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THE
EVOLUTION OF SINN FEIN

INTRODUCTORY.

&

It is almost a commonplace of the political
moralists that every failure on the part of England
to satisfy the moderate and constitutional demands
of the Irish people for reform has been followed
invariably by a deplorable outbreak of ‘‘extremist’’
activities in Ireland. Unfortunately for the moral,
that constitutional demands should therefore be
promptly and fully conceded, the statement is
almost exactly the reverse of the truth, if Irish
history as a whole be taken as the field for
induction. The Irish Nation cannot be said to
have at any period abandoned its claim to inde-
pendence. Of the meaning of that claim there was
no question from the Conquest to the fall of
Limerick. The whole of that period is occupied
by a long struggle between the English and the
Irish peoples for the effective possession of the
island. On neither side was there any misappre-
hension of the meaning and object of the contest.
The English Government, whether it employed
naked force, intrigue or legal fiction, aimed (and
was understood to aim) at the moral, material and
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& THE EVOLUTION OF SINN FEIN

political subjugation of the Irish: the Irish,
whether they fought in the field or intrigued in
the cabinets of Europe, whether allied with France
or with Spain or English royalists, had but one
object, the assertion of their national indepen-
dence. It was a struggle not merely between two
nations but between two civilizations. Men of
English blood who were absorbed by the- Irish
nation and who accepted the Irish civilization
fought as stoutly for the independence of their
adopted (and ~ adopting) country as did the
descendants of the Milesians. England could
never count on the fidelity to her ideals and policy
in Ireland of the second generation of her own
settlers. History cannot produce another instance
of a struggle so prolonged and so pertinacious.
Whole counties, stripped by fire and sword of their
aboriginal owners were repeopled within two or
three generations and renewed the struggle. But®
superior numbers and organization, a more for-
tunate star and (it seemed) the designs of
Providence, prevailed in the end; and -with the
fall of Limerick England might have regarded her
task as at last accomplished. The Irish Nation
was prostrate, and chains were forged for it which,
heavier and more galling than any forged for any
nation before, seemed to offer 4 perpetual guarantee
of slavery, misery and degradation. Ireland was
henceforth to be administered as a kind of convict
gettlement. The law, in the words of a famous
judgment, did not presume the existence of such
a person as a Catholic Irishman; that is to say,
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two-thirds of the inbhabitants of the country had
no legal existence. Legal existence was the
privilege of Protestant Englishmen living in
Ireland and of such Protestant Irishmen as claimed
it. But legal existence in Ireland during the
eighteenth century was no prize to be grasped at.
The mere fact of residence in Ireland entailed
practical disabilities for which no mere Ilocal
ascendancy was an adequate compensation. The
manufactures and trade of Ireland were system-
atically and ruthlessly suppressed. Englishmen
who settled there found that while they were at
liberty to oppress ‘‘ the mere Irish” they were
subject themselves to a similar oppression by the
English who remained at home. No one might
enter that prison house and remain wholly a
man. The ‘ garrison’ grumbled, protested and
threatened, but in vain. Constitutionalists ap-
pealed to the policy of the Conquest in support of
the independence of the country. It was argued
that the Parliament of Ireland, established by the
conquerors as a symbol of annexation, was and
ought to be independent of the Parliament of
England. The claim was held to be baseless and
treasonable; so far from being abandoned or
weakened, it was enforced and asserted by the
arms of the Volunteers, and in less than a century
after the fall of Limerick the Renunciation Act
of 1783 enacted that the people of Ireland should
be ‘“bound only by laws enacted by his Majesty
and the parliament of that kingdom in all cases
whatever.”
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But while this was independence, it was inde-
pendence in the sense of Molyneux, Swift and
Grattan, not in the sense in which it had been
understood by Hugh O’Neill. The American
colonies went farther and fared better, and the
descendants of the race of Hugh O’Neill had to
be reckoned with still. Their position under the
settlement of 1783 was what it had been since the
Treaty of Limerick was broken by the Penal
Laws, and all that they gained at first was an
indirect share in the prosperity which began for
the country with the assertion of its legislative
independence. The population increased; trade,
commerce and manufactures flourished and multi-
plied ; the flag of Ireland began once more to creep
forth upon the seas; but the ancient race was still
proscribed in the land of its birth. But while it
was in human nature to invent, it was not in
human nature to continue to administer, a code
so diabolical as that of the Penal Laws. The
Volunteers who claimed legislative independence
of England asserted the rights of conscience for
their fellow-countrymen. Under the free Parlia-
ment a gradual alleviation took place in the lot of
Catholics in Ireland; in 1793 they were admitted
to the franchise and there is a presumption that
had the Irish Parliament really been independent
the Penal Laws would have in time been abolished
entirely. But the vigilance of English policy and
English Ministers never ceased; their meddling
in the affairs of Ireland was perpetual and mis-
chievous: the rights of the Irish Parliament were
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constantly in danger from the interference of
English Ministers who advised their common
Monarch and moulded his Irish policy fthrough the
Viceroy and the Executive. It was but a step
from the admission of Catholies to the franchise to
their admission to the House of Commons, but
that step was never taken by the Irish Parliament.
The measures of Parliamentary reform pressed
upon them by the popular party both inside and
outside Parliament were constantly . rejected,
partly through the mere conservatism of privilege
partly through . influence of the English
Cabinet. The United Irishmen, whose aim was
to establish a free and equal representation of all
Irishmen irrespective of creed, despaired of obtain-
ing their object by open agitation and, subjected
to repressive enactments, transformed themselves
into a secret association for the overthrow of the
existing government and for complete separation’
from England as the only method of securing and
maintaining the rights of Ireland. They were the
first Irish Republican Party. They appealed for
assistance to the French Directory, but so jealous
were they of their independence that they seem io
have jeopardized the prospect of help by their
insistence that the force sent must not be large
enough to threaten the subjugation of the country.
The Government, becoming aware of the con-
spiracy, took steps at once to foster it and to crush
it. Their agents went through the country,
forming United Irish lodges and then denouncing
the members to the authorities. TUnder pretence
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of helping the Irish Government in its difficulties,
English regiments were poured into the country
and, when a sufficient force was assembled, open
rebellion was provoked and crushed with a
systematic barbarity which is even now hardly
credible.

To understand the Rebellion and the policy of
the Union which followed it, one must go farther
back than the last quarter of the eighteenth
century. The fall of Limerick ended (or seemed
to end) the struggle for the military domination
of Ireland. Once it was in the effective possession
of England the period of its commercial subjuga-
tion began. Every kind of manufacture which
competed with that of England was suppressed:
every branch of commerce which threatened
rivalry with that of England was forbidden. To
ensure' at once that military resistance might not
be renewed and that commercial subjugation
might be endured the policy was adopted first (to
quote Archbishop Boulter) of ¢ filling the great
places with natives of England’’ and secondly of
perpetuating the animosity between Protestants
and Catholics. It was hoped in this way to form
*‘ two nations’ out of one and render the task of
government and exploitation easier in consequence.
The remarkable power of absorbing foreign
settlers shown by the Irish Nation since before the
Conquest was thus to be nullified and religion
pressed into service against humanity. So clearly
was this policy conceived that Archbishop Boulter
could write ¢ The worst of this is that it tends to
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unite Protestant with Papist and, whenever that
happens, good-bye to the English interests in Ire-
land forever.” DBut the agents of the policy over-
reached themselves. Irish Protestants turned
against a policy which counted the merit of being
a Protestant as less than the demerit of being
Irish. Dean Swift won the favour alike of Irish
Protestant and Irish Catholic by his mordant
pamphlets against the English policy in Ireland
and may justly be reckoned as on the whole the
most powerful champion of Irish independence in
the sense of the eighteenth century. The Irish
agents of the policy of Protestant Ascendancy
overreached themselves too. Official Irish
Protestantism bore almost as hardly upon Pres-
byterians as upon Papists, and the United Irishmen
at the end of the century found no support in
Ireland warmer than that accorded them by the
best of the Ulster Presbyterians. There is little
doubt that the reversal of the commercial ascend-
ancy by the legislation of 1782 was regarded by
the English Ministry as a merely temporary set-
back, to be repaired at the earliest convenient oppor-
tunity. In any case the valuable asset of Protestant
Ascendancy, with its possibilities of perpetual
friction and disunion among Irishmen, was still in
their hands. When the rise of the United Irish-
men threatened even this, the necessity of recover-
ing the lost ground and the opportunity of doing
so were immediately recognised. The obstinacy
with which the Irish Parliament opposed Parlia-
mentary reform (an obstinacy directly fostered by
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the policy of the English Ministry) drove the
United Irish movement into hostility at once to
the English connection and to the existing consti-
tution of Ireland. They could thus be repre-
sented as at once a menace to England and a
menace to Ireland, and it was held to be the duty
of both Governments to combine to crush them.
They were crushed by English troops, but the Irish
Parliament was crushed with them. Pitt decided
that direct control by the.English Ministry must
take the place of indireet control through an Irish
‘Executive, and the Legislative Union was enacted.
There seemed to be no other permanenrt or ultimate
alternative to the complete independence and
separation of England and Ireland.

Much impressive rhetoric has been expended
upon the measures taken to secure that the mem-
bers of the Irish Parliament should produce a
majority in favour of the Act of Union. They
were bribed and intimidated; they were offered
posts and pensions : some of them were bought with
hard cash. But even a Castlereagh must have
been aware that if he should suborn a servant to
betray his master the gravamen of the charge
against him would not be that he had corrupted
the morals of the servant by offering him a bribe.
Ordinary morality may not apply to politics, but
if it does, Pitt and Castlereagh were guilty of a
far greater crime than that of bribing a few scores
of venal Irishmen; and the members of the Irish
Parliament who took their money were guilty not
of corruption but of treason. For the Act of
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Union was intended to accomplish the destruction
of the national existence. "'The members. of Parlia-
ment who voted against it, knew this: the Irish
people who petitioned against it, knew this: Pitt
and Castlereagh knew it: the men they paid to vote
for it, knew it too.

The politics of Ireland during the nineteenth
century would have been tangled enough at the
best, but the Act of Union introduced a confusion
which has often seemed to make the situation
inexplicable to a normal mind. But, to leave
details aside, the main lines of the problem are
clear enough. The Act of Union was designed to
end the separate national existence of Ireland by
incorporating its legislative and administrative
machinery with that of England. To secure
control to the ‘‘ Predominant Partner ’’ (as the
incorporating body has since been called) the
representation of Ireland in the Imperial Parlia.
ment was fixed at a total which at the time of the
Act was less than half that to which it was entitled
on the basis of the population. While the inten-
tion of the authors of the measure (as their pub-
lished correspondence makes perfectly clear) was
to subordinate Irish national interests to those of
England, the measure was presented to Parliament
as one designed to further the mutual interests of
the two kingdoms. But to Protestant waverers it
was commended in private as a necessary means of
securing the Protestant interest, while to the
Catholics hopes were held out that the removal of
the Catholic disabilities maintained by the

g
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Protestant ascendancy in Ireland might be hoped
for from the more liberal Parliament in England.
There is no doubt that many Catholics, especially
among the nobility and higher clergy, were in-
duced at least to discourage resistance to the
measure, partly for this reason, partly out of fear
of the republican sympathies and aims of the
reforming United Irishmen. The extreme
Protestants, such as the Orangemen who helped
to suppress the rebellion, viewed the measure with
a certain suspicion, if not with definite hostility.
They looked forward, now that the rebellion was
crushed, to a prolonged tenure of unchallenged
ascendancy. But the bulk of the more liberal
Protestants were against it, and the wiser
Catholics. They foretold the ruin of trade, the
burden of increased taxation, the loss of all real
independence and freedom that were bound to, and
did, result. But they were neither consulted nor
listened to and the measure was passed after free
speech had been bought over in Parliament and
suppressed by military force outside.

The measure once passed brought about an un-
natural shifting of parties in Ireland. Many of
those who had opposed the measure before it
became law, now decided to make the best of what
could no longer be prevented. The orators of the
Patriot Party passed over to the English Parlia-
ment and were practically lost to Ireland. The
aristocracy who had upheld the Irish Parliament
gravitated towards the new seat of (Gtovernment
and abandoned a capital deserted by the Parlia-
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ment of their pride. They sent their children to
be educated in England, and in the second genera-
tion they began to call themselves not Irishmen
but Englishmen. The representatives of both
these parties became in time convinced upholders
of the Union and their influence in Ireland was
thrown in favour of the maintenance of the status
quo. To this ‘‘ Unionist” party must be added
the Orange party who stood for Protestant
ascendancy. Much as they disliked the Union
to begin with they came to see in the end that,
unaided, they could not stand for long against the
claim of their Catholic fellow-countrymen for
political equality. The one thing that reconciled
them to the Union was its possibilities in securing 1
the Protestant interest. To this attitude they have
remained faithful ever since, and in the course of
the century they were joined by the majority of
the Protestants of Ireland. Ulster, at one time
the chief strength of the United Irishmen, became
the headquarters of extreme and even fanatical
support of the Union. Here ‘‘the Protestant
interest,”’ carefully fostered as an instrument of
English influence in Ireland, founded its citadel,
the rallying point of opposition to ‘‘ Irish’’ claims.
After Connaught, the most definitely ““Celtic’’ por-
tion of Ireland (in spite of the Ulster Plantations),
its extreme Protestant sympathies, carefully
fostered by the Protestant clergy into a bigotry
that has become grotesque, converted the dominions
of the O’Neills and the O’Donnells into a desperate
and apparently irreconcilable antagonist of Irish
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national interests. Besides, Ulster suffered less
than the rest of Ireland from the economic effects
of the Union. Though the population of Ulster
has been almost halved as the result of it, the
¢ Ulster custom’ saved the tenants from some of
the worst abuses of the land system of the other
provinces, and the prosperity of the linen trade,
never endangered by collision with English
interests, did not suffer by the measure; while the
greater wealth of the manufacturing districts made
» the burden of unfair taxation (which repressed
commercial and industrial enterprise in the rest of
Ireland) less felt than it might have been. A
mistaken view of their own interests, and an
equally mistaken view of the real aims of the rest
of their countrymen (a mistake sometimes
encouraged by the tactics of their opponents)
converted Protestant Ulster into an attitude which
ignorance has represented as a consciousness of
a racial difference between itself and the rest of
Ireland. But even in Ulster there still remain
many Protestant Irishmen to whom the recollection
of the days of the United Irishmen is like the
recollection of the Golden Age. Still faithful 1o
the doctrines of equality, fraternity and freedom
they are the last links of the chain which once
bound Ulster to the cause of Ireland.

On the other hand Catholic Ireland as a whole,
and especially its leaders, ecclesiastical and other,
viewed the enactment of the legislative Union with
a Kind of apathetic despair. ~Nothing apparently
was to be hoped from the Irish Parliament in
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the direction of real religious equality or reform
of the franchise: nothing more could be expected
from armed resistance after the signal failure of
the rebellion. The country was occupied by an
English army and, whatever they thought, they
must think in silence. Hopes were held out that
the Union might bring Catholic Emancipation,
that the Catholic clergy might receive a State sub-
sidy similar to that given to the Presbyterian
ministers. They were to find that Catholic
Emancipation was no more to the taste of
England than to that of the Irish Parliament
and that a State subsidy to the Catholic Church
would only be granted at the price which Castle-
reagh desired the Presbyterian ministers to -pay
for the Regium Donum. But for the moment they
did nothing and there was nothing that could be
done. Entitled to vote but not to sit in Parlia-
ment, but half-emancipated from the bondage,
material and moral, of the Penal Laws, they had
no effective weapon at their disposal within the
constitution, and the only other weapon that they
had had broken in their hands. They were forced
into a position of silent and half-hearted protest.
and have ever since been at the disadvantage of
having to appear as the disturbers of the existing
order. The hopes held out by the promoters of
the Union were not realized without prolonged and
violent agitation, and the cause of Ireland appeared
doubly alien, clothed in the garb of a Church
alien to the legislators to whom appeal was made.
That the national cause was first identified with the
(D 407) B
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claims of Irish Catholics to religious equality is
the damnosa hereditas of Irish Nationalism in the
nineteenth century. The music of *‘ the Pope’s
Brass Band’’ drowns the voice of orator and poet.
The demand that the nation as a whole should no
longer be compelled to support the establishment
of the Church of a minority was represented as
a move on the part of the Roman Curia to cripple
Protestantism in the United Kingdom. The de-
mand for the reform of the worst land system in
Europe was looked upon as a resistance to the con-
stitution inspired by the agents of the Vatican.
The Irish people asks for nothing, but the Pope
or the Irish Catholic hierarchy, working in dark-
ness, is supposed to have put it into their heads,
though the Trish people have taught both Pope and
Bishops many lessons upon the distinction between
religious authority and political dictation.

