party for farmers and agricultural labourers, its attitude towards those
problems was marked by indifference and restraint. One reason for this was that the Home
Rule leaders detested socialism and non-parliamentary agitation, LYONS, Dillon (above n.
16), pp. 335 f.
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patronage.’! As Patrick O’Farrell characterized the party, “it kept old hatreds
alive, as necessary to its own political existence and purpose, but its
Britishness was very evident".>> When Home Rule ran into difficulties, the
tide finally began to turn against the party.

v

The debate over the Parliament Bill had been very heated and emotional, but
tensions were to escalate even further. The controversy over Home Rule
produced threats, recriminations and scenes in Parliament rarely seen before.
On November 13, 1912, shouts of "rats" and "civil war" created such a
cacophony that ministers were completely shouted down. As the front bench
began to depart, Churchill waved his handkerchief tauntingly at the opposition.
The Unionist MP for East Kent, Ronald McNeill, became so enraged that he
seized a book, which happened to be a copy of Standing Orders and threw it
at Churchill, striking him on the forehead. Churchill could hardly be prevented
from retaliation.>®> With the imminence of Irish Home Rule, new
preparations for resistance by all means immediately began in Ulster, the
Protestant and industrial stronghold in Ireland, where Protestants held a slight
majority, while they represented only a quarter of the total Irish

51 Out of 22 leading members of the Irish Parliamentary Party, 18 were first elected
to Parliament before 1886, LYONS, Irish (above n. 8), p. 160; GARVIN, Evolution (above
n. 46) p. 89. Moreover, Redmond lived much of the year in London, and his life was
centred there in the House of Commons. Small wonder that he was largely out of touch
with the realities of Irish politics, GWYNN, Redmond (above n. 22), p. 15.

52 O’FARRELL, Ireland (above n. 4), p- 259.

53 Hansard 5 (Commons), XLIII, col. 2041-2044; BLAKE, Prime Minister (above n. 18),
p- 132
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population.® Just after the enactment of the Parliament Bill on September
23, 1911, the first of those enormous Orange and Unionist demonstrations
were held which were to be a permanent feature of the anti-Home Rule
campaign. Unionists like Nationalists did not care about details of Home Rule,
but opposed it in principle, for Home Rule meant "Rome Rule" to them, and
they knew it to be first step towards full separation from Britain.33 As they
felt different in religion, identity, social and economic life, the Union,
compensating for their minority position, meant benefits and security.’® The
more so as Liberal and Tory reforms had gradually curtailed the Protestant
Ascendancy in Ireland, and thus strengthened the belief that the Union alone
could protect their political, religious and property rights. But it was also more
generally argued that all Ireland had benefited from the British connection and
would continue to prosper under the Union. Unionists denied the Nationalist
claim that the Union had proved a failure for Ireland and tried to force the
government to drop the Bill or dissolve Parliament.”’

Contrary to this view, as long as Ireland had had its own Parliament,
dominated by Protestants, they had supported Ireland’s claim as a distinct and
self-governing kingdom, joined to Great Britain by a common sovereign only.
The passing of the Act of Union had to be secured by bargaining with
individuals and interests. Under a Dublin Parliament dominated by Catholic
Nationalists from the agricultural South, Unionists feared for their privileged
position, even for their lives. They did not believe that safeguards would be
able to protect them. The hostility to Home Rule, which united Protestants of
all denominations and classes, was rooted in dislike and suspicion of Catholics

34 Protestants formed 57% of the population of the nine counties of Ulster and 66% of
the six north-eastern counties, P. BUCKLAND, The Northern Ireland Question 1886-1986,
London 1987, p. 6.

35 Hansard 5 (Commons), XXXVII, col. 58, 135 (15 Apr. 1912), col. 1757-1768 (30
Apr. 1912), col. 2083-2084 (2 May 1912).

% BUCKLAND, Northern (above n. 54), p. 6.

7 Hansard 5 (Commons), XXXVII, col. 1757 (30 Apr. 1912); P, BUCKLAND, Irish
Unionism, II: Ulster Unionism and the Origins of Northern Ireland 1886-1922, Dublin
1973, p. 46.
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and Nationalists and a feeling of superiority, which was probably necessary
to justify their ascendancy and resistance to the wishes of the majority in
Ireland.

