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THE CRISIS IN IRISH RURAL PROGRESS.




I.

THE INCEPTION OF THE IDEA AND
CONSTRUCTION OF THE SCHEME.



TO THE EDITOR OF THE TIMES.


Sir,—With Home Rule again about to occupy the foremost place in British politics you might hesitate to give space to any other Irish question. But that of which I write in this and two succeeding letters not only affects vitally the prosperity of Ireland, and therefore the security of the huge investment of the general taxpayer in Irish land, but it goes to the root of a newly‐recognized problem of our Western civilization—the problem of rural life.


For the last two and twenty years at first a few and now a goodly company of rural reformers, with whom I have been associated and in whose behalf I write, have been steadily working out a complete scheme of rural development, their formula being better farming, better business, better living. The bringing of science into the practice of farming and of co‐operative methods into all its business, thus furnishing the means and the organization through which a more comfortable and socially more attractive life could be evolved—these are the main lines of an attempt to build up in agricultural Ireland, emerging from an agrarian conflict centuries old, a new social economy.


These efforts are just now suffering from an acute attack of Ireland’s chronic disease, the interference with her economic progress of politics having their centre of gravity in England. This wanton hindrance to Irish progress is caused by a British Minister who, acting in direct opposition to the policy of his own Government, is using his official position to destroy an Irish movement to which he owes the existence of his office. We do not suggest that the Government are more than technically responsible; they do not know the facts, which are by no means obvious; nor do any of us desire that our grievance should be thrown into the seething caldron of the coming Home Rule campaign, to confuse the main issue for the clearance of which matters of vital importance are habitually postponed. Our work depends absolutely on rigid abstention from party politics now, as I shall show, introduced to destroy it, for it must enlist the cooperation of men of all shades of opinion. We cannot for a moment depart from the loyal observance of the non‐sectarian and non‐political pledge, to which we largely owe whatever success we have won. Bearing this in mind, I trust your readers will be interested to hear the story I have to tell.


The scheme of rural development was founded in 1889, to deal with the situation which was emerging from what may fairly be called the success of the agrarian agitation. Single ownership in the landlord was dead; dual ownership was dying; single ownership in the tenant, advocated by John Bright 20 years earlier, was clearly on the horizon, and a democratic system of local government was promised. These changes taken together were bound to transform the whole fabric of rural society. Not only a new agricultural economy but a new social order had to be built up. Legislation could clear the



ground, but nearly the whole of the work of reconstruction would have to be done by the people themselves. Thus we began with the organization of voluntary effort, which I will for convenience call the movement, and followed it with a successful demand for State assistance, which I will call the policy. The movement, I had better say here, is directed by the Irish Agricultural Organization Society (familiarly the I.A.O.S.), the policy by the Department of Agriculture and Technical Instruction, the former dating from 1894, the latter created in 1899.


In the working out of the scheme the movement had to precede the policy, for a reason better understood now than it was then. Foreign competition threatened to offset the advantages the Irish farmers would gain from improved conditions of land tenure. In other European countries where the land question had been settled, and the farmers received a more practical education, they revolutionized their business methods to meet the altered conditions. Industrial progress and cheap and rapid transportation, together with processes for preserving perishable commodities in transit, facilitated the growth of the manufacturing cities. These great consuming centres demanded regular consignments in bulk of uniform quality. For economic husbandry and marketing produce, and in order to obtain working capital on favourable terms for both operations, combination became as necessary to farming as it had become to other business occupations. We observed that the success of our Continental rivals in the British market was proportioned to their co‐operative organization at home; for they had discovered that the only form of combination suitable to agricultural business was the co‐operative system. It was plain we must fight them with their own weapon.


Such was the origin and such the economic justification of our agricultural co‐operative movement. Its achievement cannot be here detailed; enough to say that it has



embraced every branch of farming, has spread a network of societies some 900 in number, with about 90,000 members, over the island; that it can boast a turnover—by which I mean business done jointly through a registered co‐operative society instead of individually, and, by the mere fact of its being so done being more profitable—of close upon £3,000,000 this year. During the 22 years of the movement’s existence its aggregate turnover has reached the respectable figure of £25,000,000. The commercial failures have been remarkably few. The work is highly technical and necessarily costly. Each trained organizer costs for his salary, and the travelling expenses and subsistence required to maintain him 300 days on the road, at least £500 a year. A central administrative office, acting also as an information bureau, has to deal with an enormous correspondence. No less than £133,000, of which one quarter has come from public sources, and three quarters from the Irish farmers and their friends, has been spent upon the foundations of a movement which is, in the judgment of its now numerous supporters, essential to the economic salvation and social uplifting of rural Ireland.