Thus there gradually developed during the
nineteenth century the Unionist and the Nationalist
parties, the former upholding the legislative
Union though not averse (upon pressure) to the
concession of administrative reforms: the latter
under many forms claiming in greater or lesser
measure the abolition of the fons et origo malorum,
the withdrawal from the people of Ireland of the
right to an independent legislature. The historic

“claim to complete independence has on many
occasions been modified in theory or abated in
practice by the National leaders: but a survey of
the history of Ireland since the Union shows that,
with whatever apparent abatements or disguises
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the claim may have been pressed, there has always

been deep down the feeling that behind the Union

lay the Conquest, the hope that to repeal the one
. meant a step upon the road to annul the other.



IRISH NATIONALISM IN THE NINE-
TEENTH CENTURY.

The political history of Post-Union Ireland
opens with an armed rebellion. Robert Emmet
for an abortive attempt to seize Dublin Castle was
condemned and executed in 1803. His rising was
the last effort of the United Irishmen. Since the
Union, and for more than a century after his
death, the country was governed under a species
of martial law, and Coercion Acts were matters of
almost annual enactment. The Government
~ could not count on the steady loyalty of any class
of the community. The Orange societies required
to be placated, the Presbyterians to be muzzled,
the Catholics to be suppressed. Castlereagh’s
administration was a frank recognition of the fact
/| that Irishmen as a body were hostile to the Union,
and that any means might be employed to keep
them quiet. TFor more than twenty years the
Catholics waited in vain for the fulfilment of the
hopes of emancipation held out at the time of the
Union. Meanwhile ‘“ the bonds of Empire’ con-
tinued to be drawn tighter and tighter. In 1817
the Irish Exchequer, the belated relic of Ireland’s
1ndependent ‘exisfence, was amalgamated with
that of England, and the long history of the
financial oppression of the country began. At

; 18
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last in 1823 Catholic Ireland began the public
agitation of its claims for civil equality with Irish
Protestants. The agitation, justifiable and neces-
sary in itself, natural and dignified had it taken
place in an independent Ireland and had it been
of the nature of an appeal to the justice of their
fellow-countrymen, assumed the inevitable form of
an appeal to a foreign legislature for a justice
denied them at home. The Catholic Association
founded in 1760 was revived by Daniel O’Connell
and in six years’ time, so strong was the feeling
aroused, the Iinglish Government yielded, for fear
(as the Duke of Wellington confessed) of a ecivil
war. O’Connell had talked as if he were ready
for anything and the Duke of Wellington seems
to have thought that he meant what he said. It
was the first victory for °‘ moral force’’ and
O’Connell became enamoured of the new weapon.
Next year the Tithe War broke out and ended in
1838 in an incomplete victory, the Tithes, instead
of being abolished, being paid henceforth in money
as an addition to the rent. But before the Tithe
War ended, O’Connell (now member for Clare in
the Imperial Parliament) had founded the Con-
stitutional Party by giving his support to Lord
Melbourne’s Government. For O’Connell’s policy
there was this to be said: that, the Union being
an accomplished fact, the only way to secure legis-
lative benefits for Treland was through the only
means recognized by the constitution: that, both
English parties being equally indifferent to the
special interests of Ireland, it was sound practical

§
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18 THE EVOLUTION OF SINN FEIN

policy to secure by an alliance with one or other,
as occasion might dictate, some special claim upon
its consideration and (incidentally) some hope of
appointments to Government positions of Irishmen
in sympathy with the majority in Ireland: that the
only alternative was open defiance of the Constitu-
tion and the sacrifice of what otherwise might be
gained by its recognition. Against his policy it
could be urged that to employ constitutional forms
was to recognize a constitution repugnant to his
declared convictions; that appeals to the Parlia-
ment of the United Kingdom tended in practice to
intensify Irish divisions and to break up the
nation into two groups of litigants pleading before
a bar which viewed them with an indifferent
disdain; that in any case success in the appeal
- would be the result of accident and circumstance
or be dictated by the interests of English policy.
Between these two views of Irish national policy
Ireland has been divided and has wavered ever
since.

But O’Connell, having been successful once,
seems to have conceived it possible to be successful
always, and he decided to attempt the Repeal of
the Union. It is hard to suppose that he thought
this possible by any means which he was prepared

"to use. In 1840 he founded the Repeal Associa-
‘tion, and in two years’ time he had “practically the
“hole of Catholic Ireland, and a small but
enthusiastic body of Protestants, behind him.
Monster meetings were held all over the country.
Repeal Clubs were founded, recruits pressed in,
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““ moral force,” in the form of threats that ‘‘ he
would either be in his grave or a freeman’’ within
a reasonable time, was employed by ‘the leader.
But when the Government proclaimed the meeting,
~announced to be beld on Sunday, October the 8th,
1843, at Clontarf, chosen as the scene of Brian
Boroimhe’s crowning victory over the Danes,
O’Connell yielded at discretion. No reform, as he
proclaimed afterwards, was worth the shedding of
a single drop of human blood ; and Brian’s battle-
field saw the troops wait all day long for the foe
that never came. Unable to persuade, O’Connell]

was unprepared to fight, the enemies of Repeal.)”

But the Repeal Association continued: the Repeal
members of Parliament either were (like O’Con-
nell) arrested and imprisoned or withdrew from
Westminster to deliberate in Ireland upon Com-
mittees of the Repeal Association on matters of
national moment. As time went on, O’Connell
(and still more his worthless son, John) gave the
Association an ever-increasing bias towards
sectarianism and away from Nationalism. He
fought the ‘‘ Young Ireland” Party, as Davis,
Gavan Duffy, John Mitchel and their associates
were called, who carried on the purely national
and liberal traditions of the United Irishmen, and
finally forced them to secede. Their paper 7'he
Nation, founded in 1842, was until its suppression
the mouthpiece of the liberal and really National
Party. It voiced in impassioned prose and verse

the aspirvations of the historic Irish nation. Tts .

guiding spirit, Thomas Davis, was a member of
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a Protestant family in Mallow, and its contributors
comprised men of all creeds, Irish and Anglo-Irish,
who looked forward to the revival of Irish culture,
of the Irish language and of an Irish polity in
which room would be found for all sons and
daughters of Ireland, free to develop as one of the
family of European nations, released from all out-
side interference in national concerns. But Irish
divisions, fostered by the Union, fomented by
statecraft and furthered by many Irishmen, grew
steadily more pronounced. Thomas Davis and his
friends, at the risk of misunderstanding and mis-
representation, did their utmost to promote union
on the basis of a common pride in Ireland’s past
and a common hope for Ireland’s future. The
Committees of the Repeal Association worked hard
at reports upon Irish needs and Irish conditions.
They promoted the composition and publication of
Repeal Essays pointing to the results of the Union
in diminishing manufactures and in an im-
poverished national life. They had a temporary
success, and their writings were destined to supply
inspiration to their successors, but they were
battling with a running tide. The moderate
people, tired of the struggle, were finding in
Federalism a resting place between conviction and
expediency or had made up their minds to accept
the Union. The gradual process of Anglicization
' went on apace. The establishment in 1831 of the
Board of National Education under the joint
management of Catholic, Protestant and Presby-
terian dignitaries was, in spite of much opposition,
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making sure headway. It was destined to destroy
for all practical purposes the Gaelic language
which till then had been in common use in all
parts of Ireland. It proscribed Irish history and
Irish patriotic poetry in its schools. It was seized
upon by ecclesiastics of all persuasions and made,
in the name of religion, a potent instrument of
a policy of internal division and mistrust. It placedf
education, with all its possibilities of national
culture and national union, in the hands of a Board
definitely anti-national in its outlook, working
through instruments to whom sectarian prejudices
meant more than national welfare. Had Davis
lived he might have done much with his great
gifts, his tolerant spirit and his heroic temper: his
death in 1845 was one of the greatest losses which
Ireland suffered during the nineteenth century.
O’Connell, whose later activities had been almost
wholly mischievous, died two years later just as
the full horror of the Famine burst upon the
country. The Government which had assumed
responsibility for the interests of Ireland, met this
awful visitation with an ineptitude so callous as
almost to justify John Mitchel’s fiercest denuncia-
tions. While the crops were being exported from
the country over 700,000 persons died of starvation
and as many again by famine fever. When the
fever and famine had done their work, the clear-
ances began. The population fled from the
country where there was nothing left for them
or, if they did not fly, they were shipped off by
the landlords to leave room for the development of



22 THE EVOLUTION OF SINN FEIN

grazing farms. From 1846 to 1851, one million
and a quarter of the population ‘‘ emigrated,” and
in the next nine years they were followed, thanks
to the same causes, by another million and a half.
During the same period 373,000 families were
evicted from their holdings to provide room for a
handful of graziers.

The Famine and its consequences seemed a final
proof of the failure of the English Government to
preserve the elementary interests of Ireland, and
a section of the Young Irelanders could see no
other remedy than an appeal to force, if they were
to regain independence and keep Ireland from
destruction. John Mitchel' seceded from 7he
Nation and founded 7The United Irishman, in
which week after week with extraordinary elo-
quence and courage he advocated the policy of
resistance. He advised the peasantry to procure
arms, to manufacture pikes, if nothing better could
be had, to resist the official searches for arms (for
a stringent Coercion Act had been one of the
weapons with which the Government combatted
the Fawine) and to refuse to allow food to leave
the country. He appealed in a series of letters to
the Protestant farmers of Ulster to help Ireland
as they had helped before in the days of the United
Irishmen. Had all the leaders of the Young
Ireland Party possessed the spirit of Mitchel, and
had any of them known how to organize a rebel-
lion, they would not have lacked a very formidable
following. But Mitchel was arrested, sentenced
and transported before anything was done and the
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actual outbreak under Smith O’Brien and Meagher
was doomed to failure from the outset.

Mitchel had advanced far beyond ‘“ moral force”
and the Repeal of the Union. He had definitely
renounced the idea of arguing the Union out of
existence : he regarded no policy as either practic-
able or manly which did not begin and end in the
assertion that Ireland was a free country and was
prepared to adopt any and every means to put her
freedom into practice. Like all the Young Ire-
landers, he had begun his political life as a
Repealer and a follower of O’Connell ; he had ap-
pealed to the Irish gentry to act again as they had
acted in 1782. But Irish history since the Union
and especially the experiences of the Famine years
(there had been several partial famines before 1846)
was making some serious thinkers very sceptical
of a political solution which left one of the main
factors of politics out of account. The man who
saw the defects of the Repeal solution and exposed
them most trenchantly and convincingly was
James Fintan Lalor. In a series of letters and
articles written for 7The Nation and for the Irish
Felon he expounded a theory of nationality which
went to the very roots of political facts. His
policy was not Repeal; ‘“ I will never,” he said,
‘“ contribute one shilling or give my name, heart,
or hand, for such an object as the simple
repeal by the British Parliament of the Act of
Union.”  The facts of everyday life in Ireland
showed that a new social system was required, the
old baving had its day. ¢ There was no outrise



24 THE EVOLUTION OF SINN FEIN

or revolt against it. It was not broken up by
violence. It was borne for ages with beggarly
patience, until it perished by the irritation of God
in the order of nature.”” So long as a system
remained in which the land of Ireland was not in
possession of the people of Ireland, no repeal or
other measure purely political would avail. 1If the
landlords were to remain (and Lalor had no desire
to expel them if they were willing to submit to
the paramount right of the nation) they must accept
their titles to whatever rights should be theirs from
the Irish nation and the Irish nation only. *‘ The
principle I state, and mean to stand upon, is this"”
(he wrote) ‘ that the entire ownership of Ireland,
moral and material, up to the sun and down to the
centre, is vested of right in the people of Ireland;
that they, and none but they, are the landowners
and lawmakers of this island; that all laws are
null and void not, made by them, and all titles to
land invalid not conferred and confirmed by them ;
and that this full right of ownership may and
ought to be asserted and enforced by any and all
means which God has put in the power of man.”
The coming of the lean years culminating in the
Famine had taught Lalor the overwhelming
importance of the question: ‘“A revolution is
beginning to- begin which will leave Ireland
without a people unless it be met and conquered
by 2 revolution which will leave it without land-
lords.””  Failure to observe (or to see the im-
portance of) the land question had led to the defeat
of Mitchel and Smith O’Brien. ‘‘ They wanted
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an alliance with the landowners. They chose to
consider them as Irishmen, and imagined they
could induce them to hoist the green flag. They
wished to preserve an Aristocracy. They desired,
not a democratic, but merely a national revolu-
tion. Who imputes blame to them for this?
Whoever does so will not have me to join him. I
have no feeling but one of respect for the motives
that caused reluctance and delay. . That delay,
however, I consider as a matter of deep regret.
Had the Confederation, in the May or June of ’47,
thrown heart and mind and means and might into
the movement I pointed out, they would have made
it successful, and settled at once and for ever all
quarrels and questions between us and England.”’
But though Lalor insisted on the importance of
the question of the ownership of the soil and con-
fessed complete indifference to Repeal, an indif-
ference which he claimed was largely shared by
the people of Ireland (for Repeal, as he said, the
Irish wolf dog ‘ will never bite, but only bark’’)
he was a land reformer, not out of a lack of interest
in political questions, but out of an intense belief
in the realities of politics. He never joined the
Repealers, partly because O’Conuell and his fol-
lowing disgusted him; as he says in a letter to
Gavan Duffy: ‘“ Before I embarked in the boat 1
looked at the crew and the commander; the same
boat which you and others mistook in ’43 for a
war frigate because she hoisted gaudy colours and
that her captain swore terribly. I knew her at
once for a leaky collier-smack, with a craven crew
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to man her, and a sworn dastard and a foresworn
traitor at the helm—a fact which you and Young
Treland would seem never to have discovered until
he ordered the boat to be stranded and yourselves
to be set ashore.”” This language may be unneces-
sarily vigorous and hurtful but the judgment is
not essentially unjust. But it was not merely
disgust which kept Lalor out of the Repeal ranks.
He disbelieved utterly in the Repeal of the Union
as a solution for the Irish question. It was in the
first place impracticable. ‘“ You will NEVER,
in form of law, repeal the Act of Union. Never,
while the sun sits in heaven, and the laws of nature
are in action.  Never, before night goes down on
the last day.”” What was, however, practicable
was to claim‘the land, refuse to pay rent for it, and
institute a protracted, obstinate and violent resist-
ance to the attempt on the part of English troops
to take it back again. Once the land was again
in the possession of the people of Ireland their
ulimate policy would be clear. “‘ Not the repeal
of the Union, then, but the Conquest—not to dis-
turb or dismantle the Fmpire, but to abolish it
utterly for ever—not to fall back on 82 but act
up to ’48—mnot to resume or restore an old constitu-
tion, but found a new nation and raise up a free
people, and strong as well as free, and secure as
well as strong, based on a peasantry rooted like
rocks in the soil of the land—this is my object.”’
*“ Not the constitution that Wolfe Tone died to
abolish, but the constitution that Wolfe Tone died
tn obtain—independence; full and absolute inde-
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pendence for this island, and for every man
within this island.”” Lalor knew well enough that
this meant fighting in the long run, but he thought
that it was worth fighting for while Repeal of the
Union was not: but who was to lead the fight?
Little was to be looked for from the Repeal
leaders, content with ‘‘a small Dublin reputa-
tion,” with neither the desire nor the talents to
lead a nation. His last article in the Irisk Felon,
written while Smith O’Brien and Meagher were
in prison, is an impassioned appeal for someone to
lead a nation that was only waiting for a man.
“ Remember this—that somewhere and somehow
and by somebody, a beginning must be made.
Who strikes the first blow for Ireland? Who
draws first blood for Ireland? Who wins a wreath
that will be green for ever ?”’

The perennt fronde corona which Lalor promiser
has not yet been won and may never be won by
the means which Lalor thought of, but the
influence of his writings upon later Irish political
thought has been profound. The Repeal Move-
ment brought out three men of real genitus—Davis,
Mitchel and Lalor. Davis was always more than
a simple Repealer; his mind took in too great
a range, his knowledge was too wide, his common-
sense too great, to see in Repeal of the Union the
ultimate end of Irish political endeavour. Mitchel
abandoned Repeal for Revolution in hot blood and
out of a haughty heart. Lalor had the cool head
and the keen eye and the sense of reality which
Mitchel lacked; but though he wrote less and did
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less and suffered less, what he lost in immediate
reputation he gained in his influence over a later
age and in a wider field.