This kind of siege-mentality in Protestant Ulster brought about a
determination not to be ruled by Catholics, ignoring that a substantial number
of Catholics lived within its borders. Protestant fears and prejudices had a long
history and originated in times when Protestant apprehensions that their
Catholic neighbours would try to regain their lands and take revenge for all
injustice were at least partly justified; whereas the situation of the Protestants
in Southern Ireland, after the Free State came into existence, proved those
fears to be mainly baseless. In denying the ability of the Westminster
Parliament to undo the Union without their consent, they saw themselves not
as violating but as defending the Protestant constitution, which on the contrary
had been violated to make Home Rule possible.”” Unionists in the South
went separate ways and maintained their own organizations.®® They were
a small, aristocratic and wealthy minority and consequently never threatened
to resist Home Rule by force. But they exerted their considerable influence in
British political circles to ensure that Home Rule was defeated altogether and
no compromise attempted. Therefore, they launched an effective propaganda
campaign against Home Rule in Britain. They also were a force to be
reckoned with among British Conservatives because they were well
represented at all levels of the Unionist Party. Originally, Sir Edward Carson,
the leader of the Ulster Unionists, convinced that Home Rule without Ulster

8 Hansard 5 (Commons), XXX VII, col. 133-134, 291-292 (15/16 Apr. 1912). See also
the Presbyterian, Methodist and Church of Ireland protests in Ulster against Home Rule and
a declaration of Southern Unionists, printed in P. BUCKLAND, Irish Unionism 1885-1923.
A Documentary History, Belfast 1973, pp. 78-81, 165-167.

% See above the conflict over the Parliament Bill.

% The Irish Unionist Alliance was by 1893 recognized as representative organization
for the Southern Unionists only, P. BUCKLAND, Southern Irish Unionists, the Irish question
and British politics 1906-1914, in: Irish Historical Studies 15 (1966-1967), 228-255, pp.
233-243.
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would not work, also wanted to prevent Home Rule for the whole of Ireland.
But it seems that by the end of 1913 exclusion was becoming a second best
alternative, and not merely a tactic to wreck the Bill.%

Ulster Unionists entered into a covenant in 1912, whose text summed up
their point of view concerning Home Rule: "Being convinced in our
consciences that Home Rule would be disastrous to the material well-being of
Ulster as well as the whole of Ireland, subversive of our civil and religious
freedom, desiructive of our citizenship, and perilous to the unity of the
Empire, we . . . do hereby pledge . . . to stand by one another in defending
for ourselves and our children our cherished position of equal citizenship in
the United Kingdom, and in using all means which may be found necessary
to defeat the present conspiracy to set up a Home Rule Parliament in
Ireland."? This was followed by drilling and later arming of an Ulster
Volunteer Force (UVF) to defend Protestant rights and add weight and menace
to the Unionist campaign. Another motive for the creation of the UVF was the
need to discipline sectarian feelings of the Orange rank and file. Preparations
were even made for an independent government should the Bill actually get
onto the Statute Book, and committees were appointed to deal with various
aspects of administration.® With the UVF the violent tradition of the
Fenians was taken up and the example was quickly followed by Irish
Nationalists to secure the establishment of Home Rule and also to defend the

61 . C. BECKETT, Carson - Unionist and rebel, in: MARTIN, Leaders (above n. 43), 81-
95, ;gg 84-88.

Cited in H. M. HYDE, Carson. The Life of Sir Edward Carson, Lord Carson of
Duncaim, London 1953, p. 317.

% A. T. Q. STEWART, Craig and the Ulster Volunteer Force, in: MARTIN, Leaders
(above n. 43), 67-81, p. 73. Plans included also measures for securing communications,
capturing arms depots, if possible seizing field artillery and enforcing the authority of the
Provisional Government. Altogether the UVF enrolled about 90,000 men, BUCKLAND,
Ulster (above n. 57), pp. 59-66. The creation of Volunteer organizations went back to the
times of the Grauan Parliament in the 1780s, KEE, Green (above n. 37), p. 393.
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constitution in suppressing rebellions, should the need arise.** The founding
of Volunteers on both sides indicated the failure of parliamentary politics. The
contradiction of proclaiming loyalty to the United Kingdom while at the same
time preparing to resist constitutional law even by force was reflected in a
somewhat divided self-assessment of Unionists in Ireland, who saw themselves
as British as well as Irish.

