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I.

LETTER TO A FELLOW‐COUNTRYMAN.


Republic or Dominion?



DEAR ——,



In discussing yesterday with a common friend the method of approaching an Irish settlement which Sir Horace Plunkett advocates and I support, it was suggested that I should send you a copy of some notes I have made on the subject. At the same time I would like to put before you certain reasons which have led me to believe that those who now represent the people of Ireland would be doing right to consider the proposal on its merits when making that dispassionate “appreciation of the situation” (to use the jargon of my own profession) which is a necessary preliminary to taking important decisions in matters of public policy no less than it is in relation to the operations of war.


As you know, I am a supporter of the policy of an Irish settlement within the British Empire and am a signatory of the manifesto of the Irish Dominion League embodying the broad outlines of the settlement which I, in common with my leader, Sir Horace Plunkett, and our co‐signatories of the manifesto, desire to see accepted by the people of Ireland and made effective by the Imperial Parliament.


In supporting a settlement within the British Empire, such as would give Ireland the status of a Dominion, I am aware that at once I am at variance with the policy hitherto advocated by those whom the people of Ireland—other than the Unionists of North‐East Ulster—have chosen to represent them by an overwhelming majority at the General Election of 1918. I differ from Sinn Fein on two grounds—personal and public. The former, which includes such factors as my individual feeling of loyalty as a soldier of the King and my belief that, in the main, the British Empire—with all its obvious faults which cry



to Heaven for reform—is the most potent human instrument for good at present in this imperfect world, is no concern of anyone but myself, and naturally would neither interest anyone else or affect their personal position in relation to the Irish or any other question. On the other hand, the reasons of public policy which lead me to advocate a settlement within the Empire may possibly be worth your considering, if they happen to be founded on a correct appreciation of the main elements of the situation.


In my opinion the complete measure of national independence embodied in the idea of an Irish Republic—



	(a) is unattainable as a practical proposition;



	(b) is unmaintainable even if temporarily achieved;



	(c) conflicts with a fundamental aspiration of the Irish people;



	(d) involves consequences for Irishmen which should be avoided and will he resented by more Irishmen than there are in Ireland;



	(e) is contrary to the interests of the Catholic Church in Ireland.





My reasons for making these assertions are as follows:



	(a) An Irish Republic is unattainable as a practical proposition because it can only be brought about in one of two ways:—



	(1) By the complete defeat of Great Britain in a war which disrupts the British Empire. Such a war would be a far greater catastrophe to civilisation than would be the continuance of the present condition of coercion in Ireland, since, incidentally, what is left of Western civilisation would founder finally, whoever won. In terms of practical world politics, it means one of two things—



	(a) A war between the United States and Great Britain—a disastrous and, fortunately, improbable contingency because in the last resort, in spite of certain points of friction, of which Ireland is not the least important, the common interests of Great Britain and the United States by far outweigh their differences. Take the financial link



alone. Of the great nations France has paid out of taxation but some 16 per cent. of her war debt, and Italy 19 per cent., as compared with Great Britain’s 43 per cent. and America’s 48 per cent. This means that Great Britain and the United States are the only two comparatively financially honest powers today. It is inconceivable that their money interests could let them quarrel, even putting aside every other argument against a fratricidal and unnecessary war.



	(b) A war between Great Britain and the United States on the one hand against a combination of Germany, Russia and Japan. This eventuality is less unlikely than the former. It is possible that the English‐speaking races might be beaten. But what would be the effect on civilisation? and what sort of “freedom” would an Irish Republic have in a new world dominated by the doctrines of Buddha and Clausewitz? Would Catholic Ireland benefit by the change?







	(2) If war, with the consequent foundering of a civilisation at any rate outwardly Christian, be ruled out, it is said that Irish freedom might come through a fundamental change in Great Britain itself which puts power in the hands of the proletariat. Let us make no mistake what is meant by this phrase—it means social revolution. Such is the temper of England and her realisation of the potential dangers to her of an independent Ireland lying across her Atlantic communications that no responsible party in England, which is brought into power by constitutional means, would tolerate the existence of an Irish Republic. Whatever the present professions of individuals in it may be, the British Labour Party, if it came into power, would feel, and in its acts show, precisely the same realisation of responsibility for the security of Great Britain which any other party in the State shows—and that means no Irish Republic. What sort of government would be thrown up by a social revolution in England cannot be foreseen; this, however, can be foretold—social revolution in England will involve Ireland in social chaos unless Ireland



has achieved a stable national polity by accepting a workable settlement within the Empire. From that chaos an Irish Republic might emerge, but would it be worth the price? In any case, the advent of social revolution in England is not an eventuality to be reckoned on; even as a by‐product of possible general upheaval throughout Europe. Compare the unemployment figures in Great Britain today with those before the war: consider the recent increases in industrial output—especially coal; the enhanced standard of living of the working class; and, above all, remember the profound political commonsense of the English and their long political experience—and then put out of your mind any idea that this people, which has just won the greatest war ever fought by man, achieving the most complete victory on land and sea ever given to any power, is going to go mad! Changes in England there will be, but social revolution—no. No; neither by the disruption of the British Empire in war, nor the colapse of Great Britain in revolution, is Ireland going to achieve Republican status.






	(b) An Irish Republic could not be maintained even if temporarily achieved.—It is quite conceivable that circumstances may arise in which it may be possible to proclaim an Irish Republic. e.g., if the Army of Occupation be withdrawn and Ireland given some form of self‐government in which the first Irish Legislature would be predominantly republican in sentiment. The situation would be this: an Irish Republic established in three quarters of Ireland: one quarter of the island bitterly hostile to it: Great Britain compelled by strategic necessity and self‐interest to suppress the republic forthwith: any Power which recognises the republic by that very fact at war with Great Britain. Are we one jot nearer Irish independence? I think not, for the very same reason which prevented any single Power or group of Powers recognising the republic of which Dail Eireann claims to be the legislature—viz., the British Navy.