The situation of Ireland in the years immediately
following the Famine was tragic. On the one side
was starvation, impotence, despair. The starva-
tion might have been, and in any normally governed
country would have been, averted: but Ireland
was in the unnatural position of being governed by
outsiders who had absolutely no interest in the
country beyond that of ensuring that it should not
govern itself: seeing the remedy for its misery,
but unable to employ it, in the face of an army
which not all the fiery eloquence of Mitchel and
Meagher could persuade the starving people was
capable of being defeated by a mob of pikemen,
Ireland sank back into an apathetic and moody
despair from which it took many years to recover,
during which the life of the nation almost drained
away. On the other side was the Government,
indifferent to the misery of its victim, determined
that nothing, not even the extinction of the race,
should alter the fixed resolve of England to be
absolute and sole master in Ireland. The failure
of the Rebellion of 48 was not to the rulers of
England a matter altogether of congratulation. A
highly-placed personage, able to gauge with
accuracy the sentiment of the Fnglish ruling
classes, wrote: ‘‘ There are ample means of crush-
ing the rebellion in Ireland and I think it is now
very likely to go off without any contest, which
people (and I think with right) rather regret. The
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Irish should receive a good lesson-or they will
begin again.”” The awful mortality trom famine
and pestilence was regarded with a kind of
chastened and reverential gratitude, as an unex-
pected interference of Providence for the extirpa- |
tion of the hated race. In the then temper of
England no revolution had the least chance of
sympathy or success. It would have been crushed,
whatever the cost. d
But though prostrate, despairing and depleted
Treland still claimed her rights, though for a few
years it seemed as if they had been tacitly waived.
The Repeal agitation died, and its place was taken
by the Irish Tenant League which aimed not at
interference with constitutional arrangements but
at the solution of the land question, not in the
radical method advocated by Lalor but by legisla-
“tion securing certain rights to the temant, the
elaim of the landlord to be owner of the land being
left untouched. Lalor had foretold that on the
land question Ulster instead of being ‘‘ on the
flank’” of the rest of Ireland would march with it
side by side: and Gavan Duffy in his League of
the North and South went some length in the way
of securing the co-operation of the Northern
Tenant Righters. At the same time the Irish
representatives in Parliament formed the begin-
ning of an Independent Parliamentary Party,
holding aloof from any binding alliance with
either English Party but combining at need with
the party most favourable at the moment to Irish
claims. But the new policy proved a failure within
-(D 407) C
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three years, partly by the treachery of members of
the party, but chiefly through the inherent hope-
lessness of the position of any Irish party then in
Parliament. Besides, the Tenant League had 1o
contend with the masterful personality of Cardinal
Cullen, an .ecclesiastic of the TUltramontane
School, who spent his life in the endeavour, tem-
porarily successful, to throw the whole weight of
his Church against the just claims of the nation.
During the abortive attempt at a constitutional
policy, the survivors of the party of Mitchel and
Lalor were not idle. Tt cannot be said that Ireland
had at this time come to recognize the futility of
parliamentary agitation, for it cannot be said to
have given it a sufficient trial: but the results of
it had so far been disappointing, and the tradition
of independence was still fresh, and its spirit
strong. The new form which was assumed by the
Separatist movement after the failure of ’48 was
that known as the Fenian Society, or the Irish Re-
publican Brotherhood. Its chief organizers, James
Stephens, John O’Mahony, John O’Leary and Thos.
Clarke Luby had all been ‘‘ out’ in ’48. Stephens
and O’Mahony had lived in Paris till 1850;
Stephens then returned to Ireland, gaining his
living as a teacher of French, while O’Mahony
went to New York. :Both in Ireland and New
York the teaching of the two friends found ready
listeners, and an amazing success. The Irish in
'America were only too ready to return to Ireland
to overthrow the Government in whose authority
they saw the source of their country’s misfortunes
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and their own exile. On the conclusion of the
American War thousands of Irishmen who had
fought under Grant or Jackson were ready to place
their services at the disposal of an Irish leader.
But they found no one of sufficient ability and
prestige to lead them. Smith O’Brien and the
other survivors of the Young Ireland Party had
become constitutionalists. John Mitchel, though
he went to Paris to act as treasurer for the Society,
refused to take any more active part. O’Mahony
and the Americans wanted to equip and despatch
an expedition: James Stephens, who had under-
taken to organize the movement in Ireland, insisted
that American assistance should be confined to
money. The money came in slowly and though
Stephens could enrol a revolutionary army he
could not equip it. The Americans too wanted the
rising to take place before Stephens thought the
time was ripe, and the consequent quarrel between
the' Irish and American leaders was fatal to the
chance of success. In any case little real progress
was made until the year 1865, but the work of
preparation went steadily on. The organization
in Ireland, which at first was without a name, the
oath of membership being merely an oath of
allegiance to the Irish Republic, was formally
inaugurated on St. Patrick’s Day, 1858. In 1859
the Government, becoming alarmed, broke up the
Phenix Society of Skibbereen, an independent
organization, and the members later on joined the
Fenians. All the forces of the Church and the
influence of such recognized leaders as were left
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were arrayed against the new organization.
Fenians were refused the rites of the Church for
being members of a secret oath-bound society, and
at least one member has left upon record that
having to choose between Faith and Country he
chose Country. The TFenians boldly defied
Cardinal Cullen and his clerical agents. The
Irish People, founded in 1862 under John O’Leary
ag editor, took up the Cardinal’s challenge and
faced consistently and courageously the question of
‘“the priest in polities.”” It did incaleulable
service to the Fenians by its courage and frank-
ness. In the same year Belfast and Ulster were
brought within the Fenian Circle. By 1865 there
were, 1t was claimed, 13,000 sworn Fenians in the
army, rather more in the militia, and a good
many of the police had joined as well. Stephens
judged it time to prepare for action, but his
. despatches to the country ordering preparations to
begin fell into the hands of the police. The office
of the Irish People was seized, Habeas Corpus was
suspended and the jails were filled. Stephens him-
self was arrested some weeks afterwards.  After
his escape from Richmond Prison he lay hid for
three months in Ireland and then escaped to France
and America. Whether better fortune would
have crowned his work if he had gone on in spite
of the arrests is a nice question. Some at any rate
of his followers judged that he had missed his
chance. The subsequent attempt in ’67 under
American leaders fared no better; and General
Massey, arrested at Limerick Junction, judged it
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better to avoid bloodshed by giving full informa-
tion to the Government.

The Fenian Movement, as it was called, was both
in Ireland and America avowedly republican and
separatist from the very first.  Stephens wished
to establish one form of government only-—an
Irish Republic, and he believed in only one method
—that of armed revolution. He refused steadily
to have anything to do with tenant rights or parlia-
mentary parties or tactics.

The avowed object of the Republican Brother-
hood had failed, but it brought about two measures
of Irish reform, long agitated and overdue, but
neglected until the events of ’65 and ’67 brought
home to a disdainful Parliament the realities of
the abuses and of the feelings which their con-
tinuance had aroused. The Irish Charch Act and
Mr. Gladstone’s first Land Bill were due to the
Fenians. They were not formally concessions to
Fenianism, as the Fenians were concerned first of
all to establish a Republic and then to decide upon
reforms for themselves; the Government merely
supposed that by mending two intolerable abuses
they could cut the ground from under the revolu-
tionary movement. This policy could be only
partially successful : but it succeeded so far that
for a period of thirty years there was no Irish
party that openly and conmsistently proclaimed its
adhesion to the doctrine of complete separation.

The Home Rule policy put forward by Isaac
Butt in 1870 fell far short even of O’Connell’s
Repeal. Its object was to set up, not an indepen-
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dent, but a strictly subordinate, Parliament in
Dublin: the effect of this proposal (whatever its
authors may have intended) would have been to
consolidate the Union by removing opportunities
of friction and of discontent. But even the
appearance of a reversal of the policy of the Union
was distasteful to Parliament; and the Irish
members exhausted themselves in providing an
annual exhibition of eloquence and passion for the
delectation of a languid or tolerant audicnce.
The pathetic and humiliating performance was
ended by the appearance of Charles Stewart
Parnell who infused into the forms of Parlia-
mentary action the sacred fury of battle. He
determined that Ireland, refused the right of
managing her own destinies, should at least
hamper the English in the government of their
own house: he struck at the dignity of Parlia-
ment and wounded the susceptibilities of English-
men by his assault upon the institution of which
they are most justly proud. His policy of parlia-
mentary obstruction went hand in hand with an
advanced land agitation at home. The remnant of
the Fenian Party rallied to his cause and sus-
pended for the time, in his interests and in further-
ance of his policy, their revolutionary activities.
For Parnell appealed to them by his honest
declaration of his intentions: he made it plain both
to Ireland and to the Irish in America that his
policy was no mere attempt at a readjustment of
details in Anglo-Irish relations but the first step
on the road to national independence. He was
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strong enough both to announce his ultimate inten-
tions and to define with precision the limit which
must be placed upon the immediate measures to be
taken. During the years in which he was at the
head of the National Movement practically all
sections of Nationalists acknowledged his leader-
ship and his policy. If he was not able to control
all the extreme elements that grouped themselves
under his banner it was no more than might have
been expected. Neither he nor the Irish Repub-
lican Brotherhood was responsible for the murders
perpetrated by the Invincibles, who had no con-
nection or sympathy with the Fenian policy; but
their excesses were used, and used with effect, to
damage not only Parnell’s position but the claims
of Ireland. It was he himself who gave to his
enemies in the end the only fatal weapon which
they could use against him: but the prompt use of
it by his own party was a portentous event in Irish
politics.  For the first time the Irish people not
alone conformed to the exigencies of an alliance
with an English party, but allowed that party to
veto their choice of a leader. Parnell himself had
once said ‘‘ As the air of London would eat away
the stone walls of the House of Commons, so would
the atmosphere of the House eat away the honqur
and honesty of the Irish members.” Certainly
the tortuous ways of party politics had destroyed
their loyalty, and though a small band proved
faithful to him in spite of the Liberal veto, the
majority came to a decision, practically dictated
by the Irish hierarchy and acquiesced in (even if
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reluctantly) by a majority of his countrymen, to
terminate his position as leader.  But, though
this betrayal seemed to have destroyed the cause
for which he had fought, it may be, questioned
whether it was really more than a symptom of the
inherent weakness of his position. The utmost he
could gain in the direction of Home Rule, the
utmost anyone could have gained under the
limitations which he himself imposed upon his
policy, fell markedly short of the minimum which
a majority of his followers thought attainable at
once and of what he himself announced to be the
ultimate object of his policy. He is remembered,
not as the leader who helped to force a Liberal
Government to produce two Home Rule Bills, but
as the leader who said ‘‘ No man can set bounds
to the march of a nation.”

The death of Parnell marks the end of an‘epoch.
A strong, romantic and mysterious personality, he
won and kept the affections of the Irish people in
a way which had been possible to few leaders before
him and which none has attained since. The
history of Irish politics for years after his death
was a story largely of small intrigue, base person-
alities, divided counsels and despairing expedients ;
and the policy which eventually emerged, for
which Mr. John Redmond was responsible, was
widely removed from that of Parnell. The policy
to which Mr. Redmond’s adhesion was given was
that of a Home Rule which might be described
as ‘“ Home Rule within the Union,’”’ a Home Rule
which in return for a local legislature and internal
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control, resigned to the Imperial Parliament all
claim to the right to a foreign policy and to all
that would raise Ireland above the level of an
inferior dependency. It is true that Parnell
would have obtained little more than this, if he
had lived; but he would have obtained it in a
different way and would have accepted the conces-
sion with a gesture of independence. Post-
Parnellite Home Rule has been based largely upon
the ground that a better understanding between
the two countries is desirable in the interests of
both; that government in Ireland is less efficient,
more costly, less appreciated than it would be if it
were administered by the people of Ireland them-
selves, with a due regard to the interests and
general policy of the Empire; its justification is
found in the success of the self-governing colonies
who, thanks to being responsible for their own
affairs, are contented, prosperous and loyal part-
ners in an Imperial Commonwealth. All this is
true, but it is a truth that would have carried no
meaning to the mind of Parnell. To.him the
British Empire was an abstraction in which Ire-
land had no spiritual concern; it formed part of
the order of the material world in which Ireland
found a place; it had, like the climatic conditions
of Europe, or the Gulf Stream, a real and pre-
ponderating influence on the destinies of Ireland.
But the Irish claim was to him the claim of a
nation to its inherent rights, not the claim of a por-
tion of an empire to its share in the benefits which
the constitution of that empire bestowed upon its
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more favoured parts. For some years after Par-
nell’s death the leaders of the Irish Parliamentary
Party felt obliged to maintain the continuity of
tradition by using the language of the claim for
independence and to speak of ‘‘ severing the last
link’” which bound Ireland to England; but even
in America and Ireland such expressions were
beard less and less often from official Nationalists.
The final attitude of the Irish Parliamentary Party
1s admirably summed up in the words of Mr. John
Redmond : “ Our demand for Home Rule does not
mean that we want to break with the British
Empire. We are entirely loyal to the Empire as
such and we desire to strengthen the Imperial
bonds through a liberal system of government.
We do not demand such complete local autonomy
as the British self-governing colonies possess, for
we are willing to forego the right to make our own
tariffs and are prepared to abide by any fiscal
system enacted by the British Parliament . . . .
Once we receive Home Rule we shall demonstrate
our imperial loyalty beyond question.”

Ten years before these words were used the Sinn
Fein movement had begun, as a protest against the
conception of national rights which made such
language possible, as the latest form which the
assertion of national independence has assumed.




SINN FEIN.

Of the origin of this name as the title of a
political party a pleasant tale is told. It is said
that some people, convinced that (in the words of
Davis) ‘ the freeman’s friend is Self-Reliance,”
and wishing to make it the basis of a national
movement, being anxious for a suitable Irish name
for such an idea, applied to a famous Irish scholar
to furnish it. He told them a story of a country
servant in Munster sent with a horse to the fair.
The ]élorse was sold and the servant after some days
appeared in his master’s kitchen, worn out but
happy, and seated himself on the floor. To the
enquiries of some neighbours who happened to be
there, as to where he had been and what he had
done, he would give no answer but ¢ Sinn fein
sinn fein.” The prodigal servant’s witty reply
eludes the translator. o his hearers it conveyed
that family matters were matters for the family:
but it was no mere evasion of a temporary or per-
sonal difficulty. It was the expression of a universal
truth.  Society is divided into groups, large or
small, which have their own problems and their
own interests. Their problems they can best solve
themselves, and of their interests they are them-
selves the best judges. The solutions and the judg-
ments will not always commend themselves to out-
siders; but though outsiders cannot be denied the

39
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right to hold and to express their opinions they
have no rights of veto or of interference. This
right of independence, however, is subject in
practice to serious limitations, and the history of
human society is largely the history of the recon-
ciliation of the competing interests and claims of
social groups, each claiming to be in the last resort
rightfully independent. One of such groups is
the nation, and it is generally recognized that
nations as such have rights analogous to those
exercised by other social groups. They may be
forcibly deprived by another and stronger group
of rights the exercise of which seems to the
stronger to be inimical to its own interests; or
rights may be surrendered in return for what may
be judged to be a fair equivalent. But it is not
held that rights can be extinguished by force or
that, if a suitable opportunity should occur, they
may not be regained either by force or by agree-
ment. These things are generally acknowledged
in the abstract; but in concrete instances there is
seldom an equal unanimity: and a nation whose
rights are in abeyance (especially if it be in the
interest of a stronger neighbour to prevent their
-exercise) is in a position which seldom admits of
a simple or harmonious solution. Ideally it has
a right to complete independence: practically it
has to be content with as much independence as it
can make good; and the methods which it may
employ are various, always open to challenge and
compassed by uncertainty.

A nation may maintain its moral and spiritual,

v
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long after it has forfeited its material and political,
independence. To such a nation the more valuable
part of its independence has been preserved. But
it is hardly possible in the long run for g nation
which has become materially and politically
dependent upon another to retain its moral and
spiritual independence unimpaired. The loss of
the latter is the final stage in national decline.
To the founders of Sinn Fein a national condi-
tion was presented to which no other remedy than
their own seemed to offer the prospect of relief.
All previous efforts to recover the political inde-
pendence lost by the Act of Union had ended in
disaster and disappointment. Force had been
tried and proved unavailing : the experiences of 48
and ’67 had left little doubt upon the minds of
reasonable men that the attempt to regain Irish
independence by force of arms was (however
heroic) an impossible and foolish attempt.  We
believe’ (wrote the chief exponent of Sinn Fein)
¢ with the editor of the Irish World that the four-
and-a-quarter millions of unarmed people in Ire-
land would be no match in the field for the British
Empire. If we did not believe so, as firmly as
we believe the eighty Irishmen in the British
House of Commons are no match for the six
hundred Britishers opposed to them, our proper
residence would be a padded cell.”” But if force
of arms had proved useless, so had constitutional
agitation. There was no argument of public
justice, public expediecney cr public generosity
which had not been urged without effect upon
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Parliament. Irish members had been arguing
against the Union for a hundred years: there was
no point of view from which the case could be
presented that had been overlooked. When Parlia-
ment seemed to listen and to be prepared to act it
was found not to have heard the arguments for
independence but arguments for a different kind
of a Union. The belief that nothing was to be
expected from Parliamentary action received later
a striking confirmation : for when the Irish demand
was whittled down to a bare minimum and all
claim to independence expressly renounced, a pre-
text was found in the exigencies of English
political relationships for refusing even that.