The movement was of necessity at the outset sternly practical, and so it remains. But its best workers, and indeed its most generous supporters, have been attracted to it rather by its moral and social than by its material advantages. Quite recently the I.A.O.S. has been joined by a sister society, the United Irishwomen. They propose to urge upon the women of every rural district in Ireland the duty of doing their part—and, incidentally, making men do theirs—in building up the life of the community as a whole on its economic and social sides. Education, sanitation, and other duties of the Government and local administrative bodies, the improvement of existing, and organization of needed, co‐operative enterprises, women’s industries and farmyard lore, rural entertainments, intellectual and diverting, and similar



projects too numerous to mention come within the province of this latest agency of voluntary effort. Personally I have the greatest faith in the possibilities of organized womanhood. From what I have seen of their first year’s work I am convinced that United Irishwomen are going to enable us to achieve our aim of comprehensive rural social service. If they had been a little earlier in the field Ireland’s scheme of rural progress would not now be threatened by the attempted divorce of the movement and the policy, whose united efforts will form the subject of my next letter.



Your obedient servant,
HORACE PLUNKETT.
R.M.S. Baltic, December.








II.

THE COMPLETION OF THE SCHEME.



TO THE EDITOR OF THE TIMES.


Sir,—In my former letter I explained the scope and aim of the two‐sided Irish scheme of rural development and told the story of the agricultural movement which formed its self‐help side. In this letter I shall describe the agricultural policy, its legislative enactment, and the administrative procedure by which it was sought to fulfil the essential condition of the scheme—the working together of the movement and the policy towards the common end of an improved social economy in agricultural Ireland.


The policy owes its origin to a band of social workers who had engineered the movement, but it was brought to fruition by the Recess Committee, a body self‐appointed and therefore with neither authority nor influence beyond what its personnel and the case it could make might command. It had, therefore, to be—and it was—broadly representative of the chief creeds, parties, and economic interests. It was convened in 1895 to consider whether, pending the settlement of the political question, useful legislation for the advancement of agriculture and industry could be generally agreed to and urged upon the Government. The Committee sat and deliberated for a year, during which it prosecuted wide inquiries. Nine European countries where agriculture aandand industries had been developed in conditions more or less analogous to our own were reported upon by two special Commissioners—the late Mr. Mulhall, the eminent statistician, and Mr. T. P. Gill, whose reports upon France and Denmark



and drafting of the Committee’s own report more than justified his appointment to the post he now fills with great credit. In their foreign researches the point upon which the Committee were most anxious to be clear was the part played respectively by organized voluntary effort and State assistance in the agricultural and industrial development of the communities they studied. The Irish rural reformers had the gratification of finding their own views supported by foreign experience.


The Committee sent in their report, which was unanimous, to Mr. Gerald Balfour, then Chief Secretary, in the autumn of 1896. They recommended the creation of a Department, modelled on Continental lines, to consolidate the existing functions of Government relating to agriculture and industry and to give liberal assistance in the development of both. Here, of course, I am only concerned with things agricultural. It was specially urged that State assistance should be so given as to evoke and supplement, but on no account to provide a substitute for, voluntary effort. The report insisted upon the observance of three principles in the framing of the required measure—education, representation, and co‐operation, the last principle having special regard to the necessity of fostering and utilizing the co‐operative movement which was bound to advance rapidly under the influence of the policy.


Mr. Gerald Balfour whole‐heartedly endorsed the general plan; education and co‐operation presented no difficulty to him, but the crux was representation. We wanted the people who were to be benefited to have as large a share in the work as was consistent with efficient administration and Government responsibility. The creation of the present Department of Agriculture and Technical Instruction was postponed until the new Local Government machinery came into operation in 1899. This enabled Mr. Gerald Balfour to give to the Department its representative character by attaching to it an advisory Council of Agriculture elected as to two‐thirds of its



membership by the county councils, and an Agricultural Board, two‐thirds of which the Council of Agriculture appoints, whose concurrence is needed for any expenditure of the Department’s endowment. He also linked the central body with the county councils, making them contribute from the rates and form administrative committees to work with the Department as a condition of participating in its benefits. No credit must be taken by any party for this measure, because it was agreed that it should belong to all parties and not be pressed unless generally supported. But honour is due to Mr. Gerald Balfour for the masterly skill with which he gave legislative effect to what, subordinating the politician to the statesman, he generously acknowledged to be an Irish idea. The two institutions required for the working out of the scheme were now in operation, and rapid progress was assured, provided the movement and the policy could, in their working, establish and maintain a relationship of mutual helpfulness.


