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NOTE

Union, Home Rule, Dominion Home Rule and Dominion status, and
Independence may prove difficult for the reader who is unversed in
Anglo-Irish relations. As I have not attempted to define them in
the dissertation itself, I shall do so here in this brief note.

"Union" describes the relationship between Britain and Ireland
between 1800 and 1522. The Act of Union of 1800 formally dissolved
the Irish Parliament and completely incorporaéed Ireland into the
United Kingdom; Irish representation thus being removed from Dublin
to the Parliament at Westminster. '"Unionists', defenders of Union
with Britain and antagonistic to its alteration, comprised two groups
primarily in the early twentieth century: fhose in Ulster (Northern
Ireland today) and the Conservative Party in Britain.

"Home Rule" refers to the compromiseibétween Union and complete
Independence and to the movement which dominated Anglo-Irish politics
from the 1870's until 1916. Championed by the Irish Parliamentary
Party (I.P.P.)—also known as the Home Rule or Nationalist Party—Home
Rule called for devolution upon Ireland of local control in domestic
matters. Trade, finance, defense, ap& foreign policy would all have
been retained by the British Government. The conferrence of this
measure on Ireland was attempted in 1885, 1893, 1912-14, 1916, and

‘again in 1920. Each time it failed as a solution.

"Dominion Home Rule" and "Dominion" status are much the same
though they do differ in degree. Dominion Home Rule was suggested

during the Anglo-Irish War, 1919-1921, as a compromise between Home

R



Rule and complete Independence. It differed from the Dominion status

of Canada and Australia in that Ireland would have been subjeét to British

defense and foreign policy though largely in control of her own trade

and finances. The Dominion status which was finally conferred upon

Southern Ireland in the form of the Irish Free State by the treaéy of

1921 freed Ireland in these latter respects as well., The Free State

took its place in the Commonwealth in 1922, as a self-governing Dominion.
"Independence -——complete separation from British domination—had

long been advanced by the extreme nationalist Fenian movement (Irish Re-

publican Brotherhood). By the end of World War I it was supported by the

Irish Volunteers (later called the Irish Republican Army) and the Sinn

Fein Party as well. While this demand was compromised by the 1921 treaty,

it was eventualljachieved in the Acts of 1937 and 1949 which established
Eire, the Irish Republic.



TARA IS GRASS

The world hath conquered, the world hath scattered like dust
Alexander, Caesar, and all that shared their sway:

Tara is grass, and behold how Troy lieth low—

And even the English, perchance their hour will come.

—From 18th Cent. Gaelic/Trans. by P. Pearse

If I were an American, as I am an Englishman, while a foreign
troop was landed in my country, I never would lay down my arms,
never-never-never.

— Chatham: Speech in 1777

'The Irish Question,' wrote Lord Rosebery, 'has not passed
into history because it has never passed out of politics.'

—New York Times, 23 November 1920

The Irish Question is customarily spoken of in the past tense
and it is true that the Anglo-Irish Treaty of 1921 marked the
ending of an age. But the legacies and the burdens of the
past remained to influence and shape the future. In history
there are no endings and no beginnings. In 1921 Ireland stood
on the threshold of a new era, Anglo-Irish relations entered

a new phase, but the past remained to encourage, to influence,
and, most of all, to warn.

—Nicholas Mansergh, 1964

(Students of politics today)...do not realize the extent to which
the Irish problem cast its sombre shadow over Westminster.

—Geoffrey Shakespeare, 1949
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" CHAPTER I

GOVERNMENT POLICY
AND
THE BEGINNING OF THE WAR FOR INDEPENDENCE
. (JANUARY - DECEMBER, 1919)

In viewing Anglo-Irish relations for 1919 one gets the
impression of being witness to the not-so~quiet pause before the
brutal storm. It was in this seeming calm that Ireland renewed
her protest in arms against the seven and a half century domination
of Britain. The Angld-Irish War—lasting two and a half years from
January of 1919 until July, 1921—marked the end of Irish subjection

and likewise served as a warning of the eventual collapse of British

and Western imperialism throughout the world.

1. The Irish Profest
(January-September, 1919)

Coincidentally, the declaration of independence and the first
:bloodshed'occurred simultaneously on 21 January 1919 and marked
the beginning of Ireland's war for independence. In the General
or 'Victory' Election in December,1918, Lloyd George and the
Coalition Government won the largest majority in British history.
That election brought also the victory of Sinn Fein in Ireland

and the demise of the old Home Rule Party. Sinn Fein won 731 of

105 Irish seats at Westminster while the Home Rulers secured

2

merely six. The Unionists acquired 26.

On January 7, the Sinn Fein representatives, in order to

Sixty-nine Sinn Feiners captured 73 constituencies as some
were elected to two different seats.

ZFour of these were in Ulster constituencies covered by an
agreement with Sinn Fein.
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carry out their mandate from the Irish people, gathered at the
Mansion.House, Dublin, calling themselves Dail Eireann (the Assembly
of Ireland). Actually, Sinn Fein, while gaining 69% of the Irish
representation at Westminster, received only 47% of the popular
vote with just 69% of the qualified voters casting ballots.3 In
spite of the questionable mandate for Sinn Fein, Edgar Holt's
suggestion that a majority of the people ;till would have been
satisfied with Home Rule seems most unlikely.4 The profound dis-
satisfaction with the Nat&onalist Party is revealed by their loss
of 62 pre-election seats. The 'blank check' given them in the
days of Parnell was now cancelled, leaving Sinn Fein alone in
control.

Of the Sinn Feiners elected only 27 were available to attend
the first assembly because many were in English gaols. To the

British, recently victorious in the World War, this suggestion of

V independence was an affront because "it was not her Empire but the
Empires of her enemies to which self-determination was proposed."5
The British authorities, however, did hot proclaim the Assembly
illegal until September, 1919.

The Dail's declaration of independence on the twenty-first of
Januafy declared "foreign government in Ireland to be an invasion

of our national right" and demanded that England evacuate the

3pdgar Holt, Protest in Arms (London, 1960), p. 168; Labour
Party, Commission of Inquiry, Report into the Present Conditions
in Ireland (January, 1920), pp.5-6.

‘Ho1t, p. 168

5p.s. O'Hegarty, A History of Ireland Under the Union, 1801-
1922 (London, 1952), p. 729.
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country.6 The Irish deputies were fully aware of the grave impli-
cations of their act,7 an act as momentous for Ireland as the
American Declaration of Independence had been for the U.S.A; 150
years earlier. The Dail was much ridiculed for declaring openly
what could have been left unsaid. Critics contended that this
action created a 'straight-jacket' preven}ing Ireland from accept-
ing less than a Republic. This challenging declaration might not
have been made had the Dg}l been controlled by Eamon DeValera and
Arthur Griffith. Unfortunately, English prisons held these men,
leaving the Assembly in the hands of the more extreme men like
Cathal Brugha and other militants.® By not going to Westminster,
the Sinn Fein M.P.s déprived themselves of a forum from which they
could have presented their case and aroused English as well as world
opinion. Obstructionist tactics by Sinn Fein could have proven most
embarrassing in Parliament,and the absence of their Irish colleagues
must have been very satisfying to the British Coalition Government.

By opening hostilities on the 21st of January, the Irish
chose an alternative method to publicize their oppression. The
beginning of the conflict occurred at Soloheadbeg, Co. Tipperary,
where Dan Breen, Sean Tracy, and seven other Volunteers waylaid a
small R.I.C..convoy to obtain explosives for assembling grenades.

Two men were killed during this operation—the first time police-

6Dorothy Macardle, The Irish Republic (New York, 1965), p. 273.

7Frank Pakenham, Peace by Ordeal (London, 1935), p. 38; Piaras
Beaslai, Michael Collins and the Making of Ireland, 2 vols. (London
1926), I, 270.

8Eoin Neeson, The Life and Death of Michael Collins (Cork,
1968), p. 37.
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men had'been killed since the Easter Rising of 1916. The Dail
had given no authority for this ambush, which was both deplored
and denounced by Irish public opiniong——in fact the Dail did not
assume responsibility for I.R.A. activity until March, 1921..
Incidents of this type, termed 'outrages' by the British Govern-
ment, eventualiy came to be regarded by the Irish people as acts.
of heroism and were to become more frequent with the passage of
time. While not condoning violence as a way of life, more and
more Irishmen came to récognize it as the only effective means
for securing their long-waited independence.10
When these things were happening in Ireland, Prime Minister

Lloyd George was in Fnance attending the Paris Peace Conference.
His chief concerns were peacemaking and the reconstruction of
Europe rather than police action and internal strife in Ireland.
Peace and reconstruction occupied most of his time during the
first.six months of 1919 and continued to concern him through
1922. This situation,along with the indefinite postponement of
Home Rule,left Britain without an Irish policy.11

'.The repercussions of war were not confined to the Continent,
At home Great Britain had to demobilize three and a half million

12

men from the armed services and munitions industry, reconvert

9Holt p. 171; also see Dan Breen, My Fight for Irish Freedom
{Dublin, 1964), pp- 38-58.

10Calton Younger, Ireland's Civil War (London, 1970), p. 75.

11R.B. McDowéll, The Irish Convention, 1917-1918 (London.
1970), p. 191.

12A.J.P. Taylor, English History, 1914-1945 (New York; 1970),
p. 121.




5
its vast war machinery to the tasks of a peacetime economy, and
deal with the problems of industrial strife. With Lloyd George's
attention directed toward these complex issues, it was difficult
for him to consider the Irish problem for some months after the
armistice, "and yet all the time the situation in Ireland was
growing more critical."13 ‘

_When the Premier's attention finally focused on the Irish
problem in léte 1919, th&.makeup of his coalition was of primary
importance. It consistéd of 484 M.P.s, 338 of them Conservatives.
The new Cabinet had been introduced on January 10, but did not
itself become operative until October.l? Most of its mémbers
were retained from the war period. For Ireland Viscount French
remained Viceroy (Lord Lieufenant); Ian Macpherson being appointed
Chief Secretary. Both were in the Cabinet simultaneously, the
only time in history for an Irish Viceroy. The retention of
Viscount French predicted a hesitant policy toward Ireland—in
fact, later evénts show that, other than military rule, there
was no'policy.15
" The Premier continued the old War Cabinet in early 1919,

though it seldom met. Besides himself it included the Unionists

13McDowell, p. 192.

14Great Britain, Parliamentary Debates, House of Commons,
Series V, vol. 112 (1919), p. vii. The Cabinet formed in January,
1919, but inoperative until October, consisted of 12 Unionists,
seven Liberals, one No Affiliation, and one Labourite. 1In all,
during 1919-21, there were 16 Unionists, 11 Liberals, one No Affil-
jation, and one Labourite in the Government (see Appendix n,
Taylor, English History, 1914-45, pp. 130, 646.

15Macardle, p. 272,
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Curzon, Austen Chamberlain and Bonar Law, and G. N. Barnes of
the Labour Party.16 Lloyd George chiefly concerned himself with
the problems of Europe and peace, leaving domestic affairs, in-

17 The latter retained this res-

cluding Ireland, to Bonar Law.
ponsibility after the Paris Peace Conference. A glance at the
party affiliation of the Cabinet reveals that, were the prestige
of the Prime Minister to wane, the Unionists were dominant.18

Both the Prime Minister and his second-in-command Bonar Law,
leader of the Unionists: were aware of the changing developments
in Ireland and in English attitudes toward Union as a result of
the World War. In their joint manifesto of 28 November 1918, they
acknowledged the gravity of the situation and vowed to explore
all "practical paths for peace."19 They were aware that there
could be no harmony within the Empire without a solution to the
Irish Question, which could hardly involve either the coercion of
Ulster by Southern Ireland or the severance of Ireland from Britain.
In this manifesto the Unionist Party formally accepted Home Rule
for the first time in its 30 year history. The statement, while
ignoring Ireland's growing demands for separation, afforded Britain
some room to navigate. Unfortunately,4neither_Lloyd George nor his

aide gave much consideration to their statement until late 1919.

Had Lloyd George boldly offered Dominion status early in 1919 —

16Taylor, English History, 1914-45, p. 130; Debates, Commons,
112 (1919), p. vii.

17Robert Blake, The Unknown Prime Minister (London, 1955),
pPp. 402-3.

181bid., p. 398.

19y, Allison Phillips, The Revolution in Ireland, 1906-1923
(London, 1926), p. 151.
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the eventual basis of settlement in 1921—he would have at least
demonstrated his sincerity and enlisted both American and Dominion
enthusiasm. In mid-January, 1919, Lord Haldane had suggested an
offer‘of Dominion Home Rule to Viscount French, but the Soloheadbeg
incident and the complete opposition of Walter Long convinced him
to continue a military solution.20 Long was a former Chief Secretary
for Ireland and a leading Unionist in the’Government. The situation
in January led Dublin Castle to press the Government for more tanks
and machine guns.21 “”

The predominantly Conservative House of Commons assembled
at Westminster on 4 February with the benches of the old Irish
Parliamentary Party pfactically empty. Only a few vetefan Home
Rulers were now left. One'of them, Joseph Devlin, M.P. from w.
Belfast and the most rational critic of Irish policy, inquired on
12 February about the intentions of the government regarding Ire-
1and.22 Predictably the question was evaded. Lloyd George still
believed Home Rule to be the solution to the Irish problem, but
conditions as they then existed in Ireland prevented ﬁis imple-
menting it.23

Throughout February the British Government was pressured to

207om Jones, Whitehall Diary, 3 vols., edited by Keith Middle-
mas (London, 1969-71), III, 12-13; Dudley Sommer, Haldane of Cloan
(London, 1960), pp. 362-63.

2lgir Henry Wilson's Diaries (17 January 1919), in Maj.-Gen.
Sir C. E. Callwell, Field Marshall Sir Henry Wilson: His Life
and Diaries, 2 vols. (New York, 1927), 11, 164.

22Debates, Commons, 112 (12 February 1919), col. 146.

Z3c, p. Scott, The Political Diaries, 1911-1928 (22 February
1919), edited by Trevor Wilson (London, 1970), p. 372.
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release Sinn Fein prisoners still held in England. Since their
internment in May, 1918, the Irish had protested incessantly,
and there was now pressure from within the English Government.
Reports from Reading Gaol showed difficulty in containing Sinn
Feiners there, while on the third of February DeValera escaped
from Lincoln Gaol. On February 4th Edwarp Shortt, Home Secretary
and formerly Irish Chief Secretar}, sent three telegrams to the
new Chief Secretary, Ian Macpherson, urging the release of all
Irish prisoners. Macphéfgon agreed that the Government ought not
" detain anyone without trial, but he was strongly opposed by the
War Secretary, Winston Churchill.?* The Viceroy also pressed
for their release, buf the War Cabinet worried lest such a con-
cession be taken as a sign of weakness.25 However, on 4 March
the Government decided on the gradual release of all Sinn Feiners
interned in England,26 a decision which was announced in the
Commons on March 6.

On April 1st the Dail gathered for its second session and
proclaimed DeValera Priomh-Aire (tranélated Premier-Minister or
President) and on April 8 he was re-elected President of Sinn
Fein.27 His new Ministry included Arthur Griffith for Home Affairs,
Michael Collins for Finance, and Cathal Brugha for Defense. This

Ministry began immediately to follow "its declared intention of

24Great Britain, Public Record Office, Cabinet Records, War
Cabinet Minute 526/3, 4 February 1919 (Cab. 23/9).

251pid., 527/2, 5 February 1919 (Cab. 23/9).
261hid., 541/4, 4 March 1919 (Cab. 23/9).

27Macard1e, pp. 284-85; Darrell Fipgis, Recollections of the
Irish War (New York, 1927), p. 234.
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taking over the administration of Ireland from the British author-
ities"%8 _ag intention which had been primary to Sinn Fein since
its founding by Griffith in 1905. They established arbitration
courts and land banks, a Labour Department to settle industrial
disputes, and attempted to capture city and county government
councils. Collins floated a loan by adve;tising in newspapers
and periodicals for subscriptions. Many newspapers, including

the Cork Examiner and Griffith's Nationality, were suppressed by

the English, but Collins continued advertising through other
papers and new journals.

The Royal Irish Constabulary was of great concern to the Dail.
This body, once admiréd by most Irishmen for its courage and fair-
ness now found itself in direct conflict with Sinn Fein. It had
become the right arm of England. The Dail, while not desiring
to terrorize the R.I.C., wanted to boycott and ostracize them from
society and thereby '"frustrate their efforts as the eyes and ears
of the enemy."29

On April 3 the House of Commons held a debate in which T. P.
O'Connor, an Irish Nationalist from the Scotland Division of
Liverpool, declared: '"we have no government...we have on one side,

widespread disturbance—on the other, severe repression."30 He

asked the Government if -they had any control over Ireland except

284o1t, p. 177.