Not only had political independence gone beyond
the chance of recovery by either force or argu-
ment but material independence had followed it.
The trade, commerce and industries of Ireland
which had flourished during its brief period of
independence had dwindled since the Union and
from causes for which the Union was directly
responsible. The ¢‘equitable proportion” of
Imperial taxation to which the taxes of Ireland
had been restricted by the terms of the Act of
Union had proved to be inequitable, so that Ireland
was overtaxed to the extent of two-and-three-
quarter millions of pounds per annum: new taxes
in defiance of the Act had been imposed : Ireland,
again in defiance of the Act, had been made jointly
responsible for a debt which was not her own:
Irish banks and Irish railways were managed not
with reference to Irish interests but in the interests
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of English finance and English trade: the Irish
mercantile marine was no more: the mineral
resources of the country in coal and iron remained
undeveloped lest their development might act
unfavourably upon vested interests in Great

Britain. The population had declined at a rate .

without parallel in Europe: even TUlster, pro-
claimed to be prosperous because Protestant and
Unionist, had seen the population of its most
““loyal >’ counties almost halved in the space of
seventy years. Nothing but the removal cf the
cause could arrest this spreading decay, and the
cause was declared to be irremovable: to tamper
with it was to lay an impious hand upon the Ark
of a grim Covenant.

But the last refuge of independence was still
safe—resolve was still strong—no weakness of
acquiescence, no dimness of spirit, no decay of the
soul was as yet to be discerned}4 An answer to

"these questions might be found in the history of
the language and of what the possession of a native
language implied. Up to the time of the Union
the Gaeliec language had preserved intact, in spite
of Penal Laws and the instruments of repression,
all that was most vital in the national spirit.
Tales of warriors and heroes, of the long wars of
the Gael with the stranger, the sighs of love and
the aspirations of devotion, satire and encomium,
all the literature and song of a people were
enshrined in the native tongue. Behind it, as
behind an unassailable rampart, the national
culture was preserved, in misery and degradation,
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it is true, the mere shadow of what it was and
might be, but still its existence was secure. Thé
Irish language was understood all over Ireland,
and was the familiar tongue of three-quarters of its
inhabitants. It was not a necessary consequence
of the Union itself that this should be destroyed,
but it was a necessary consequence of the measures
which the Act of Union made it possible to take.
The English Government decided to embark upon
the task of ‘ civilizing’’ the inhabitants of Ireland
by a comprehensive system of practical education.
In 1831 the ¢‘ National > Education system was
founded and before the centurywas old its work
was done: it had “‘ educated >’ Ireland out of its
traditional civilization and culture. The authors
and administrators of this system were sincere and
well-intentioned men : they believed that they were
removing a disability and conferring a benefit.
They regarded igmorance as barbarous and dis-
graceful; and what was ignorance if it was not

- inability to write, read, and speak the English

wnrd £

tongue? A love of learning had always distin-
guished the Irish people; and here was the learn-
ing, for which so many vain sacrifices had been
made in the past, brought in full measure to their
very doors. Everything that might induce sus-
picion of the Danai, dona ferentes, was carefully
avoided. The Catholic Archbishop of Dublin held
a seat on the Board and no book was sanctioned
by the Board without his unreserved acquiescence.
The Catholic clergy were encouraged to take
a share in the administration of the schools and to

W

» LT R e ;_;Lu..,} - eesubd nid Y

PIC r g Yy LT amgl~ onghotwm

< - N
A s Fare pran Timtads o alke . - e Oacfiv

ol 4

e A



SINN FEIN 45

supervise or impart the religious instruction of the
pupils. It was the avowed policy of the Board to
avoid anything that might savour of proselytism
on the one hand and of the perpetuation of sectarian
discord on the other. - Pupils of the two creeds
were to meet together on equal terms and in
friendly rivalry in the classroom, while their
particular religious interests were entrusted to
their respective clergy. But this paternal care
for the susceptibilities of Irish children, this care-
ful abhorrence of sectarian animosities, went hand
in hand with an elaborate disregard of every dis-
tinctive national feeling and characteristic. Eng-
lish was the language of the school, while Irish
was the language of the fireside and of the street.
Irish history was ignored: references to national
and patriotic sentiments were carefully exeluded,
as a possible disturbing influence, from the ap-
proved text books: while the privilege of being
“ British,”” and the duty of feeling it to be a
privilege, were carefully inculcated.

It may seem extraordinary that such a system
should have been accepted, even if the attempt to
impose it were made. But in fact the bribe of
knowledge is a great bribe; and in this case the
consequence of taking it was in obscurity. To
learn English was to possess the only key to the
knowledge that was offered, and when English was
learnt, the language of “ progress ”’ crushed the
language of tradition. A few far-seeing Irishmen,
like Archbishop MacHale, saw the inevitable
tendency and endeavoured to correct it; but in
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general no one noticed that the Irish language was
going until everyone noticed that it had gone.
Men’s minds were set upon other things. The
struggle for political independence and political
and social equality absorbed energy and attention,
ard the political struggle had to be carried on by
men who understood English. O’Connell’s elec-
tion for the county of Clare struck a deadly blow
at the preservation of the language and at all that
the preservation of the language implied: he him-
self, with a miserable servility, refused to speak
any tongue but the tongue of Parliament. The
National Board .of Education did not, it is true,
escape criticism : but the criticism was directed not
to its educational shortcomings or to its anti-
national bias, but to its policy of *religious
indifference.”” The Presbyterian ministers were
up in arms against a system by which ‘¢ the
Gospel > was excluded from the schools. They
claimed the right to conduct the schools sup-

<ported by the Board in defiance of the terms upon

which the Board had promised to support them.
They contended for the principle of a programme
in which the reading of the Bible might at any
moment without notice be substituted by a Presby-
terian teacher for any item on the programme for
the day, any Catholic children who happened to
be in attendance being allowed to withdraw, the
responsibility for the child’s spiritual loss being
solemnly laid upon the shoulders of the parents.
The Protestant clergy, who were supposed as part
of their duty to keep schools in their parishes,
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though they had neglected the duty for gemera-
tions, followed with similar claims. They stirred
up their congregations until mobs took to wreck-
ing the National Schools in counties like Antrim
and Down, and rifle clubs were formed under the
patronage of the local aristoeracy for the defence
of their threatened Bibles. Under the Ultra-
montane leadership of Cardinal Cullen the Catholic
clergy adopted a similar attitude. They alleged
that the National system was hostile to their faith.
‘Whatever danger to the faith had been contained
in it had at any rate escaped the vigilance of Arch-
bishop Murray and the authorities whom he had
consulted. But the spirit of religious animosity
once let loose could not be chained ; and the system
which began by promoting the co-education of the
two creeds, ended by a segregating of the popula-
tion from infancy into hostile camps. This
accomplished the end which was designed by
nobody but reached by everybody, that of breaking
down the feeling of national unity and perpetuat-
ing feelings which it had been the aim of patriots
to obliterate.

But though the closing decade of the nineteenth
century presented a spectacle of national disunion
and apathy, of failing vigour and vanishing ideals,
it saw the beginning of a movement destined to
arrest the decline of one department of the
national life. The foundation of the Gaelic
League in 1893 may be regarded as the turning
point in the history of the language. When il
was on the verge of extinction its decline was
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stayed by the enthusiastic patriotism of Dr.
Douglas Hyde. Non-political and non-sectarian,
the League worked for the restoration, preserva-
tion and diffusion of the Irish language, Irish
music and * Irish industries. In its councils
Catholic priests and laymen worked side by side
with Protestant laymen and ministers. It not
only revived the language (its first and main
object) but it proved incidentally, as if in answer
to a frequent but foolish ecriticism, that Irishmen
of différent creeds and . political opinions could
sink their differences in the common interests of
patriotism. It kept rigidly and sternly aloof from
all connection with ‘professedly political parties.
It had no more to do with official Nationalism than
it had to do with Ulster Unionism. It resisted
with success the attempts of some of the clergy to
interfere with its programme: in the case of the
parish priest of Portarlington who objected to
mixed classes on the specious ground of public
morals it asserted its rights fo control its own
activities and established once for all, so far as it
was concerned, the principle that the sphere of the
clergy’s activities is not co-extensive with human
life. It criticized the Hierarchy with as much
independence as it would have ecriticized a local
Board of Guardians; and in the end it -won and
held the enthusiastic support of the best elements
in Irish life. Looking from things temporal and
devoting itself to things of the mind, it widened
the horizon and cleared the outlook of many dis-
tricts through all Ireland. P. H. Pearse said with
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truth ‘“ The Gaelic League will be recognized
in history as the most revolutionary influence
that ever came into Ireland.” The revolution
which it wrought was moral, intellectual and
spiritual and its influence in strengthening and
developing the national character can hardly be
over-estimated. Blamed alike for doing too much
and for not doing enough, it adhered with undevi-
ating consistency to its own programme and has
been fully justified by its work. It stimulated
activities in spheres far remote from its own. It
enriched Anglo-Irish literature through the works
of writers to whom it opened a new field and for
whom it provided a fresh stimulus. There is
hardly a writer in Ireland to-day of any promise
in either prose or verse who does not owe a heavy
debt to the work of the Gaelic League.

The Gaelic League proceeded upon the assump- 3
tion that Irishmen possessed and ought to possess
an interest in the language of their own country.
It did not argue the point or indulge in academic
discussions upon the utility of Gaelic as a medium
of communication or upon the psychology of
language. Iis simple appeal to a natural human
feeling found a response wider than could have
been evoked by a learned controversy or effected
as the fruit of a dialectical victory. But language
is only a part of nationality and the attachment
of a human being to the language of his country
iz only a special case of his attachment to the
nation.  This, though the Gaelic League held |
aloof from all politics (in the narrow sense of the
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word), is what gave to the work of the Gaelic
League a real political importance.  The stimula-
tion of national sentiment in one department gave
a stimulus to the same sentiment in other depart-
ments, and the new and vigorous national semnse
which it fostered was bound to lead sooner or later
to expression in political action. But even after
this political activity began to be manifest, the
League confined itself to its original work, and
held as much aloof from politics infused by its
own spirit as from the forms of political action
which held the field when its work began.

Sinn Fein is an expression in political theory and
action of the claim of Ireland to be a nation, with
all the practical consequences which such a claim
involves. It differs from previous national move-
ments principally in the policy which it outlines
for the attainment of its ultimate end, the inde-
pendence of Ireland: though it should be under-
stood that nearly every point in the Sinn Fein
political programme had been at least suggested
by some previpus Irish Nationalist thinker. In
opposition to the Parliamentary Party it held that
for Ireland to send representatives to Westminster
was to acknowledge the validity of the Act of
Union and virtually to deny the Irish claim to
an independent legislature. In contrast with the
National movements of ’48 and 67 it disclaimed
the use of physical force for the attainment of its
ends. While it held as a matter of abstract
political ethics that a nation subjupated against its
will by another nation is justified in regaining its
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independence, if it can do so, by any means at its
disposal, including force, yet as a matter of prac- -
tical Irish politics it renounced the use of force
unequivocally. ‘It is because Ireland is to-day
unable to overcome England on the battlefield we
preach the Sinn Fein policy,’”” wrote the principal
exponent of the policy in 1906. The remnants of
the Fenian Brotherhood had no sympathy with a
policy such as this: and though representatives
of the ¢ physical force party >’ were allowed to
express their opinions in the Sinn Fein papers,
their views were not officially adopted and never
became part of the Sinn Fein policy. At least
one prominent member of the old Fenian Party
saw reason to adopt the Sinn Fein policy in
preference to that of armed force. ‘I would
not,”” wrote John Devoy from New York in 1911,
““incite the unorganized, undisciplined and unarmed
people of Ireland to a hopeless military struggle
with England.” This renunciation of force was
however very different from O’Connell’s famous
declaration of his intention not to fight. While
Sinn Fein held that the most practical way to
establish Irish freedom in the twentieth century
was not the way of force it never concealed its
opinion that force was a legitimate method of
securing national rights. In fact no responsible
national leader has ever held any other opinion in
any country. \
Nor was the Sinn Fein Party in its inception
a Republican Party. It was strictly constitutional,
and in fact forfeited ¥:e sapport of many ardent
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Nationalists by adherence to this definitely con-

stitutional policy. 'While the Parliamentary

Party claimed to be the only constitutional party
by its use of the forms of the existing constitution,
Sinn Fein laid claim to the merit of a superior
constitutionalism. It relied upon the Renuncia-

‘tion Act of 1783 which declared that the right

“ claimed by the people of Ireland to be bound
only by laws enacted by his Majesty and the Par-
liament of that kingdom, in all cases whatever,
and to have all actions and suits at law or in
equity which may be instituted in that kingdom
decided in his Majesty’s courts therein finally
and without appeal from thence shall be and it is
hereby declared to be established and ascertained
forever and shall at no time hereafter be questioned
or questionable.”” The Act of Union, carried
as it was, was a clear breach of this declaration,
and the policy of Sinn Fein was to ignore, holding
it as null and void, the Union and every subse-
quent arrangement made in contravention of the
Act of 1783. If it came to a question of consti-
tutionalism Sinn Fein took up a High Tory atti-
tude compared with the accommodating constitu-
tionalism of the official Nationalist Party.
Though Sinn Fein as a political organization in
being did not exist till 19056 the way had been
smoothed for it and several actual steps taken
several years before. The first symptom of the
coming movement was the establishment of literary
societies which drew their inspiration from the
Young Ireland movement of the ’forties, and the




SINN FEIN 53

publication in Belfast by Miss Alice Milligan of
the Shan Van Vocht, a literary and political
journal which became a semi-official exponent of
the new Irish-Ireland movement. The centenary
celebration of the Rebellion of 1798 led to a
quickening of interest in the history of Irish
separatist movements and an endeavour was made
to keep the interest from dying out by the estab-
lishment of ’98 Clubs. Finally in 1899 the
United Irishman was founded by Mr. Arthur
Griffith.

The title which Mr. Griffith chose for his paper
is significant. The adoption of the name of John
Mitchel’s paper was more than a hint that John
Mitchel’s policy was to be'revived. But it was to
be the policy, not of the abortive revolution of ’48,
but that expressed earlier in a prescient passage.
A plan (said Mitchel) for the repeal of the Union
 must develop not one sole plan followed out to
the end, but three or four of the possible and prob-
able series of events which may evidently lead to
the result. It must show (for one way) how a
parliamentary campaign, conducted honestly and
boldly, might bring the state of public business in
Parliament to such a position that repeal would be
the only solution ; for another way, how systematic
passive opposition to, and contempt of, law might
be carried out through a thousand details, so as to
virtually supersede English dominion here and fo
make the mere repealing statute an immaterial
formality (this, I may observe, is my way) ; and
for a third way how, in the event of an European
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_war, a strong national party in Ireland could grasp

the occasion to do the work instantly :
1t should also show how and to what extent all
these methods of operation might be combined.”
In this one passage Mitchel sketched successively
the Parnell policy, the Sinn Fein policy and the
policy of the Easter Rising.

/' The United Irishman ran as a weekly paper
from March 4, 1899, to April 14, 1906. During this
time twenty-three issues were seized and confis-
cated in the Post Office and upon three occasions
in the year 1900 the paper was publicly suppressed.
In 1905 the Secret Service threatened the printer
with prosecution unless the printing of the paper
was discontinued; and in 1906 the increasing
liabilities of the United Irishman Publishing
Company (who engaged Mr. Griffith as editor) led
to the discontinuance of the paper. But before it
ceased publication the Sinn Fein Movement had
been successfully inaugurated. @ The paper was
remarkable for the ability with which it was
edited, the literary excellence of its articles both
editorial and contributed, the range of its topics
and the freedom which it allowed to the discussion
in its columns of different views. Its contributors
included many of the best-known Irish writers,

though many of them were not (or did not remain).