Whether a republic is proclaimed in Ireland before or after withdrawal of the Army of Occupation matters little, since Ireland is an island and cannot become independent until the British fleet is at the bottom of the sea—and there is no navy afloat that can send it there. If the Army of Occupation be withdrawn, in accordance with an Act of Settlement which gives Ireland, or part of Ireland, autonomy, and Ireland takes advantage of that fact to declare a republic, it means war between three‐quarters of Ireland and the whole of Great Britain (helped by a quarter of Ireland), with the rest of the world looking on, possibly regretting the inevitable rigours with which the operations would have to be conducted by the British Army to get the job over quickly, while quietly counting the endless tale of British battleships, cruisers and submarines which certainly preclude intervention, and probably make even protest dangerous.


The reconquest of Ireland would not take very long, and this is a subject upon which I am competent to express an opinion, having both studied war and practised it; it is not one upon which leaders of Sinn Fein are entitled to be heard, as they lack the necessary mental equipment, viz., training, study of past wars and experience of modern war. Fighting, properly so‐called, might last three weeks, guerilla warfare another two months. By the end of that time I imagine that although those towns would still be standing in which no organised resistance had been offered, about a quarter of the villages in the country would have been burnt, not to mention every farmhouse in the neighbourhood of which a shot had been fired. A few towns of course where there had been hard fighting would be as flat as Ypres. Do not let us forget that one result of the terrible struggle which has closed is that every belligerent nation has now acquired the mentality in relation to war of the Germans in 1914; soldiers of every nation now believe that “Krieg ist krieg,” and understand that armies fight to win and must take whatever steps are necessary to win quickly. So Europe and America will look on;



and continue to think of the British battleships, cruisers and submarines. In view of the strength of the British Fleet, the British Government will have little difficulty in persuading the Governments of the Great Powers that the situation in Ireland is merely incidental to the repression of a misguided “Bolshevist” movement and that really the condition of the country is no worse, all things considered, than Armenia, for which American sympathy has not yet driven the United States Government even to accept a mandate. The British Government would be quite right, and Reuter would report that some meetings of protest had been held, while war‐weary governments went on reckoning up the overwhelming strength of the British Fleet, never stronger than it is today after five years of successful war.


What price the maintenance of an Irish Republic proclaimed after withdrawal of the Army of Occupation? The price Ireland would have paid is to be dipped in a bath of blood and be no nearer independence at the end of it all!



	(c) An Irish Republic conflicts with a fundamental aspiration of the Irish people.—I advance this apparent paradox for the following reason:—At the General Election of 1918 some three‐quarters of Ireland returned Members of Parliament pledged to an Irish Republic, and about one‐quarter returned Members pledged to the maintenance of the Union with Great Britain. That was a year ago. A General Election now would probably give substantially the same results. So far as I can see Sinn Fein is no nearer winning “Ulster.” This means that unless Unionist Ulster changes its mind, of which it has given no sign, the establishment of an Irish Republic is limited to about three‐quarters of the island, and would mean partition in an acute form. Now rightly or wrongly, I believe that the two fundamental postulates in the solution of the Irish problem are that the settlement must recognise the unity of Ireland and that it must comprise



financial autonomy. But the republican demand violates the first, as everyone out of Bedlam knows that “Ulster” will insist on exclusion from an Irish Republic. I know well the arguments that eventually “Ulster” will either be persuaded to come in, or be driven to come in by the economic and other factors. These may be true enough of a “partition” solution which leaves Ireland within the Empire, but they do not apply to the case of partition resulting from the establishment of a Republic which Unionist Ulster really would rather die than come into. And fortunately for her she need do neither, neither die nor acquiesce. She need only ask for the British Army and the British Navy to come and put things straight again, which, without any shadow of doubt she would do, and so would they! Any form of partition, or exclusion as I prefer to call it, violates the fundamental aspiration of our people for recognition of the unity of Ireland, but that form of exclusion which would follow the establishment of a republic violates it most grossly, since it drives “Ulster” to invoke the British Army to restore the unity of Ireland.



	(d) That the establishment of an Irish Republic is contrary to the interests of the Catholic Church in Ireland.—This follows from the previous argument that an Irish Republic involves partition. It is part of the case against any exclusion solution. I do not wish to elaborate the argument unduly, so I merely suggest that you ask any Bishop of our Church this question:—


“Would it be better for the Catholic Church in Ireland for the whole island to be a Dominion like Canada, with the whole province of Ulster included, or would it be better for Ireland to be a republic with N.E. Ulster part of Great Britain?”



I doubt if you will find one single Bishop who, as a Prelate of the Catholic Church, can conscientiously accept the latter alternative, since in the case of the four most Unionist counties it segregates a minority of some thirty



per cent. of Catholics among a population of some seventy per cent. of Protestants and removes those Catholics from the jurisdiction of the Irish Episcopate. Remember, even should the British Government tolerate the existence of a republic in three‐quarters of Ireland (which I doubt it doing), it cannot in that case possibly allow any control by “Irish” bishops over the Catholics in the excluded counties of Ulster. They will be under the Archbishop of Westminster, or under a Primate of their own responsible direct to Rome.