29Macardle,'p. 288; also see Ernie O'Malley, Army Without
Banners (New York, 1937), p. 191, published in England in 1936
as On Another Man's Wound.

30pebates, Commons, 114, (3 April 1919), col. 1440.
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by military power.31

His point, while exaggerating the extent
of disturbance at this time, was relevant.

The Government's reply to O'Connor was typical of official
procrastination. Macpherson acknowledged Sinn Fein's growing |
command of public opinion,stating that it made it increésingly
difficult "for the Imperial Government to;explore practical path-

ways toward solution."32

Rather than a willingness to negotiate
with Sinn Fein, he displgyed determination to maintain law and
order. On 14 April in a letter to Lléyd George33 Macpherson
reiterated his view,and the next day Bonar Law defended Macpher-
son's statement as the official government policy.34 The Labour
M.P., Jack Jones, astﬁtely summarized the situation. "It is a
poor thing...that the Government of this great Empire have nothing
to offer Ireland than less brains and more bullets."33

At Knocklong Station on May 13, several Volunteers,while
rescuing a comrade-at-arms, killed an R.I.C. sergeant and a con-
stable. The corner's jury, composed of Irishmen, found the
assailants innocent and actually "blamed the Government for expo-

36

sing the police to danger.' In spite of denunciation by the

Church, the public horror at Soloheadbeg was not repeated at

311bid., col. 1453
321pid., cols. 1543-44.

33London, Beaverbrook Library, Lloyd George Papers, Macpher-
son to Lloyd George, 14 April 1919 (L.G.P./F/46/1/2).

34Debates, Commons, 114 (15 April 1919), col. 2713.
35¢bid., (3 April 1919), col. 1547.
36Younger, p. 82.
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Knocklong. People had begpn to take a different look at the ex-
ploits of the Volﬁnteers, regarding these young men not as
murderers but rather as patriots concerned with freedom.37

A debate on the "Condition of Ireland" took place in the
house on 14 May, 1919. T. P. O'Connor, with Vernon Hartshorn of
the Labour Party, pressed the Irish Secretary about his policy.
O'Connor reiterated that Britain must make up'its mind whether
it was to be "self-goverpyent...or militarism in Ireland."38
Hartshorn chastised the Government for alienating the Irish people
and arousing international suspicion of British concern for small
nations.3? Macpherson again defended police action in the name
of law and order and gtated, "We are not going to bargain with
Sinn Fein because they have defied us.... Unless constitutionalism
is revived, we can have no parley with Sinn Fein, which endeavors
to destroy our empire."40

The shootings at Soloheadbeg and Knocklong, together with
those in early 1919 at Westport and Limerick, further convinced
Dublin Castle of the gravity of the situation. Instead of press-
ing for reconciliation, French and Macpherson suggested tightening
military policy and suppressing Sinn Fein, the Irish Volunteers

and other extreme nationalist organizations.41 On 31 May, however,

371bid.

38pcbates, Commons, 115 (14 May 1919), 1726.
391bid., col. 1692.

401pid., cols. 1730-31.

/ 41Minute by French and Macpherson, 15 May 1919 (L.G.P./F/180/
3/2).
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Macpherson displayed hesitation saying he now wanted to wait until
the right moment to suppress these groups.42 Both he and French
realized suppression could lead to further 'outrages' but believed

it the only method to quell insurrection.43 The talk of suppression
disturbed three Coalition Liberals—H.A.L. Fisher, Edward Shortt,

and Christopher Addison—but the Cabinet was prevented from deal-

ing with the situation on May 23rd by the Prime Minister's absence.%4

The British attitude/in May, 1919, was what it continued to
be throughout the war—Ireland must accept a solution of British
making. With the situation quickly leading to war,and neither
Sinn Fein nor the British Cabinet showing any inclination toward
compromise, the only ﬁope for peaceful solution lay in the Irish
appeal to the Paris Peace Conference. The problem of Anglo-Irish
relations now had not only a local significance, but European and
even global ramifications.

The possibility of a clash between the U. S. and Great Britain
over Ireland was quite real.?> President Woodrow Wilson had felt
much pressure from vociferous Irish-Americans and needed the sup-
port of their Senators for ratification of the peace settlement

and the League of Nations.?® He had already championed the rights

42London, Beaverbrook Library, Bonar Law Papers, Macpherson
to Bonar Law, 31 May 1919 (B.L.P./97/3/29).

43krench to Macpherson, 16 May 1919 (L.G.P./F/46/2/4).
44j0nes, Whitehall Diary, I, 87; III, 13.

455eth p. Tillman, Anglo-American Relations at the Paris
Peace Conference of 1919 (Princeton, 1961), p. 197; Telegram from
Barclay, 11 November 1919 (Cab. 27/69).

46p1an J. Ward, Ireland and Anglo-American Relations (London,
1969), p. 189.




13
of all nations for self-determination in his Fourteen Points, and
the Irish were but one of many nationalities—including Jews, Poles,
Georgians, Syrians, Indians, Indochinese, Czechoslovakians, Koreans,
Egyptians and Lebanese—claiming self-determination. Unfortunately,
they belonged to a victorious Empire and not to one which had van-
quished.

With regard to Ireland, Lloyd George was never in a mood to
heed American advice, yet already in 1918 American public opinion
had influenced him to offer Home Rule.4? As early as 4 March 1919
the United States House of Representatives passed a resolution,

261 votes to 41, calling on the Paris Conference to hear Irish
claims for self-determination. The Senate arrived at the same
verdict on 6 June with only one dissenting vote.48

In May the issue surfaced with the arrival in Dublin of
three Irish-Americans. Hoping to allay the growing American
prejudice against Britain,49 Lloyd George had reluctantly agreed
to their visit. The event was embarrassing both to the Prime
Minister and the President. A report was issued by the trio
calling for Irish self-determination and criticizing the British
for its "zoolike treatment" of political offenders and violation

of human rights.so On June 11, these three Americans met Wilson

47y . c. Minute 385, 6 April 1918 (Cab. 23/6/f. 16-17); Ward,
p- 173.

48Nicholas Mansergh, The Irish Question, 1840-1921 (London,
©1965), pp- 278-81.

49¢rank Owen, Tempestuous Journey: Lloyd George His Life and
Times (London, 1954), p. 558.

SO0wara, p. 181.
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in Paris and pressed him to agree to an Irish hearing at the peace
conference. It was Wilson's belief that the League of Nations-
would hear and solve injustices beyond the'scope of peace confer-
ences, including Paris. This belief provided him with a reason
for refusing the demands of this 'potent domestic pressure group
in order to avoid a serious collision with Great Britain over an
jssue which, at least legally, was a purely domestic British

problem."51

Lloyd George's passing the burden of decision to the
American President was an example of his political acuity.52

While the decision to exclude Ireland from the conference
was beneficial to the Anglo-American relations in Paris, in the
_long run it led to disaster. The refusal dealt Irish aspirations
for a peaceful éettlement a staggering blow and marked another
step toward war. The President had declined to assist the newly
proclaimed Republic, but the Irish-Americans had not. 1In order to
strengthen financial and popular support for Ireland, DeValera
crossed the Atlantic, spending 18 months in the United States-—
from 17 June 1919 until Christmas Eve, 1920.

The British Cabinet was informed by their Embassy in Wash-
ington of DeValera's iliegal presence in America and of the warm
reception accorded him there. A message from R. C. Lindsay of
the Embassy staff in Washington to Lord Curzon reported a mass
meeting in Chicago on 7 June which displayed unprecedented hos-

tility toward Britain, almost to the degree of "hysterical fanat-

517i11man, pp. 197, 200.
52Mansergh, p. 281.
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icism."s3 But by 26 June and 15 July he reported that anti-British
feelings and interest in DeValera were both waning.54 It is cur-
jous that Lindsay's report of decreasing American animosity
synchronized with the buildup of British militarism in Ireland.
While Ireland carried her case to Paris and America, Britain was
carrying supplies across the Irish Sea to.the Army of Occupation.

During the summer months, members of the press from Britain

and elsewhere flocked to‘Ireland. They witnessed a situation
which reminded them of recent war years on the Continent as

_soldiers with fixed bayonets, wearing trench

helmets, paraded the strects; a machine gun

post commanded Liberty Hall; military cordons

with armoured lorries surrounding whole dis-

tricts of Dublin while the police and military

carried out raids. They saw, in June, the

Dublin quays 'jammed with tanks, armoured cars,

guns, motor lorries, and thousands of troops

as if the port was gsbase of a formidable

expeditionary force:
Hugh Martin in a series of articles in London's Daily News brought
the point home to England. On 14 May he wrote, "Government by
tanks is only a temporary expedient, and the policy of drift can-
not be indefinitely prolonged...in the end we shall have to give
up the hypocrisy of pretending concern about freedom in Czecho-

slovakia or the infamy of stamping on freedom in Ireland."56

Revelations like these undoubtedly hurt British foreign relations.

538 c. Lindsay to Curzon, 9 June 1919 (L.G.P./F/46/1/8).
54Teiegrams from Lindsay, 26 June and 15 July 1919 (Cab. 27/69).

55Freeman's Journal, 10 June 1919.

56p,i1y News, 14 May 1919. Most of the newspaper sources which
are cited without page numbers have been gathered from the Lloyd
George Papers. There are nine boxes of press cuttings on Ireland
(see L.G.P./H/210-18).
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In July, 1919, South Africa's leader, Field Marshal Smuts, went
so far as to say: "Unless the Irish Question is settled on the
great principles which form the basis of this Empire, this Empire
must cease to exist."s7

On July 21, the Prime Minister made one of his rare appear-
ances in the House of Commons since the Wgr. His policy toward
Ireland was again criticized by Joseph Devlin who called it a
"flat negation of all their war aims."58 When queried by Devlin
about the application of ;elf—government to Ireland, the Prime
Minister declared the problem was not whether Lloyd George was
ready but whether Ireland was ready to agree. He asserted that
he had previously triéd to apply self-government but that it had
invariably been blocked by division in Ireland. "I shall be
perfectly prepared to apply‘:Wilson's principleé]...to Ireland,"
he said, "if they are applied to the whole of Ireland,"59 but he
refused to coerce Ulster into an all-Ireland Parliament. He
further stated that he would be willing to grant Home.Rule to

the South if she so desired.%0

While getting Irishmen to agree

to a solution was an insurmountable problem, Lloyd George's
statement ignored Home Rule's stunning defeat in the 1918 election.
It was now unacceptable to all factioms.

The Freeman's Journal, not an extreme Irish nationalist

paper, observed "if England can hold her own in this country—

S7y.x. Hancock, Smuts, 2 vols. (Cambridge, Eng., 1962-68),11,547.
58kreeman's Journal, 22 July 1919, p. 4.

59Debates, Commons, 118, (21 July 1919), col. 1052.
601pid., col. 1096.
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and the Prime Minister does not deny it—only by the power of her
bayonets, bombs, and tanks, her rﬁle is as much an outrage as was
German occupation of Belgium."%l Even the Times of Lord North-
cliffe, which was unfriendly to Sinn Fein, stressed on June 16
the urgency of a settlement, and on the twenty-fourth criticized

Lloyd George's disappointing performance in the Commons . %2

Real-
izing the problem was quite different from that in 1914, the Times
called for a "broader and more statesmanlike" offer to be substi-
tuted for the "dead, unburied, and unlamented measure."63 It
envisioned an elastic federal scheme granting immediate devolution
of legislative power to two Irish states—one North and one South—
along with an All-Ireland Parliament. This plan gave both states
equal representation in the Irish Parliament with the hope it might
eventually perform the tasks of a central body within an Irish
Federation.

The British Government continued to procrastinate,and an
offer of settlement was not forthcoming until December. The Times'
solution was unrealistic because a federal scheme uniting Ireland
was as inapplicable in 1919 as was Home Rule. Since 1916 the South
had gravitated.toward greater separation and little short of a
Republic was satisfactory there. On the other hand, Ulster's
bitterness in 1914.was not lessened by the growing demand for

independence in the South.

By the late summer of 1919 British civil administration had

6lFreeman's Journal, 22 July 1919, p. 4.

627imes, 24 July 1919.
631bia.
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collapsed in most parts of Ireland. Courts, banks, and local
government were all passing under the control of Sinn Fein. The
Frenchman, M. Godlet, wrote of this period: "the British Admin-
istration could no longer succeed in governing Ireland, it could
only prevent her governing herself."64

Besides assuming most of the administration in the 26 Southern
counties, the Republicans developed a program of guerrilla warfare
against Britain's army of .occupation. This campaign was taken
under the leadership of Michael Collins and Cathal Brugha.
Collins was not only Finance Minister and Director of Intelli-
gence, but also Director of Organization of the Irish Volunteers
(soon to become the Irish Republican Army) and a member of the
Supreme Council of the Irish Republican Brotherhood. Along with
DeValera's absence, his significant position in these important
organizations, enabledhim to dominate the Republican movement; -
and without his efforts the Irish struggle would probably have

collapsed.65

In an effort to obtain arms and ammunition, attacks
were concentrated on police barracks and patrols. Such action
forced the R.I.C. in 1919 and early 1920 to evacuate many of its
barracks in remote indefensible regions.66 These evacuations
showed that popular opinion favored the I.R.A. and it was in

these remote areas that Collins' guerrillas were most free to

64Macardle, p. 301.
65Neeson, p. 144; O'Hegarty, p. 737.

6614o01t, p. 187; Charles C. Tansill, America and the Irish
Fight for Freedom (New York, 1957), p. 398. Sinn Fein's Irish
Bulletin, 23-24 June 1921, p. 3, estimated the evacuation of
of these posts in early 1920.
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maneuver,

The British government found it incredible that the gunmen
had the support of the people. It continuéd to believe Irishmen
were terrorized by the I.R.A. 'murder gang'. Throughout the
first eight months of 1919 the Irish Secretary maintained that
the gunmen were murdering and massacring innocent men "wholesale
in every direction."67 The truth was rather less extreme. From
1 January‘until 9 August, 1919, only thirty-six‘representatives
of the Crown were attacked in Ireland with just seven killed and
24 injured.68 Four police barracks and 46 other dwellings had
also been attacked.

The assault at Fermoy, County Cork, on 7 September "set
the pattern in yet another way for the guerrilla war."%9  The
men of Liam Lynch's Second Cork Brigade, dressed in civilian
clothes, were able to launch a surprise attack on the police and
escape undetected. The coroner's jury meeting the next day to
consider the death of the policeman killed at Fermoy returned
the same verdict as that at Knocklong almost four months earlier,
finding that the policeman was not wilfully murdered.

While the Fermoy incident set the stage for two years of
guerrilla warfare, it also marked the next day the beginning of
reprisals which made the Black and Tans notorious in 1920. The

jury verdict had aroused the anger of 200 soldiers stationed nearby

67pebates, Commons 119 (14 August 1919}, col. 1729.
68153d., cols. 1665-66.

69Holt, p. 188; also see Florence O'Donoghue, No Other Law
(bublin, 1954), p. 50. '
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and in revenge they wrecked the shops of Fermoy, inflicting damage
estimated at £3,000. Fermoy established the pattern of attack
and reprisal familiar for the next two years.

2. Coercion and Appeasement
(September-December, 1919)

The British Government had repeatedly mistaken the Republican
Movement for nothing more than a murder gang. The Fermoy episode
and the events of the first eight months of 1919 convinced England
that violence must be countered with violence. On September 10
the British officially suppressed Dail Eireann and Sinn Fein; the
Irish Volunteers, and other extreme nationalist organizations
eventually suffered the same fate.70"Neither Irish nor British
subjects were surprised.

The Prime Minister had stated in the House of Commons on

7 August that '"force alone cannot be the last word,"71

yet on the
23rd of August his friend Harold Spender reported that Lloyd
George's attitude was "entirely hopeless' because he seemed to
have "surrendered to the most extreme anti-Irish hatred.”"’? The
Premier's contradictory statements and apparent volte-face on
Irish affairs reinforced the conviction of many that Lloyd George
was vindictive, inconsistent and opportunistic. A hostile bio-

grapher, Donald McCormick, regards him as an unprincipled opportunist

whose somersault "turned on the Irish nation with a savagery and

"OMacardle, pp. 308, 317.
71Debates, Commons, 119 (7 August 1919), col. 653.