Irish Unionists depended on Conservative support in Britain as Nationalists
were thrown upon the Liberals. The British Conservatives, whose image was
rather connected with their devotion to law and order, none the less from 1912
onwards assured the Ulster Unionists of their unlimited support in resisting
Home Rule. Bonar Law introduced a “new style” of dispute when he
denounced the Liberals as "Gadarene Swine” and "A Revolutionary
Committee", and said on another occasion: "I repeat here that there are things
stronger than Parliamentary majorities . . . I can imagine no length of
resistance to which Ulster can go in which I should not be prepared to support
them."® It seems there were still people who felt uncomfortable with
democratic rules. While they criticized the Liberal-Irish alliance, they saw
their closing of ranks with Irish Unionists as an honourable understanding.
Although, as David Boyce points out, the interests of Ulster Unionists were
not identical with those of the Conservatives, who generally put the fate of

6% But for the IRB, which from the beginning infiltrated the Volunteers and held key
positions particularly after September 1914, the Irish Volunteers were to be an instrument
of secret revolutionary activity, T. D. WILLIAMS, Eoin Mac Neil and the Irish Volunteers,
in: MARTIN, Leaders (above n. 43), 135-158, pp. 135, 139, 158.

65 BLAKE, Prime Minister (above n. 18), p- 130.
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Ulster second to what was regarded as interests of Britain and the Empire.“

In taking up the Ulster question the Tories hoped to defeat Home Rule and the
government, thereby maintaining the integrity of Kingdom and Empire.

Certainly the Conservative Party as well as important sections of British
Conservative opinion shared the sympathy for a population insisting on
allegiance to the United Kingdom. In 1914 Lord Milner launched a Solemn
League and Covenant in support of Ulster resistance to Home Rule, which
nearly 2 million people signed till the end of July.®’” The Unionist arguments
against Home Rule were driven home to the British public through a persistent
campaign by the Joint Committee of the Unionist Associations of Ireland and
the Union Defence League.%® There were also close relations between Irish
and British Unionists up to the highest levels in the party and Bonar Law
himself, leader of the Conservative Party since 1911, was of Ulster origin.%’
But probably more important was the fear that any compromise on Home Rule
would split the party. For not only in Ireland but also in Britain was there a
substantial section of the party, which wanted to protect the whole of Ireland
from Home Rule and wished to force a general election on the government to
regain parliamentary power.”?

Defence of the Union was also almost the only principle to keep the party
united and which would gain them widespread support. The Irish question had
already played a significant role in the revival of the Unionist Party in the

% D. G. BOYCE, British Conservative opinion, the Ulster question, and the partition of
Ireland, 1912-1921, in: Irish Historical Studies 65 (1970), 89-112, p. 89.

67 Signatories included Lord Roberts, Lord Balfour of Burleigh, Viscount Halifax,
intellectuals like Rudyard Kipling and A. V. Dicey as well as army generals and lesser
officers, R. F. FOSTER, Modern Ireland, 1600-1972, London 1988, p. 466.

%8 The campaign included the production and distribution of literary propaganda,
organization of demonstrations, canvassing and tours of Ireland for British electors,
BUCKLAND, Irish Unionism (above n. 58), p. 70.

% To make the bonds even closer, Lady Londonderry, wife of the sixth Marquess of
Londonderry and President of the Ulster Unionist Council, was undertaking Bonar Law’s
social life after the death of his wife, ibid., p. 51.

" R. MURPHY, Faction in the Conservative Party and the Home Rule crisis, 1912-1914,
in: History 71 (1986), pp. 222-234,
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1910 elections and in by-elections afterwards.”! An opinion widely held was
that Home Rule would not only run counter to the course of English history
as a process of gradual integration, but that it would lead to violence and
anarchy. That anyone should prefer a separate Irish way of life to a share in
the glory and wealth of Britain and the Empire seemed to many
incomprehensible.”> The Tory frustration at their lasting exclusion from
power and bitterness concerning the constitutional crisis were other important
motives for taking up the Ulster issue. If back in power, they could not only
solve the Irish problem with other means, but also check dreaded Liberal
reforms. In that way the question of Home Rule became entangled with
various radical challenges to the status quo by the Labour Party and Liberal
Party. In Balfour’s words it was not only a fight against Irish Home Rulers
but against "the whole army of socialists, anarchists and radicals".”® So
British Conservatives took up the Ulster question for a mixture of motives
and, were guided by calculation as much as by emotion. The Conservative
Party was divided over the extent to which resistance should go. Many leading
Conservatives, unwilling to contemplate use of force, seem to have expected
that the Liberal Cabinet would crack under pressure, stopping short of
violence, while others saw no cause to shrink from it. Although Bonar Law
was prepared to consider seriously a compromise solution, his freedom of
manoeuvre was severely circumscribed by those party friends who insisted in
defending loyalists throughout Ireland.”* The Tory attitude was inconsistent;
Tories wanted Ireland to remain part of the United Kingdom as before while
resenting Irish Nationalist MPs making best use of that position.

" By August 1914 the distribution of seats in Parliament had significantly changed
since 1910. The Liberals held only 260 seats, whereas they had 271 at the end of 1910. The
Conservatives, on the other hand, were represented by 288 MPs instead of 273, MURPHY,
Faction, p. 233.