	(e) An Irish Republic entails consequences to Irishmen outside Ireland which should be considered and will be resented by more Irishmen than there are in Ireland.—Assuming for the sake of argument that circumstances allow an Irish Republic to come into being and to function, there will still be within the British Empire (including the island of Great Britain) more Irishmen than there are in Ireland. Every one of them will become by British law an alien, and thereby be subjected to the distinctly unpleasant restrictions of the “Aliens Bill” now before Parliament. Please look at the somewhat drastic provisions of that Bill and think how you yourself would feel about it, if by the action of Irishmen in Ireland you became subject to it. Incidentally, a very large number of Irishmen now employed in the Government services and in the world of business would be deprived of their livelihood and replaced by British subjects so soon as they became “aliens.” We in Ireland are a minority of Irishmen in the British Empire. Have we the right to force a majority of our fellow countrymen to make the horrible choice between becoming “aliens” in the land they live in or renouncing the land of their birth? When they realise what has happened what will they think of the Irishmen in Ireland who have forced on them that choice when they could have had all the liberty they needed in an Irish Dominion within the British Empire?


Is this the way to weld together the scattered fragments



of our race? Is this the way to make Ireland a Nation? I venture to doubt it.


Against the aspirations of Sinn Fein, which I hold to be unattainable and undesirable for the reasons stated above, let us put the solution of the Irish Dominion League. This you will find embodied in the enclosed notes. I beg you to read them and to consider dispassionately whether the settlement proposed and the suggested line of approach to it by way of a Constituent Assembly, are not more likely to achieve Irish unity and in the end allay internal dissensions in our country than the policy of Sinn Fein, which involves present coercion, possibly future bloodshed, and the certain embittering of divisions between North and South which no Irishman can but deplore.





Yours sincerely,
R. POPE‐HENNESSY.

Brooks’s, St. James’ Street,

London, S.W. 1.

November, 1919







II.

INTRODUCTORY.


THE claim of the Irish Dominion League is that if its solution be adopted, that is to say, if a Dominion comprising the whole of Ireland is constituted with adequate safeguards within it not only for the Unionist Majority in Ulster, but also for the Unionist Minority in the rest of Ireland, that solution will be acceptable to the vast majority of Irishmen, including the bulk of the Sinn Fein party which now demands an Irish Republic.


The small minority in Ireland which is irreconcilably republican and irreconcilably anti‐British in sentiment, can and will be effectually dealt with by the government of a real Irish Dominion in a way not possible to any government which is not based on the consent of the people of Ireland. Ireland wants a strong government, just as every other country does, including England. The trouble is that unless government has popular sanction behind it law cannot be enforced and criminals cannot be punished. Popular sentiment shields them from arrest by the agents of a government which is considered alien and hostile, and is now universally distrusted owing to repeated breaches of faith in its dealings with the Irish people and their Parliamentary representatives.


There is no desire on the part of any Irishman to coerce the Unionists of North‐East Ulster, or to injure in any way their moral or material interests. Any measure deemed necessary by the people of North‐East Ulster to safeguard their religious, moral, or material interests will be gladly accepted by the Irish people, provided it does not nullify the national demand for autonomy and the national ideal of Irish unity.


On the other hand, no settlement is possible on the basis of exclusion. The only chance of self‐governing



Ireland becoming and remaining friendly to Great Britain, and coming to acquiescence in the Imperial connection, is through a solution which recognises the unity of Ireland by the creation of an Irish Dominion comprising the whole of Ireland. For the ideal of Irish unity the Irish Republican can alone be induced to sacrifice his dream of an Irish Republic, since Ireland and what she stands for is more to him than the form of her government, provided that the form imposed comprises the reality of autonomy for the whole undivided country. This means that Ulster must consent to come in and must make acceptance of the Empire her condition for coming in. Nationalist Ireland would make a pact with Unionist Ulster and keep it if Ulster came in. It would accept the Empire for Ulster’s sake.


It is often said that every step towards self‐government is a step towards separation, but this is only true of a settlement in which Ulster takes no part. This makes it the more urgent to explore any path leading towards an all‐Ireland settlement which Unionist Ulster may possibly be persuaded to follow.


In a speech made to the members of the National Liberal Club on October 29th, 1919, which was reported in the press, Sir Horace Plunkett indicated such a path. He suggested that the best line of approach to a solution of the Irish question was for the Imperial Parliament to define the relations of Ireland to Great Britain and to the Empire, while leaving it to an Irish Parliament—sitting as a Constituent Assembly—to work out the details of the Irish Constitution, thus defining the relations of the Irish Government and Legislature to the people of Ireland, and to determine by agreement the safeguards required by minorities.


In the following pages I have endeavoured to examine this proposal as dispassionately as is possible for an Irishman who firmly believes that no settlement will endure which, on the one hand, does not give to his country the status of a Dominion within the Empire, and, on the other



hand, is not based on the voluntary inclusion of Ulster in the Irish Dominion, and on her willing co‐operation in the government of Ireland.


As the alternative to inclusion is exclusion, some aspects of the policy of seeking for a solution of the Irish problem by the exclusion of a portion of Ulster are examined first, to clear the ground for a consideration of the method of approaching an Irish settlement now advocated.







III.

THE SOLUTION BY EXCLUSION OF A PORTION OF ULSTER.



	1. The proposal to be considered is:—



	(a) To give autonomy, possibly Dominion Self‐Government, to that portion of Ireland which wants it while excluding from the operation of the Act of Settlement that portion of the island which wants to remain as at present part of the United Kingdom under the existing United Kingdom Parliament.



	(b) The exclusion to be brought about by either:—



	(i) “The clean cut” of the whole Province.



	(ii) That of the six counties in which at present the Unionists are in a majority.



	(iii) That of the four counties which are the stronghold of the Orange movement and in which Unionists comprise no less than 70 per cent. of the electorate.



	(iv) By the process called “county option.”