72Haro1d Spender to C. P. Scott, 23 August 1919, in Scott,
p. 377.
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venom unparalleled since Cromwell" in revenge for Ireland's
opposition to conscription.73 He further shows that Lloyd George
did not support Irish Home Rulers in the 1918 election,

The Prime Minister was often inconsistent and opportunistic,
even revengeful, but his position on Ireland was not as mercurial
as McCormick suggests. It was the Irish Question which had al-
tered and Lloyd George refused to compromise. Having been to
Ireland only once, in 1907, and never having been an avid Home
Ruler like Gladstone, he could not contemplate Ireland's complete
separation from the United Kingdom. Rather, he had lukewarmly
assented to the principle of Home Rule for Ireland as well as for
Scotland and his native Wales—a principle designed to strengthen
the United Kingdom.74 Wales, however, was Protestant and Non-
conformist and did not consider complete separation, while Ireland,
predominantly Roman Catholic, did.”s Also, the demand for Home
Rule in Wales was not a truly national goal. '"Far more funda-
mental than the desire for governmental devolution was the power
of nonconformity'" and the demand to be an equal within the United

Kingdom.76 Lloyd George, who was a product of late nineteenth

73ponald McCormick, The Mask of Merlin (London, 1963), p.185.

74Malcolm Thompson, David Lloyd George (London, 1949), pp. 75
and 314-15; Kenneth 0. Morgan, David Lloyd George: Welsh Radigal
as World Statesman (Cardiff, 1964), p. 19; Jones, Whitehall Diary,
IIT, 40.

75William George, My Brother and I (London, 1958), p. 264;
David W. Savage, "The Parnell of Wales has become the Chamberlain
of England: Lloyd George and the Irish Question," The Journal of
British Studies, Vol. XII, No. 1 (November 1972), 86-88.

76Kenneth 0. Morgan, Wales in British Politics, 1868-1922
(Cardiff, 1963), pp. 305-06.
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century Wales and only a quasi-Home Ruler before becoming premier,
now faced an Irish insurrection. His decision to proscribe the
Irish Dail was based—as was his policy throughout the entire
Anglq-Irish war—on his belief that the answer was force. His
advisors—militarists and conservatives—continually bolstered
this opinion. It was their great fear that the Empire would
collapse, as Henry Wilspn reminded them in a letter predicting
crises in Egypt, Mesopotamia and India.’’ A successful Irish
revolution would set a ﬁerilops precedent.

"Had England been prepared to enter into peaceful rivalry
with the Dail Eireann for the allegiance of Irishmen no doubt
the Dail Eireann would have been happy to compete."78 wrote Frank
Pakenham, a contemporary historian. It was the goal of the Dail
and of Sinn Fein to prevent English rule by passive resistance
and control of local government.79 It was, however, unlikely
that the I.R.A. would have been satisfied with conciliatory mea-
sures until Britain had withdrawn her soldiery. Some members of
the Government, along with the Daily News at the time, maintained
that such action by Britain would have ensured civil war between
Unionists and Republicans, a belief also held by the journalist

Richard Bennett in his important book, The Black and Tans.80 But

Southern Unionists in Ireland, led by Lord Middleton, had broken

775ir Henry Wilson to L. G., 7 August 1919 (L.G.P./F/47/8/33).
78Pakenhaﬁ, p. 37.

790'Hegarty, p. 735.

80Memorandum forwarded by Walter Long, 17 November 1919

(Cab. 24/93/£.189 and 191); Daily News, 22 August 1919; Richard
Bennett, The Black and Tans bengon, 1970), p. 26.
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away from the North setting up their own organization in January
of 1919.81 4 withdrawal of British troops northward would have
secured Ulster and prevented civil war. This seemingly simple
sélution, since it implied separation for the South, was impossible
for Lloyd George. He had repeatedly declared against a Republic
and was dependent on a Unionist dominated. coalition.

The suppression of the Dail in September directed the atten-
tion of the Irish peoplewyholly toward the militant I.R.A. It
meant that the Irish Asgembly would lead a "furtive and precarious
existence, meeting irregularly in secret sessions.'"82 The Anglo-
Irish conflict was increasingly becoming a war, though never offic-
ially declared. Even£ua11y it would be a three-faceted contest—
"a war between the British Secret Service and the Collins (intelli-
gence) network in Dublin, a war of harassment and reprisal in the
country and a war of propaganda."83

Both the conservative Daily Telegraph and Lloyd George's own

Daily Chronicle congratulated the government on the strong line it

had taken while the majority of the liberal press, especially The

Daily News, Times, and Manchester Guardian, were more realistic

and critica1.84 Instead of speaking of the reign of terrorism in

Ireland, the Daily News headlined "The Tragedy of Ireland" recalling

81Jones, Whitehall Diary, III, 9.

82Giovanni Costigan, "The Anglo-Irish Conflict, 1919-1922",
University Review (Dublin, Spring, 1968), 70; also see Figgis, P.
2601,

83Younger, p. 82.

84Daily Telegraph, 12 September 1919; Daily Chronicle, 13
September 1919; Times, 10 September 1919; Manchester Guardian, 3
July and 5 September 1919.
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Ireland's appeal for Home Rule made throughout the war, and assert-
"ing that it was "on the Ministers themselves in the last resort
that the guilt for every drop of blood shed in Ireland must rest."85

George V—after the September events at Fermoy—expressed his
concern lest Britain drift info an impossible situation. "His
Majesty asks," wrote his personal secretary to Bonar Law on 11
September, "what does his Government intend to do towards further
protecting the lives of unoffending people in Ireland—and in order
to introduce into Parli;ment measures for the Government of the
country?"86

Bonar Law replied briefly that the Government would continue
its present policy, maintaining order in Ireland.87 1In this

opinion he was reinforced by letters sent by the Viceroy and Chief
88

Secretary. French believed that Sinn Fein's influence was waning
while Macpherson felt it was impossible to get Sinn Fein to nego-
tiate on any basis other than complete separation.89 Both blamed
the Birrell-Asquith administration for the grave situation and
defended the suppresion of the Dail. The British leaders undoubt-
edly recalled that the Hardinge Commission in 1916 had stated:

"The Irish people are easily led and it is therefore incumbent on

85Dailx News, 13 September 1919.

861 ord Stamfordham to Bonar Law, 11 September 1919 (B.L.P./
98/2/8).

87Harold Nicolson, King George V (New York, 1953), p. 346.

881010 French to Bonar Law, 13 September 1919 (B.L.P./98/2/11).
89yacpherson to Bonar Law, 13 September 1919 (B.L.P./98/2/12).
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the Government to nip lawlessness in the bud."90

The War Cabinet gathered at 10 Downing Street on September 25.
The Viceroy was aware of the gravity of the Irish situation and
produced a 'Joint Memorandum' prepared by himself and Macpherson,91
which explained that the extreme section, especially the I.R.B.,
had broken away from the rest of Sinn Fein?2 The Irish Government
requested a frece hand to deal with the problem. French and Mac-
pherson failed to see it was their action-—not the extremists—
which would ensure the success of the I.R.A. and I.R.B. Tﬁe most
significant of the measures requested were:

1. Improvements of the secret service.

2. Extension of the powers of the Executive
(Irish) under Section 14(b} of the Defense
of the Realm Act so as to enable arrests
to be made on suspicion only.

3. Provision of prison accommodation in England
for Irish prisoners.

4. Encouragement of the R.I.C. and D.M.P.
(Dublin Metropolitan Police) by advancing
£10 per man until passage of the '"Constabu-
lary and Police (Irish) Bill".

5. An increase in the numbers of the "G" Divi-
sion (Intelligence) of the D.M.P.

6. An increase in the size 8§ the R.I.C. as
the military is reduced.

" Of these six measures all but the second were later approved.94

Likewise, DeValera was banned from re-entering the country.95 A

90Great Britain, Parliamentary Papers, House of Commons (Lon-
don, 1916-21), "Report of the Royal Commission on the Rebellion in
Ireland,” Cmd. 8311 (1916).

91y. ¢. Minute, 624/2, 25 September 1919 (Cab. 23/12/f. 16).

92y, c. Paper G. T. 8227, 24 or 25 Sept.1919 (Cab.24/18[f.89).
931pid.
94y. C. Minute 628/4, 7 October 1919 (Cab.23/12/f.28).

951hid., 624/3, 25 September 1919 (Cab.23/12/£.17); W. C.
Paper G. T. 7838, 24 July 1919 (Cab.24/85/£.295).
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memo by Walter Long, one of the staunchest Unionists in the Govern-
ment, was also presented. It called for a public statement that

the government would no longer '"tolerate existing crime and law-

lessness."96

It was not only desire for an end to the violence which
motivated the British Ministers to offer a solution. Public
opinion in America and the Dominions and impending activation of
the Home Rule Act passeduin 1914 were also catalysts. That act
had been suspended on 18 September 1914 for the duration of the
war and was to become operative eight months after the ratification
of the peace treaties,97 The Irish Parliament was to be summoned
not later than four months.after the activation of the measure.

The War Cabinet decided to block the 1914 Act because it was
not acceptable to anyone in Ireland.98 They recognized the neces-
sity of dealing with the problem in the coming session of Parliament.
On October 7 they considered three alternative proposals, including
both a Federal and a Home Rule scheme by Walter Long and another
Home Rule measure by Curzon.9? Long was selected to chair a
Cabinet Committee on Ireland to determine the effect of the alter-
native policies on Ireland, Great Britain, and abroad. This
committee contained six Unionists, including Long, Birkenhead, and

the Viceroy, and fbur liberals of whom H. A. L. Fisher and the

96y. C. Paper G. T. 8215, 24 September 1919 (Cab. 24/8-9/£.34).
971bid., G. T. 8210, 18 September 1919 (Cab.24/89/£.19).

98y . C. Minute 624/2, 25 September 1919 (Cab.23/12/f.16).
991bid., 628/4, 7 October 1919 (Cab.23/12/£.27).
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Chief Secretary were the most prominent.100 Lloyd George definitely
favored the introduction of a new Home Rule bill at this time,
Bonar Law told Bali;our.l01 He, himself, however, had reservations
and recognized it would meet with opposition.

Public opinion was especially important for tﬁe British
Cabinet between the October 7 and November 11 meetiﬁgs on Ireland!0?
Viscount Grey, the former Foreign Secretary—undoubtedly hopeful
for a reduction of the more than $4 billion war debt owed the

United States—wrote the Prime Minister on October 6 and expressed

the importance of a concession to Ireland to calm American opin-
103
b4

Jion three summaries of which were circulated to the Committee
on Ireland by the Foréign Office,104 One, entitled "American
Opinion on the Irish Question", blémed the Hearst newspapers for
fanning the flames and arousing American opinion. It also felt
that a settlement which could command reasonable support in Ire-
land would be favorably received by most Americans. The second
report on "American Press Opinion..." stressed the hostility of
most U. S. newspapers to Britain becauée of Ireland. The hostile

papers included the influential New York American, New York World,

Chicago Tribune, San Francisco Chronicie, Boston Pilot and the

1001bid.; Annual Register (London, 1919-21), 1919, p. 122
(see Appendix IT).

101gonar Law to Balfour, 9 October 1919 (B.L.P./101/3/159).

102During the month of October Lloyd George convened a full
Cabinet of Ministers discarding the old War Cabinet.

103y; scount Grey to L. G., 6 October 1919 (L.G.P./F/60/3/7);
W. C. Paper G. T. 8387 (Cab.24/90/£.416).

104Cabinet Committee on Ireland, 18 October 1919 (Cab.27/69).
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Catholic press of the U.S.A. Their consensus was a compromise
settlement approximating Dominion Home Rule,provided it was
enacted swiftly and without serious bloodshed. These compilations
by the British Embassy in Washington clearly illustrate the con-
cern of British officials with American opinion. Unfortunately
Lloyd George and his ministers disregardea this advi;e for more
than a year. ‘

The Cabinet was also- aware of pro-Irish feelings in the
Dominions}05 especially in Canada and Australia, both of which
had many citizens of Irish descent. The Foreign Office reported
that Canada, where each provinceé had a great deal of autonomy, had
declared itself for Irish self-government as early as 18%2. In
1903 the Legislative Assembly of Quebec had passed a similar
resolution. The Australian Parliament also had a tradition
favoring Home Rule. Of less than five million whites in Australia
nearly one million were Catholic, led by the anti-British Arch-
bishop Mannix.

Two further reports reveal that the British failed to recog-
nizé that Irish opinion had swung over to the extremists as the
last hope for Irish freedom%06 This support, moreover, was given
not because of I.R.A. terrorism but because Britain had escalated

“the conflict. The former report107 stated that priests had little

say in Irish political matters and werc merely swimming with the

1051pid., 13 October 1919 (Cab. 27/69).

106pn undated memorandum, probably October 1919 (Cab.24/92/
£.501); Extract from a report by the Inspector-General of the
R.I.C., 18 November 1919 (L.G.P./F/46/1/17).

1071454,
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current in order to retain their remaining influence. It described
the I.R.A. armament as motley, indicating that force would bring
Sinn Fein to accept Home Rule. The memorandum continued, saying
that Irish labour was almost entirely Sinn Fein because Bolshevik
doctrines had affected the workingpopulation. Britain habitually
looked abroad for the source of Irish disaffection,failing to see
that it resulted from her own oppression. During thé World War,
England feared a German -. Irish collaboration and Russian influ-
ence in the postwar years. These convictions prevented Britain
from realizing that a friendly Irish Republic posed no threat.
Rather, they envisioned a tougﬁ:policy aimed at the murderous
gunmen to free moderates in Ireland from their clutch anﬂ'enable
them to conclude a Home Rule settlement with England.

While the Cabinet Committee was debating the nature of the
offer to be made to Ireland and weighing public opinion at home
and abroad, Dublin Castle continued to build its military strength.
As early as 17 May 1919, General Sir Frederick Shaw indicated he
would need an additional 10,000 reinforcements if general rebellion
broke outl%8 Churchill, the War Secretary, reported in the Commons
on 18 December that British occupation had increased to 43,000 at
an estimated cost of £860,000 monthly%09 British forces had
numbered only 25,060 during the First World War, yet by July 1921

110

there were plans for 70,000 and more —approximating in size

108General Shaw to French, 17 May 1919 (L.G.P./F/46/1/5).
109Debates, Commons, 122 (18 December 1919), cols. 680-81.

110Ibid., 125 (12 February 1920), col. 235; also see p. 220.
of this dissertation.
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the British Expeditionary Force of 1914.

Britain's efforts to crush the Sinn Fein rebellion went
beyond military suppression of extreme organizations. The
Government admitted trying at least 369 civilians by court-martial
during the three years prior to 30 September 1919111 apg suppress-
ing 43 newspapers since May, 1916112 on December 15 the Nationaljst ‘
Freeman's Journal was physically suspended by the removal of paft

of the press machinery!‘13

In the Commons on November 25 the Prime Minister skillfully
evaded an accusation that over 10,000 private homes had been
searched in Ireland during the past year]:14 Dorothy Macardle,

using Sinn Fein's Irish Bulletin along with other Irish newspapers

as her sources, estimated there had been 12,589 raids by Crown
forces in the years 1917-19 while a compilation in the Irish
Bulletin on 23-24 June 1921 suggests 13,782 for the year 1919
alonellS In addition to searches and raids there had been lootings
in Cork, Athlone and Kinsdale. The very troops which had sacked
Fermoy in September looted the principal shops of Cork's main

street on November 10]:16 Another action was the arrest in 1918

111ypid., 5 November 1919, col. 1497.
1121hi4., 30 October 1919, cols. 862-63.
113pnnual Register, 1919, p. 146.

114pebates, Commons, 122 (25 November 1919), col. 554.

, 115Irish Bulletin, 30 December 1919, cited in Macardle,
pp. 316-17; Irish Bulletin, 23-24 June 1921, p. 2.

116gwen, p. 561.
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and 1919 of 17 Irish M.P.s elected to Westminster}17 while later
in 1919 there were further arrests and deportings from Irelandll8

It is difficult to determine the number of politically .
motivated Irish disturbances for 1919. The records of the Judi-
cial Division of the Chief Secretary's Office show that there were
3600 indictable offenses committed in Ireland in 1919 with 176
involving firearms!l9 Of the 176, seventy involved firing at
persons and 106 at dwel}ings. Both the total offenses and the
shootings were double the average number before 1918. From the
War Office, Churchill reported 1500 political offenses including
18 killings and 77 armed attacks in Ireland between May and Decem-
ber, 1919120 7o his figure of 18 killings the two policemen killed
at Soloheadbeg in January must be added. Of the 20 Crown servants
murdered during 1919, seventeen were policemen and one a uniformed

soldierl2l The largest number of attacks occurred in Munster

117pepates, Commons, 121 (13 November 1919), cols. 498-99.
Fifteen Irish M.P.s were arrested during the period, two of them
twice.