" Hansard 5 (Commons), XXXVII, col. 2080-2084 (2 May 1912); GILLEY, English
(above n. 13), p. 95.

73 BoYCE, Question (above n. 3), p- 45.

74 BLAKE, Prime Minister (above n. 18), pp. 166 f; MURPHY, Faction (above n. 70), pp.
225-234.
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Although Unionists made it perfectly clear that they were prepared to resist
Home Rule, Asquith and almost all of his colleagues as well as their Irish
allies, attempted to ignore the fact, especially the Ulster problem. While the
Unionist position showed symptoms of hysteria and fanaticism, the Liberal
stance was partly based on ignorance, indecision and lack of foresight. The
"wait and see” policy of Asquith rested upon the conviction that the
parliamentary system was inviolable and that Ulster rebels would abide by the
measure eventually.”> The government agreed with the Irish Nationalist view
that Ulstermen should bow to the fact that a parliamentary majority stood for
Home Rule. In reaction to this miscalculation, Unionist resistance became
more aggressive, so that it would have to be taken seriously by the
government.’® It seems that Asquith and others could not imagine that
Conservatives and loyalists might take their resistance to extremes, so that the
Cabinet would neither have to abandon its Home Rule Bill nor would it have
to coerce Ulster. It could also be argued that the more conciliatory atmosphere
in Ireland made it now safer to allow self-government to Ireland and that the
success in granting self-government to South Africa was encouraging.77

The government’s postponement of concessions to Unionists was also due
to the conviction that Ireland was one indivisible nation, and that Ireland could
not economically survive without Ulster, not to mention that the complicated
financial clauses of the Bill presupposed a united Ireland. Moreover, Unionist
objections were seen to be rather to the principle than to the details of Home
Rule, and, therefore, concessions would not reconcile them. But this attitude
was not undisputed within the Cabinet, there was also criticism of the policy
concerning Ulster by Liberal ministers and backbenchers. Already in 1911
Augustine Birrell, Winston Churchill and Lloyd George were deeply
concemed about Ulster. The latter two suggested a compromise in February

5 JALLAND, Liberals (above n. 12), p. 79; JENKINS, Asquith (above n. 20), pp. 281 f.

6 HYDE, Carson (above n. 62), p. 311.

77 Hansard 5 (Commons), XXXVII, col. 1704 (30 Apr. 1912); ibid., XXX VIII, col. 68
(6 May 1912).
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1912, when the Cabinet, considering for the first time the Ulster problem,
rejected their proposal for the exclusion of Ulster from the Home Rule Bill.
But it decided to hold out the prospect of amendments, should this prove
necessary.78 On the other hand, a section of the Liberal rank and file, mainly
Nonconformists and federalists, also did not accept the neglect of the Ulster
problem. Nonconformists were prone to see Home Rule as "Rome Rule",
whereas federalists hoped for a strengthening of the devolutionist idea, if
Ulster would get separate treatment. In June 1912 the Liberal T. C. R. Agar-
Robartes moved an amendment to the Bill for the exclusion of four Ulster
counties.” It is difficult to understand why the government postponed
concessions to the Unionists till the last moment, particularly when
amendments, as Patricia Jalland has pointed out, required Unionist agreement
after the Bill had left the Commons for the first time.*

Only at the end of 1913, after strong pressure from the King, Churchill and
Lloyd George, the whole Cabinet having received more alarming information
about the state of Ulster, belately came to recognize the danger of the Ulster
situation. It began to consider modifying the Bill mainly by enabling north-
eastern counties to opt out of the responsibility of a Dublin Parliament. Finally
on March 9, 1914, Asquith recommended a settlement on Lloyd George’s
exclusion plan in the Commons.®! The Unionists rejected the compromise,
and this meant that the Home Rule Bill came to a complete deadlock. So the
government now began to prepare for the alternative course, if there could be

78 The Cabinet decided that the Bill should go forward unamended, but the "Irish
leaders should from the first be given clearly to understand that the Government hold
themselves free to make such changes in the Bill as fresh evidence of facts or the presence
of British opinion may render expedient,” PRO Cab. 41/33/35; JALLAND, Liberals (above
n. 12), pp. 58-66.

7 Conservatives accepted it on its own merits and on tactical grounds, and the
amendment was only defeated by 320 to 251 votes, JALLAND, Liberals (above n. 12), pp.
87-102.

% Ibid., pp. 67 1.