	(c) A modification has been suggested, though by no means accepted by all the advocates of the policy of exclusion, that, irrespective of how the exclusion is brought



about, at the end of a fixed period—say five years—the excluded counties should be included in the Irish Dominion automatically unless they opt for a renewal of the period of exclusion by a poll of the people.







	2. The arguments in favour of the proposal are:—



	(a) It accords with the principle of “self‐determination.” since if “the Irish” are allowed to have the form of government they want it is only right that the people of “Ulster” should be given the same right and allowed to remain under the British Parliament if they so desire.


This argument confuses “self‐government” with “self‐determination,” which is a very different thing. “Self‐determination” implies that a people has the right to choose not only the form of government but also what kind of international status it wants. At the last General Election the Nationalist portion of Ireland (about three‐quarters of the island) recorded an overwhelming vote in favour of an Irish Republic completely independent of the British Empire. Consequently now to give Ireland self‐government within the Empire, even that most complete form of autonomy which is connoted by Dominion status, is not giving Ireland “self‐determination.” It is, in fact, imposing a settlement which it is believed will save Great Britain and the Empire generally from the discredit and other grave difficulties inherent in the attempt to govern the people of Ireland against their will. It is hoped that rather than grasp at the shadow of a Republican status, which cannot be attained, the people of Ireland will accept self‐government within the Empire, which gives them much of the substance of their demands. Ireland is, in fact, being given something which the majority of her present representatives have not asked for. “Ulster,” on the other hand, if allowed to choose between coming into an Irish Dominion or remaining as an integral part of the United Kingdom is being given an alternative which her elected representatives say is her



full and complete demand—to remain as she is. That is to say, “Ulster” is being given as much “self‐determination” as she has ever asked for, whereas Ireland is not being given any “self‐determination” at all.



	(b) The present Government and members of the Unionist Party on which it depends, having given pledges to the Ulster Unionists that they will not be coerced to come under an Irish Parliament, provisions for “exclusion” in some shape or form must form part of the Act of Settlement to get it through Parliament and enable their pledges to be honoured by those who gave them.


Putting on one side, for the sake of argument, the Nationalist contention that the pledges referred to ought never to have been given, more especially those given by the British Government as a whole, which were extorted by “Ulster” at a time when the Empire was in grave peril during the war with Germany, this stressing of the importance of the pledges given ignores the essential facts of the situation—that the pledges in question are unnecessary to‐day, and are now purely academic. For this reason: “Ulster” is not saved from coercion by the fact of the pledges so much as by the hard facts of the situation, which are:—



	(i) No responsible Irishman wants to coerce Ulster.



	(ii) No Irish Government could coerce Ulster if they tried, as Ulster is armed and organised to resist coercion.



	(iii) The British people would not allow Ulster to be coerced.



	(iv) The British Army would refuse to coerce Ulster.





Pledges or no pledges, “Ulster” cannot be coerced into any settlement by the application of material force. On the other hand, the pledges given, especially those given by individual Unionists whose character and public record otherwise command respect, are important as possible



assets of great value in approaching a settlement if the situation is correctly appreciated. For this reason: those from whom the Ulster Unionists have received pledges to help them to resist coercion at a time when (whether rightly or wrongly is of no importance now in different circumstances) it was believed by both parties to the transaction that coercion was imminent have earned a right to give dispassionate advice to the Ulster Unionists on the course they should now take in relation to an Irish settlement. That Ulster Unionists should look with suspicion on appeals from Nationalist Ireland to come into a settlement and should disregard advice tendered by British Liberals is natural, if regrettable. That they should summarily reject the same appeal and the same advice when emanating from friends of their cause who did not hesitate to jeopardise their political careers, and some of whom made it clear that they were prepared to risk their lives, if necessary, in the cause of “Ulster” in 1913 and 1914 would show a shortness of memory rare even in political life. If those British Unionists who have given personal pledges to Ulster now truly wish to see the Irish question settled in the only way it can be really settled,—by Ulster coming into the settlement under adequate safeguards,—they will be failing grievously in their duty to the Empire if they allow the fact that they are pledged to resist the coercion of Ulster to stand in the way of their urging their Unionist friends in Ulster to reconsider their position in view of the serious consequences to the Empire of another failure to settle the Irish difficulty. Indeed in this matter they carry upon their shoulders a weight of responsibility greater than that of any other body of men in the United Kingdom. It was their former support of the Ulster Unionists which stood so effectually in the way of a settlement before the war, and thus led directly to the present situation in Ireland and to Ireland’s deplorable attitude in the war. It is in their power now to rectify some of



the unforeseen consequences of their pre‐war commitments to Ulster by using the great weight of the moral authority they have acquired to induce their political Allies to accept a just settlement now. To give “Ulster” sound advice now is to break no pledge they have given: it is merely to help the British Empire to solve satisfactorily a pressing Imperial problem. And that is a duty which British Unionists owe to the British Empire.




	(c) “Ulster” refuses to come under a Dublin Parliament,and is in a position to insist on exclusion so provisions for exclusion must be embodied in the Act of Settlement.


The argument assumes:—



	(i) That the attitude of the Ulster Unionists cannot be altered by any process of reason and that no compromise can be reached with Nationalist Ireland by negotiation and mutual concessions. But that is no reason for not making every possible effort to bring about mutual understanding and to find a workable compromise when it is an Imperial necessity to do so.



	(ii) That in politics the last word lies with physical force, however illegally it may have been acquired and organised. The implication in this doctrine—that Constitutional methods are bankrupt—cannot be confined to the Ulster question. It has connotations in relation to other grave matters—say industrial disputes—which do not require enlarging at the present moment to show that it is a bad argument to use in England to‐day in support of the policy of exclusion.