Unhappily the movement had to pass through an experience common to every agricultural co‐operative movement in Europe—the hostility of traders who find that the organization of farmers leads to an interference with retail business in agricultural requirements, and with certain middle profits which, since world‐wide competition began, farmers have been compelled to save for themselves. In backward rural communities—and such of necessity must the Irish be until we get further away from the agrarian conflict—the traders have political influence out of all proportion to their numerical strength, and quite naturally make use of any political organization they can command. In the end the farmers win, because the economic sense of the community revolts at the claim of the minority interested in the profits of distribution to limit the freedom of the numerous class whose productive efforts feed the nation. Moreover, intelligent traders come to see that upon increased production and more



economic distribution of agricultural produce there follows a corresponding increase in the consumption of general commodities by rural communities. This view has been officially endorsed by the Chambers of Commerce of Dublin and Belfast, who last year declared that, in the interests of the internal trade of Ireland, the I.A.O.S. ought to be assisted in its organizing work out of public funds.


During its first eight years (for seven of which I was its working head) the Department supplemented the funds of the I.A.O.S. to the total amount of £29,000. More than half of this sum was paid in respect of expert technical assistance which the I.A.O.S., in the days of Governmental neglect called laissez faire, had found it necessary to give to farmers in order to make the instruction in the principles of co‐operation fruitful. The manning of the Department with experts, whom I had the unpopular duty of bringing from other countries—no means having been provided for training them in Ireland—took time. So also did the organization and setting to work of the central institution and the agricultural committees of the county councils. Meanwhile the subscribers to the I.A.O.S., not realizing that its work would be more than ever necessary to the fulfilment of the scheme, largely withdrew, and when the improvised experts were no longer needed the question arose as to whether public moneys could legitimately be given for what the Development Fund Act now calls “the organization of co‐operation” as a means of “aiding and developing agriculture and rural industries.”


The argument in favour of this course could not be set out briefly. It can be found in the publications of the Department by those who desire to study the subject closely. The consideration which weighed most with my official advisers was the disadvantage under which the Department laboured in comparison with its Continental prototypes, owing to our having to deal mostly with



unorganized while they worked mostly with organized farmers. In 1906 the Council of Agriculture had the whole question brought before them by request of the Agricultural Board at its spring meeting. It resolved unanimously that the “Department should promote agricultural organization and provide funds necessary for the purpose.” The question as to whether these funds should be administered by the I.A.O.S., the Department, or the county councils was held over for further consideration until its next meeting in the autumn of the same year. On that occasion, after the most exhaustive debate in its history, the Council passed a resolution, by a majority of 52 to 25, reaffirming its former acceptance of agricultural organization as a fundamental principle of Irish economic development, and recommending that the I.A.O.S., “which is the only existing body having special knowledge of this work,” should be aided in carrying it out, with proper supervision of the expenditure by the Department.


This was a veritable victory for the scheme; but I well knew it would lead to the early appointment as my successor of a man who could be trusted to attack the scheme by severing the financial relations, and what was far more serious, ending the co‐operation between the policy and the movement. Mr. John Dillon, who had tried to prevent the Act creating the Department rendering recognition of the I.A.O.S. possible, and who had fought against a clause in the Development Fund Act because it would enable that institution to be aided in its work, was, after Mr. Bryce who had from the first been a warm supporter of the movement, master of the situation. Asked in November, 1906, to explain his opposition to our work to a puzzled English audience, he left no doubt as to his own attitude towards the Department. “I know from my own knowledge,” he exclaimed, “that it is from top to bottom a machine to burst up and destroy the National Party and the National movement.”



Of course, the high explosive was co‐operation. In my next letter I shall describe the attempt to use one of the most efficient farmers’ departments for bursting up and destroying a no less necessary farmers’ movement. I shall appeal to the friends of both to save Ireland from such a calamity and disgrace.



Your obedient servant,
HORACE PLUNKETT.

R.M.S. Baltic, December.








III.