81 Bodl. Libr., Asquith Papers, MS 7 fol. 71-72; HLRO, Lloyd George Papers,
C/14/1/10; HLRO, Bonar Law Papers, MS 33/5/57. Bodl. Libr., Asquith Papers, MS 7 fol.
101-102.
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no agreement on "reasonable terms", to use the army to overcome Ulster
resistance to Home Rule. Sudden and overhasty precautions were carried out
to deal with Ulster’s potential resistance, including troop movements and
reinforcements. Although some Cabinet ministers like Lloyd George and
Churchill thought now of coercing Ulster after a compromise had been
rejected, there was also growing recognition of the practical and moral
problems of such a course, highlighting conflicting Liberal principles. These
rendered it difficult to use military force to subdue a Protestant minority, or
even majority as far as Ulster was concerned, for the benefit of Irish Catholic
self-determination.®* The precautions taken to subdue Ulster resistance
resulted in an army crisis, the so-called "Curragh Incident”, which left the
government with no option to impose Home Rule on Ulster.34

A political settlement was now the only way out, and although compromise
would raise as many difficulties as it would solve, both parties had to make
some efforts to appear reasonable to the British public. By proposing partition
the Liberals tried to escape from their dilemma, proving on the one hand that

82 Robert Kee mentions that "coercion” had been a respectable term for Conservatives,
meaning the enforcement of law and order. But when those people stood the chance for
being coerced to obey the law, “coercion” became an abusive name, KEE, Green (above n.
37). pp. 484 f.

83 JALLAND, Liberals (above n. 12), pp. 213, 218, 264; BOYCE, Ireland (above n. 44),
p. 5L

8 Through a combination of ambigious directions and over-zealous partisanship,
several senior officers at the Curragh, the major military camp near Dublin, let their
subordinates choose whether to carry out orders if the army were to be send north to coerce
Ulster into accepting Home Rule or be dismissed. C.O. Sir H. Gough and 56 officers of the
3rd Cavalry Brigade were among those who preferred dismissal. The government hastened
to declare all this as a misunderstanding. Nevertheless, Gough was given a written
assurance, drafted in the Cabinet, but without consultation amended by the Secretary of
War Seely and C.I.G.S. Sir J. French, that officers would not be required to act against
Ulster. This amendment was repudiated by the government, and Asquith assumed the office
of the Secretary of War himself after the resignation of Seely and French, but the damage
was done and the scope of action of the government severely circumscribed, JALLAND,
Liberals (above n. 12), pp. 207-248; for detailed accounts see A. T. Q. STEWART, The
Ulster Crisis, London 1967, J. FERGUSSON, The Curragh Incident, London 1964, and L. F.
W. BECKETT, The Army and the Curragh Incident, 1914, London 1986.
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they were able to pass bills against the Tories and maintaining a united party
and the Liberal-Nationalist alliance. On the other hand, by offering a
reasonable compromise, they attempted to undermine public support for Ulster
and make resistance to Home Rule more difficult.®> As Patricia Jalland
suggests, the provision for special terms of Ulster in the Home Rule Bill
seemed to be the only practible but not necessarily successful solution to the
Ulster problem.®¢ Maybe proceeding in this way would have undermined to
some extent Ulster’s opposition, but as other motives fuelled Conservative
resistance, it is difficult to see how Unionists on the whole could have been
reconciled to Home Rule at this time. The Home Rule Bill absorbed much of
the government’s time and energy, and so prevented it from concentrating
more on socio-economic reforms to accomodate a growing working class
electorate. This probably contributed to the Liberal Party’s decline.

Irish Nationalists encouraged the Cabinet in its unitary approach and insisted,
as they had done in 1886, that talk of armed resistance to Home Rule was just
bluff. They were more concerned about the Cabinet losing its nerve and
making concessions than about disturbances in Ulster. Redmond believed that
time would undermine groundless fears and resistance. He resented the
Unionist campaign as being illegitimate and unrepresentative and took Ulster
Unionism not for a genuine movement but for Protestants being misled by
Irish and English politicians. Concessions should be withheld until the very
last moment because they could be interpreted in the sense that the
government had given way to Unionist threats of violence. Partition would
also cause administrative confusion and perpetuate sectarian conflict, leaving
northern Nationalists exposed to oppression.’’