/ in sympathy with its political propaganda. It

championed the cause of the Gaelic League, of
native industries, of native music and of native
games. It spread information upon the mineral
resources of Ireland, its waterways, its railways,
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. its vital statistics, and the menace of emigration.
It republished as serials such standard works as
John Mitchel’s Apology and an authorized trans-
lation of D’Arbois de Jubainville’s Irish Mytho-
logical Cycle. Mr. Best contributed a series of
articles on ‘‘ The Old Irish Bardic Tales.” It
published a drama by W. B. Yeats and its columns
were always open to literary and dramatic criti-
cisms and discussions. It had a weekly column
on European politics. And finally it argued with
courage, brilliancy and passion the cause of Irish
independence.

The editorial in the first number gives a general
idea both of the style and of the teaching of the
paper. ‘‘ There exists, has existed for centuries,
and will continue to exist in Ireland, a conviction
hostile to the subjection, or dependence of the for-
tunes of this-country to the necessities of any
other; we intend to voice that conviction. - We
bear no ill will to any section of the Irish political
body, whether its flag be green or orange, which
holds that tortuous paths are the safest for Irish-
men to tread; but, knowing we are governed by
a nation which religiously adheres to ¢ The good
old rule—the simple plan—that those may take
who have the power, and those may keep who
can,” we, with all respect for our friends who love
the ‘devious ways, ate convinced that an occa-
sional exhibition of the naked truth will not shock
the modesty of Irishmen and that a return to the
straight road will not lead us to political destruc-
tion . . . . To be perfectly plain, we believe
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that when Swift wrote to the whole people of
Ireland 170 years ago, that by the law of God, of
Nature, and of nations they had a right to be as
free a people as the people of England, he wrote
commonsense ; notwithstanding that in these latter
days we have been diligently taught that by the
law of God, of Nature, and of nations we are right-
fully entitled to the establishment in Dublin of a
legislative assembly with an expunging angel
watching over its actions from the Viceregal
Lodge. We do not deprecate the institution of
any such bedy, but we do assert that the whole
duty of an Irishman is not comprised in utilizing
all the forces of his nature to procure its
inception . .. . . With the present day Irish
movements outside politics we are in more or less
sympathy. The Financial Reformers ;
are incidentally doing good in promoting an union
of Irishmen in opposition to their one enemy; the
resuscitation of our national language is a work
in which everyone of us should help; at the same
time we would regret any insistence on a know-
ledge of Gaelic as a test of patriotism. It is
scarcely necessary to say we are in full sympathy
with the objects of the Amnesty Association; but
‘we shall not at any time support an appeal to any
such myths as English Justice or English Mercy
; Lest there might'be any doubt in any
mind we will say that we accept the Nationalism
of ’98, ’48 and ’67 as the true Nationalism and
Grattan’s cry  Live Ireland—Perish the Empire I’
as the watchword of patriotism.”
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~ The political creed of the United Irishman was
the absolute independence of Ireland; and though
it did not advocate the methods of armed revolution
it opened its columns, to those Nationalists who
did: though its policy was the re:establishment of
the Constitution of 1782, not the establishment of
an Irish Republic, it contained articles written by
Repnblicans who made no secret of their views.
But the object of this, confusing to the careless or
intermittent reader, was gradually to build up a
kind of national forum in which all ‘¢ real ”
Nationalists might have their say, and to induce
a general consensus of opinion in favour of the
new policy. Its aim at first was strictly eritical
and educational. In writing of the ’98 Clubs the
editor says: ‘“ We look to them for the fostering
of a national and tolerant public opinion, which
will raise the morale of the people, so grievously
lowered by the squalid agitations of the past; we
look to them for the inculcation of the doctrine of
self-reliance, without which neither our land nor
any other can hope for salvation; and we look to
them anxiously for the teaching and training of
youth,  for our future depends largely on the
young.” Tverything was made to turn upon the
question of self-reliance and independence: what
inculcated or enhanced these qualities was good, °
what hindered them was bad or (at best) indif-
ferent.  Political independence was regarded as:
the sequel and corollary of moral independence,

and all political action that sacrificed this stood
self-condemned.  Under this condemnation fell
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in the first place the Irish Parliamentary Party:
their policy was derided as one of ‘‘half-bluster
and half-whine”’: when Mr. Redmond spoke, in
an unguarded moment, of ‘‘ wringing from what-
ever Government may be in power the {full
measure of a nation’s rights’”’ he was bluntly told
that all this was “‘ arrant humbug.” ‘¢ After one
hundred years of the British Parliament we are
poorer and fewer, and our taxation has been mul-
tiplied by ten. All the signs of the times point
to the continuance of this policy of practically
burning the candle at both ends; and our self-
respect and our status before the nations of Europe
would be infinitely raised by a manly refusal to
lend the support of our presence to an assembly
in which our interests are ignored whenever they
clash, and sometimes when they do not clash, with
“the interests of England. If our ¢ Parliamentary
representatives’ had spirit, they would have retired

“from the British Parliament when the Home Rule
Bill was defeated, and have told their constituents
that they were wasting time in fighting Ireland’s
battle with British weapons and that further repre-
sentation at Westminster was ‘neither possible
nor desirable.” That would have been a protest
that would have roused the attention of the
civilized world and even now it would be well that
such a protest should be made; for it 7s waste of
time and money and a source of degradation
to oountenance a system which ignores us.
. « +« . . By turning their attention to the
practical development of industries in Ireland and
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pledging themselves to a policy of practical sup-
port and preference for the produets of Irish
labour, our people can undoubtedly advance the
social condition and prosperity of the country ; but
while they are hoping against hope for some vague
indefinite assistance from Westminster, a genuine
manly effort in this direction is impossible.”’

If the Parliamentary Party was charged with
futility and lack of dignity, other Irish move-
ments were criticized with a similar candour.
Even the Gaelic League did not win the entire and
unqualified approval of the national Mentor. The
‘¢ persistent labouring of the fact that the
language question is non-political”’ was held o
savour of a certain lack of candour and of courage.
The Gaelic movement (it was said) had for its aim
‘“ the intensifying of Irish sentiment, the preser-
vation of Irish ideals” : it aroused enthusiasm “ by
awakening memories hot with hate and fierce with
desire of vengeance on the foreigner.” It was
asserted that ‘“ as a factor towards freedom, and
as such alone, the people will respond to its claims
upon them : for them culture has no charms” ; and
the League was bluntly told that it could not con-
tinue to pursue its policy of aloofness. ¢ With
politics,” wrote William Rooney (who seems to
have held a unique position of authority and trust
in the new movement up to the time of his early
death), ““as at present understood, and which,
after all, mean nothing but partisanship, the
Gaelic League has rightly had nothing to do; but
with politics, in the sense of some public policy



60 'THE EVOLUTION OF SINN FEIN

aiming at the reincarnation of an Irish nation, it
cannot refuse to meddle.”” The Gaelic League,
like the Parliamentary Party, pursued its way un-
disturbed : but the criticism was not unmarked.
And the Catholic clergy (so often represented as
immune from the criticism of all good Irish
Nationalists) -were faithfully (and not always
tenderly) taken to task when they wandered from
the straight path; it was said that they took no
effective steps to arrest emigration: that they
‘“ next to the British Government’’ were ‘‘ respon-
sible for the depopulation of the country’”: that
they failed to encourage Irish trade and manu-
factures: that the priests ‘‘ made life dull and
unendurable for the people’’: that the Hierarchy
had backed the Parliamentary Party against the
Nationalists of ’48 and ’67: that they were
apathetic on the question of the language. It was
asserted that the priesthood with their exaggerated
caution with regard to the natural relations of the
sexes had °‘ brought a Calvinistic gloom and
horror into Ireland”; ‘“ To-day the land is dotted
with religious edifices but the men and women
whose money built them are fleeing to America
to seek for bread.” It is high time this mon-
strous hypocrisy should be faced and fought.
While the country is making a last fight for
existence its people are. being bled right and
left to build all kinds of church edifices and endow
all kinds of church institutions and their money
is being sent abroad to England, Ttaly, and Ger-
ARyl e We strongly advise the Irish people
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not to subscribe a single penny in future towards
the eternal church building funds unless they first
receive public assurances that their money will be
expended in Ireland.””  These criticisms are
characteristic of the candour and consistency with
which the test was applied to all movements,
bodies and institutions in Ireland: were they or
were they not a factor in the material and moral
upbuilding of the Irish nation as a free and self-
reliant community.

The war against the Transvaal Republics made
the question of recruiting for the army a question
of public importance in Ireland during the early
days of the paper, and its articles on the subject
first brought it into conflict with the Castle
authorities. That Mr. Chamberlain’s policy was
directed to the extinction of Transvaal indepen-
dence was self-evident and the war on that account
was not popular in Ireland. In the Boers strug-
gling hopelessly for the maintenance of their
freedom was seen an analogue of the long Irish
struggle for independence, and any Irishman who
enlisted in the British army was denounced as ‘‘ a
traitor to his country and a felon in his soul.”
But it was not the crushing of Transvaal inde-
pendence in which the army was employed that
formed the only argument against enlisting. The
official returns of the statistics of venereal disease
in the British army were printed with a com-
mentary of provoking frankness. The excesses
of the British army in Burmah and the charges
made against the soldiers for offences against

(D7407) E
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Burmese women were insisted upon to prove that
no decent Irishman could join the army. But in
, fact it was something more than the sufferings of
he Boers and the Burmese which inspired this
Fattitude. The British army was regarded as the
instrument by which Ireland was held in subju-
gation, as the force which upheld the power to
whose interests Ireland was sacrificed. - One of the
concluding numbers of the paper printed the text
of an anti-recruiting pamphlet for the distribution
of which prosecutions were instituted. It con-
cluded: ‘“ Let England fight her own battles: we

have done it long enough. Let her arm and drill

the sickly population of her slums: the men of the
hills and country places in Ireland will go no more.
Let her fight for the extension of her Empire her-
self, for the men of the Gael are not going to be
bribed into betraying themselves and their country
again at the bidding of England.” It was found
difficult to obtain convictions against persons who
distributed these pamphlets. Even in Belfast a
jury refused to convict a man for this at the in-
stance of the Crown: though the accused made no
excuse or apology, and though his counsel said
in his speech to the jury, ¢ You are fathers and
brothers, and there is not one of you who’ would
not rather see your boys in hell than in the British
Army.”’

The seizure of the United Irishman by order of
Lord Cadogan in consequence of its anti-recruit-
ing propaganda served only to advertise its
attitude, and secure for it some of the popularity
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which attends whatever is in conflict with the
authorities in Ireland. It also urged the paper to
further efforts in the same direction and from the
time of Queen Victoria’s visit in 1900, ‘° who now
in her dotage,”” as the leader on the subject ran,
‘“ i3 sent amongst us to seek recruits for her bat-
tered army,’’ it was in constant conflict with the
Irish police.

While the United Irishman pursued its exten-
sive and boisterous business, of which this full
account is significant and pertinent, an organiza-
tion of Irishmen who shared its views generally
was being slowly formed. 1In one of the early
numbers of the paper a contributed article on “A
National Organization’ had appeared (and been
approved of in a leader), urging the forma-
tion of a party ‘‘ with the openly avowed and ulti-
mate object of ending British rule’”” in Ireland;
such an organization should honestly acknowledge
‘“its present inability to lead Ireland to victory
against the armed might of her enemy’’ and con-
fine itself ““for some time to the disciplining of the
mind and the training of the forces of the nation,
whilst impressing on it that, in the last resort,
nothing save the weapons of freemen can regain its
independence . . . . It need have no secrecy
about it whatsoever . . . . Such an organiza-
tion should . . . . require only two qualifi-
cations from its members, one, that they declare
themselves advocates of an Irish Republic, the
other, that they be persons of decent character

. It should adopt no attitude of
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antagonism to the Parliamentarians; but point
out to the people that Parliamentarianism is not
Nationalism, and leave them, in their own judg-
ment, to give it what support they pleased.
Toleration, free impersonal criticism, and sym-
pathy with every man seeking, after his own light,
the welfare of our common country, should be
distinguishing characteristics of the organization
and its members.”” Discussion of these proposals,
partly favourable, partly critical, followed and in
October, 1900, the first steps were taken in the
foundation of the Cumann na nGaedhal. Its
objects were to advance the cause of Ireland’s

national independence by (1) cultivating a -

fraternal spirit amongst Irishmen; (2) diffusing
knowledge of Ireland’s resources and supporting
Irish industries; (3) the study and teaching of
Irish history, literature, language, music and art;
(4) the assiduous cultivation and encouragement
of Irish games, pastimes and characteristics; ()
the discountenancing of anything tending towards
the anglicization of Ireland; (6) the physical and
intellectual training of the young; (7) the develop-
ment of an Irish foreign policy; (8) extending to
each other friendly advice and aid, socially and
politically; (9) the mnaticnalization of public
boards. Membership was open to ‘‘ all persons of
Irish birth or descent undertaking to obey its
rules, carry out its constitution, and pledging
themselves to aid to the best of their ability in
restoring Ireland to her former position of
sovereign independence,”” The United Irishman




SINN FEIN 65

commenting on this observes: ‘‘ It comes to inter-
fere with no policy before the people—it asks only
the help and support of Irish Nationalists

Let us be Irish in act and speech, as we pretend
to be in heart and spirit, and a few years will
prove whether the remedy is not better sought at
home among ourselves than beyond the waters.”
While the association aimed at the cultivation of
a spirit of self-reliance and the attainment of a
moral independence, it was clear that the realiza-
tion of its ideals would be a slow process and would
leave the actual political situation much as it was.
The whole Irish nation might talk Irish, play Irish
games, support Irish industries, deanglicize their
childrén, have their own ideas of foreign policy
and love one another like brothers, and yet Ireland
would not have regained independence. The ends
of Cumann na nGaedhal were remote and, if at-
tained, unsatisfactory to those to whom indepen-
dence meant more than a mere lofty disregard of
the truth that Ireland was as a matter of fact
politically dependent on another country. Some-
thing more was needed to bring the new policy (if
it could be called new) into more intimate con-
nection with political facts. The link with current
politics was supplied by Mr. Griffith in an address
which he gave to the third annual convention of
Cumann na nGaedhal in October, 1902, in which
he outlined what came to be known afterwards as
the Hungarian Policy. The new policy, instead
of adopting a neutral attitude towards existing
political parties in Ireland, boldly-declared war
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upon the Irish Parliamentary Party. The Con-
vention passed the following resolution : ¢‘ That we
call upon our countrymen abroad to withhold all
assistance from the promoters of a useless, degrad-
ing and demoralizing policy until such times as
the members of the Irish Parliamentary Party
substitute for it the policy of the Hungarian
Deputies of 1861, and, refusing to attend the
British Parliament or to recognize its right to
legislate for Ireland, remain at home to help in
promoting Ireland’s interests and to aid in guard-
/ ing its national rights.”” With this resolution
Sinn Fein may be said to have been inaugurated.
Though the policy of abstention from Parliament
came to be known as ‘‘ the Hungarian Policy’’ it
was a policy that had been advocated, and to a
certain extent practised, in Ireland long before
the Hungarian Deputies adopted it. In 1844, the
“ Parliamentary Committee of the Loyal National
Repeal Association on the Attendance of Irish
Members in Parliament’ presented a report which
contained the following: ‘“ The people of Ireland,
having in vain attempted to obtain from the
Imperial Parliament detailed measures of justice,
and with equal failure sought the restoration of
their domestic Senate or even inquiry into the
wisdom of that restoration, have at length sought
to obtain those rights by agitation out of Parlia-
ment. They have to this end arrayed them-
selves into a Toyal and National Association
to obtain the Repeal of the Union. They try to
obtain strength by the reality and display of union
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and organization. They seek converts by their
speeches, their writings, and their peaceful virtues.
They are endeavouring to increase their knowledge
and their power by reading, thinking aund dis-
cussing. And to carry out their projects of
organization, conversion and self-improvement,
they subscribe large funds fo a common treasury.
Their efforts in the Imperial Parliament having
then been so fruitless, and their undertaking at
home being so vast, they, the people of Ireland,
have consented that such of their members as seek
with ' them domestic legislation, should secede
from the Imperial Parliament and control the
agitation, instruction and organization of the
people at home.”” This report is signed by Thomas
Davis. A correspondence between Thomas Davis
and the Earl of Wicklow, to whom certain resolu-
tions of the Repeal Association had been sent,
debates the rival merits of the policies of parlia-
mentarianism and abstention. The Farl, who had
no intention of leaving Parliament, wrote: “1T
now believe that there exists amongst the British
people an anxious desire to do justice to our
country and to atone in every way in their power
for the evils of former mismanagement.”” Lord
Wicklow had formed this conviction before 1844.
The “ Hungarian Policy’’ of 1902 was framed for
the same situation and in face of the same con-
viction.