118annual Register, 1919, p. 146.

119Great Britain, Public Record Office, Colonial Office Records
(C.0. 903/19/5). The records of Dublin Castle and the Irish Office
(London) are now part of the records of the Colonial Office.

120yinston S. Churchill, The Aftermath, 1918-28 (New York,
1929), p. 297; Robert Rhodes James, Churchill: A Study in Failure,
1900-1939 (New York, 1970), p. 140; The 1500 political outrages is
perhaps a crude estimate. Dublin Castle attributed a total of
1089 outrages to Sinn Fein for a longer period from 1 January 1919
to 29 March 1920 (see Dublin Castle, List of Sinn Fein Outrages,
31 March 1920, L.G.P./F/19/2/9).

121 pnnual Register, 1919, pp. 122-23, 145-46; C. J. C. Street
(pseud, "I. 0."), The Administration of Ireland, 1920 (London,
1921), p. 369.
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followed by those in the Dublin area; Considering that a state of
war existed, the lives lost seemed insignificant during this year.
The period, however, included the attempted assassination of Lord
French as he was returning by train from a visit to Boyle in Co.
Roscommon. His car had met him at Ashtown Station and before he
had reached his lodge in Phoenix Park, Collins' men attacked the _
auto, using bombs and guns. The Viceroy barely escaped with his
life. '

On November 11 the Cabinet reassembled to consider the "First
Report of the Cabinet Committee on Ireland"”, which had recommended
that Britain immediately grant 'states rights' to the two parts
of Ireland with a connecting link between to assist them to achieve
unity on any basis short of complete separation%22 The Cabinet
agreed to produce a bill and on 26 November decided to proceed
with hastel?23 Here the effect of public opinion on the Cabiﬁetl
and the advice of statesmen like Grey, a temporary Ambassador to
Washington in 1919, and journalists like Lord Riddell is notice-
ablel24 op December 3 the Cabinet decided that Ulster would be
offered a local Parliament and not be allowed to select union with
the United Kingdoml25 It was based on the Cabinet's desire to

place Ireland in a position whereby unification would be easier

122capinet Conclusion 5/19/2, 11 November 1919 (Cab.23/18/
£.35); Cabinet Paper (C.P.) 56, 4 November 1919 (Cab.24/92/ff,.338-
44)0 : .

123cab. Concl. 9/19/5, 26 November 1919 (Cab.23/18/£.93); C.P.
137, 17 November 1919 (Cab.24/93/f.166).

124yard, pp. 226-27; L. G. P./F/60/3/7; Lord Riddell, Intimate
Diary of the Peace Conference and After (New York, 1934), pp.
141-42.

125¢cab. Concl. 10/19/2, 3 December 1919 (Cab.23/18/£.110).



33

when sought by both sides!20 Arthur Balfour alonc opposed the
Cabinet on this issue stressing that unification was impossible.
He felt that a strong measure of Dominion Home Rule should be
granted to the South with Ulster permanently separated and linked
to the United Kingdom}27 From the vantage point of fifty years
this solution appears not unwise. IS

On December 15 the Cabinet decided that the Prime Minister
should make a statement prior to the intrcduction of the Bill to
enable its easy modific:ation}28 The Ministers also discussed an
interesting proposal by Ulster's Sir James Craig to establish a
boundary commission to define the Ulster border precisely as had
been the practice at the Paris Peace Conference. The Government
decided to consider the commission as an alternative but was
otherwise committed to an Ulster consisting of six countiesl?9d
Both Sir James O'Connor, a Southern Unionist Judge, and Craig
influenced this decisionl30

As Lloyd George was preparing for his long-awaited statement
on December 22nd, his feeling was one of gloom because he realized
the futility of his eleventh-hour proposal%31 The lengthy speech

he made in the Commons stressed the necessity of reaching a settle-

1261pid., 12/19/10, 10 December 1919 (Cab.23/18/£.154).
127¢.p. 193, 25 November 1919 (Cab.24/93/£.374).

128cab. Concl. 14/19/1, 15 December 1919 (Cab.23/18/£.203).
1291pid., 16/19/5, 19 December 1919 (Cab.23/18/£.247).
1301pid.

1315cott, Political Diaries (20 December 1919), p. 380.
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ment%sz

Ireland had '"never been so alienated from British rule,"
yet the security of the Empire prevented his granting a Republic.
In summary, he proposed self-government subject to three main
considerations. First, Ireland was to remain an integral part of
the United Kingdom; secondly, she would receive Home Rule in
domestic affairs; and lastly, there would” be two Parliaments—
one North and one South—the former necessitated by Ulster's
homogeneous population which was alien to the South.

The Act of Parliament would also create a Council of Ireland
to serve as a link between the two parts. Each of the two legis-
latures was to be allotted twenty representatives. The Cabinet
had preferred an Ulster consisting of six counties but the exact
size was not yet determined. Four proposals were set down for
consideration.

1. The Province of Ulster (nine counties).

2. Those counties included by county option.
3. North-East counties-—presumably six—Down,
Antrim, Londonderry, Armagh, Tyrone, and

Fermanagh. :

4. An artificial homogeneous North-Eastern
area based on the six counties but ex-
cluding solid Catholic areas within those
counties and including solid Protestantlss
areas from coterminous counties outside.

The remainder of the proposition lists the respective powers
accorded to each of the legislative bodies, those reserved for the
Imperial Parliament, and those to be transferred to an Irish Parl-
iament in the event of unification. Unfortunately for Ireland and

also for Britain, Lloyd George's offer of appeasement in the wee

132p0pates, Commons, 123 (22 December 1919), cols. 1174-77.

1331pid., col. 1175; Hubert Hull Memorandum, 4 February 1920
(L.G.P./FI80/5/1). :
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hours of 1919 was too little and too late!

3. Home Rule and The Press
(December, 191Y)

The tardy offer by the Prime Minister was both hailed and
denounced as a Unionist measure. Generally, it can be said that
it was welcomed by the English and criticized by the Irish.

It did represent a Unionist departure from Home Rule opposi-
tion134 Although Unionists held six of the 10 positions on the
Committee on Ireland, the four Liberals on it were not without
" influence. They included Macpherson, the Irish Secretary, and
H; A. L. Fisher who did considerable work on the measure after
November 30thl33 Though Lloyd George had largely absented him-
self from Irish discussions in 1919, he was strongly against
Irish secession. There is no evidence, whatever, suggesting that
Lloyd George would have granted greater independence to Ireland
had he been free of Unionist control.

The offer had both positive and negative aspects. It was
futile to offer the South of Ireland Home Rule, since it had ceased
to be relevant after 1916. Though it was an honest effort made in
the hope of settlement, not to divide and rule, Lloyd George's
skepticism suggests it was aimed primarily at mollifying American

and other critical opinion%36 Besides Sinn Fein, the Southern

134Owen, p. 562; L. S. Amery, My Political Life, 2 vols.
(London, 1953), II, 227.

1357rrevor Wilson in Scott, p. 379; Kenneth O. Morgan, "Lloyd
George's Stage Army: The Coalition Liberals, 1918-22", Lloyd
George: Twelve Essays, cdited by A. J. P. Taylor (London, 1971),
pp. 231 and 253. ' :

136Ward, p. 227; Scott, p. 380.
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Unionists and remnants of the old Nationalist Home Rule Party
voiced their rejection. The Council of Ireland concept was
equally untenable because the South would not have accepted the
equal status it gave to the smaller Northern state.

The only realistic section of the proposal was partition
by which the North would achieve separaterstatus. Partition was
inevitable!137 The Ulster Crisis of 1912-14 had convinced Lloyd
George of Ulster's willingness to fight Home Rule and hence the
necessity of partition. No doubt his own nonconformist background
'helped him appreciate Ulster's anxiety!38 For three centuries the
North-East corner of Ireland had developed along different lines
from the rest. Ulster had religious, ethnic, and economic roots
of her own which have persisted to the present day as testified
by present civil strife.

The Home Rule offer was greeted enthusiastically in Britain
in December 1919 and early January 1920. Of twenty-one British
newspapers, seventeen warmly applauded the measure3° They were

influeﬁtial London dailies like The Telegraph, Mail, Chronicle,.

Evening Standard, Globe (no longer Conservative), Westminster

Gazette, Times, and the weekly Observer. The Times gave the Prime

Minister the warmest reception of all. This is not surprising
when one recalls that its plan for Federal Home Rule on 24 July

was a measure strikingly similar to his. Also, during December,

137conor Cruise O'Brien, ed., The Shaping of Modern Ireland
(London, 1960), p. 3.

138,.6. to R. J. Lynn, 5 June 1916 (L.G.P./D/14/2/13).

139'I‘oday's Summary of the Press, 23 December 1919 (L.G.P./H/
211/2).
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1919, the Times had published a series of eight articles on "The
State of Ireland" calling for a radical change of policy and trans-
ference of responsibility for government to Ireland}40 Evidently
the Lloyd George measure was liberal enough to satisfy the wishes
of the British press of the time.

In the Midlands, the Birmingham Post; Yorkshire Post, Brad-

ford Observer, and even the liberal Manchester Guardian hailed the

measure. The Guardian felt the proposed solution as an honest
attempt to follow the ﬁiddle path and suggested constructive rather
" than destructive criticism to improve the Bi11141 yweilsh papers,
while not optimistic, were favorable to Home Rule. Both the South

Wales Daily Post and The Cardiff Times were friendly to the Lloyd

George proposal. Scottish newspapers, The Evening News of Glasgow

and The Scotsman reflected viewpoints similar to those of Wales.

The High Tory Catholic Paper, The Tablet, had previously criticized
Lloyd George's sense of proportion for championing the rights of
other small nations while ignoring Ireland. It now welcomed his
measure for its boldness and generosity]f42

" There were three critical English papers and one, The Daily

News, was lukewarm. The pro-Sinn Fein Catholic Herald, criticized

the Government for not granting justice to Ireland. It declared
that Britain had nothing to fear from an independent Ireland because

"justice dispels fear.n143 Apart from this, the most searing attack

14°Times, 9-23 December 1919.

141panchester Guardian, 23 December 1919.

142Tablet, 3 January 1920, p. 4.
143catholic Herald, 23 December 1919, p. 5.
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came from the Labourite Daily Herald which characterized Lloyd

George's speech as a "pitiful bit of rhetoric'" because it was

pusilanimous not to allow Ireland any real independence}44 It
called on the Government to alter the Empire to a commonwealth and
demonstrate to Ireland the benefit of a British affiliationl43

The right-wing Morning Post of London was® the only prominent Union-

ist paper in England to criticize the measure. Its arguments
against the Lloyd George proposal, much like criticism from the
Labour side, explained the impossibility of its acceptance}46 But
.unlike the Laboﬁr paper, its solution was repression and maintenance
of the Union by force, The general approval of the British press
was undoubtedly satisfying to the Prime Minister. Unfortunately,
when the Irish rejected the proposal, he felt few restraints keep-
ing him from his policy of coercion.
Irish newspapers were almost unanimous in their denuncia-

tion of a Fourth Home Rule Bill. Of major papers, only those in

Ulster were even dubious. The Belfast Telegraph, while definitely

Unionist, advised its readers to suspend judgment and place their

faith in Sir Edward Carson, long-time Ulster leaderl47 Carson had
consistently defended Unionism for the North and had declared him-
self against separation from Britain again in July aﬁd December of

1919,148

144Daily Herald, 23 December 1919, p. 5.

145141d., 31 December 1919, p. 4.
146Morning Post, 23 December 1919; 29 December 1919, p. 4.

147ge1fast Telegraph, 23 December 1919, p. 3.

148y Colvin, The Life of Lord Carson, 3 vols. (New York, 1937),
III, 375.
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The reaction in the South of Ireland was very different. On
December 22 Lloyd George had compared his position to that of the
Northern States and President Lincoln preventing Confederate seces-

sion in the American Civil War}49_ Sinn Fein's Irish Bulletin

answered the Prime Minister's parallel with one of its own, stating:

We do not attempt secession. Nations cannot
secede from a rule they have never accepted.

We have never accepted yours and never will.
Lincoln's reputation is safe from your com-
parison. He fought to abolish slavery, you
fight to maintain it.... Nevertheless, we
accept your challenge and will fight you

'with the same determination, with the same
"resolve' as the American States put into the
fight for their freedom against your Empire.150

Sinn Fein's comparison was more valid than Lloyd George's and was

echoed by the Nationalist Freeman's Journal. It called the pro-

posed settlement a '"political cynic's bad joke at the expense of

a nation...(he had) thrown into chaos."151

The Southern Unionist
Irish Times criticized the measure for its acceptance of partition,
and especially.for the destruction of the Southern Unionist position
in the South!32 Even John Dillon, the Home Rule leadér, recognized
that the Bill provided no real basis for settlement!l53

It is clear that Lloyd George and his secretarial staff were

concerned about the reaction in both Ireland and Britain. A sum-

mary describing the reactions of the press as well as a vast

149Debates, Commons, 123 (22 December 1919), col. 1174.
1501r5sh Bulletin, 4 March 1920, quoted in Macardle, p. 322.

151preeman's Journal, 23 December 1919,

1521+ish Times, 23 December 1919, p. 4.
153g, s, L. Lyons, John Dillon (London, 1968), p. 464.
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collection of press cuttings are contained in his private paper5154
While he had delegated authority regarding Ireland in 1919 to Bonar
Law, the Irish Government and the Committee on Ireland, as Prime
Minister he himself still remained primarily responsible for

Britain's Irish policy and the beginning of the Anglo-Irish War.

154"Today's Summary of the Press", 23 December 1919 (L.G.P./
H/211/2).



CHAPTER TWO

NEW TACTICS FOR AN OLD POLICY
(JANUARY TO JULY, 1920)

Lloyd George's policy of combined coercion and appeasement
continued through the Summer of 1920, even though its failure had
been evident since January. To the Irish; Home Rule was more
'unacceptable than at any prior time and Crown forces appeared
impotent to deal with the I.R.A. Yet Lloyd George was determined
to enact Home Rule and }eassert his authority in Ireland by force.
To assure the success of his policy and the defeat of Sinn Fein,
the first Black and Tans were introduced into the police force

and a new administration was set up at Dublin Castle in the spring

of 1920.

1. The Coming of the Black and Tans
(January-March, 1920)

The Annual Register for 1920 records that "throughout the

year the State of Ireland was completely deplorable and caused
far more anxiety than had ever been known in the history of that

unfortunate country."1

It attributed this condition to Sinn Fein's
making government by Britain impossible but failed to note the
moral and political justification of the Irish struggle for freedom.

Sinn Fein's victory at the polls in late 1918, the lack of
public support for Crown forces throughout 1919, and the repudia-
tion of Home Rule by ali Irish parties énd by most of the Irish
press in December, 1919, displayed the bankruptcy of British

official policy. Membership in Sinn Fein clubs throughout Ireland

1annual Register, 1920, p. 9.
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had almost doubled during 1918 and 1919—from 66,270 to 118,6492‘
a sizeable number of political activists for a land with only four
million people. Even the church entered the revolutionary period
1919-23 "passively, if not actively associated with the revolu-
tionary cause."3 This support resulted more from the influence of
young Republican priests than from the desire of the Hierarchy to
preserve its influence in Irish society.4

chal elections held on 15 January 1920 again proved Sinn
Fein the major politicai force in Ireland—despite its failure to
capture a majority of the votes cast—as one hundred seventy-two
of 206 county councils and 11 of the 12 cities and boroughs returned

Sinn Fein majorities.S

In the southern three provinces, Republicans
—Sinn Fein and Irish labor-——commanded a clear majority while
Unionists narrowly held the nine county province of Ulster.® sinn
Fein's success was due primarily to its superior enthusiasm and
organization and to the disunity of opposition.

Even more significant than popular support was the activity
of the Republican Army. On 20 January the I.R.A. killed a con-

stable in a barracks attack just outside Thurles, Co. Tipperary.

The R,I.C. responded for the first time that year in what was a

2publin Castle, List of Sinn Fein membership, 1917-19 (C.O.
903/19/5).

3pavid W. Miller, "The Roman Catholic Church in Ireland, 1898-
1918", Eire-Ireland, Vol. III, No. 3 (Autumn, 1968), 91.

41pid., p. 90.

SMacardle, pp. 326-27; Hugh Martin, Ireland in Insurrection
(London, 1921), pp. 213-;7.