Committed to territorial cohesion and convinced that history and economy
linked North and South, the Parliamentary Party tended to neglect the dualism

85 See HLRO, Lloyd George Papers, C/14/1/10; Bodl. Libr., Asquith Papers, MS 7 fol.
101-102.

8 JALLAND, Liberals (above n. 12), pp. 263-267.

87 GWYNN, Redmond (above n. 22), pp. 236 f; LYONS, Dillon (above n. 16), p. 333.
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of Irish society and not to take religious cleavage seriously. Like other Irish
Nationalists, for example, Wolfe Tone, the Nationalist leaders thought
religious differences irrelevant, particularly in view of their supreme aim of
achieving political self-determination. They were aware of the vulnerability of
the party’s position in Ireland, should they come to an agreement with the
Unionists over Home Rule. And as nationalist unity was more important to
them than rapprochement with Unionists, they failed to develop concrete
proposals to accomodate Ulstermen apart from general promises to accept any
safeguards the latter might consider necessary. Only when Asquith asked
Redmond how far he would go in the way of concessions, he replied that he
was prepared to give Ulster administrative autonomy or so-called "Home Rule
within Home Rule" 58

Irish nationalism had always found it difficult to incorporate non-Catholics
comfortably, partly because of its goals and view of Irish history. Not that the
nationalist tradition was ever purely Catholic; nationalists accepted Protestant
leaders like Isaac Butt and John Stuart Pamell, and Unionist and Nationalist
organizations had members of both confessions, but the great majority of
Protestants were Unionists, just as Catholics were generally Nationalists.
Another weakness of the Parliamentary Party was that Redmond had no
effective means of applying the only sort of pressure to which the Prime
Minister appeared capable of responding - the threat of violence. Under
Redmond the connection between parliamentary and non-parliamentary
pressure for Home Rule as well as for social and economic reforms had
weakened. And as agrarian reform at the beginning of the century had more
or less solved the land question, this stimulant for nationalist agitation

88 Note by Asquith about conversation with Redmond, 17 Nov. 1913, Bodl. Libr.,
Asquith Papers, MS 39 fol. 23-26; Redmond to Asquith, 24 Nov. 1913, ibid., MS 39 fol.
29-35; Lloyd George’s account of an interview with Dillon, 18 Nov. 1913, HLRO, Lloyd
George Papers, C/20/2/4; GWYNN, Redmond (above n. 22), pp. 217-221; LYONS, Dillon
(above n. 16), p. 332.
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receded.® So no organization like the Land League stood behind its political
campaign, and Redmond was hardly inclined to use the Irish Volunteers for
his aims, even after the party obtained a decisive voice in the military
movement.”® He was determined to observe the rules of the constitutional
game and to earn trust and respect for Ireland in Britain. The traditional
positions seemed to be reversed by Carson combining parliamentary with non-
parliamentary pressure like Parnell while Redmond thought only in
constitutional terms.

If one were to use the language of Sellar’s and Yeatman’s /066 and All That
one might say that whenever Gladstone was close to solving the Irish
question, the Irish secretly changed the question; but when the Irish
Parliamentary Party finally had the chance of winning according to the rules
the Unionists changed the rules.”! Yet in trying to appear reasonable to the
British, Redmond had also to satisfy his own supporters, and when he began
to compromise, conceding at last the temporary opting out of six north-eastern
counties as a price for peace and an agreed settlement, he greatly weakened
the position of his party, discrediting constitutional nationalism by violating
nationalist feelings and Catholic conscience.

8 In 1870 97% of the peasants were tenants instead of occupiers of the land they
cultivated, whereas in 1908 53,8% were tenants, and in 1916 only 36,1%, ALTER,
Nationalismus (above n. 46), pp. 189, 197 f.

9% Redmond and Dillon viewed the Volunteers with suspicion and as a threat to the
party’s unrelenting grip on all national organizations. But they ensured a controlling
representation on the executive of the Volunteer movement when Home Rule got into
difficulties and the Volunteers increased in strength, LYONS, Dillon (above n. 16), pp. 350-
352; D. G. BOYCE, Nationalism in Ireland, Dublin 1982, p. 283.

' W. C. SELLAR, R. J. YEATMAN, 1066 and All That, London 1967, p. 116.
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V1

The other expedients resorted to overcome the deadlock about Ulster and
secure stability and peace of the United Kingdom, Home-Rule-All-Round and
a conference of all the party leaders, failed. Although the federal proposal
found support in many quarters within Liberal and Conservative opinion as a
basis for a settlement, and was even promoted by Independent Nationalists
like William O’Brien, the party leaders could not be persuaded.’> The so-
called "Buckingham Palace Conference” between 21-24 July broke down on
the question of defining the Ulster area to be excluded, without even
considering the most difficult question: duration. The Unionists demanded
permanent exclusion of all Ulster or at least of 6 counties. Redmond’s last
concession had been the temporary opting out of 4 counties.”> The
participants had entered the conference hesitantly and the Conservatives
without much hope that agreement could be reached. But they felt it to be
their duty to give a peaceful settlement a last chance. Even so Liberal and
Conservative rank and file regarded the conference with anger and misgivings.