It is difficult to understand why the credit of the
policy was not claimed for Thomas Davis the Irish-
man instead of for the Hungarian Franz Dedk:
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unless it be that the policy had in the case of Ire-
land never been put into actual effective practice
and had remained fruitless of result, while in
Hungary it had seemed to have achieved its object.
Be that as it may, Mr. Arthur Griffith proceeded
to contribute to the Undted Irishman a series of
articles on ‘‘ The Resurrection of Hungary,” re-
printed in book form the same year and widely
circulated. The preface represented the policy as
an alternative to that of armed resistance : the body
of the book gave a historical account of the
struggle of the Hungarians under Dedk for the
restoration of the constitution of 1848 and its suc-
cess, due (it was claimed) entirely to Dedk’s policy
of abstention from the Austrian Imperial Parlia-
ment: the concluding chapter drew the parallel
between Hungary and Ireland, claiming that by
abstaining from sending members to Westminster
Ireland could secure the restoration of the consti-
tution of 1782. The book was interesting and
able: the narrative was presented with vigour and
spirit: but the accuracy of some of its statements
and conclusions was open to question and as a piece
of popular propaganda it was a failure. ~While
many people read it, it produced no immediate or
widespread response. Exception was taken to the
view that Ireland ought to aim at the restoration
of the constitution of 1782: exception was taken to
the substitution of a peaceful for a forcible policy.
““Tf the Irish members’’ (wrote a representative
of the latter body' of critics) ‘‘ of the English
Parliament withdrew from Westminster to-morrow
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_the government of the country would be carried on’
just as it is to-day; and so it will and must be as
long as the people forget they are Irishmen with
a country to free from a foreign yoke. The pro-
test would end in smoke unless armed men were
prepared to back it.”’

Mr. Griffith, nothing daunted, continued his
fight against on the one hand the traditional par-
liamentarianism and on the other hand the advo-
cates of physical force and revolution and the
members of the Republican Party. His claim to
independence for Ireland was to be based not upon
force but upon law and the constitution of 1782:
his claim was not a Republic but a national con-
stitution under an Irish Crown. He tried to show
in a series of articles on ‘“ The Working of the
Policy’’—which from now on begins to be referred
to as the Sinn Fein Policy—how his ideas might be
put into practice. But to carry on such a policy
as he had outlined, some political organization
other than the Cumann na nGaedhael or the ’98
Clubs was required. This was inaugurated at a
meeting held in Dublin on November 28th, 19056,
under the chairmanship of Mr. Edward Martyn.
The policy of the new body, the National Council,
was defined as ‘‘National self-development through
the recognition of the rights and duties of citizen-
ship on the part of the individual and by the aid
and support of all movements originating from
within Ireland, instinct with national tradition
and not looking outside Ireland for the accomplish-
ment of their aims.”” A public meeting held after-
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wards in the Rotunda passed the following resolu-
tion : “ That the people of Ireland are a free people
and that no law made without their authority and
consent is or can ever be binding on their con-
science. That the General Council of County
Councils presents the nucleus of a mnational
authority, and we urge upon it to extend the scope
of its deliberation and action: to take within its
purview every question of national interest and to '
formulate lines of procedure for the nation.”” Mr."
Griffith, who was the main-spring and driving force
of the movement, speaking in favour of the resolu-
tion, proposed the formation of a council of 300
to sit in Dublin and form a de facto Irish Parlia-
ment, with whom might be associated all those
members of Parliament who refused to attend at
Westminster; its recommendations should be
binding upon all County Councils and Boards of
Guardians, whose duty it would be to carry them
into effect as far as their powers extended.

With this meeting ends the preliminary stage,
and Sinn Fein formally takes its place as a duly
constituted political party with its own policy and
aims. The Ungted Irishman, the organ of its
infancy, ceased to exist, and its place was taken
by Sinn Fein.
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In the year 1906 Sinn Fein emerged from the )/
region of ideals and abstractions, of academical
discussion and preliminary propaganda, into the
arena of Irish party politics with a fully formu-
lated practical policy. Taking constitutional .~
ground with the dictum that ‘¢ the constitution of
1782 is still the constitution of Ireland,” it pro-
posed to show how the people of Ireland, keeping
within the letter of a law which they could not
otherwise break, might render nugatory the effort
to hold the country in dependence upon England
in pursuance of the Act of Union. It proposed toyv
arrest the anglicization of Ireland by recovering
for the Irish people the -management of those
departments of public administration in which the
anglicizing process was working most markedly to
the detriment of Irish interests and which might
be remodelled without any actual breach of the
existing law. In the first place it seemed neces-.
sary to take education in hand, and by the intro- —
duction of a system more in accordance with Irish
needs and capabilities and characteristics, en-
deavour to train,up a generation of young Irish
men and women, imbued with a national spirit
and national pride, capable of taking their part
in the agricultural, industrial and administrative
life of the country. County Councils might do

71
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much in this direction through their intimate con-
nection with the administration and policy of the
Department of Agriculture and Technical Instruc-
tion ; a wise use of the means placed by the Depart-
ment at their disposal might in a few years
revolutionize to the advantage of Ireland the
entire education of the country. The young men
and women thus trained might form the nucleus
of an Irish Civil Service, if the County Councils
could be induced to abandon their ‘‘ patronage”
in the positions at their disposal and throw them
open to competitive examination; others of these
trained Irishmen might be employed in an
unofficial Irish Consular Service to the great
advantage of Irish commerce, handicapped in
foreign markets by English consuls in the interests
of the English commercial houses. Pressure could
be brought to bear upon the Irish banks to adopt
a policy more in sympathy with Irish trade and
industry. There was deposited in Irish banks a
sum of £50,000,000, the savings of the people of
Ireland; yet these banks invested this money in
English securities (the Bank of Ireland during the
South African War even lent money to the Eng-
lish Government without interest) while Irish
industries were starving for lack of the capital
which the banks refused to lend. The Stock
Exchange, controlled by the Government, neglected
to quote shares in Irish companies that might be
formed for the furtherance of particular industries
in particular districts, discouraging investors who
were thus left unable to dispose of their shares in




THE EARLY YEARS OF SINN FEIN 73

the ordinary way. It was hoped that public bodies
as well as private persons could be induced to bring
pressure to bear on the banks by withdrawing or
withholding accounts until they should adopt a
more patriotic policy, though it was more difficult
to see how the Stock Exchange could be dealt with.
The difficulties put by railways and their heavy
freights on the exchange of commodities could be
obviated by a development of the Irish waterways -
under the controliof popularly elected bodies: the
County Councils should see to this and to ques-
tions such as afforestation and the encouragement
of home manufactures by specifying their use in
the giving of contracts for institutions under their
control. The Poor Law system shoidld be re-
modelled in accordance with Irish sentiment and
the money expended upon it spent in Ireland
upon Irish goods. To ensure the advantage of
foreign markets without English interference an
Irish Mercantile Marine should be established,
what could be done even by a poor country in
this way being shown by the example of Norway,
where nearly everyone was at least part owner of
a ship.

But to stimulate and foster native industry and
native manufacture was to Mr. Griffith (whose
writings on economic matters formed a kind of
gospel for Sinn Fein) an urgent and supreme duty.
He was convinced that until Ireland became an
industrial as well as an agricultural country her
economic position was insecure. Thinking always
in terms of national independence, which he inter-
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preted to mean national ability to dispense with
outside assistance, he looked forward to a time
when Ireland should be able not merely to feed
her population from her own resources, but to
supply them with nearly all the other necessaries
of modern life. Irish coal and iron existed in
abundance to supply the necessary fuel and raw
material ; there was plenty of native marble and
other stones for building; Irish wool and hides
were once famous over Europe for their abund-
ance and excellence.  All that was required to
make Ireland once more a prosperous manufactur-
ing country was at her disposal within her own
boundaries, and only waited for the podlicy that
would call out her latent powers. In an indepen-
dent State the encouragement required would be
forthcoming in protective legislation, pursued
until the protected industry became established
and able to compete on favourable terms with
similar industries in other countries, the work of
protection being limited strictly to the task of
building up a temporary screen to shelter a bud-
ding national industry from the wind of competi-
tion until its strength was established. The Irish
Parliament in the days of its independence had
adopted this policy, which had enabled it during
its short life to secure to Irish manufactures an un-
precedented prosperity. But Ireland, deprived of
legislative powers, might fall back upon a less
secure but still efficacious method of protection.
Irish consumers might refuse to purchase English
goods while Irish goods of the same quality were
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to be had, and be content to pay in an enhanced
price their share of what under other circumstances
the State might have expended in bounties to the
industry ; publiec bedies might insist upon the use
of goods of Irish manufacture; port authorities
should arrange port dues so that they should fall
most heavily on manufactured goods brought into
the country, and should publish periodical returns
of the imports of manufactured goods at every
port in Ireland; Irish capital should be invited -
and encouraged to undertake the development of
the country on industrial and commercial lines,
being assured, in the support of industrial and
corporate public feeling, of encouragement and
success in its enterprise.

In expounding this theory of protection and of
the vital necessity to a country of developing its
industrial life Mr. Griffith was confessedly follow-
ing the economic doctrines of the German
economist Friedrich List, ‘‘ the man whom Eng-
land caused to be persecuted by the Government
of his native country, and whom she hated and
feared more than any man since Napoleon—the
man who saved Germany from falling a prey to
English economics, and whose brain conceived the
great industrial and economic Germany of to-
day.”” A man with credentials like these might
well be listened to with profit. The commercial
policy that made the New Germany could not fail
to make a New Ireland, and List made seductive
promises. He foretold an increase in population
by a combination of agricultural and industrial
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enterprise greater in proportion than by the
development of either industry ot agriculture by
itself: he denied the possibility of intellectual
progress to a country relying solely or mainly
upon agriculture: culture marched behind the mill
and the factory. But the chief merit of the policy
undoubtedly was that it promised a self-contained
and independent economic existence, serving as
the basis of a distinctive national culture.

The merits of List’s theories in the abstract it
is for economists to determine: but the comcrete
instance of the commercial expansion of Germany
seemed at the time a sufficient vindication of their
merit. But Germany was an independent State,
competent to fix its own tariffs, give State encour-
agement to its industries and determine its own
destinies. Ireland could do none of these things:
the efforts of individuals, societies and local bodies

would have to supply the place of legislative -

control, their efforts must be voluntary and would
be difficult to control and co-ordinate. To ensure
the will to follow out the suggested policy if it
were even accepted, and to secure its acceptance,
was a work of argument and controversy, and to
secure a sympathetic or even attentive audience
was not easy. Great claims were made upon the
national intelligence and the national conscience,
and success could only be ensured by practical
unanimity. Unanimity was not to be had, and
could hardly be expected in the near future: the
task of securing it was one to tax the resources of
a generation of apostles, in the absence of some

e e——
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cataclysm which might involve a complete change
in the general outlook and ensure the acceptance
of the policy by the mere force of circumstances.
Meanwhile something might be done to co-ordinate
spasmodic and voluntary effort. In the absence
of a Parliament it might be possible to bring to-
gether a representative assembly whose directions
and decisions might carry a moral sanction to the
conscience of an awakened public and to this end
it was proposed to constitute a Council of Three
Hundred, forming a de facto Irish Parliament. A_
similar council had been suggested by O’Connell,
prolific of expedients: but, sterile in execution,
he had never permitted it to meet and transact
business. The expedient was now to be revived:
the Council was, upon report from special com-
mittees (such as those that had been appointed by
the Repeal Association) ‘‘to deliberate and for-
mulate workable schemes, which, once formulated,
it would be the duty of all County and Urban
Councils, Rural Councils, Poor Liaw Boards, and
other bodies to give legal effect to so far as their
powers permit, and where these legal powers fell
short, to give it the moral force of law by instruct-
ing and inducing those whom they represent to
honour and obey the recommendations of the
Council of Three Hundred, individually and col-
lectively.””  Finally, Arbitration Courts were to -
be instituted to supersede the ordinary courts of
law in civil cases, which ‘‘ would deprive the cor-
rupt bar of Ireland of much of its incentive to
corruption” and foster a spirit of brotherhood.
(D 407) ' F
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Such was the new policy: and it was claimed
that ““ not on recognition of usurped authority,
but on its denial-—mot on aid from our enemies
but on action for ourselves, the Sinn Fein policy
1s based. Its essence is construction and its march
to its ultimate political goal must be attended
at every step by the material progress of the
nation.”” The work of exposition and instruction
was carried on partly in the columns of Sinn Fein
partly by means of clubs and branches through the
country. A branch was formed in Belfast in the
early autumn of 1906, and at the meeting of the
National Council a month later it was announced
that there were already twenty branches in
existence. At that meeting resolutions were
passed in favour of boycotting articles of common
consumption from which the British Exchequer
derives its chief revenue (a measure recommended
long before by the Young Ireland Party), in
favour of new systems of primary and secondary
education, of competitive examinations for County
Council appointments and of a National Banking
System.

The Appeal which the National Council issued
for support was based on the ground that the
Council ‘‘ denies the right of any foreign legis-
lature to make laws to bind the people of Ireland,
denies the authority of any foreign administration
to exist in Ireland, and denies the wisdom of
countenancing the existence of an wusurped
authority in Irish affairs by participating in the
proceedings of the British Parliament.”
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The two years following 1906 saw a great
advance in the spread of Sinn Fein prineciples.
Debates were organized with members of the other
Nationalist organizations, reading rooms were
established and lectures given. In Belfast, the
Dungannon Club, a separatist organization which
had for some time published a small and ably con-
ducted paper called the Republic, as well as a’
series of pamphlets, now amalgamated with the
West Belfast Branch of the National Couneil.
Every care was taken to prevent the movement
assuming a sectional as distinet from a national
tendency. Every instance of intolerance towards
a fellow-Irishman committed by members of any
political party was faithfully pilloried in the
columns of Sinn Fein. When the Westport
Guardians (for example) demanded the dismissal
of Canon Hannay from his chaplaincy for being
the author of 7he Seething Pot, which offended
the political sensibilities of the worthy Guardians,
he found no more strenuous advocate, and the
Guardians no more unsparing critic, than Sinn
Fein. In Dublin the movement was particularly
strong, and even succeeded in securing the return
of some of its candidates at the elections to the City
Council. When the Liberal Government in 1906
offered Mr. Redmond, in place of a Home Rule’
Bill, what was known as the Devolution Bill, the
sincerity of English parties in their dealings with
Ireland began to be widely questioned and Sinn
Fein received an additional impetus. An official
Sinn Fein handbook, ¢‘ Leabhar na hEireann,
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the Irish Year Book,”” was published containing,
in addition to articles on the Sinn Fein policy, a
number of valuable statistics with reference to
Irish resources, enterprises, movements and
parties, both pelitical and religious. At last in
1908 the time seemed to have come for contesting
a parliamentary election. Mr. C. J. Dolan, the
sitting member for North Leitrim, declared him-
self a convert to the new movement. He resigned
his seat_and offered himself for re-election as a
Sinn Fein candidate. He polled less than a third
of the votes, and Sinn Fein received a serious set-
back. In fact the ground had not been sufficiently
prepared. A weekly paper, supplemented by a
few pamphlets, with no great circulation outside
Dublin, was an insufficient instrument with which
to achieve the success of a new policy within two
years. It was proposed and attempted to repair
the error by the establishment of a daily edition of
Sinn Fein. But the movement had made no pro-
gress among the more prosperous classes. The
paper was in difficulties from the start and an
attempt to make it more popular by increasing it
from four pages to eight committed it beyond
recall to failure. Meanwhile a Sinn Fein Co-
operative Bank had been established, and, pushing
ahead, the party issued a programme to which
candidates for election to all elected bodies in Ire-
land were to be asked to subseribe. They were
asked to pledge themselves to support the inde-
pendence of Ireland, a system of protection for
Irish industries, the establishment of an Irish
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Consular Service and an Irish Mercantile Marine,
a general survey and development of the mineral
resources of Ireland, an Irish National Bank,
National Stock Exchange and National Civil
Service, National Courts of Arbitration, a
National System of Insurance, National Control
of Transit and Fisheries, a reform of the
educational system, the abolition of the poor-
houses, the gradual introduction of the Irish
language as the official language of public
boards. In addition they were to agree to refuse
to recognize the British Parliament, and to dis-
courage the consumption of articles paying duty
to the British Treasury and the enlistment of
Irishmen in the British Army.