THE POLITICIAN INTERVENES.



TO THE EDITOR OF THE TIMES.



Sir,—I have now brought the story of the Irish idea of rural progress to the stage where the outside observer would naturally conclude that the scheme had been proved, and needed only time for adjustment, development, and expansion. The union of organized voluntary effort with State assistance had been effected, and had received the formal sanction of a council with a membership as numerous as the Irish representation in Parliament—the body by a large majority in sympathy with the party which returns four‐fifths of that representation, and by the accident of English politics is just now in a position of unprecedented influence over the public affairs of both Great Britain and Ireland. I have now to tell how this influence has been used to wreck the scheme in Ireland by severing the union between the Department and the Irish Agricultural Organization Society, and by preventing the Development Commissioners from giving to the organized farmers of Ireland their share of the assistance to voluntary effort in agricultural development which Parliament has provided for the organized farmers of the United Kingdom, and which those of England, Wales and Scotland have duly received.


Much difference of opinion had existed as to the advisability of having a Parliamentary working head to the Department. The novel dual responsibility—to Parliament in respect of voted moneys, and (through the Council and the Board attached, as I have explained, to the Department) to Irish public opinion in respect of the



Department’s endowment—furnishes infinite possibilities for mischief when party politics are introduced into administrative work, which, quite as much as the work of the I.A.O.S., depends absolutely for its usefulness on uniting men of all parties. Mr. Bryce, who had taken a keen interest in the agricultural co‐operative movement from its start, did not wish the Irish scheme, in which he also believed, to be run upon the rocks by being handed over to a strong partisan while he was Chief Secretary. As the Nationalist Party, to their credit be it said, do not take office, there were only two available Irish Liberal M.P.’s, of whom one was singled out for another office and the other was a Scotchman! Mr. Bryce, therefore, appointed a committee, with Sir Kenelm Digby as chairman, to inquire into the constitution and working of the Department; and the Government, pending their decision as to its future management, asked me to continue in office, treating the post, as I had from the first, as a non political one. I agreed, but told the Council and the Board that I would not hold the office a moment longer than they wished me to do so. This, I may add, had always been my attitude towards the organs of Irish public opinion attached to the Department. It was in this period that the Council supported the scheme in the signal manner I have described.


Mr. Birrell, who succeeded Mr. Bryce, had no previous knowledge of, or any interest in, the scheme. Although the Digby Committee recommended that the Vice Presidency of the Department should cease to be a Parliamentary post, and the Government in their Council Bill of 1907 had determined to make it so, Mr. Birrell would have been more than human if he had not smoothed his difficult path by presenting Mr. Dillon with my head on a charger. I have no grievance; urgent personal reasons would have compelled my retirement almost immediately from an office which, though much to my mind, involved no small injury to my body and estate.



But I did feel that, over a Department which, of all branches of government, needed tactful, conciliatory, and non‐partisan administration, it was hardly wise to place a politician whose tempestuous career is chiefly noted for the intensity of the animosities he has imported into every cause he has espoused. In the light of my subsequent action I cannot expect to be absolved from the charge, which Mr. Birrell has brought against me in the House of Commons, of being actuated by personal motives in my opposition to Mr. Russell’s administration. Perhaps hypocrisy will be added to the indictment; for the last words of my valedictory addressed to the Council of Agriculture were:—“I ask you in the spirit which we have cherished together for seven years, and mean to uphold, to give to my successor that confidence and support which you have lavished upon me, and without which he, no more than I, can make this Department fulfil its higher purposes.”





The Change in 1907.


Mr. Russell met the Council first in the autumn of 1907 and declared his intentions with regard to the I.A.O.S. They were briefly that the financial relations. between the Department and the Society should consist of a subsidy, decreasing annually for three years, and then ceasing. This decision was right, for as I have told the Council the Department’s funds would soon be all needed for its own special work. The leaders of the I.A.O.S., who valued the co‐operation of the other side of the scheme far more than the subsidy, were satisfied; but Mr. Russell, it soon became clear, was only waiting for an opportunity to turn the “bursting‐up and destroying” propensities, with which I had endowed his office, upon the Society which dared to question the divine right of middle profits.