	(d) That Ireland is not one nation but two nations, so the policy of exclusion is justified by past history no less than by present expediency.




As a matter of fact the “two nations” theory is historically untrue. If, however, for the sake of argument, its correctness is assumed, the interpenetration of the two races in the Province of Ulster and the interdependence of their material interests with those of Ireland as a whole make exclusion an unworkable policy. Whatever form of exclusion is adopted, and the least unjust is “county option,” important minorities are severed from the Government they desire. If the four predominantly Unionist counties are taken as a unit they include a minority of 30 per cent. of Nationalists, while if the Province of Ulster as a whole is to be the unit for exclusion no less than 43 per cent. of Nationalists will be severed from the Nationalist portion of Ireland. The “two nation” theory cannot be applied in practice without creating an “Ireland irredenta” in the excluded portion of the island which bears within it such seeds of embittered controversy that even on grounds of mere expediency it is unwise to apply it to a problem which, if approached at all, should be solved finally and not made more difficult.







	3. The principal arguments against exclusion, other than those already noted in meeting the arguments in favour of it in the preceding paragraph, are:—



	(a) It violates the first of the two principles which Irishmen hold to be fundamental in any settlement—recognition of the unity of Ireland and full financial autonomy. The craving for recognition of the essential unity of the nation is a manifestation of the ideal side of the aspirations of the Irish people which cannot be disregarded without imperilling any settlement, however satisfactory it might be in other respects. The strength of the force behind this demand for recognition of the unity of the race can never be over‐estimated. It is the compelling motive which, in generation after generation, has led Irishmen to accept with pride the fate of felons, when



to be a felon was to suffer for Ireland. Men do not die, as Irishmen have died, for three‐quarters of a country: they die for their country, the whole country, and each death for Ireland hallows all Ireland for every Nationalist. It is difficult for Englishmen to understand this; or to appreciate what an Irishman feels when he is told by an English statesman that his country is only that part of Ireland South and West of a line on a map drawn in deference to the exigencies of British party politics; that he may have that part of Ireland to play with which Sir Edward Carson does not want!



	(b) The fact that the Irish Parliamentary Party consented to a compromise involving the exclusion of six Ulster counties was one of the main causes of the sudden growth of Sinn Fein and the practical extinction of the Constitutional movement in Ireland. In the eyes of Irishmen Sinn Fein stood for a United Ireland. Its actual demand was for a Republic comprising the whole of Ireland. Now that the phrase “self‐determination” is in the air, the logical Sinn Feiner is driven to admit that if “Ireland” is given self‐determination he recognises that “Ulster” must also be given self‐determination, which means that if most of “Ireland” is allowed to become a Republic, North‐East Ulster has a right to determine by county option to remain part of the United Kingdom. But this logical consequence of the Sinn Fein position, involving, as it does, exclusion and consequently negation of the unity of Ireland, is so abhorrent to his feelings as an Irishman that there is in practice almost no length to which he will not go to preserve Irish unity. To preserve the unity of Ireland, the Irish Republican can be persuaded to sacrifice his republican idea and accept a Dominion settlement which includes Ulster. But the converse of this proposition is also true, viz., that if Ulster is excluded from an Irish settlement, Sinn Fein will not surrender its republican ideal, so the first act of any Irish Parliament or Legislature brought into being by a settlement



in which the policy of exclusion figures may well be to proclaim an Irish Republic. This would entail the immediate suppression by Great Britain of the Parliament she had just set up and a renewal of coercion, possibly in aggravated form after armed defence of the Irish Republic had been crushed. The net result would be no settlement of the Irish question—only a catastrophic change for the worse in a situation which is already quite bad enough. That is the price to be paid for the policy of exclusion, which every Irishman will realise is imposed against the will of the majority as the result of a bargain made between the British Government and the leaders of the Ulster Unionists. It is Great Britain and the Empire at large which will have to pay the price—not “Ulster,” whose ships and linen will still fetch good money in the market. Consideration of this aspect of the problem may induce the reflection that “loyalty” which insists on its pound of flesh and compels a solution so disadvantageous for the Empire is hardly disinterested, and that exclusion as a policy is, on Imperial grounds, inexpedient.



	(c) If the “Ulster” demand for exclusion is selfish and short‐sighted in its disregard for the consequences to the Empire of that policy, it is even more so in relation to the Southern Unionists, and indeed to all in the South, be they in Irish politics Nationalists or Unionists, who, whatever they may think of the past and present activities of the British Government in Ireland, still believe in the British Empire as an instrument for good in the world. The Southern Unionists, some 350,000 in number, are weak because they are scattered throughout a predominantly Nationalist area. They live on good terms with their neighbours, but as an organised body their dispersion precludes their exercising their proper influence in Irish politics. Their interests in such questions as education and legislation affecting religion are identical with those of Unionist Ulster. It is of the utmost importance for them to find in an Irish Parliament the



support of a strong well‐organised party such as the Ulster representatives would be. The policy of exclusion, based on “Ulster’s” distrust of an Irish Parliament, forces the politically weak Southern Unionists to make the best they can of a situation which the far more powerful Northern Unionists refuse to come into.



	(d) In the economic field exclusion is bad for “Ireland” and for “Ulster.” It is unfair to Ireland to cut off from her her main industrial district and it is bad for that district to sever it from its economic hinterland, which is agricultural Ireland. On economic grounds exclusion cannot endure as it would be terminated by a war of tariffs and differential railway rates, eventually forcing Ulster to come in, though at a price bad for the whole country.