6Martin, pp. 215-17.
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minor reprisal. The next day Collins' men killed the Deputy
Commissioner of the D.M.P., W.C.F. Redmond. Dublin Castle promptly
offered £10,000 reward for information leading to the conviction
of police murderers. The Irish public remained unwilling to tes-
tify in court about these attacks. Rather than being terrorized
by the I.R.A. as Edgar Holt is inclined to believe,7 their attitude
reflected the pervading apathy to British rule. Sinn Fein's pro-
gram of .violence remained the only viable alternative. As even
Arthur Griffith, the fohnder of Sinn Fein's original policy of
passive resistance and General Shaw, British Commander-in-Chief in
Ireland, agreed: ~"Britain yielded nothing except at gunpoint."8

Dublin Castle retaliated against Sinn Fein's resistance and
control of local government with more than 10,000 raids in the six
months prior to 31 May 1920.9 Yet Macpherson, the Irish Secretary,
while acknowledging these raids as attempts to capture leaders of
tﬁe I.R.A., stated in the Commons that their number were grossly

exaggerated.10

In the beginning stages of the war —from January
of 1919 until March of 1920—Richard Bennett calculated more than
20,000 raids by Crown forces and 429 proclamations suppressihg Irish

newspapers and the right of assembly.11 His little book, The Black

THolt, p. 197.

8Younger, p. 92; C.P. 1131, Report by General Shaw, 25 March
1920 (Cab.24/104/££.142-43).

'9Jones, Whitehall Diary, III, 21; Dorothy Macardle, using the
Irish press, determined more than 5000 raids and 500 arrests in
January and February alone (see Macardle, p. 330).

Bpebates, Commons, 125 (12 February 1920), col. 198.

llgennett, p. 25; the 13,782 raids suggested for 1919 by the
Irish Bulletin plus 5000 in January-February, 1920, by Macardle
approximate this figure (see pp. 30 and above).
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and Tans, a good account of the militafy side of the war, accepts
many of the figures earlier provided by the Irish press.

The proscribing of county fairs and markets in Tipperary and
the attempt to seize funds supporting the Republican Government
from Irish banks were other aspécts of British suppression. The
cancelling of fairs, instead of limiting the movement of Sinn Fein,
raised living costs and further aggravated feeling against the

British regime?2 The application of a curfew in Dublin on 23 Feb-

ruary also did nothing ¥0 improve the situation.

Parliament reassembled on 10 February to hear the King's open-
ing message. After the address the various problems facing Britain
were discussed both by government and opposition. On the subject
of Ireland, opponents asked the government for broadmindedness and
generosity. Lord Hugh Cecil, now an independent Conservative
critical of the Lloyd George Coalition, called for an Irish con-

13 and William Adamson, Labour

vention to arrange a settlement
Party leader in the Commons until 1921, suggested that the govern-
ment immediately withdraw its entire force from Ireland!* There
were also strong elements which backed the Prime Minister's Irish
policy and some even pressed him to take even firmer action.

The Prime Minister answered his critics with the same line he
had used in his statement in the Commons on December 22. A Republic

was impossible, and because of the disunity in Ireland his bill

remained the only alternative. He challenged his opponents to

12Macardle, p. 332.
13Debates, Commons, 125 (10 February 1920), col. 51.
141pid., cols. 19-21.
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offér a better plan:

There are murders in Ireland, there are assassi-

nations of a most cowardly and despicable

character.... Are we to leave the assassins in

charge? Are we to w1}hdraw our protection?

What is the proposal?-
Such a challenge was a favorite tactic of Lloyd George—throughout
the Anglo-Irish war and indeed throughout his entire career—to
confound his enemies and sidetrack the real issuel® Not once did
he indicate that withdrawal from the South would mean peace because
it would have been peace under an Irish Republican Government.
lSeparation was unacceptable to Lloyd George who again, on 29 March,
scompared the Irish situation to the American Civil War. To him,
DeValera was Jefferson Davisl’ His close friend and official
biographer, Malcolm Thomson, has stated that Lloyd George was
obsessed with the belief-—however inaccurate—that his Irish policy
paralleled that of Lincolnl® Regarding Ireland, he chose to ignore
his liberal policy in Europe the year before whereby Poland, Czecho-
slovakia, Yugoslavia and other nations had received their independence
at the Paris Peace Conference. This double standard, leaving

Ireland to remain the only unfree white nation in the world, was

pointed out in both the Catholic Herald and the Daily Herald19

As the Prime Minister and his colleagues were determined to

151p3d., col. 38.

16grances (Stevenson) Lloyd George, "Introduction" to
Thomson, p. 13.

17pebates, Commons, 127 (31 March 1920), col. 1332.
18Thomson, p. 315.

19catholic Herald, 20 March 1920, p. 4; Daily Herald, 11
February 1920.
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proceed with the Fourth Home Rule Bill it was introduced in the
Commons on February 25th. Presented as the "Bill for the Better
Government of Ireland," it came to be known throughout Ireland

as the 'Partition Bill'. The Daily Herald, the most unrelentingly

critical English Daily, more appropriately entitled it, "A bill for
the lesser misgovernment of Ireland."20 Even the Lord Justice of
Ireland, Sir James O'Connor, whose advice contributed to the
shaping of the Bill, concluded in December, 1919, that it was
unworkable?l The Bill granted Home Rule to six of Ulster's nine
counties. That decision had been made by the Cabinet on February
24th.22 wWalter Long,.Chairman of the Cabinet Committee on Ireland
and Arthur Balfour were instrumental in this Cabinet decision,

even though the Committee on Ireland had voted for the traditional
nine county area.23 By limiting the north to six counties, only
70,000 of 890,000 Protestants would be excluded.24 Also the Ulster
Unionist Council accepted the six county arrangement in March. It
had been supported by Craig on 19 Deceﬁber 1919%5 and Carson gave
his assent to the Bill on March 31st during the second reading in

the Cdmmons.26

20paily Herald, 11 February 1920.

21O'Connor to Macpherson, forwarded to the Prime Minister on
29 December 1919 (L.G.P./F/46/1/18).

22¢ab. Concl., 24 February 1920 (Cab.23/30).
23Memorandum by Walter Long, 3 February 1920 (L.G.P./F/34/1/6);

Balfour to L.G., 10 and 19 February 1920 (Cab.24/98/ff.291-93); Jones,
Whitehall Diary, I, 104-106.

24Macardle, p. 339.
25¢ab. Concl. 16/19/5, 19 December 1919 (Cab.23/18/f.247).
26Annual Register, 1920, p. 35; Times, 2 April 1920.
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The measure was preferable to the 1914 Act and Ulster no longer
had the complete support of English Unionists who--since 1918-—had
backed Home Rule. By not supporting Ulster in 1919-20 as they had
in 1921-14, "Conservatives had succeeded in reconciling Ulster's
position with general Irish policy until (peace) negotiations began"
in 1921.27 1In the intervening period of one year, however, the
majority of Consefvatives like Walter Long remained firmly opposed
to a Dominion grant to thg South.28 This had been suggested by ex-
Prime Minister Asquith En January and Februéry 1920.29

Two murders in March raised the level of violence established
the year before. On March 19 Tomas MacCurtain, Lord Mayor of Cork
and an I.R.A. commandant, was murdered at home by police in disguise.
While the evidence proving R.I.C. guilt is circumstantial, respon-
sible historians have remained convinced. The British Government,
though not involved in the killing, became accessories to it by
protecting those reSponsible.30 Allen Bell, Dublin Castle's agent
jnvolved in the confiscation of Sinn Fein funds from Dublin banks,
w&é killed on March 27. Collins' men, unprepared to forfeit their
cruc¢ial funds, shot him in daylight on a crowded Dunleary (Dun
Laoghaire) tram. Although citizens had been delighted to testify

against the R.I.C. in the MacCurtain case,no one displayed any

27p.q. Boyce, "British Conservative Opinion, the Ulster
Question, and the Partition of Ireland, 1912-1921", Irish Histor-
ical Studies, Vol. 17, No. 65 (March, 1970}, 103.

28\emorandum by Walter Long, C.I. 87, 29 September 1920 (Cab.
27/70/££.234-36); also see the same as L.G.P./F/34/1/46.

293, A. Spender and Cyril Asquith, Life of Herbert Henry
Asquith, Lord Oxford and Asquith, 2 vols. (London, 1932), 1T, 331-32.

3oYounger, p. 89. : -
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concern for‘the elderly Bell.3! These shootings in March, together
with the arrival of police reinforcements and a new administration
in the Spring of 1920, mark the turning point between the beginning
of the Anglo-Irish War (January, 1919-March, 1920) and actual war
itself (Summer, 1920-Summer, 1921). TFor the Irish people it was a
war for liberation,while for Britain it was war to recover the
authority which had been lost.

The reinforcement of the R.I.C. was simply insufficient to
carry out British policy,and new tools were needed to force Ireland
to accept Lloyd George's solution. R.I.C. strength had slipped
below 9,700, though the prewar levei had averaged well above
10,000.32 The first new recruits arrived on 25 March 1920. They
‘were not convicts from English prisons, as is popularly believed
in Ireland, but it is hard to take literally Churchill's asser-
tion that they were selected on account of "their intelligence,
their characters, and their record in the war."33 A prominent Irish
mag&strate referred to them as desperadoes of the vilest type and as
"a bunch of gorillas", with "India-rubber-looking faces, large ears,
big fat 1lips'" and the "blank uncanny expression of the cretin.'"34
Aside from biased descriptions, many of the Black and Tans, as

they were notoriously known, were in fact experienced veterans

31go1t, p. 200.

32Ibid.; Richard Hawkins, "Dublin Castle and the Royal Irish
Constabulary, 1916-22'", in Williams, The Irish Struggle, pp. 167-81,
suggests the R.I.C. was 1200-1500 men below normal strength.

33Churchill, p. 300 . See, for a more objective view,
Bennett, pp. 37-38. .

34gir Christopher Lynch-Robinson, The Last of the Irish R.M.s
(London, 1951), p. 160.
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recently demobilized after serving on the Western Front.33

As a result of having demobilized two million men from the
armed services, more than another million from the munitions indus-
try, and reconverting to a, peacetime economy, unemployment ..
inevitably resulted. It is not strange that these unemployed
'war heroes' volunteered—or that they were hired by British
authorities— for Ireland where ﬁhey could earn a regulation 10
shillings per day (about $2.50), a tidy sum for those depressed
times.3® Because there was a shortage of the regular dark-
green R.I.C. uniform, the new recruits were outfitted with
surplus khaki uniforms, black belts, and dark-green R.I.C. caps.37
This color combination led to their being equated with a pack of
local hounds in Southern Ireland called Black and Tans. The name
continued even after they were clothed in normal dress. .

Between January 1 and May 31, 1920, approximately 1500 of the
first recruits were sent to Ireland?8 those arriving immediately
after March 25 were clothed in the Black and Tan uniform. Rein-
forcements were even heavier from the Summer of 1920 until that of
1921. These ex-soldiers came from a variety of ordinary
backgrounds~—including dockers, farm workers, students, and
clerical workers. One historian has speculated that their
ordinary pity and honour had been dried up by their long merci-
less ordeal in the trenches."39 The brutal impact of war

on men's more primitive instincts was earlier observed by

35Younger, p. 95.
36Pakenham, p. 41.

37James, Churchill, p. 141.
38ho1t, p. 202.

39Younger, p. 95; Martin, p. 61.
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Dorothy Macardle in her study, The Irish Republic.40 The effect

of the war on men was widespread and not confined to low-mental
or criminal types.

The arrival of the first new recruits prompted the I.R.A. to
issue warnings on the danger of joining the R.I.C.: 'Spies and
Informers Beware' and 'Join the R.A.F. and See the World—Join the
R.I.C. and See thé Next'. They aimed at discouraging the new
recruits in the same manner used against the R.I.C. in 1919.

Later in 1920 and in 1921, these threats were "used time and again
by the Tans" to draw attention away from their own excessive
measures."41 Like the old R.I.C., the Black and Tans soon

found themselves inadequate to deal with the irregular tactics

of Republican forces. They were experienced only in the trench
combat of the First World War and lacked the special training
needed to cope with new hit-and-run guerrilla methods. Likewise
the country was solidly opposed to their arrival. Frustrated and
poorly disciplined by their R.I.C. leaders, they turned to Irish
stout and wine to escape their troubles, and increasingly they
reacted to Sinn Fein attacks with reprisals against Irish civilians
and property.42

Sinn Fein, which maintained absolute sobriety, '"had been

gathering strength rapidly"43 and Irish sympathy, while not un-

40Macardle, p. 340.
41Younger, p. 92.
42Martin, p. 61; Drunkenness is admitted by the Cabinet on

29 December 1920 and 15 February 1921--see Cab. Concl. 79A/20
(Cab.23/23/£.341) and Jones, Whitehall Diary, III, 53.

43anderson to Greenwood, 20 July 1920 (L.G.P./F/19/2/14).
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animous, favored the I.R.A. over the British. The coming of the
Tans and the resulting campaign of reprisals assured the I.R.A.
of complete popular support and served only to "increase the
bitterness of the struggle."44 As always in the history of Anglo-
Irish relations, the English Government underrated the national
spirit of the Irish.45

2. Greenwood and the New Administration
(April-May, 1920)

Accompanying the first Black and Tans to Ireland in the spring
of 1920 was a new Chief Secretary and administration at Dublin
Castle. While Lloyd George was confident that a new show of force
would bring down the Republic and force Ireland to accept his solution,
it is improbable,as Younger says, "that he ever imagined the trouble
building up into a war."46  The sparse attention given by him to
Ireland in 1919 and early 1920—outside of the Fourth Home Rule

Bill—is evident upon examining the Parliamentary Debates for the

House of Commons, the Cabinet Papers and his own personal papers.
Even the coming of the Tans and the new administration are not
discussed by the Cabinet. His full attention was not directed
there until late July of 1920 when he realized that current police

action was insufficient to deal with Ireland.47

44Sir James O'Connor, History of Ireland, 1798-1924, 2 vols.
(New York, 1926), II, 296 and 321; Robert Rhodes James, Memoirs
of a Conservative: J.C.C. Davidson's Memoirs and Papers, 1910-1937
(London, 1969), pp. 97-98.

45Terence DeVere White, "Arthur Griffith", in O'Brien, p. 69.
46Younger, p. 87.

47¢.p. 1693, 23 July 1920 (Cab.24/109/£f.445-65); Cab. Concl.
51/10/Ap. IV, 26 July 1920 (Cab.23/22/f£.174-82).
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Lt. Col. Sir Hamar Greenwood, Britain's last Irish Chief
Secretary from 1920 until 1922, was appointed in April but did
not arrive in Ireland until May 6.48 As early as 30 December 1919
he had indicated his desire to serve in Lloyd George's Government4®
Macpherson, retiring on April 1st, had been one of the chief makers
of Irish policy in 1919 but the continual” threat of assassination
and the pressure 6f office caused him great anxiety$° Greenwood's
selection as his successor, it seems, resulted because no one else
wanted the position. If would have meant jeopardizing a political
future by accepting an office long considered the graveyard of
political aspirants. As the historian Wheeler-Bennett pointed out,
congratulations upon appointment as Chief Secretary were often
accompanied by "expressions of sympathy and regret.51

Greenwood had served briefly as Under-Secretary at the Home
office and Ireland was his first opportunity for a Cabinet post.
Though a Liberal M.P. and supposed Home Ruler since 1906, he was
against Irish separation. In fact, he had been noted for his

speeches on Imperial Defense. Like Lloyd George, he was of Welsh

, 48General Sir Nevil Macready, Annals of an Active Life, 2
vols. (London, 1924), II, 456; Bennett, p. 31. While there is no
major study of Greenwood (1870-1948), valuable information can be
found in Dod's Parliamentary Companion, 1921, pp. 307-9; Parlia-
mentary Debates, House of Commons, 1920-22; Concise Dictionary of
National Biography (D.N.B.), Part II, p. 182; and C.J.C. Street,
The Administration of Ireland, 1920.

49Greenwood to. L.G., 30 December 1919 (L.G.P./F/95/1/62).

50OWen, p. 564; Sir Henry Robinson, Memories Wise and Otherwise
(New York, 1923), pp. 274-76. Robinson was the last Vice-President
of the Local Government Board of Ireland and served in Ireland
between 1898 and 1922.

5130hn W. Wheeler-Bennett, John Anderson, Viscount Waverly
(London, 1962), pp. 57-58.
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parentage, though born in Canada where he had practiced law. Not
unimportant in his background was his training in the Canadian
Militia and his experience in the First World War as a Service
Battalion commander and War Office administrator.