The actual casus belli had the normal quality of irrelevance. A letter written by Mr. T. W. Rolleston to an acquaintance in America, in which he criticized



the attitude of the Irish Party toward the I.A.O.S., was sent to Mr. Redmond and published. The letter was so worded as to appear to have been suggested by me. Mr. Russell has since stated publicly that Mr. Redmond made it “imperative upon him” to withdraw the grant from the I.A.O.S. Before the order could be executed it became known upon my own statement, supported by Mr. Rolleston’s, that I had had nothing whatever to do with the letter, of which I first heard from Mr. Russell, who asked me if I had any explanation to offer. Nevertheless, the Agricultural Board was hastily summoned; a new casus belli was served up to them, and they agreed—the supporters of the scheme upon the Board having come to recognize the impossibility of satisfactory relations being maintained between the two bodies under existing circumstances—to the ending of the subsidy in one instead of three years.


Even now, if Mr. Russell had been content with the mischief he had done to Irish rural progress, there would have been no further quarrel with him. But his next move was to attempt to bring the Congested Districts Board into the war upon the I.A.O.S. The Board had in 1909 been reconstituted and given an income of £250,000. Its administrative area had been extended over the western third of the island, embracing one‐sixth of the population. Some people thought its operations should have been restricted to the very poor districts whose people might not respond to the Irish scheme. The I.A.O.S., which was receiving a small grant from the Board for the organization of agricultural credit associations, suggested a more liberal provision for an all‐round introduction of agricultural co‐operation. Mr. Russell intervened with the gratuitous, and to this day utterly unsupported, statement that the credit societies, to which the Department had lent money in my time, would not, if wound up, pay 2s. 6d. in the pound; and that the system on which they were organized was “rotten and



indefensible.” His conduct was brought before the notice of Parliament. He was then without a seat, and he was defended by Mr. Birrell, who told the House that his colleague was in this matter “absolutely free from blame,” and presented the whole issue raised in these letters as “a strange sort of feud between the outgoing and the incoming person.”





The Development Fund Act.


I come now to the incident which has precipitated, and I hope will put an end to, what I have called The Crisis in Irish Rural Progress. In pursuance of the provisions of the Development Fund Act relating to agricultural co‐operation, which I make bold to claim are the fruit of Irish thought and work, the three Agricultural Organization Societies of England, Scotland, and Ireland applied to the Development Commissioners for grantsigrants. Before doing so the Joint Board for Agricultural Organization (which is composed of representatives from each society and deals with questions of principle and with public affairs affecting the three movements) sent in to the Development Commissioners a memorandum (described by them in their first report as “able and illuminating”) explaining the general principles and the working methods of the three movements, and showing that the work was of such a character that it must necessarily be done by a voluntary association. Under the provisions of that Act the Commissioners could make advances for “the organization of co‐operation” either “to a Government Department or, through a Government Department, to a voluntary association of persons not trading for profit.” But before they recommend any application to the Treasury it has to be reported upon by the proper Government Department. The English and the Scottish Agricultural Organization Societies found no difficulty in getting their applications endorsed by the Board of Agriculture and Fisheries. The Irish application was sent in on January 16 of the



present year. After many weeks of pigeon‐holing an unfavourable report was sent in. The Commissioners were not satisfied, and correspondence ensued. When every device in dilatory procedure had been exhausted, Mr. Russell discovered that the matter must be referred to the Council of Agriculture. This body only meets at intervals of six months, and the May meeting was allowed to pass. The matter came before the Council on November 16, ten months to a day after the application was sent in.


The calculated cruelty to the Irish farmers, especially to the poorer among them, of this kind of treatment is sufficiently obvious. When Parliament recognized and came to the relief of the Irish movement great sacrifices were made to maintain the work in a state of efficiency between the withdrawal of departmental aid and the coming of the new assistance out of public funds. It seems incredible that an Irish Minister of Agriculture instead of generously recognizing the achievement of the Irish farmers and their friends, which has earned the admiration and often the gratitude of statesmen, administrators, and social reformers in many parts of the British Empire and the United States, and instead of seizing the splendid opportunity of building upon the foundations which have been laid for him, should drag down this hopeful scheme of national progress into the mire of party politics. Imagine a President of the Board of Trade treating even a minor trade union thus. I think the threat of a sympathetic strike would have settled the matter.