	(e) Ireland is a small country in need of thorough and up‐to‐date reform of its entire transportation system on some comprehensive plan which takes into account the interests of the whole island, industrial as well as agricultural. What would be the effect of exclusion on such a service as the railways? How can they be co‐ordinated to give the best service to the whole community if sections of lines are controlled by a Minister of Transport in Dublin responsible to an Irish Parliament, while other sections of the same lines are under a Minister of Transport in London responsible to a British Parliament? The result must be inefficiency with consequent damage to the commercial interests of the North as well as of the South.







	4. To sum up: exclusion as a policy incorporated in a British Act of Parliament is no settlement of the Irish question, and will probably make any real settlement impossible, as one of the first acts of the Legislature of a mutilated Ireland will probably be to proclaim a Republic which has to be suppressed. There is only one way in which the Irish people can be induced to tolerate the exclusion of a part of Ulster from an Irish Settlement, and that is if it is imposed after the elected representatives



of Ulster have met and reasoned with those from the remainder of the country openly in an Irish Parliament sitting as a Constituent Assembly and have failed to secure adequate safeguards, or to come to an agreement as to the allocation of powers, financial and legislative, within an Irish Constitution. Then, if it has become patent to the whole country that the British Government has honestly tried to get “Ulster” to come into a real Irish Dominion, and if it has been made clear that the British Unionist Party has advised Ulster to come in, exclusion by County Option would be accepted as inevitable and just until the excluded counties of their own free will should decide otherwise. The fact that British Statesmen of all parties had proved their desire to recognise the unity of Ireland by doing all they can to bring it about, short of coercing “Ulster,” which no Irishman dreams of advocating, will make all the difference to the attitude of Ireland to the settlement. Men of moderate opinions would then be able to get a hearing, and Ireland would take her place as a self‐governing nation in the British Empire. But this desirable result can only be attained if all suspicion is removed that exclusion is in any way part of an Anglo‐Ulster bargain.










IV.

THE DOMINION SOLUTION WITH AGREED SAFEGUARDS.



	1. The proposal to be considered is:—



	(a) The United Kingdom Parliament to pass an Act creating a Dominion comprising the whole of Ireland with full Dominion status, thus determining the relations



between Great Britain and Ireland and the position of Ireland in the Empire.



	(b) In this Act only the composition of the Dominion Legislature, constituencies, methods of election, and minimum necessary machinery of administration to be defined. This should be done in sufficient detail to enable the Irish Parliament to be summoned to act in its first Session as a Constituent Assembly to examine and report to the British Government what further legislation should be passed by the United Kingdom Parliament to elaborate the Irish Constitution and complete the Act of Settlement by the provision of safeguards for minorities arrived at after discussion. Whether the Constitution in its final form is to be unitary, federal or a union of provinces, and the allocation of powers, would depend on the nature and scope of the safeguards adopted.







	2. The arguments in favour of this proposal are:—



	(a) The proper function of the Imperial Parliament is to fix the relations of Ireland to Great Britain and the Empire, while it is for Irishmen to settle for themselves the relation of Ireland to her own provinces and that of the Irish Government to its own people.



	(b) An elected Irish Parliament, sitting as a Constituent Assembly, will have a democratic sanction which the Irish Convention of 1917–18 did not possess. The lack of that democratic sanction tended to make the Convention unreal.



	(c) When the elected representatives of “Ireland” are face to face with those of “Ulster” in open debate, the hard facts of the “Ulster difficulty” and the “Claims of Ireland” respectively will be appreciated throughout the whole country. Thus an atmosphere of mutual understanding will be created which will make possible compromises which the country at large, whether North or South, would not endorse if arrived at behind closed doors with only an agreed formula presented for popular acceptance.



	(d) Purely wrecking tactics would be exposed to popular criticism and so be made difficult.



	(e) Open discussion in the Irish Parliament on the details of the Irish Constitution and the safeguards required by “Ulster” and the Southern Unionists will educate public opinion in Great Britain no less than in Ireland on the merits of the controversy. This would help the British House of Commons in coming to a decision on the question of what safeguards to impose should no agreement be reached in the Irish Parliament.



	(f) The best chance—perhaps the only chance—of getting Nationalist Ireland to accept the exclusion of the more Unionist portion of Ulster without self‐determining into a Republic will be if the demand for exclusion results from failure to reach an agreement on the question of safeguards or the powers of an Irish Parliament after open debate on the floor of an Irish House of Commons.



	(g) Refusal to take part in elaborating the Irish Dominion Constitution and in determining the safeguards required for minorities would have the effect of withdrawing sympathy from the objecting party. If Sinn Fein refuses (and in this connection it should be noted that it is postulated that the Oath of Allegiance should be a necessary preliminary to any member of the Irish Parliament taking his seat, and so being allowed to take part in the proceedings of the Houses sitting as a Constituent Assembly), it will forfeit the support of that section of public opinion in America and in the overseas Dominions which really wants to see the wrongs of Ireland righted, and does not merely want to exploit them to injure England. If “Ulster” refuses, an important body of English Unionists will feel that they are no longer justified in supporting a party so selfish that it will make no step towards the solution of a question which is an Imperial danger and source of discredit to Great Britain while it is left unsolved.



	(h) It is the soundest course for a British Government to take as it throws on Irishmen the onus of finding a



solution and leaves to them the odium if they fail to find one.







	3. The arguments against it are:—



	(a) Sir Edward Carson may not allow the present Government to adopt the expedient, because he may object both to coming into an Irish Parliament to discuss powers and safeguards and equally to incurring the odium of refusing to do so. He may, therefore, try to kill the measure in Downing Street before it reaches the House of Commons. It is, however, an elementary duty of the British Cabinet to prevent this happening.