His '"fearless outlook" upon difficulty and danger has been
recorded in contrast to Macpherson's anxiety by both the Times and
his contemporary C.J.C. Street?? Richard Bennett has described
him as possessing '"the assurance of the fairground barker he had
once been."33 But Greenwood's lack of fear was not the result of
intelligence and understanding, though his brother-in-law L.S. Amery
and the historian Robert Blake believed it was§4 so much as that of
.a man lacking judgment and moral conviction. His tendencies to
lie for reasons of state and to believe in its justification
illustrate this fact and will be discussed later, particularly in
chapter three,

The coming of Greenwood and the Tans was quickly celebrated
in local poems throughout Ireland. Small boys were heard chanting
one of these in Dublin:

Said L. G. to Macpherson, 'I'll give you.the sack
To manage old Ireland you haven't the knack.

1'11 send Greenwood over, he's a much stronger man,
And we'll fill up the Green Isle with the bold

52Times, 3 April 1920; Street, The Administration of Ireland,
1920, p. 82.

53Bennett, p- 31.
S4pmery, 1I, 228; Blake, 419.
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Black and Tan.'

He sent them all over to pillage and loot,

To burn down the houses and inmates to shoot;

'To reconquer Ireland,' says he, 'is my plan,

With Macready and Co. and the bold Black and Tan.'S>

Prior to the appointment of Greenwood, General Sir Nevil

Macready, Commissioner of the London Metropolitan Police, had been
selected as Commander-in-Chief of British. forces in Ireland?® He
succeeded General Sir Frederick Shaw on March 23 and arrived in
Ireland on the 14th of Agyil. Shaw, who recognized the strength
of Sinn Fein, had wanted martial law applied to the whole of Ire-
1and§7 a measure Lloyd George and his colleagues were unwilling to
take. They believed that police action alone would be sufficient
to contain the rebels; Evidently, Lloyd George had planned for
some time to replace Shaw but not with Sir William Robertson as
Churchill had suggested§8 Macready accepted the post reluctantly.
His distaste for Irish politics stemmed from his command in Belfast
during the 1914 Home Rule crisis. Lord French, his old chief.in
the First World War, and Walter Long persuaded him to take the jobf.-’9
Unlike his predecessor, Shaw, and Field-Marshal Sir Henry Wilson,

C.I.G.S., Macready did not view martial law as the only solution of

the Irish problem, and his recognition of the political argument

SSMacready, II, 483.

>6pebates, Commons, 127 (29 March 1920), col. 870. For a
.description of Macready see Concise D.N.B., II, 287.

57c.P. 1131, Reports by General Shaw, 25 and 27 March 1920
(Cab.24/104/££.142-43).

58Churchill to L.G., 11 November 1919 (L.G.P./F/9/1/44) and
29 Feb. 1920 (L.G.P./F/9/2/10); Stephan Roskill, Hankey, Man of
Secrets, Volume II: 1919-1931 (London, 1972), pp. 153-54.

>9Macready, 1I, 425.
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against such a measure made him more acceptable than the hardliner
Shaw©0 " Also, his dual experience in police and military work
seemed to give him special qualification for total command in Ire-
land. Unfortunately for him and for Britain, he was never placed
in effective control of the police.

Arriving in Ireland ahead of Greenwood, Macready observed the
chaotic situation in the Castle's administration. Eighty Irishmen
held at Mountjoy Prison had gone on strike to protest their being
denied established privileges. Irish Labour went on general strike
on April 12 to support the prisoners and along with vast Irish
crowds demonstrated their united opposition to British rule. The
former Chief Secretary, Macpherson, though often absent from Dublin
had never allowed Under-Secretary James MacMahon, a Roman Cathblic,
any authority. Much of the trouble resulted from the fact that power
had been centralized in the hands of the Assistant Under-Secretary,
Sir John Taylor‘:’1 Concerned with the critical situation, Macready
discussed it with the Lord Lieutenant and several civil servants
and obtained permission to ask London for a small committee to
reorganize the Irish Administration®2 In the interim, Lord French
released the prisoners and the strike was cancelled. MacMahon took
control of the Irish Government and Taylor went on leave, being

replaced permanently in May.

60Memo by Macready, 24 May 1920, forwarded with a letter to
Miss Stevenson, 25 May 1920 (L.G.P./F/36/2/14).

61Bennett, p. 34; Sir John Anderson also describes the chaotic
situation at Dublin Castle in a letter to Greenwood, 20 July 1920
(L.G.P./F/19/2/14).

62Macready, 11, 449.
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Greenwood arrived in Dublin on May 6. He had said he was
~coming to Ireland as a friend to bring peace, but it was to be
peace on England's terms. With him came Sir Warren Fisher, Alfred
W. Cope and two civil servants. Fisher, the Permanent Secretary
of the Treasury, came in response to Macready's request for a
thorough investigation. His report recommended a thorough over-
haul of Dublin Castle machinery and resulted in the official
appointments of Sir John Anderson-—who had arrived in Dublin on
May 22-—as Under-Secret;ry and Cope as Assistant Under-Secretary?S

Anderson, later Viscount Waverley and a Cabinet minister of
Churchill's during the Second World War, was one of the truly great
civil servants of the twentieth century@4 He came to Dublin from
the Chairmanship of the Board of Inland Revenue. His new posifion
as Under-Secietary was most difficult. The machinery of the Castle
had not been improved since the 1916 rising, and the influence of
Taylor had only worsened matters. To complicate the situation
further, Anderson was to share office with James MacMahon, retained
from the previous administration. '"This dichotomy of rule might
well have been the source of difficulty and discord had it not been
for the good sense of the two men."%5  MacMahon provided a vast
knowledge of Ireland, and Anderson the administrative and financial
expertise. Andersbn, though often away in London, deputized in the

administration for Greenwood and withstood the many pressures—

63Anderson to Greenwood, 10 July 1920 (L.G.P./F/19/2/14);
Macready, II, 456-57.

64pobinson, pp. 292-93; Holt, p. 204.
65Wheeler-Bennett, p. 59.



57
British and Irish—with "courage and infinite patience."96

'Andy' Cope likewise came to Dublin Castle with considerable
background. His selection as Taylor's replacement was a fortunate
one since he was to play a significant part in bringing about the
truce in July, 1921, AEarlier, he had been a detective in the
Department of Customs and Excise working under cover in drinking
establishments in'London's West End as well as in dives in the East
End®7 It was at the Mini;try of Pensions, however, that Cope came
to the eye of the Prime'Minister,with whom he shared many of the
same devious attributes. His undercover work, administrative back-
ground, and participation on Fisher's committee examining the'Irish
administration, made him the likely candidate for the post. In
theory, Cope was Assistant Under-Secretary, but in reality he was
Lloyd George's "personal and secret envoy for the purpose of estab-
‘lishing contact with the Sinn Fein leaders with a view to negotiating
peace."%8 The Prinme Minister—with Cope in the role of peacemaker—
readied himself for the eventual task of peace by compromise.

There were still other changes at the Castle besides those
already mentioned. Mark Sturgis came as the othef Assistant Under-
Secretary, but in petto so as not ot hinder Cope's efforts. Sturgis
was effectively used by Anderson as intelligence liaison between
himself and the Viceroy's aide, Richard Wyndham-Quin (later Lord

Dunraven).69 William E. Wylie became the legal advisor to Dubiin

66Robinson, P 293,

67Bennett, p. 37. For a brief description of Cope see Who
Was Who (1951-60), P- 240.

68Wheeler-Bennett, p. 60; Bennett, p. 132.
691bid.; also see Who Was Who (1941-50), p. 460.
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Castle during 1919-20 and Judge of the Supreme Court of Juris-
diction of Ireland for the years 1920-24. His moderate and liberal
views placed him in a position where he was moved to uphold the
1aw on one hand while hating the repressive policies on the other.
He faced this difficult task with great courage. His integrity,
"shrewd awareness of the currents of Irish life," and accomplish-
ments as a great horseman probably saved his life from I.R.A.
assassins, later enablipg.him to become Judge of the High Court
of the Irish Free State, 1924-3570 A number of other officials
came, including London journalist Basil Clarke to combat Sinn Fein
propaganda as the Castle's Director of Information (propaganda).

In Aprii General Macready had urged Lord French to appoint
an official to control all police in Ireland and work with both
the military and the Chief Secretary's office!l Sir Joseph Byrne,
Inspector-General of the R.I.C., was removed from his position for
apparent opposition to the new counter-terror tactics of the Govern-
ment? 2 Major-General Hugh H. Tudor, veteran of the Boer and Great
Wars, was eventually chosen 'Police Advisor' over all police in
Ireland: the D.M.P., old R.I.C., and the Black and Tans. Sir
Henry Robinson has described him as a "most intrepid and resource-
ful soldier,"73 yet his subordinate, Brigadier-General Frank Crozier,

claims he was a poor choice to deal with police difficulties because

70McDowell, The Irish Convention, p. 210. Irishmen have shown
great respect for accomplished horsemen (see Wheeler-Bennett, p. 61).

7lMacready, II, 453.
72Macardle, p. 340.
73Robinson, p. 299.
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because of his kindly disposition?4 His appointment was much in-
fluenced by his close friendship with Churchill who headed the
War Office!> Accompanying Tudor was his Deputy and Chief of Military
and Police Intelligence in Ireland, Brigadier-General Ormonde de
L'Epee Winter.

The new Irish Government under Greenwood certainly contained
men of greater reputation than that under Macpherson. Sir Henry
Robinson'$ description of them as "some of the brightest ornaments
of the English Civil Service and the Army"76 especially applies to
Anderson and Cope, while Greenwood as well as Macready and Tudor
were well-known in political circles.

In the Commons on the third of May, Lord Robert Cecil asked
the Government who was responsible for government in Ireland, the
Lord Lieutenant or Chief Secfetary?7 Edward Shortt, Home Secretary
and a former Chief Secretary, answered for the Government. He
stated that both were responsible jointly and both belonged to the
Cabinet. In theory, the Viceroy was Chief Executive of Ireland but
since the union with Britain in 1800 his position had become an
anomaly, real power being invested in the Chief Secretaryz8 With
Lord French's acce;sion as Viceroy that office assumed greater

influence in 1918 and early 1919, but effective control still re-

74Crozier, Impressions and Recollections (London, 1930), p. 290.

75Macready, II, 459.
76Robinson, p. 292.
77pebates, Commons, 128 (3 May 1920), col. 1701.

78R, B. McDowell, The Irish Administration (London, 1964),
pp. viii and 52-57.
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mained with the Chief Secretary. Greenwood's arrival along with
his new staff left little doubt as to who was in command. Through
all of these changes, however, French was retained as Viceroy.

With the regular attendance of the Chief Secretary in Parlia-
ment in London, responsibility devolved upon the Under-Secretary.
In Greenwood's absence, Anderson effectively ﬁanaged Dublin Castle’®
His team of civil servants, while of a diverse character, was loyal
to him and to each other., Wheeler-Bennett has described them well:

Anderson, the personification of a senior Civil
Servant.... Yet, when open, conveying something
-of reserve, something of humour...; Andy Cope,
the fiery democrat, consumed with a deathless
hatred of militarism and a passionate desire for
peace, unorthodox...temperamental...; and then
Mark Sturgis...the looker-on who sees most of
the game, the secret chronicler of those Castle
days...detached..,more cognizant of the great
world outside....
These new Dublin Castle officials along with Greenwood, Macready
and Tudor, had none of the narrow prejudices of the Anglo-Irish
bureaucracy which had previously controlled the Irish Administration,
but neither were they inhibited from implementing Lloyd George's
policy of force3l The coming of the Tans and the new leadership
on the one hand and Cope's arrival on the other represent an inten-
sified effort on the part of the Lloyd George Government to carry
out its avowed policy of coercion and appeasement established in

late 1919. The newcomers represented not a new policy but rather

new tools and tactics as is indicated by the lack of attention

79Wheeler-Bennett, p. 62.
801piga., p. 61.
81Bennett, p. 38.
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given to them by the British Cabinet.

3. Britain's New Irish Tactics
(April-June, 1920)

Lloyd George's new subordinates in Ireland faced a difficult
task in suppressing Sinn Fein. Despite official suppression of
extreme Republican organizations and a stepped-up campaign by police
in early 1920, the previous administration had failed miserably.

In the beginning stages of the war-—from January, 1919, through
March,1920—there had been only 36 murders, 81 attempted murders,
32 other assaults, 54 firings into dwellings, 150 cases of incend-
iarism and injury to property, and 426 raids for arms, ammunition
and explosives, totaling 1089 offenses by Sinn Fein82 The number
of Sinn Fein offenses was small when compared to the 20,000 raids
by British Forces listed earlier for the same period--two hundred
ten of which resulted in arrests83 These raids by Sinn Fein were
largely tactical and had no appreciable effect on the civilian
population while raids by the British were general and caused great
disruption of normal life. It is no surprise that the people pre-
ferred Sinn Fein and the I.R.A. Terrorization came not from Irish
extremists, but rather from British attempts at suppression. Yet
throughout 1920, Greenwood and other British officials maintained
that the Irish people were terrorized by the 'gunmen' or 'murder
gang'.

On Easter Sunday, 1920, Michael Collins ingeniously organized

82Dublin Castle, List of Sinn Fein Outrages, 31 March 1920
(L.G.P./F/19/2/9).

83pebates, Commons, 128 (26 April 1920), col. 864.
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the burning of approximately 100 British revenue offices throughout
Ireland. This strategy shocked the authorities. They had antici-
pated some type of rising commemorating Easter, 1916. The Annual
Register recorded that "Dublin became like a beleaguered city with
a cordon of soldiers all round it, while through the streets motor
lorries were seen_hurrying to and fro laden with troops in full
_battle equipment."84 On April S5th, two days after Collins' success-
ful exploit, the Mountjoy Prison strike began. A week later the
Irish Labour Party and Trades Union Congress called a'gcneral strike.

In the Commons, J. R. Clynes of the Labour Party criticized
Government policy stating that the House would be indignant if
conditions in Ireland existed elsewhere,while Sir Donald MacLean
of the Opposition Liberals warned that it would be folly to think
the military could crush the national spirit of the Irish85 Later
in the month, Sinn Feiners detained in London's Wormwood Scrubs
Prison also went on hunger-strike,demanding treatment as political
prisoners instead of common felons. Though he and Cabinet Assistant
Secretary, Tom Jones, had misgivings, Bonar Law defended the holding of
these prisoners without trial.86 The grounds for this defense was that
they were enemies and, because of Sinn Fein's alleged terrorism, testi-
mony from the Irish citizenry was impossible to obtain. The government
used this line frequently in 1920 refusing to admit popular support

for the Republic. The demands of the London prisoners were supported

84Annual Register, 1920, p. 45.

85Debates, Commons, 127 (13 April 1920), cols. 1546 and 1554.

86cab. Concl. 20/20/1, 15 April 1920 (Cab.23/21/£.13); Debates
Commons, 128 (26 April 1920), cols. 986-87; Jones, Whitehall Diary,
111, 15-16.
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by 48,000 Liverpool dockers who threatened a sympathetic strike.
Liverpool, 1on§ a haven for the poverty-stricken Irish, was one of
the most pro-Irish areas in Britain. Thomas Johnson, Acting Secre-
tary of the Irish Labour Party and Trades Union Congress, summed up
the feeling of Irish Labourers both in Ireland and Britain, stating
that "the only alternative to absolute self-determination in Ireland
is the extermination of the people."87 The consistent support of
Sinn Fein by Irish Labour in 1919 and 1920 illustrated that
Republicanism was the demand of more than a few extremists as
Bonar Law had maintained.

The Viceroy finally decided to treat Sinn Feiners as political
prisoners, paroling those on hunger-strike who had not yet been
tried. Bonar Law wrote to Lloyd George, who was away from London
at the time, explaining he féarea their dying one by onc®® Irish
hunger-striking, modeled after the British feminist movement. prior
to the World War, presented the Government with a real dilemma.

It was forced either to release the strikers or to let them die—
neither course of action being acceptable. Later in the year,
British policy left hunger-strikers to bear the consequences of
their action. |

In his letter to the Prime Minister on 23 April, Bonar
Law also had explained the worsening situation in Ireland. Lord
French was quickly summoned to London to confer with the Cabinet.

On the twenty-sixth and again on the 30th, French told the Prime

87Bennett, p. 36.

88ponar Law to L.G., 23 April 1920 (L.G.P./F/31/1/25); also
see Jones, Whitehall Diary, I, 112-13.
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Minister that he must choose between war and truce3? The situation
had worsened and the 'murder party' which now controlled Sinn Fein
could be driven out only by force. The Chief Secretary, Greenwood,
urged that motor and armoured cars be increased to defeat the con-
spiracy. The Prime Minister answefed his colleagues saying that
while he would not declare war.against rebels,

‘Disorder must be put down at whatever cost.