This ambitious programme met with little or
no response, and with the collapse of the daily
paper the apathy of the general public became
more marked. On the mass of Unionist Ireland,
especially in Ulster, Sinn Fein had practically no

v

influence. The movement for the reform of the

financial relations between England and Ireland
which had followed the publication of the Report
of the Financial Relations Committee in 1896 had
been the last All-Ireland movement in which
Unionist Ulster had taken part. But after a brief
period of enthusiasm the movement had come {fo
nothing. Though the Report showed that Ireland
had been since the Union, and partly in contra-
vention of the express termns of that Act, the victim
of grave financial injustice, being over-taxed to the
amount of two-and-three-quarter millions of
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pounds per dnnum, nothing was done to remedy
the grievance. The English Government was
obdurate: the landlords gradually ceased to take
any prominent part in the movement for fear of
prejudicing their class interests.  Unionist Ire-
land, especially in Ulster, allowed its morbid 4
suspicion of everything in which the rest of the OY
country was interested to overbear (as_usual) its r‘a
kpatriot}ism and its common sense, and Nationalist
Ireland lost interest in the matter in pursuit of
other objects. The Financial Reform Association
had been dissolved in 1899 and the country settled
down again to the old political struggle. The
Nationalist Party fought shy of the raising of all
fundamental questions. Tts policy was to ‘‘ wrest
from whatever Government was in power the full
measure of a nation’s rights,”” that is to say, to
gain as full a measure of Home Rule from either
Liberals or Conservatives as the exigencies of
English politics and the opinion of the English
public might make possible. Their aim was not
to educate Irish public opinion or to convinee Irish
opposition. It was taken for granted that the
Liberal Party would some day bring in a Home
Rule Bill and carry it against the Conservative
Party, and that that would end the matter: that
the Conservatives (according to the English party
system of government) would accept ‘ the verdict
of the people,”” yielding to the inevitable, and that
the Irish Unionists would have to follow suit. To
discuss the fundamentals of the problem, to endea-
vour to unite Irishmen (so far as argument and a
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generally understood common interest could unite
them) was tiresome, irrelevant and tending to the
subversion of party disciplines For the policy
now adopted by the Parliamentarians ‘‘ a united
party”’ was above all things essential; and the
unity desired meant not merely a common aim but
an agreement upon all details: the great offence
was ‘‘ faction,”” and under faction was comprised
all independent criticism either of policy or of
principle. A party thus constituted was, if things
went well and it was_ wisely led, an invaluable
instrument of parliamentary warfare at West-
minster; but if things went wrong or a mistake
was made, or if Westminster should cease at any
time to be the centre of interest, disaster was sure
to follow. And this conception of the duty of an
Irish National Party overlooked the possibilities
latent in Ulster Unionism. To an extent, not at
the time fully grasped by anyone in Ireland, it 3
stood not for the Unionist Party, as that party was

understood in England, but for itself alone. The
exigencies of party warfare required that it, like
the Nationalist Party, should attach itself to an
English party; that it should adopt the parlance
of English parties; that it should deelare its un-
bending loyalty to Imperial interests and the
British Constitution. But if was not inclined to
admit in practice that the British Constitution
could override its own particular interests. It
could not be ignored or flouted with impunity;
it was the rock upon which all schemes based upon
the peaceful possibilities of English parliamentary
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situations were destined in the end to make ship-
wreck.

But the rock was not yet in sight and its
existence was unsuspected. It was common
ground to the two Irish parties that the arena was
Parliament and that the prize should go to the
party which won the game according to West-
‘minster rules. It is easy now for those who kept
their eyes shut to say that they would have opened
them if everybody else had not been born blind,
and it would be more dignified to say nothing.
But the fact remains that the mistake was made.

During the lean years for its policy that followed
1908, Sinn Fein continued persistently to preach
its doctrines: that to obtain *‘ the full measure of
a nation’s rights’’ Ireland must rely not upon out-
side aid but upon her own efforts : that all Irishmen
had a common interest, and that interest not the
interest of FEngland: that all Irishmen, whether
called Nationalist or Unionist, were brothers in a
common country impoverished and weakened by
the loss of independence resulting from the Act
of Union, and that to recognize their common
interests and understand one another was their
immediate object. Tt published articles on the
destruction of Irish industries in the interests of
those of Iingland, a destruction arrested by the
Constitution of 1782, and acting without restraint
since the loss of that Constitution by the Act of
Union. It welcomed literary contributions by the
most eminent Irish men of letters, without dis-
tinction of politics or religion: it preached un-
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ceasingly the doctrines of toleration and goodwill
amongst Irishmen. But as the prospect of the
triumph of parliamentarianism through its
alliance with the Liberal Party grew brighter,
interest centred more and more upon the doings of
Parliament and the vicissitudes of parliamentary
fortunes. Now at last the dream of a century was
to take shape in something resembling a substance,
and the time for discussion, arrangement and
accommodation was over. In April, 1910, Sinn
Fein announced on behalf of its party that Mr.
John Redmond, having now the chance of a life-
time to obtain Home Rule, will be given a free
hand, without a word said to embarrass him. But
it was difficult not to speak sometimes. When the
Liberal Budget left the House of Commons that
month, before the veto of the House of Lords had
been abolished, Mr. Redmond’s acquiescence in
these tactics was freely censured. When in the
autumn of the same year Mr. Redmond committed
himself to the declaration: ‘“ We do not want to
discontinue our representation in the House of
Commons when Home Rule comes; we desire to
have Irish members sitting at Westminster not only
to form a nucleus of the ultimate Federal Parlia-
ment of the Empire, but also to assist in legisla-
tion concerning Great Britain and TIreland col-
lectively,”” the declaration was quoted with dis-
gust. The Home Rule of the Liberal Party was
indeed far removed from the Constitution of 1782.

Sinn Fein took no official part in the elections of
1910, preferring, as 1t said in its official organ, to
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remain ‘ wholly free from any moral responsi-
bility’’ for the legislation offered by the Liberals
to the Parliamentary Party, while retaining the
right to examine, criticise and warn! This was
not purely an act of self-sacrifice. In fact Sinn
Fein was never at so low an ebb.  While the
country was drifting farther and farther in the
direction of Home Rule, Sinn Fein was insisting
more and more upon first principles. Its official
attitude of warm approval of the work of the Gaelic
League was exchanged for one of insistence upon
the urgency of making Irish the national language.
““We must begin again,”
an Irish-speaking people, or there can be no future
of national independence before us.” With Eng-
land on the one hand and America on the other,
120,000,000 people speaking English, the danger
to the language was, imminent. * We {freely
admit,” it proceeded, ¢‘ that this conclusion is not
one we sought nor one we desired. The conviction
has forced itself upon us and has been with some
reluctance accepted by us.”” And it continued to
speak plain language about the Home Rule which
now seemed inevitable: ‘‘ No scheme which the
English Parliament may pass in the near future
will satisfy Sinn Fein—no legislature created in
Ireland which is not supreme and absolute will
offer a basis for concluding a final settlement with
the foreigners who usurp the government of this
country. But any measure which gives genuine,
if even partial, control of their own affairs to
Irishmen shall meet with no opposition from us

said Sinn Fein, ¢ to be
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and should meet with no opposition from any
section of Irishmen.” So far was Sinn Fein at
this time from any desire to do more than infuse
a new spirit into Irishmen, favourable to the
eventual future development of the policy outlined
by the National Council, that it expressly dis-
claimed the title of a party. ¢ It is not our busi-
ness,”’ was the conclusion of a pamphlet issued by
the Belfast Branch of Sinn Fein, ‘‘ to make one
more party among the political parties of Ireland,
nor to carry on a party propaganda nor to waste
time quarrelling with any political party. Above
the cries of contending parties we raise the cry of
Treland and Irish independence—an independence
in the gaining of which Catholic and Protestant
will be shoulder comrades as they were a century
ago, and in the advantages of which they will be
equal sharers. Not an Ireland for a class or a
creed, but an Ireland for the Irish, and the whole '
of the Irish, not an Ireland fettered and tram-
melled by England, but mistress of her own
destinies, evolving her own national life and build-
ing for herself an ever-increasing prosperity. We
can leave the past with its bitter memories, its
bigotries and its feuds to those whose property it
is, the reactionaries who here, as in every country,
would stem the tide of ‘national advancement. We
have to recognise the nation, rather than parties
within the nation ; for it is greater than any party,
and in the service of the nation all men have an
equal right as well as an equal duty.”



SINN FEIN AND THE REPUBLICANS.

v~ From 1910 to 1913 the Sinn Fein movement was
) practically moribund.  Political attention in Ire-
land was largely centred on the fate of Home Rule
and the tactics of the Irish Party at Westminster
\_or the struggles of the Party at home with Mr.
William O’Brien and the All-for-Ireland League.
The Constitution which Ireland might enjoy in
- 1914 was of more pressing interest than the merits

of the Constitution of 1782.

But there were other forces at work in Ireland
in opposition to the two official parties of Unionists
and Nationalists. There were in the first place
the survivors of the Fenians, the Irish Republican
Brotherhood, whose ideal was an Irish Republic,
independent of any connection with England or
indeed with any other country. Fenianism had
become to all outward appearance practically dead
in Ireland. It had suffered, in the opinion of some
at least of its members, from the fact that it had
put revolutionary action first and the preaching
of republicanism second. As one of them wrote
afterwards, ‘‘ The Fenian propagandist work in
the sixties was entirely separatist with practicallv
no reference to Republicanism. Rightly or
wrongly I have always held the view that the
absence of the deeper Republican thought amongst
our people accounted for a considerable amount of

88
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the falling away after ’67.”” The people whose
republican sentiments were weak ‘‘ dropped back
into the easier path leading only to a much modi-
fied national independence.”  Accordingly after
1867 the Fenians attempted to make republicanism
an essential part of their propaganda. There had
been a large number of Protestant Irishmen
among the Fenians, and, as Republican sentiment
had been traditional in Ulster since the days of
the United Irishmen, it seemed that a movement
aiming at an Irish Republic might have more
chance of success among Ulster Protestants than
any form of ‘“ Home Rule.” Besides, the ‘“ New
Departure,” the alliance of Fenianism with
Parnell in the Land War, had weakened the move-
ment still more. ‘¢ It was disastrous,’”” says the
same authority, ‘‘ to the Fenian movement as such,
but it drove the Land League through to a degree
that no really constitutional movement could ever
have reached.” In allying itself to some extent
with Parnell, in abandoning for the time in his
interests its revolutionary propaganda, it seemed
to have weakened its own moral force, while it
did not succeed in winning even Home Rule. And
the fact of its being of necessity a secret society
brought it under the ban of the Church. Fear of
ecclesiastical censure most often kept young Irish-
men out of Fenianism. It was not enough for the
Fenians to say, as they did, that to the existence
of a secret society whose aims were lawful there
was no moral or theological objection. The
experts in morals and theology said that there
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was, and their word, and not that of the Fenians,
was accepted on the whole as final. And the
actions of the Invincibles during the Parnellite
struggle had gravely compromised not Parnell
only but the Fenian Party, to which they were
supposed to belong. As a matter of fact the Irish
Republican Brotherhood had nothing to do with
them. It had no sympathy with, nor reliance on,
their policy of political assassination. A member
of the Brotherhood who joined the Invincibles
was regarded as having broken his oath to its
members and its constitution. But this was not
generally believed, any more than Parnell’s state-
ment that he had been no party to the brutal
murder of Lord Frederick Cavendish; and the
prestige of Fenianism was lowered. Still, the
Irish Republican Brotherhood was in existence as
a centre of separatist and republican thought and
the imminence of Home Rule could not but
stimulate its interest.  Its members must either
decide to. lend their support to Mr. Redmond as
it had once been lent to Parnell, or te come out,
whether openly or in private, as his opponents.
The Irish Republican Brotherhood was not the
only centre of republican thought in Ireland. In
1896 the Irish Socialist Republican Party had been
founded in Dublin by James Connolly, the ablest
organizer and writer which Irish Labour has yet
produced. Under his editorship 7he Workers’
Republic became an organ of Secialism and
Republicanism in their application to Irish condi-
tions. The new party took its part in Irish
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political activities. It joined the movement to
commemorate the Rebellion of 1798, the work of
the United Irishmen whose political ereed had been -
republican. Along with other Irish Nationalists
it joined in the work of the Irish Transvaal Com-
mittee and helped to erganize and equip the Irish
Brigade which fought on the side of the South
African Republics.” But till after the General
Election of 1910 it made no attempt to enter Irish
politics as an independent party. It remained in
its constitution a purely trade union party though
sympathetic with, and ready to lend its aid in, the
Irish national movement. In 1911 the proposal to
found a combined political and industrial move-
ment was defeated by only three votes at the
Congress held at Galway, and in the following
year the Clonmel Congress decided to found ‘‘ an
Irish Labour Party independent of all other parties
in the country, in order that the organized workers
might be able to enter the proposed Irish Parlia-
ment as an organized Labour Party upon the
political field.”” Though the Irish Labour Party
was not professedly republican, and though its
political activities were confined for the time to the
enforcement of the political interests of Irish
Labour, yet the leaders and a considerable number
of the rank and file were undoubtedly republican
in their aims and sympathies.

The Irish Labour Party had need, in truth, to
be independent of all existing political parties in
“Ireland. The Ulster Unionist Party was definitely
and irrevocably committed to the Conservative and
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capitalist programme. It would as soon have
admitted to its ranks a professed dynamitard as
a professed socialist (whatever his views might
have been on the subject of the Legislative Union).
On Socialism the Church could not be expected
to smile (and did not smile) and its attitude deter-
mined that of the Irish Parliamentary Party.
The Party was in a delicate position : it could not

say a word against Socialism for fear of offending ¢

the English Labour Party, whose votes were

required in the parliamentary struggle: it could

not say a word in favour of it for fear of offending

the Church. It was sitting upon a razor’s edge .!

and a word too much in either direction might

easily disturb its balance. So it voted steadily,
manfully and silently for Labour measures in *
England and left its action to the country. In
the frame-work of the Sinn Fein programme there .

was no place for Labour. Among all its plans for
the relief of Ireland from the evils of the English
connection there was none for the relief of the
evils of which the workers complained. Tts
official organ was against strikes, and even con-
sidered that the connection of Irish with English
Labour was an act of treachery to the country.
Some of the most pungent criticism to which the
party was subjected came from the paper founded
in 1911 by James Larkin, 7%e Irish Worker and
People’s Advocate. In its first number, the editor
defined his attitude to the O’Brienites, the Irish
Parliamentary Party and Sinn Fein. He described
the last as a “ party or rump which, while pre-
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tending to be Irish of the Irish, insults the nation
by trying to foist on it not only imported
economics based on false principles, but which
had the temerity to advocate the introduction of
foreign capitalists into this sorely exploited
country.”’  ‘ Their chief appeal >’ (he goes on)
““to the foreign capitalists was that they (the
imported capitalists) would have freedom to
employ cheap Irish labour . . . . For eleven
years these self-appointed prophets and seers have
led their army up the hill and led them down
again, and would continue to so lead them, if
allowed, until the leader was appointed King of
Ireland under the Constitution of 1782.” 2
The definitely Republican movement found an !
organ of expression in the autumn of 1910 by the
establishment of Saoirseacht na h-Eireann, Irish
Freedom, a fortnightly paper of eight pages, under
the management of Seaghan MacDiarmada.  Its
motto was a quotation from Wolfe Tone: ¢ To
“ subvert the tyranny of our execrable Government,
to break the connection with England, the never-
failing source of all our political evils and to assert
the independence of my country—these were my
objects.”  Tts policy was explained at length in
its editorial: ‘‘ We believe that free political in-
stitutions are an absolute essential for the future
security and development of the Irish people and,
therefore, we seek to establish free political insti-
‘tutions in this country; and“in this we wish not
to be the organ of any party, but the organ of
an uncompromising Nationalism, We stand not
(D 407) G
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for an Irish party but for National tradition—the
traditior of Wolfe Tone and Robert Emmet, of
John Mitchel and John O’Leary. Like them we
believe in and would work for the independence
of Ireland—and we use the term with no reserva-
tion stated or implied; we stand for the complete
and total separation of Ireland from England and
the establishment of an Irish Government, untram-
melled and uncontrolled by any other Government
in the world. Like them we stand for an Irish
Republic—for, as Thomas Devin Reilly said in
1848, ‘ Freedom can take but one shape amongst
i_us—a Republic.”

The attitude of this new republican movement to
that of the previous Sinn Fein movement is clearly
defined in a subsequent leader. ‘¢ The temporary
suspension of the Sinn Fein movement is often
cited as a throwback but it is nothing of the kind.
Under whatever name we propagate our ideas the
Irish Nation must be built on Sinn Fein principles,
or non-recognition of British authority, law,
justice or legislature: that is our basis and the
principles of the Sinn Fein policy are as sound to-
day as ever they were. The movement is tem-
porarily suspended because some of its leaders
directed it into an ’82 movement, thinking they
could collar the middle-classes and drop the
separatists; but when the separatists were dropped
there was no movement left.”