Indeed, even the minimal positions of the contrahents were mutually
exclusive as there simply seemed to be no way of a compromise between

92 Montagu to Lloyd George, 30 Mar. 1914, HLRO, Lloyd George Papers, C/1/1/13;
Churchill to Lloyd George, 3 Apr. 1914, ibid., C/3/16/11; Redmond to Asquith, 5 May
1914, Bodl. Libr., Asquith Papers, MS 39 fol. 167-171; BL, C. P. Scott Papers, Memoranda
Add. MS 50901 p. 119-121. See also KENDLE, Ireland (above n. 24), pp. 151-176; IDEM,
Round Table (above n. 25), pp. 350-353; and JALLAND, Devolution (above n. 24), pp. 773-
78S.

3 The stumbling block proved to be the counties of Tyrone and Fermanagh, where
Catholics and Protestants were fairly evenly balanced. Redmond’s address to the
Buckingham Palace Conference, HLRO, Lloyd George Papers, C/20/2/9; Redmond’s note
about the conference, GWYNN, Redmond (above n. 22), pp. 334-336; Bonar Law’s account
of the conference, HLRO, Bonar Law Papers, 39/4/44.
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temporary and permanent exclusion.®*

government and opposition to appear reasonable before the British public and
yet keep their parties together added to the difficulties and made agreement
even more improbable. After the break-up of the conference plans for
rebellion were finalized in the North. Ulster Protestants proved that they were
in earnest; Carson’s Provisional Government was constituted formally and

The contradictory pressures on

arrangements were made to evacuate women and children and to receive
supplies in the event of a blockade.” But it is at least doubtful whether the
Conservative Party or a section of the army would have supported a revolt
against the government, which finally offered exclusion without time limit to
those areas where the majority of the population wanted it.

Asquith, revealing his frustration with the Irish, wished "we could submerge
the whole lot of them and their island, for say ten years, under the waves of
the Atlantic".”® Instead his Cabinet was rescued for the time being by the
wave of violence, which marked the beginning of the First World War. It
diverted political attention from Ulster, and Unionists gave priority to the need
for national unity in wartime, although they were disgusted to find that the
Home Rule Bill did struggle onto the Statute Book, not only because of
pressure from Irish Nationalists, but also because many Liberal and Labour

% Note by Asquith, 5 May 1914, Bodl. Libr., Asquith Papers, MS 39 fol. 123-124;
James W. Lawther to PM, 30 Jun. 1914, ibid., MS 39 fol. 199; H.A. Gwynne to Bonar
Law, 20 Jul. 1914, HLRO, Bonar Law Papers, 33/1/39; L. S. Amery to Bonar Law, 25 Jul.
1914, ibid., 33/1/46; Memo. by Bonar Law, 17 Jul. 1914, BL, Balfour Papers, Add. MS
49693 no 169-175; JALLAND, Liberals (above n. 12), pp. 252-257; BLAKE, Prime Minister
(above n. 18), p. 215.

95 STEWART, Ulster (above n. 84), p. 231.

9 Asquith to Venetia Stanley, 31 Aug. 1914, in: M. BROCK, E. BROCK (eds.), H. H.
Asquith Letters to Venetia Stanley, Oxford 1982, p. 209. As a very last concession Dillon
and Redmond, pressed by Asquith, agreed that the exclusion proposal in the Amending Bill,
which never reached the Commons, be put forward without the six-year time limit, PM to
King, 24 Jul. 1914, Bodl. Libr., Asquith Papers, MS 39 fol. 147; JENKINS, Asquith (above
n. 20), p. 321.
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MPs demanded it.”” As Irish Unionists and Nationalists assured the
government of their support in the European war, there were hopes that the
experience of fighting against a common enemy would bring the North and
South of Ireland together. But both sides felt that they were establishing a
claim on the gratitude of Britain with their services during the war, which
would entitle them to satisfaction of their demands when victory was won.
Although there was rapprochement between nationalist and Unionist circles
in Britain and Southemn Ireland in response to Redmond’s pledge to support
Britain in its war effort, the battlefield could not transcend old divisions
between the North and the South of Ireland; particularly when Catholic and
Protestant Irishmen experienced the war differently. Whereas the 36th Ulster
Division was a true representation of Unionist Ulster, British official
suspicion of nationalist Ireland was revealed in the refusal of the nationalist
request for a special "Irish Brigade" and the denying of commissions to
Catholics.”® The Home Rule Bill came onto the Statute Book with two
decisive qualifications: first, the act itself was suspended during the war; and
second, that before it could become operational special provisions would first
have to be made for Ulster. So although the Act was regarded as a major

triumph in Westminster the Irish question was still far from being solved.”