	(b) The Parliament in which the members elected by the Unionist constituencies of Ulster will have to discuss safeguards will include many men who are now Sinn Feiners; and Ulster loyalists will have no dealings with such people. This argument assumes that “Ulster” will refuse to take the first necessary step towards reconciling all Ireland to the British Empire. It will be difficult to justify this attitude in view of the fact that in other than political matters Ulster Unionists and members of Sinn Fein do meet and have personal relations every day, e.g., in commercial transactions, when the rule obtains that “business is business,” and a man’s political convictions are his own concern.



	(c) “Ulster” will have no truck with any scheme which proposes to alter in any degree her present status as part of the United Kingdom. This is the old attitude. “We won’t have it”—not very helpful to the Empire in settling the Irish question and so ending the old controversy.



	(d) It means abandoning “Ulster” to the tender mercies of Sinn Fein, and, therefore, English Unionists are pledged to oppose it. The answer is that it means nothing of the sort, since whatever recommendations are made by the Irish Parliament sitting as a Constituent Assembly are of no effect until embodied in the final form of the Act of Settlement by the United Kingdom Parliament, when English Unionists will have it in their power



to see that the interests of Irish Unionists (in the North and South) are not sacrificed. In the last resort, it will remain open to the British Unionist Party to compel the incorporation of some form of “exclusion,” if in their reasoned judgment such a course is necessary and can be justified and is worth the probable price.







	4. It is submitted that this method of approaching an Irish settlement is the one which should be adopted.






R. POPE‐HENNESSY.

Brooks’s, St. James’ Street,

London, S.W. 1.

November, 1919.









V.

MANIFESTO OF THE IRISH DOMINION LEAGUE.



	1. In recognition of the inherent right of peoples to political and economic freedom, and as the only possible remedy for the disorder and unrest which disturb the present and darken the future of our country, we, the undersigned Irishmen, of heretofore divergent views, have formed ourselves into an association, called The Irish Dominion League, to promote the immediate establishment of self‐government for Ireland within the Empire.



	2. Our demand is for a measure of freedom that will satisfy our national aspirations and give full scope for the development of our race in accordance with the promptings of its genius. At the same time, we have framed a scheme which we believe to be possible of attainment in existing circumstances.



	3. In the status of a self‐governing Dominion we find all essential conditions supplied. It recognises our distinctive nationality; it offers us an equal place in a great Commonwealth of free nations; and, our demand once conceded, it will enable us to cultivate friendly relations with them all. We wish Ireland to take her part in guiding the foreign policy of the Commonwealth and preserving the world’s peace. Hence we claim for her the same place within the League of Nations as the Dominions overseas.



	4. Even if it were politically attainable, which we are sure it is not, we see no advantage for Ireland in the status of a Republic, but many grave disadvantages which, as a Dominion, she would not have to fear. We indicate below an entirely satisfactory economic relationship between Ireland and England which we believe would result from the settlement we desire. By complete severance from the Empire, Ireland would not only expose her produce to the possibility of hostile tariffs in her main market, but would lose her share in whatever Imperial Preference may be established. But our strongest reason for rejecting the Republican demand is that it must of necessity disastrously



divide Irishmen at a time when every effort should be made to unite them.



	5. There is one further consideration we would put before our countrymen in favour of our proposals—a consideration based upon the extreme urgency of a settlement, and upon grounds of practical politics. A large and influential body of British opinion, wholly friendly to a liberal settlement, will not press for the immediate setting up of an Irish Parliament while there is a likelihood that it would be bitterly hostile to the British peoples and work for separation. As long as only two voices from Ireland are heard, the one demanding sovereign independence, the other demanding the unthinkable continuance of the existing régime, nothing will be done. It is, therefore, the plain duty of every Irishman, who does not believe in either of these extreme policies, but who realises the urgent importance of setting up responsible government in Ireland at the earliest possible moment, to do what in him lies to let the British Parliament and people know that he desires, and is prepared to support, a form of government which has satisfied our countrymen abroad wherever it has been tried.



	6. To do this effectively, those who think with us must have some organisation capable of giving expression to their views. The Irish Dominion League has been formed to meet the needs of the situation by having, first a clear‐cut policy, and, secondly, a plan for bringing that policy to fruition.



	7. Let us, then, be clear as to what we mean by the political status we claim for Ireland. As a self‐governing Dominion, Ireland would cease to be represented at Westminster; but she would be represented along with the other self‐governing Dominions in the League of Nations, and in whatever Imperial Conference, Council or Parliament may at any time be established. All Irish legislation would be enacted in Ireland. The Irish Parliament, through an Irish Executive responsible to it, would have complete control of all internal government, and would fix, levy and collect all taxes, including duties of Customs and Excise. It is more than probable that the Irish Parliament would find it to its interest to conclude a Free Trade agreement with the country from which Ireland derives most of the raw



materials for her industry, and in whose markets she sells most of her produce and manufactures. The essential thing is that the trade relations between the two islands should be mutually agreed and not, as heretofore, dictated by the more powerful country. The naval and military defence of the whole of these islands would remain, as now, under a single central control, but no authority other than the Irish Parliament would have power to impose compulsory service upon Irishmen. Ireland would make an agreed contribution to the naval, military and diplomatic services in money, in kind, or both.



	8. It has been alleged that the Dominion status implies the right to “cut the painter.” It implies nothing of the kind. No portion of the British Empire has any constitutional right of secession, and, moreover, such is the virtue of constitutional liberty, no fully self‐governing Dominion has ever claimed such right. It is true, however, that Canada and possibly Australia, if they desired to secede from their present allegiance, would have the physical ability to do so; other distant Dominions, if their peoples really desired separation, might meet with no opposition in the British Parliament. But in the case of self‐governing Ireland, even if, as we do not believe possible, a majority were found desirous of sacrificing its Dominion status in favour of separation, the demand would be foredoomed to failure. Not only an important and substantial minority of the Irish people, but practically the entire population of England, Scotland and Wales genuinely believe that a break in the strategic unity of these islands would involve them in the gravest peril.