The new movement was in fact an attempt to
* rehabilitate and re-establish the Sinn Fein move-
ment by making it definitely republican while
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adhering to the main lines of the policy by which
Sinn Fein hoped to succeed. But the original
Sinn Fein continued on its way. Its paper con-
tinued to be published and to find readers. It was
unrepentant with regard to its political aims: “We
do not care a fig for republicanism as repub-
licanism,” said Sinn Fein two years later; but
from the winter of 1910 dates the movement which
eventually drove out of Sinn Fein the idea of the
re-establishment of the King, Lords and Commons
of Ireland under the Constitution of 1782 and
replaced it by that of an Irish Republic.

The new movement was the direct outcome of
the Wolfe Tone Clubs. It was they who carried
out all the work entailed by the publication of
Irish Freedom. These clubs had just been founded
‘“ to propagate the principles and disseminate the
teachings of Theobald Wolfe Tone and the other
true Irishmen who in 1798, 1803, 1848 and 1867
strove for the complete independence of Ireland;
to encourage the union of Irishmen of all creeds
and sections in working for the freedom of their
country ; to promote the advancement of national
thought and inculcate the spirit of self-sacrifice
and self-reliance by which alone true liberty can
be attained.”” The members pledged themselves
to substitute the common name of Irishman for
that of Catholic or Protestant; no person serving
in the armed forces of England was eligible for
membership.

Y

This new branch of the Sinn Fein move-/ 4

ment attempted to do what the old Sinn
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Fein had not as yet done, get into direct
touch with labour questions and the - labour
movement, though perhaps not very successfully.
The first number of Irish Freedom had an article
on sweated industries, pointing out that though
Nationalists talked as if Belfast were the only
place in Ireland where workers were underpaid,
many Nationalists were open to the same reproach.
It pointed out the duty of the universities in the
matter, pleading for a really scientific study of
Irish economic problems, including (besides the
wages system) such questions as the working of
the Land Acts, Co-operation, the conditions of the
Congested Districts. It welcomed with enthusiasm
the Co-operative Movement. *‘ The co-operative
spirit,” it said, ‘‘is perhaps the greatest asset in
modern Ireland and it will require a stronger flame
than the speeches of political firebrands to melt it
away.”” On the occasion of the strikes in Belfast,
Dublin, Cork and other towns in 1911 it took sides
with the strikers, in marked contrast to Mr.
Griffith’s Sinn Fein, which preached something
approaching ‘‘ abject surrender ’ on the part of
the workers. It induced Mr. George Russell to
contribute an article on the Co-operative Common-
wealth. This undoubtedly went a certain way to
bring about a friendlier feeling on the part of
Labour towards Sinn Fein, but it was long before
the attitude of strict Sinn Feiners was forgotten
by the workers. TIts attitude towards Ulster was
more outspoken and definite. In 1910 the objec-
tion of Ulster to the approaching Home Rule
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policy ‘of the Liberals began to harden into a threat
of extreme militancy. A  section of Ulster
Unionists announced their intention not to submit
under any circumstances to the Home Rule Bill
even 1if it should become law and receive the Royal
assent. To the Republicans this seemed ‘ tanta-
mount to an admission of the whole Irish case for
self-government. If it means anything it means
that Ireland, north as well as south of the Boyne,
refuses to recognize any inherent right of the
electors of Great Britain to decide how it shall be
governed.” - The justness of this appreciation of
the Ulster position must be examined later: but,
true or false, it is characteristic of the attitude
which the whole Sinn Fein Party was afterwards
to take. But the Ulstermen coupled with their
attitude towards the Liberal Party and its doings
a truculent defiance of all Catholic Ireland. The °
cause of this hostility the Republicans found in the
attitude of the Parliamentary Party. While that
party was in the height of its success ‘“ no attempt
was made to understand their [z.e. the Ulster
Protestants’] attitude or grapple with problems
that appealed to them, and the economic grievances
of Belfast workers were regarded as their own
affair, not as the business of men who professed to
represent the Irish people as a whole. The pre-
vailing idea seemed to be that they should be left
to stew in their own juice, and if they did not fall
in with whatever scheme the Liberals carried
through the English Parliament that they should
be, in the phrase of a prominent parliamentarian, -
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which has never been forgotten, ¢ overborne by
the strong.hand.” . . . . - The party of the
future must make the conversion of Ulster the first
plank in their platform and recognize that a
national settlement from which Ulster dissented
would not be worth winning.” In the Ancient
Order of Hibernians, all sections of Sinn Fein as
well as the Labour Party saw a menace to any
prospect of an accommodation with Ulster. This
strictly sectarian society, as sectarian and often as
violent in its methods as the Orange Lodges,
evoked their determined hostility. ‘‘ This nar-
rowing down,” wrote Irish Freedom, * of
Nationalism to the members of one creed is the
most fatal thing that has taken place in Irish
politics since the days of the Pope’s Brass Band.
That the driving power of the official
Nationalists should be supplied by an organization
of which no Protestant, however good a patriot, can
be a member, is in direct opposition to the policy
and traditions of Irish Nationalism.”” The Ancient
Order was described as ‘“a job-getting and
job-cornering organization,’’ as ‘‘ a silent practical
rivetting of sectarianism on the nation.” The
Irish Worker was equally emphatic.  “‘ Were it
not for the existence of the Board of Frin, the
Orange Society would have long since ceased to
exist. . . . To Brother Devlin and not to
Brother Carson is mainly due the progress of the
Covenanter movement in Ulster.”
Devoted to the cause of an independent Irish
Republic and of the union of Irishmen without
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distinction of creed under one national banner, the
cause of Wolfe Tone, the movement attracted
idealists who had so far held aloof from the older,
non-republican, form of Sinn Fein. Chief among
these were P. H. Pearse and Thomas MacDonagh,
both poets and men of fine literary gifts, both
regarded with affection for their high and disin-
terested devotion to the cause of Ireland. And in
accordance with Irish Republican tradition it took
up an attitude with regard to armed revolution
somewhat different from that of Sinn Fein. While
the latter held that in the present state of Ireland
an armed revolution was impracticable, the Repub-
licans, though not directly advising it, held that
it had a reasonable prospect of success if England
should become involved in a European War.
Some Irish revolutionists who had so far held aloof
from all political parties were encouraged by this
to join the republican branch of Sinn Fein and try
to infuse into it a more determined revolutionary |
spirit.

The Labour Party, whose opinions were ex-
pressed by the The Irish Worker and People's
Advocate, adopted a similar attitude. Their motto
was the phrase of Fintan Lalor: ‘“ The principle
I state and mean to stand upon is this—that the
entire ownership of Ireland, moral and material,
up to the sun and down to the centre, is vested in
the people of Ireland.” Their own language was
equally explicit: ¢ By Freedom we mean that we
Irishmen in Ireland shall be free to govern this
land called Ireland by Irish people in the interest
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of all the Irish people; that no other people or
peoples, no matter what they call themselves, or
from whence they come, now or in the future, have
any claim to interfere with the common right of
the common people of this land of Ireland to work
out their own destiny. We owe no allegiance o
any other nation, nor the king, governors or
representatives of any other nation.”’ In spite of
the criticism that a purely Labour movement
should confine itself to Labour questions, and
leave the broader political issues to the oue side,
The Irish Worker declared for an independent
Irish Republic: “ We know,”’ it said, “ that until
the workers of Ireland obtain possession of the land
of Ireland and make their own laws they can only
hope for and obtain partial improvement of their
conditions. . We ask no more than our rights: we
will be content with no less.”” The desire for a
‘‘ free independent nation, enjoying a true Repub-
lican freedom ”’ linked the Labour Party to the
republican branch of Sinn Fein, but on other ques-
tions there was much disagreement. The attitude
of Arthur Griffith to the Wexford Strike in 1911
was the subject of bitter comment. The Young
Republicans, who objected to English Trade
Unions sending ‘‘ English money >’ to finance the
Irish strikers, were bluntly told to mind their own
business: the Gaelic League, which encouraged
Irish manufactures, was said to have failed in its
duty by taking no account of the conditions under
which they were manufactured, or of the wages
paid to the workers who made them: *‘ the revival
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of the Irish language is a desirable ambition and
has our whole-hearted support; but the abolition
of destitution, disease and the conditions that cause
them are even more necessary and urgent. What
is the use of bilingualism to a dead man ?”’

But however they might differ on minor points,
both of these new parties, the Independent Labour
Party of Ireland and the Young Republican
Party, were at one with each other and with Sinn
Fein in opposition to the Parliamentary Party. It
was pointed out that in the twenty-one years which
had elapsed since the death of Parnell his policy
of ““ blocking the way to English legislation until
Ireland was accorded self-government ’’ had been
abandoned without any other definite policy being
substituted for it: that during ten of those years
an English party, professing sympathy with Ire-
land, had been kept in office by the Irish vote: that
Home Rule was still in the future and the
principles governing the expected measure still
undetermined. In March, 1912, the Executive of
Sinn Fein resolved unanimously:  That this
Executive earnestly hopes that the promised Home
Rule Bill will be one that may be accepted as a
genuine measure of reform by the people of Ireland
and that it may speedily become law. Should the
Bill, on the contrary, be rejected as unsatisfactory
by the people of Ireland, or should it, though
satisfactory, fail to become law—which we would
deplore—the organization is prepared to lead the
country by other and effective methods to the
attainment of self-government.” In reporting



102  THE EVOLUTION OF SINN FEIN

this resolution Sinn Fein wrote, in words which at
the time seemed to many supporters of the Party
offensive, - but which now seem charged with
_ portent: *“ No new parliamentarian movement will
be permitted unopposed to build upon the ruins of
that which goes down with a sham Home Rule
measure. To make this clear before the Home
Rule measure be introduced is the last service we
can render the Parliamentary Party. They have
had the Government  in the hollow of their hands’

for years—they have removed the House of Lords .

from their- path—there is nothing to prevent the
Liberal Government introducing and passing a
full measure of Home Rule save and except its
enmity to Ireland. With a majority of over 100
and the Lords’ veto removed the fullest measure
of Home Rule can be passed in two years. It is
the business of the Parliamentary Party to have it
passed or to leave the stage to those who are in
earnest.”’

The appearance of the text of the Bill was not
reassuring even to those advocates of Irish inde-
pendence who were willing to take a measure of
Home Rule as an instalment. The financial pro-
visions of the Bill met with severe and justified
criticism. In spite of the fact that Ireland had
been systematically over-taxed for a century, and
that a Parliamentary: Commission had so reported
nearly twenty years earlier, the financial provision
for the proposed Irish Parliament could only be
described as beggarly. And almost everything
that really mattered in the government of Ireland

-
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was withdrawn from the competence of the Irish
Parliament. It was' described in mockery as a
‘“ Gas and Water Bill,”” and even convinced sup-
porters of the Parliamentary Party had their
qualms in declaring their acceptance of the
measure. There was no dubiety about ghe verdict
of the Nationalist organizations opposed to Mr.
Redmond. 7he Worker’s Republic was outspoken
in the extreme: it complained that the Bill had
been extorted from the Liberals ‘‘ by whining and
apologizing’’ : in an Open Letter to the United Irish
League of Great Britain, i1t said, ‘“ You are told
that the people of Ireland accepted the Bill as a
full and complete recognition of our claim as Irish-
men. That is a lie . . . . a Bill, which is
the rottenest bargain ever made by a victorious
people with a mean, pettifogging, despised
Government.”” ‘“ A beggar,” it wrote again,
‘“ gets only crumbs and we, Irish workers, want
a country.”’ , The verdict of Irish Freedom was
equally emphatic; it was summed up in the
phrase, “ Damn your concessions; we want our
country.”’

But whatever individual Irish Members of Par-
liament may have thought of the Bill, the Party
was as a whole committed to it. No one in Ire-
land knew what negotiations, barterings, and
bargains preceded the actual drafting of the
measure: what the difficulties and objections were
which had to be met by Mr. Redmond : in how far
he had offered concessions, in how far they had
been forced upon him. They only knew that he
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was prepared to support the resulting Bill and that
the resulting Bill was less than they had been led
to expect. There was little open discussion of
principles, criticism was not relished or welcomed.
The Party had done its best for the country and
the country was now called upon to back the Party.
A bargain had been made by the representatives
of the Irish people and the Irish people were
expected to stand by the consequences. Under
other circumstances this appeal would have been
accepted, but it was no answer to the complaint
that the Irish representatives had not been em-
powered to abandon in express words every
national claim that went beyond those satisfied by
the provisions of the Home Rule Bill. This was
the kernel of the dispute between the Party and the
Nationalists who opposed them. It seemed as if
by the deliberate renunciation of any desire or
intention to elaim for Ireland anything more than
the status of a dependency of Great Britain, de-
prived forever (so far as an act of legislation could
deprive her) of her immemorial claim to be an
independent nation, the Party had betrayed the
national demand and sold the national honour.
But the Party did not see (or betrayed no sign of
having seen) the relevance of the eriticism; and
certainly they miscalculated the strength of the
opposition which was gathering in the country.
In the face of Ulster’s attitude, they confidently
expected the whole country to rally to their sup-
port. And, after all, what could, or would, the
dissentients do about it? Sinn Fein continued

— =t Ny
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loudly to proclaim its policy of opposition to the
use of force. It was all very well to say °“Sinn
Fein is the policy of to-morrow. If Ireland be
again deceived as to Home Rule, she has no other
policy to fall back upon’’; but the same article
(December, 1912) contained the words: ‘ The
great offence of Sinn Fein indeed in the eyes of its
opponents is that it does not urge an untrained and
unequipped country to futile insurrection.” If
Sinn Fein then would only talk, and the only place
to talk to the purpose was the House of Commons,
what was there to prevent Home Rule from being
an accomplished fact ‘“in the not far distant
future?”” TUlster supplied the answer, not for
itself only, but for the rest of Ireland.



THE VOLUNTEER MOVEMENT.

The genius of Ulster (perhaps through some
happy combination of primitive stocks) has always
been.practical and militant. It was the last Irish
province to submit to English rule. The Celtic
population which survived the clearances and the
plantings has exercised upon planters and settlers
the ancient charm of the Celtic stock and made
them, in ‘'spite of themselves, %psis Hibernis
Hiberniores. The O’Neills were the most formid-
able antagonists whom the invaders encountered in
Ireland. They made the last great stand for
national independence. When Owen Roe ’Neill
died the Irish nation was, in the words of Davis,
“ sheep without a shepherd when the snow shuts
out the sky’’ and the flight of the Karls was the
sign that the resistance of Ireland was over with
the resistance of Ulster. 1In later times and
under changed conditions Ulster retained the pre-
rogative of leadership. The Volunteers who
forced the Constitution of 1782 were largely Ulster-
men ; the leaders of the United Irishmen were to
be found in Ulster and the compact of their
Union was sealed on the mountain that rises above
Belfast. John Mitchel, who led the Young
Irelanders in action as Davis was their master in

106
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thought, was the son of an Ulster Presbyterian
minister. Other Irishmen may have excelled in
literature and the arts, have voiced more elogquently
the aspirations of their country or sung with more
pathos of its fall, but the bent of Ulster has been
on the whole towards action and movement. The
heart and brain of Ireland may beat and think
elsewhere, but Ulster is its right arm. Ireland is
proud of Ulster. Under an unnatural and vicious
system of government they have quarrelled ; but if
Ulster were reconciled to Ireland Ulster might
lead it where it chose.

On the question of the Home Rule Bill Ulster
was almost equally divided. The majority of the
Ulster Protestants were against it, though a
minority, among whom traditions of Protestant
Nationalism had survived the sordid bigotries
fostered for a century, were strongly in its favour;
the majority of the Catholic population were in
favour of it. Among the Nationalists there was a
minority who professed the creed of Sinn Fein and
of Republicanism: late in 1913 a branch of the
Young Republican Party in Belfast, composed of
Gaelic Leaguers, members of Freedom Clubs and
Trades Unionists unfurled its banner of an orange
sunburst on a green ground with the motto in
white, ““ Young Republican Party—Dia agus
an Pobul,” and there had been branches of
Sinn Fein established in Ulster some years earlier ;
but on the whole the Ulster Nationalists supported
the Parliamentary Party. No geographical or ethno- |
logical line of political demarcation could be drawn. |
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There was no district in Ulster which was not poli-
‘tically divided : there was no stock in Ulster which
had not members in both political camps. Some
of the most outspoken and vehement of the
Unionist Party bore, and were proud of, purely
Irish names; many of the Nationalists were the
bearers of names introduced into Ireland with the
planters sent by King James. The settled policy
of the Act of the Union had done its work with .
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