Before the Council met, the assistant secretary of the United Irish League, Mr. Denis Johnston, sent around a whip to its Nationalist members calling upon them to support Mr. Russell against the I.A.O.S. With his audience thus prepared, Mr. Russell delivered an address which will I think hold the record of Ministerial utterances not on the platform, but in the discharge of their



administrative functions. As for its manner, a journalist present probably photographed it when he said it “out‐Buzfuzzed Buzfuz.” The speech was reported fully, and I need not dwell upon it at any length. Mr. Russell reiterated the charge, as contemptible as it is untrue, that the I.A.O.S. is a political body working against the party to which the great majority of its members belong. He further repeated that the I.A.O.S. was a trading body, and here I must give his words as reported:—“A non‐trading body which boasts of affiliated societies with an annual turnover of more than £2,000,000 sterling and a membership of over 100,000! Was there ever such a contradiction in terms? What is the meaning of an affiliated society if it does not mean that it is part of the organization? I did not report against the giving of a grant on this ground, but my own opinion is that the application is ultra vires, and that the I.A.O.S. is in effect a gigantic trading body.”


It would be a mere waste of your readers’ time to comment on such an astounding statement, and I leave a published letter to explain how it came to be made. I cannot imagine a more complete proof that Mr. Russell, who accuses the I.A.O.S. of making war upon traders, is in what he wrongly supposes to be their interest, using the Department to make war upon the farmers of Ireland. Mr. Timothy J. Cronin, writing from Macroom to Mr. Denis Johnston on November 16, 1911, says:—“Of the many services you have rendered in your time to the Irish people none could have been better than the active part you took in knocking out the grant to the I.A.O.S. We will be sending on a large subscription to the Parliamentary fund from here soon. Who are the largest subscribers? Why, the shopkeepers, of course, who, as you know, have always been the backbone of nationality in Ireland.” So, it seems that Ireland is to be a nation of shopkeepers, an ideal in the pursuit of which majorities must suffer.




Apart from the external pressure put upon the Nationalist members of the Council, and many wholly unjustifiable statements of fact by Mr. Russell, he no doubt relied chiefly on his assurance that the Department were prepared to do the work themselves, that he had up his sleeve a new kind of co‐operation which was non‐controversial, and that he was going to apply to the Development Commissioners for the money the I.A.O.S. had asked for to give to the world this contribution to rural economics. He further gave the meeting to understand that the Development Commission were quite prepared to fall in with his plans so that “the money would not be lost to Ireland.” To any one who has given any thought to the subject it will seem inconceivable that the Development Commission should stultify themselves by any such proceeding; but, pending the production of Mr. Russell’s scheme, and the proof that it is not inconsistent with the whole spirit and aim of agricultural co‐operation (as Mr. Henry W. Wolff, the greatest living authority on the subject, who has riddled every proposition Mr. Russell has enunciated so far, declares it to be), I refrain from further comment. I think it will be seen that, if the Development Commission were to sanction his scheme, the money might be saved, but cooperation would be lost for Ireland. In the meanwhile, Mr. Russell has carried the Council with him by a majority of 47 to 33 in favour of a proposal that the Department and not the I.A.O.S. should be the body to carry on the work which the offspring of that society are to carry on in other parts of the United Kingdom. And this, five years after the Council, with a far less clear case than they have to‐day, decided the same issue in an opposite sense by a majority twice as large!





The Future.


Referring in your issue of November 18 to the vote of the Council you describe the incident as “the end, or possibly not the end, of a story which, if on one of



its sides it is full of hope for the future of Ireland, is on another very far from edifying or encouraging.” It is certainly not the end of the story. The movement will be much stronger after this stimulating experience of the Council. Until this occasion the Council had had an honourable record for having treated all matters brought before it in an impartial and disinterested manner. Its deliberations had been noted by thoughtful Irishmen, Nationalist and Unionist alike, as being of the brightest augury for the future of the country. Convinced Home Rulers had seen in the conduct of this body a fine answer to the Ulster objection to Home Rule (which they respect if they do not agree with it), the fear that economic legislation and administration affecting the great industries of Belfast and the surrounding district would not be safe in the hands of a Parliament dominated by agricultural folk, who in public affairs did not display much economic sense in regard to their own industry. I confidently anticipate that the Council will revert to their former attitude in the near future. Meanwhile my purpose is to show that British public opinion is concerned to see that a policy of rural development, endorsed by Parliament for the United Kingdom as a whole, is treated in Ireland, as well as elsewhere, on its social, economic, and (in the non‐party sense) political merits.





Your obedient servant,
HORACE PLUNKETT.
New York, December.
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Cheques should be made payable to The Times and be crossed “Coutts & Co.”
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