If there were a truce it would be an admission

that we were beaten and it might lead to our

having to give up Ireland...Home Rule would be

an utter fgalure unless and until order were

restored.

Besides being pressed by French and Greenwood, Lloyd George and
the Cabinet were also being pressured by a Southern Irish Unionist
deputation. Bonar Law circulated a memo to his collecagues on
April 29 stating he had received the delegation on April 26.91
Enclosed with the memo was a statement by these Unionists suggest-
ing that the revolutionary movement in Ireland was more than just
political.92 Rather, it contained three movements working in unison
—the politically-oriented Sinn Fein employing the quasi-military
tactics of the I.R.A., a striking industrial labour brganization,
and the militant agrarian movement. This combination was regarded
by the conservative deputation as a result, not of aspiration for

Irish freedom, but rather of a Bolshevik organiiation bolstered by

foreign funds. They recommended a firm and consistent policy to

89¢cab. Concl. 23/20A, 26 April 1920 (Cab.23/21/f£.59-62);
Roskill, p. 153.

90cab. Concl. 23/20A (£.62).
91c.p. 1195, 29 April 1920 (Cab.26/104/f.450).
921pid., ff. 451-56.
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restore order. Time has proved their theory misconceived regarding
Irish Republicanism, for the ﬁistory of the past 50 years shows
socialism to be a weak force in Ireland as compared with nationa-
lism. The twentieth century has been for Ireland and Afro-Asia
what the nineteenth was for Europe—a period of intensified national
feeling.

A Conference of Ministers met at 10 Downing Street on 11 May
1920 at 11:30 a.m.23 Bonar Law was in the Chair, the others pré-
sent being Austen Chamberlain, Birkenhead, Churchill, H. A. L.
Fisher, Worthington-Evans, Shortt and Walter Long. Before them
was a statement prepared in four parts showing further police and
military requirements. Needed were eight more battalions of troops,
643 of the 749 alloted signal personnel, 234 of 427 required me--
chanical transports and, finally, a police official to supervise
both the R.I.C. and D.M.P. It was suggested that the post go- to
Sir Edward Bulfin, an Irishman, but as was earlier mentioned it
went to General Tudor. The statement also called for the establish-
ment of an intelligence branch or secret service in Ireland. To
head this branch, General Ormonde Winter was sclected.

General Macready briefed the conference on the situation in
Ireland and requirements necessary to control the prevailing dis-
order. The conference then concluded that all needs be promptly
met with the supply of transports, enabling greater mobility, being
most urgent. It also decided that a 'Special Emergency Gendarmerie'

—Churchill's idea—be established as a branch of the R.I.C. These

93cab. Concl. 29/20/Ap. 1I, Conf. of Min., 11 May 1920 (Cab.
23/21/££.140-46).
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conclusions were considered by the Cabinet chaired by Bonar Law on
May 19.94 The Prime Minisier, who was ill during the middle of
’95

May was kept informed by Law, -who was in favor of raising the

eight battalions of ex-servicemen suggested by Macready and the
Irish Executive.99 . ,

The same day, Churchill circulated to the Cabinet a War Office
memorandum entitled the '"Formation of a Special Force for Service
in Ireland."%7 This report by Macready's War Office Committee
declined to recommend tﬁe special 8000 man 'Corps of Gendarmerie'
to assist the R.I.C. because it would have been impossible to
recruit these units in less than a year. Also, the problem of
discipline within the R.I.C. was recognized. Instead, the Macready
committee desired a special enlistment of ex-war veterans between
ages 26 and 35 to serve in eight garrison battalions to be admin-
istered by the War Office and not the R.I.C. There were to be 35
officers for each Battalion with non-commissioned officers 10%
above normal.

At noon and again in the late afternoon on May 21st, the
Cabinet met and for the time being accepted the Macready Report.98
Realizing their plans would be criticized by the Opposition, they
determined to proceed hastily with them, believing the Irish situation

required prompt action. It was also important, they decided, that

94cab. Concl. 29/20/13, 19 May 1920 (Cab.23/21/£.123).

95Bonar Law to L.G., 6 May 1920 (B.L.P./102/5/16) and L.G. to
Bonar Law, 6 May 1920 (L.G.P./F/31/1/27).

9ponar Law to L.G., 11 May 1920 (B.L.P./103/4/3).
97¢c.P. 1317, 19 May 1920 (Cab.24/106/ff.46-46A) .

98cab. concl. 30/20/4, 21 May 1920 (Cab.23/21/£.158).
J
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enlistment be restricted to Great Britain omitting loyal Irishmen.
Bonar Law had some reservations about the Irish Executive '"not
carefully thinking out what they are doing" and expressed them in
a letter to Greenwood which was forwarded to Lloyd George on
22 May 1920.99 The Prime Minister's secretary returned Bonar's
letter with Lloyd George's approval for it to be sent on May 24100
In his diary on the 28th of May 1920, Sir Henry Wilson further shows
that Churchill as well ?s-Lloyd George was now against sending the
eight battalions to the military.101 This hesitation was not only
a result of their past Liberal orientation but also of a reluctance
to involve England in.another full-scale war.

Lloyd George, now desiring alternative plans to further

strengfhen forces in Ireland, determined to continue with his
Home Rule Bill, but seemed bewildered with Irish matters and with
the views of Dublin Castle prosecutor Wylie.102 Wylie felt the
Home Rule Bill had little chance for success. Bonar Law also had
little hope for the Bill,103 but likewise rejected conferring
Dominidn status on Ireland.l04

" The Daily News, getting wind of Cabinet deliberations, warned

on 20 May that ''the reconquest of Ireland, if attempted, is likely

99ponar Law to L.G., 22 May 1920 (B.L.P./103/3/18).
100y, G. to Bonar Law, 24 May 1920 (B.L.P./103/3/18).

101g5y Henry Wilson's Diaries (28 May 1920) in Callwell, II,
241.

102g¢cott, p. 384; L.G. to Bonar Law, 6 May 1920 (L.G.P./F/
31/1/27).

103gonar Law to L.G., 6 May 1920 (B.L.P./102/5/16).
1041pid., 7 May 1920 (B.L.P./103/4/1).
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to wear an ugly complexion.”105 The Daily Herald, Catholic Herald,

Manchester Guardian, and Times were also critical of the government

and its policy of force coupled with an offer of Home Rule. The
Irish press continued its criticism of British policy, a policy

described earlier by the Freeman's Journal as '"dangerous trifling."106

On the other hand the Government still received support from éon-
servative papers like the Observer and the High Tory Roman Catholic
Tablet, wﬁich as late as 24 July 1920 viewed the Government's Bill
as the only solution.107

The question remains why Lloyd George continued to push the
unacceptable Bill when faced with mounting opposition in the press
and confronted by doubts within his own Government. Why did he not

expand Home Rule to Dominion status at the time he was escalating

the war effort? It is probably because he was not yet seriously

concerned with Ireland, as suggested by his repeated absence from

meetings on Irish policy. Also, it was his belief that the rein-
forcement of the police force in Ireland would bring the Irish to
accept his offer of Home Rule,while such a token gesture would
propitiate British and American opinion. It is no accident that
Parliament debated the Fourth Home Rule Bill throughout the American
election campaign from February until November of 1920. The concern

with American feelings is also evident in the papers of the British

105
106

Daily News, 20 May 1920.

Freeman's Journal, 11 February 1920, p. 2.

107Tablet, 24 July 1920, p. 104.
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Foreign Office.108 The United States Senate had again passed a
resolution during the "Treaty of Versailles Debates" in.March,lgzm
expressing sympathy for the Irish cause.l09 Also, Devalera was
still active in America securing financial and moral support for
the Republic; and Irish propaganda increased considerably before
the political conventions of the Summer of 1920. Sir Auckland
Geddes, British Ambassador to Washington, encouraged the Prime
Minister to reply openly .to such propaganda,110 but Lloyd George
and the Foreign Office wisely refrained from interfering.111 Had
they done so they wouid have projected the Anglo-Irish War directly
into the presidential campaign of 1920.112 yet, while Irish-
American influence on Anglo-American relations was greatly mini-
mized, it did limit Lloyd George's freedom in his attempt to end
the Irish War of Independence.

Events in Ireland in the late Spring show continued popular
support for the separatist cause. On May 20 dockworkers refused
to unload British munition ships anchored in Dublin. Shortly after,
railwaymen went on strike against the British military cffort.

These activities by the Irish transport workers—continuing for

108y nute, Foreign Office 371, Vol. 4550, 20 April 1920, cited
in Thomas E. Hachey, "The Irish Question: The British Foreign
Office ahd The American Political Conventions of 1920", Eire-Ireland,
Vol. III, No. 3 (Autumn, 1968), 94-95.

109Mansergh, p. 282.

1107¢1egram, No. 318, F.0. 371, Vol. 4550, British Embassy
in Washington to F.O0., 5 May 1920, cited in Hachey, p. 98.

111yinutes, F.0. 371, Vol. 4550, 18 March 1920 and 11 June
1920, cited in Hachey, pp. 96 and 98.

112Hachey, p. 106.
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seven months from May until December, 1920 —represent an intensi-
fication of the passive resistance begun by Sinn Fein and the Dail
Ministry in 1919. By the early Summer of 1920 Sinn Fein's local
government, police, and arbitration courts were operating effective-
1y.113 The local elections in early June, 1920, confirmed national
support for the Republican movement.114 Every county and rural
district council in the South (Leinster, Munster, and Connaught)
solidly supported Sinn Fein.

Lloyd George's concern over the worsening situation now reached
a peak. A Conference of Ministers assembling on 28 May summoned
the Chief Secretary, Viceroy, and Commander-in-Chief of British
forces in Ireland to London.113

Meeting directly with his ministers on May 31st, the Prime
Minister welcomed their arrival stating: "I am happy to see you
all back alive."116 This meeting was the most notable one since
the fall of 1919. 1In it Greenwood and French stressed the import-
ance of stamping out the campaign of terror which prevailed in
Dublin and much of the South. Lloyd George, with his ministers
concurring, opposed martial law but to secure the bulk of moderate
Irish support for Britain, Irish citizens must also be brought to

feel the weight of the conflict. This could be accomplished by

113Macardle, pp. 348-49; Pakenham, pp. 39-40.

114pskenham, pp. 39-40; Anderson to Greenwood, 20 July 1920
(L.G.P./F/19/2/14).

115¢2p. Concl. 33/20/Ap. II, Conf. of Min., 31 May 1920 (Cab.
23/21/£.202).

116041, Concl. 33/20/Ap. III, Conf. of Min., 31 May 1920 (Cab.
23/21/££.204-06); Jones, Whitehall Diary, I, 114, and III, 17-22.




71

increasing the people's financial burden by curtailing payments
to Local Irish Government, Post Office and Railroad. Lloyd George
also stated he was not against hangings or the blockading of
Ireland. The Cabinet was indecisive about sending a special
military force to Ireland, but only H. A. L. Fisher clearly saw
this to be a "most unappetizing prospect.!’ Also, in a paper handed
'to Lloyd George a few days before, Lord Hankey had concluded that
-Churchill's proposal to use bombing for control of civil disturb-
"ances throughout the Embire was unpromising, though aircraft could
assist the mobility of ground forces.117

The Committee on Ireland had also met on May 31st. It
recommended that the existing powers of court martial under the
Defense of the Realm Act be extended to include capital punishment
in all cases where civil courts had the pOWef to pronouﬁce the
death sentence.118

The Cabinet met in early June to discuss both the meeting with
Dublin Castle officials and that of the Irish Committee on May 31st.
On: June 2 it decided to draft a bill giving a three man Special
Tribunal (with a judge as president) the power to inflict the
death penalty without a jury or the right of appeal; however, it
declined to 1limit railway and postal communications in nonaffected
areas because they'would serve mainly to punish the innocent.119

On June 7 Lloyd George told the Cabinet that a public statement

117gankey to L.G., 28 May 1920 (L.G.P./F/24/2/37); also see
Roskill, p. 169. ‘

118¢c . p, 1375, 31 May 1920 (Cab.24/106/ff.248-49).
119c4p. Concl. 31/20/3, 2 June 1920 (Cab.23/21/£.166).



72

explaining the changes for Ireland would be beneficiall?0 The
Cabinet then agreed to a general statement implying that changes
in the Irish Administration, reinforcement of British police and
increases in the military had been made in order to combat murder.
But as later events and Sir Henry Wilson's diaries show, the govern-
ment reverting back to the idea of a 'gendarmerie' reinforcing the
R.1.C.121 jed to more Black and Tans and ultimately the Auxiliary
Force in late July, 1920,

The Prime Minister explained the new measures to the Commons
on June 7 and 10 and announced the appointments of Anderson, Cope,
and Tudor.122 Though still involved in the affairs of Europe and
the Middle East and faced with growing depréssion and labour unrest |
at home, Lloyd George was now devoting more time to the 'troubles'
in Ireland.l?3 The Cabinet decisions on June 2 and 7 and a statement
by his once close friend, C. P. Scott, editor of the Manchester
Guardian, show that his preoccupation was now primarily with

repression rather than with negotiation.124

4. A Policy of War or of Appeasement?
(June-July, 1920)

In 1919, T. P. O'Connor, popularly known as 'Father of the

House of Commons', and one of the few surviving Home Rulers, wrote:

1207p34., 33/20/2, 7 June 1920 (Cab. 23/21/f.166).

, 1215ir Henry Wilson's Diaries (28 May 1920) in Callwell, II,
41.

122

Debates, Commons, 130 (7 and 10 June 1920), cols. 33
and 619.

123y, 6. to Carson, 18 June 1920 (L.G.P./F/6/3/23).
124Scott, Political Diaries (4 June 1920), pp. 385-86.
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"Lloyd George insists on ignoring the Irish Question as much as he
can and will not touch it...until he is forced to do s0."125  There
is great truth in this statement, because the Prime Minister did not
give full attention to the war in Ireland until late July, 1920~
and even then not continually. The irony here is that the Irish
ﬁroblem might well have been solved before 1916 if Lloyd George
and his predecessors had acted intelligently. Even in 1919 a
withdrawal Northward in;Q.Ulster by British forces would have
secured Northern exclusion. As it happened, Britain drifted into
the decision to counter force with force—or, rather, with terror%26
fhat Lloyd George came to consider Irish matters more closely

in tﬁe Summer of 1920 was result of the success of Sinn Fein and
the I.R.A. in waging their war of liberation. He became increas-
ingly preoccupied with repression. The appeasement part of the
policy had been temporarily shelved in early June, 1920. On
June 11 the Cabinet examined a suspensory clause to the Fourth
Government of Ireland Bill enabling it to be cancelled in the event
of the Southern Parliament's féilure to function.127

" By July of 1920 the transition to actual war was complete.
It lasted for one year until the truce was arranged in July, 1921.
1n it the I.R.A. became "one of the most efficient underground

Armies the world has ever seen."128 1ts very success caused British

1254amilton Fyfe, T. P. O'Connor (London, 1934), p. 235.

126 james, Churchill, p. 141; Times, 26 July 1920.

127¢4p. Concl. 35/20/1, 11 June 1920 (Can.23/21/£.235); C.P.
1438, 10 June 1920 (Cab.24/107/££.134-36).

128Neeson, p- 15.
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officials to overrate its strength. Lord French estimated it at
100,000; Macpherson stated in March of 1920 that it consisted of
200,000 men; and even General Macready at one time believed the
I.R.A. had a 20 to 1 superiority!29 Ironically, these statemcnts
were made simultaneously and by the same men who dismissed the
I.R.A. as a 'murder gang' or a small group of 'assassins'. Accord-
ing to Michael Collins, the Republican Army numbered only 15,000
with only 3,000 effectives at any one timel30 vSheltered in their
cottages, or hidden in dug-outs in the hills...(They) operated in
small, flying columns of 15 to 30 men, 131 They were also organized
into companies, battalions, and brigades, and at the time of the
truce even into divisions. While the latter grouping looks impres-
sive on paper and in number, it was never in effective operation.
The typical encounter by these columns—which may have lasted
several hours—probably would have gone unmentioned in a conventional
war. The number killed was seldom as many as ten.

Sinn Fein and the I.R.A. had the sympathy of "nearly the whole
of Southern Ireland,"132 including a vast percentage of Irish youth.
This support—coupled with their resolute idealism, mobility, and
knowledge of the éountryside——detqrmined their success. Moving
unnoticed along the back roads, usually in darkness or in civilian
clothing—they came upon Crown forces by surprise. While they utilized

violent methods, one historian has convincingly argued that they were

129philips, p. 186: Pakenham, pp. 45-46.
13OBennett, p. 23.