97 Carson to Asquith, 10 Aug. 1914, Bodl. Libr., Asquith Papers, MS 36 fol. 75-76;
manifest by Carson, 15 Sept. 1914, PRONI, Carson Papers, D1507/A/8/16; JALLAND,
Liberals (above n. 12), pp. 256 f.

%8 Bonar Law to Grey, 6 Aug. 1914, Bodl. Libr., Asquith Papers, MS 36 fol. 66-69.
Redmond’s offer to leave the defence of Ireland to the Volunteers met with general
approval, but his request that Irishmen should fight in the British army against the common
enemy provoked at last resentment and split the Volunteers in two factions. Although at
the beginning nationalists by the thousands volunteered to fight in the British army, in 1915
there were signs of war-weariness. It has been calculated that all in all 26,9% of the
relevant age group in Scotland served during the war, 24,2% in England and Wales, but
only 10,7% in Ireland, J. J. LEE, Ireland 1912-19835, Politics and Society, Cambridge 1989,
P- 23; BOYCE, Nationalism (above n. 90), pp. 286-287; IDEM, Ireland (above n. 44), pp.
244-249.

% C. HOBHOUSE, Inside Asquith’s Cabinet. From the Diaries of Charles Hobhouse, ed.
E. DAVID, London 1977, p. 192.
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The one Irish issue on which it seemed there could be no consensus and
compromise was the repeal or modification of the Union. In both Britain and
Ireland matters of identity, pride and self-esteem were all caught up in the
question of the Union. Small wonder that the British government attended to
Ireland only when it was compelled to, and then it was considered in terms
of a troublesome and alien intrusion into British politics. What was happening
in Ireland went against the assertion that British rule stood for justice, liberty
and peace. The British, like any other people, tended to avoid contemplating
unpleasantness and failure. This attitude had unfortunate effects in that it
compelled Irishmen to adopt methods, if not violent than at least rather
aggressive, to draw attention to their demands. It fostered the crude and
violent methods British governments most deplored and confirmed the
stereotype of the "wild Irishmen". The tendency to blind and deceive oneself
worsened the situation and deepened antagonism. The failure to deliver Home
Rule and to find a proper place for Irish nationalism in British politics made
in the end the Nationalist-Liberal alliance untrustworthy for many Irish and
endangered British political credibility and the leading position of the Home
Rule Party in Ireland.

When the division of Irish politics was translated into British politics, the
Conservatives proved a more effective protector of the Ulster Unionists than
Liberals of the Irish Nationalists. Although Irish Unionists came closer to the
"wild Irishmen” of British caricatures, they could count on instinctive British
sympathy for "loyal" Protestants, whereas Redmond, trying to find a proper
place for Ireland in British politics and constitution, had to cope with deep-
rooted suspicions towards Irish Nationalists and Catholics. Presumed to adher
to a religion of ignorance, tyranny and superstition Catholics were considered
ever since the religious conflicts of the sixteenth century to be a menace to
British traditions, values and institutions. So Conservative resistance to Irish
self-government emphasizing the no-popery slogan could draw on emotions
central to the British tradition, whereas it undermined support for Liberal
politics. Ireland and Great Britain became closer in many respects during the
nineteenth century, but Irish Catholics were still regarded by many Britons as
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people not quite or not at all within the framework of the constitution,
contrary to the intention to keep Ireland a part of the United Kingdom.

This kind of relationship, conducted on a level of traditional stereotypes and
prejudices reveals the basically denominational character of Anglo-Irish and
inner-Irish relations, which were determined long before 1800. These historic
determinants made the past so important and placed the present situation
partly beyond any reasonable practical approach. Mutual acceptance and
respect of difference was for a large part missing not only between British and
Irish people, but also between the two faiths in Ireland, which obviously
lacked the self-confidence to find common ground. Another reason for the
failure to find a compromise between the two Irish contrahents might have
been that both felt strong enough through their respective British allies to get
their demands conceded without looking for an understanding with their
opponents. Moreover, each of the two antagonists owed a good deal of his
identity to his opposition to the other. The Union masked the real problems
of the relationship, therefore the modification of this particular structure could
not alone solve the problem. That is why the South of Ireland at least found
neither a proper place within British politics nor within the United Kingdom,
and Home Rule, even if it had been realized, could not in itself solve the
problem. Consequently, Westminster only got rid of the Irish question - or at
least the Southern Irish question - by granting Southern Ireland a place outside
the Union.
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