	9. There remains the Ulster difficulty, which competes with the Republican demand as an obstacle to a settlement. Once we are able to show that a body of Irish opinion, far more widely representative than that which speaks for the northeast corner, is ready to accept, in no spirit of hostility to the British peoples—still less to any section of the Irish people—a just and reasonable settlement, the whole situation will be changed. Public opinion in Britain and beyond will no longer sanction the interposition by any minority either of a veto which necessarily involves the perpetuation for the whole of Ireland of an intolerable situation, or of



a denial of the fundamental right of the Irish race to have the unity of their country preserved. It is worth recalling Mr. Lloyd George’s admission in his letter of February 25th, 1918, to the Chairman of the Irish Convention, that “a single Parliament for an united Ireland” had even then become “an essential of a settlement.” It is much more so now.



	10. Under a Dominion status the rights of minorities can be constitutionally recognised and their wishes respected in a multiplicity of ways. So we appeal to Ulster Unionists to state what special safeguards they demand. We should indulge the hope that, when the question is submitted to friendly discussion, means will be found to provide, within the machinery of a single Parliament adequate and acceptable safeguards for all minorities. But, if our appeal meets with no response, the Irish Dominion League will be prepared to show that the Ulster difficulty can be met in the Irish constitution as analogous difficulties have been met elsewhere within the Empire.



	11. In the foregoing we believe that we have expressed, with substantial accuracy, the opinions of a large number of thinking Irish men and women who are as gravely alarmed as we are at the present state, and future prospects of our country, and who realise the urgency of an immediate settlement. Ireland will be hopelessly handicapped in the world‐wide struggle of nations for existence, if she has to face the necessity of adjusting her social and economic machinery to the conditions of a new era under a government over which her people have no control, and which has no authority over them, save what it derives from force. If the silence of those to whom this invitation is addressed were due to fear, to apathy, or to an incurable lack of public spirit, there would be little hope for Ireland under any form of government. We prefer to believe that the failure of those who sincerely desire some such settlement as we have sketched to make themselves heard is due to the hopelessness of individual action in national affairs, and the absence of any effective organisation for united action. Such an organisation we have sought to provide, and we appeal to all who are concerned for the peace, order and progress of the Irish nation to join the new League, giving it their moral and financial support.



	12. The Irish Dominion League is open to all who, without committing themselves to the precise details of a settlement, are in general agreement with the views above set forth.






	R. A. ANDERSON.

	ASHBOURNE.

	HENRY BELLINGHAM (Bart., H.M.L.).

	T. W. WESTROPP BENNETT.

	W. CARRIGAN (K.C.).

	ALGERNON COOTE (Bart., H. M.L ).

	A. J. CRICHTON.

	W. M. CROFTON (M.D.).

	E. M. CUNNINGHAM.

	DOMINICK T. DALY.

	GERALD DEASE (Major).

	THOMAS H. GRATTAN ESMONDE (Bart.).

	NUGENT T. EVERARD (Bart., H. M.L ).

	FFRENCH.

	FINGALL.

	GORMANSTOWN.

	HENRY GRATTAN BELLEW (Bart.).

	W. T. GREEN.

	STEPHEN GWYNN (Capt.).

	DAYRELL T. HAMMOND (Brig.‐Gen., C.B.).

	MARY T. HAYDEN.


	DENIS KENNEDY (Major R.A.M C.).

	MARY S. KETTLE.

	T. CALLAN MACARDLE.

	JOHN McCANN.

	W. F. McDONNELL.

	EUPHAN MAXWELL (M.D.).

	MONTEAGLE (K.P.).

	T. GILLMAN MOORHEAD (M.D.).

	T. LEVINS MOORE.

	THOMAS MYLES (Kt., Lt.‐Col. R.A.M.C.).

	DERMOD O’BRIEN (D.L .).

	JOHN R. O’CONNELL (Kt., LL.D.).

	G. B. O’CONNOR (Major).

	O’CONOR DON.

	O’MAHONY (D.L.).

	HORACE PLUNKETT.

	R. POPE‐HENNESSY (Col., D.S.O.).

	FRANK C. PURSER (M.D.).

	R. J. ROWLETTE (M.D.).

	JAMES SEALY (K.C.).

	EUGENE SHEEHY (Capt.).

	A. M. SULLIVAN (Serjt.‐at‐Law).




Information concerning the Irish Dominion League may be obtained from the Secretary, Irish Dominion League, 13, Stephen’s Green, Dublin, or from the Hon. Secretary, Irish Dominion League (London Branch), 5, St. James’ Place.





LONDON: PRINTED BY C. F. ROWORTH, 88, FETTER LANE, E.C. 4.



OEBPS/externalLink.gif





OEBPS/toc.xhtml


The Irish dominion: a method of approach to a settlement



			About


			Title Page


			Contents


			I. Letter to a Fellow‐Countryman


			II. Introductory


			III. The Solution by Exclusion of a Portion of Ulster


			IV. The Dominion Solution With Agreed Safeguards


			V. Manifesto of the Irish Dominion League








			[1]


			2

 
			3

 
			4

 
			5

 
			6

 
			7

 
			8

 
			9

 
			10

 
			11

 
			12

 
			13

 
			14

 
			15

 
			16

 
			17

 
			18

 
			19

 
			20

 
			21

 
			22

 
			23

 
			24

 
			25

 
			26

 
			27

 
			28

 
			29

 
			30

 
			31

 
			32

 






OEBPS/88x31.png
) ®O