131Owen, p. 564.

132Pakenham, p. 46.



75

"selective and purposeful—not random and aimless as were the Black
and Tans."133  These guerrilla tactics were '"the only practical way
for a small nation limited in resources and population to fight a
war of liberation against a world power."134 They were not the
mistaken methods of 1916 when the Irish Volunteers fought on the
defensive against a superior British force. Since the proscription
of the Dail in September, 1919, the Republican Army had become the

only viable authority in“’,Ireland.135

Being the first of the partisan
armies of the twenfieth'century, the I.R.A. became the prototype
for similar resistance movements during the Second World War in
France, Norway, Greece, and Yugslavia; and, in recent times, in
India, Israel, Algeria, Cypress, and Southeast Asia. The "pattern
of guerrilla warfare blueprinted by the Irish Republican Army"
was adopted in all.of these suppressed areas.130

Even British tactics were unconventional. British soldiers
displayed restraint,but police showed little respect for the rules
of war according to the Hague Convention. They persisted in mis-

treating prisoners, terrorizing civilians, and destroying property?37

By the Summer of 1920 British forces in Ireland totaled nearly

133Costigan, "The Anglo-Irish Conflict", p. 78.

1341 awrence J. McCaffrey, The Irish Question, 1800-1922
(Lexington, Ky., 1968), p. 171.

135y, k. Hancock, Survey of Britisﬁ Commonwealth Affairs,
Vol. 1: Problems of Nationality, 1918-1936 (London, 1964), p. 120;
Jones, Whitehall Diary, III, 24-25.

136.Neeson, p. 22.

137Pakenham, p. 35.
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50,000,138

Typical attacks by the I.R.A. in July resulted in the death
-of an R.I.C. sergeant at Bandon on his way to mass and of Col.
G. B. V. Smyth, Divisional Inspector of the R.I.C. Smyth had pre-
viouslyiadvised his force to shoot any suspicious persons: '"The
more you shoot the better I will like it,”and I assure you no
policeman will get into trouble for shooting any man."139 There
were two surprises also: .first, Brigadier-General C; Lucus, fish-
ing near Fermoy, was captured by the I.R.A. late in June; and
secondly, on the 28th in the Punjab in India, a sizeable number of
the Connaught Rangers mutinied displaying support for the Irish
cause. 140

In early June Lloyd George had annouﬁced to the Commons that
thé Black and Tans and soldiers were in Ireland to restore order
and profe;t the innocent population. On the 22nd of July Greenwood
:insisted that there was no coercion in Ireland; British forces being
there only for protection.141 The Cabinet Papers cited for late
May and early June, however, have shown British officials were
planning even greater coercion. In later June and in July, 1920,
twenty towns were wrecked uhnecessarily——some of them twice—by

142

British police, particularly the Black and Tans. Between

138Macready's figure of 40,000 (Vol. II, p. 533) is low while
that of 60,000 given by Holt (p. 207) is simply too high. The later
number was not reached until the spring of 1921 (see p. 217 of this
dissertation.

.

139Younger, p. 97.

140Beaslai, II, 32; also see Sam Pollack, Mutiny For Cause
(London, 1969).

141Debates, Commons, 132 (22 July 1920), col. 742.
142peas1ai, II, 40-41.
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1 Januafy 1919 and 31 July 1920, according to British sources,
Republicans had killed 81 Crown servants and wounded 144-—the
majority being police.143 While there is no complete record of
the casualties suffered by the I.R.A. during the same period, . the

Irish Bulletin lists 18 kiliings and 172 woundings of Irish citi-

zens by the British in the first six months of 1920, and
“also 16,494 armed raids on private dwellings by the Crown for
.the same period.144

The war in Ireland caused the Lloyd George Government great
concern throughout July, 1920. Again uncertain—as they were
throughout 1919—of the appropriate course of action, the Govern-
ment formed an Irish Situation Committee chaired by Walter Long.145
It was decided that the Chief Secretary would provide the committee
with weekly reports. Well ahead of Cabinet thinking, Thomas
Jones, close friend of the Prime Minister and Assistant Cabinet
Secretary, sounded Irish feelings regarding a Dominion settlement—
perhaps on suggestion of Lloyd George--and he found some indication
that it would be acquiesced in by most of Sinn Fein, but
not officially accepted.l46  On June 30 the Cabinet discus-
sed the draft of the "Dominion of Ireland Bill" which was to

be introduced into the House of Lords the next day by the Southern

1435ee Appendix IV.
1441rish Bulletin, 23-24 June 1921, p. 5.

145¢,p. 1553, 30 June 1920 (Cab.24/108/£.205).
146Jones, Whitehall Diary, I, 115; I1II, 23-2S5.
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Unionist, Lord Monteagle.147 The Cabinet wanted to delay it pending
the Commons' discussion of the Home Rule Bi11.148 Originally, Lord
Chancellor Birkenhead had suggested that the Cabinet discuss the
measure.149 However, on July 1, he attacked the Bill in the Lords
because it abrogated much of the power of Westminster.150

One of the Chief supporters of a Dominion settlement was
Under-Secretary, John Anderson. He and his Dublin Castle colleagues
believed it might avoid:a.military solution. Undoubtedly, this
view reflected basic courage, good sense, and a bureaucratic pre-

151  1pciluded in his personal papers

ference for peaceful settlement.
in the Public Record Office are an undated leader from the Irish
Times.——probably from the early Summer—calling for a new broader
offer of settlement,152 and a letter from Sir James O'Connor on

13 June 1920 reporting his conversations with James MacNeill, brother
of the prominent Sinn Feiner, Eoin MacNeill. O'Connor believed that
a Dominion settlement could be reached.153 Anderson also received |

a copy of a resolution passed by the Trades Union Congress on 13

July and a letter telling him that a T.U.C. deputation was meeting

147wpominion of Ireland Bill", House of Lords, (Cab.24/108/
£.151).

148¢4b. Concl. 38/20/5, 30 June 1920 (Cab.23/21/£.297).

149c.p. 1539, Claud Schuster to Lord Hankey, 25 June 1920
(Cab.24/108/£.150).

150} 5rd Birkenhead, Birkenhead (London, 1959), p. 358.
151yheeler-Bennett, pp. 59-60.

152yndated Irish Times leader, 1920, deposited with Sir
John Anderson Papers (J.A.P. in C.O. 904/188/1).

15355+ James O'Connor to Anderson, 13 July 1920 (J.A.P./C.O.
904/188/1).
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with the Prime Minister on 22 July.154 The resolution called for
man Irish Parliament, with full Dominion powers in all Irish affairs,
...adequate protection for the interest of Minorities," and with-
drawal of all troops from Ireland.155

While Dublin Castle desired appeasement, milifarists like Sir
Henry Wilson advocated martial law. On July 12, he told the War
Secretary, Churchill, that Britain would either have to apply strong
measures or withdraw frf)m.Ireland.156 The latter, he believed,
would mean the end of the Empire. Concerned with the legality of
martial law, Greenwood wrote the Judge Advocate General at the War
Office, F. Cassell, who replied on July 19 that its application
would be perfectly legal.157 He added, however, that political
ramifications should be weighed:

In the Commons the same day, Bonar Law indicated that although
the Government was examining its policy it would steer a middle
course. Martial law was unsatisfactory for handling the situationls8
Anderson wrote Greenwood on July 20 suggesting immediate action and
urged the government to declare openly a policy which would appeal
to moderates in Ireland.1%9 His suggestions for immediate action

were extension of court-martial to encompass all offenses of a

154;  pvans to Anderson, 20 July 1920 (J.A.P./C.0.904/88/1).
1550 y.c. Resolution, 13 July 1920 (J.A.P./C.0.904/188/1).

15655y Henry Wilson's Diaries (12 July 1920) in Callwell, II,
252. -

157¢c.p. 1622, 19 July 1920 (Cab.24/109f£.313-17).
158Debates, Commons, 132 (19 July 1920), col. 26.
159, derson to Greenwood, 20 July 1920 (L.G.P./F/19/2/14).
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criminal nature and the settlement of the Irish Railway strike.

General Macready also recognized that coercion—including
police action and the.imprisonment of Sinn Feiners—and the present
Home Rule Bill were insufficient. Sinn Fein had the support of
town "loafers and hangers-about" who used to inforﬁ to the R.I.C.,
but there were now also many informers within the R.I.C.160 yhile
believing "the country might be cowed into quiescence'" by martial
law, ﬁe recognized thatlhe lacked the troops to enforce it, and
that it would be opposed by the British public.161 Macready agreed
with Anderson that the Special Tribunal of judges should be replaced
by extending the powers of court-martial and that the railway strike
be enaed.162

The turning point in Britain's Irish policy came in late July,
1920, when the Lloyd George Government came gradually to realize
the trials and failure of present police action. The catalyst was
the report of the fourth meeting of the Irish Situation Committee
which declared on July 22 that '"the moment has arrived for the
'Goverpment actively to assume the offensive in its Irish policy,
and to come to grips with Sinn Fein."163 Their decision was influ-

enced by a number of reports which indicated Sinn Fein's success

160p.cready to Greenwood, 17 July 1920 (L.G.P./F/19/2/12).

161Ibid.; also see Macready, II, 479.

1621 otter initialled N.F.W.F. to the P.M., 21 July 1920 (J.A.P.
/C.0.904/188/1); also see Macready to Miss Stevenson, 18 June 1920
(L.G.P./F/36/2/15).

163¢,p. 1672, 22 July 1920 (Cab.24/109/f.358).
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in administering the country.164 The report further stated that
most of its mémbers favored an immediate introduction of martial
law. The offensive sﬁould first be aimed at curtailing railroads,
post offices, Sinn Fein courts, and some pension payments. At
11:30 a.m. and 3:30 p.m. on the twenty-third, the Lloyd George
Cabinet conferred with officials of the ITish Government in the
first‘truly complete discussion of the Anglo-Irish War. The
Government faced a '"puzzling and distressing dilemma,"165 Austen
Chamberlain wrote in his diary on July 24. There had been great
pressure on the Government to expand the Home Rule Bill to full
Dominion status and likewise to proclaim martial law throughout
Southérn Ireland. The Government's choice was clearly appeasement

or war.

1645¢e the account by a friend of Walter Long, 1 July 1920,
in possession of the Irish Situation Committee (see Jones, White-

hall Diary, III, 24-25).

165Austen Chamberlain's Diary (24 July 1920), quoted in Sir
Charles Petrie, The Life and Letters of the Rt. Hon. Sir Austen
Chamberlain (London, 1940), p. 150.




CHAPTER THREE

BRITAIN'S NEW POLICY OF WAR
(JULY-DECEMBER, 1920)

The Lloyd George Government had delayed its formulation of an
Irish policy until late 1919 when it decided upon combined coercion
and Home Rule. Gradually, after vécillat&ng so long between appease-
ment and force, Lloyd George yielded in late July, 1920, to the
united pressure of the Chief Secretary, the military and the Coa-
lition Unionists for a policy of limited war. Yet, under the guise
of police action and restoring order in Ireland, British officials
made their final effort to deny that war did exist.

1. The Restoration of Order in Ireland?
(July-September, 1920)

Recommendation by the Irish Situation Committee on July 22 for
martial law in Ireland brought Lloyd George and his Ministers to
reconsider their dual policy.1 A conference of seemingly shaken
Cabi;et members and British officials in Ireland convened on July 23
to conéider the Irish situation and the alternatives before thenm. 2
Thié first full debate of Irish policy by the Cabinet and its Irish
Government was also the first consideration of a Dominion solution.
Present from the Cabinet were the Prime Minister, Bonar Law, Balfour,

Curzon, Fisher, A. Chamberlain, Birkenhead, Churchill, Chief Secre-

tary Greenwood, and the Viceroy, Viscount French. Irish Government

1c.p. 1672, 22 July 1920 (Cab. 24/109/£.358).

2c.p. 1693, 23 July 1920 (Cab. 24/109/f£445-65); also see
Cab. Concl. 51/20/Ap. III (Cab. 23/22/£.172). Another vital source
for this debate is Tom Jones, Whitehall Diary, I, 118 and especially
Volume III, 25-31, for information not contained in official papers.
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officials in atfendance were Generals Macready and Tudor together
with Wylie, Anderson, MacMahon, Cope, and the Irish Attorney-General,
Denis Henry. Col. Sir James Craig, an Ulster leader who was Parlia-
mentary and Financial Secretary for the Admiralty, was also present.

W. E. Wylie, Dublin Castle legal advisor and former Unionist,
explained to the conference that British rule in Ireland--police,
courts, local government, etc.—had almost ceased to function. He
suggested two alternatives—martial law or negotiation with Sinn
Fein. The former would postpone a solution of the problem while
the latter—if initiated by Britain—could lead to peace with a
friendly Ireland operating within the Empire. Wylie emphasized
that Sinn Fein was not an organization of criminals but, rather,

a truly national movement.

General Tudor, also much concerned with the situation, again
recommended that police be employed as a military force, that pass-
ports be required for persons entering Ireland, and that I.D. cards
be given only to loyal citizens. Disagreeing with Wylie, he felt
that with increased police support he could control the situation.
He éuggested augmenting the police with 500 ex-officers and ex-
soldiers—one of the proposals which subsequently led to the rais-
ing of the Auxiliary Division sent to Ireland in late July through
the Fall of 1920.

The recent conversations with Cardipal Logue were next discussed
by Andrew Cope. The Cardinal believed that crime in Ireland was
caused by opposition to British policy and he urged Britain to offer
Dominion Home Rule. Like Wylie, Cope stressed that a suppression

policy would inevitably boomerang and aggravate the problem. This
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wise counsel was agreed to by both of the Irish Under-Secrctaries,
Anderson and MacMahén. Lloyd George questioned Wylie whether "such
inconveniences as had been suggested by General Tudor would create
the desired atmosphere" necessary for reaching an agreement with
Sinn Fein.> Wylie countered that suppression would only increase
Irish hostility. He felt that a new Billi-rather than the old one
amended—granting Dominion status to the South and keeping the six
Northern counties under:the control of Westminste? would have the
greatest chance for success. He wisely predicted further civil
strife in Ulster if Protestants there were given responsibility for
law and order.? sSir James Craig opposed these suggested changes
but aéreed with Wylie that repression in the South would fail.
General Macready; and surprisingly the Chief Secretary, recog-
nized the validity of Dublin Castle's argument that coercion would
not solve the Irish political problem. The former was also aware
of Sinn Fein's increased power—a fact impressed on him by General
Sir E. P. Strickland, commanding the British Sixth Division at Cork.
However, if coercion was to be continued, four measurcs would be
necéssary:
(a) For the existing law there should be substituted
" courts-martial for every sort of offense, with
the power of the death penalty.
(b) It was necessary to have power to seize members
of the Irish Republican Army, the Irish Republican
Brotherhood, the Dail Eireann and the Women's Corps....
(c) Measures were required to deal with the Irish Press....

(d) Measures to deal wgth persons coming into Ireland from
the United States.

31bid., £. 453.

4Throughout late July and much of August, 1920, the old hatred
between Catholic and Protestant re-surfaced (see pp.105-106 of this
chapter).

STom Jones, Whitehall Diary, III, 25-26.
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While the Castle's 'experts' had asked for negotiations along
Dominion lines, all of them agreed the Irish administration needed
strengthening and that courts-martial be substituted for civil
justice. The majority of the Cabinet—including Fisher, Balfour,
and Churchill—were not yet ready to offer Dominion Home Rule.
They wanted to coﬁtinue with the present Home Rule Bill. Churchill
especially wanted to '"raise the temperature of the conflict to a
real issue and shock, and trial of strength...in the hope that
there would be a chance of settlement on wider lines."® Pressure
could be directly placed on the people through control of railroad
and postal facilities.

Lloyd George also wanted to proceed with his present Home Rule
Bill rather than make any radical changes or new proposals; and he
desired to keep the views of the 'experts' at Dublin Castle from
the public.7 By implementiﬁg Home Rule in the North, including
responsibility for police, seven battélions of troops and 2000-
3000 police would be available for service in the South. He recog-
nized Ulster's right to separate treatment—a factor which Coalition
Unionists would not have allowed him to forget.8 His inclination—
in spite of recognizing the strong advice for negotiation from four
important Dublin Castle officials—was still to use force to sup-
press the demand in the South for an Irish nation. Lloyd George

favored this alternative even though he, Bonar Law, Lord Curzon, and

61pid., p. 28.
7c.p. 1693, £. 461.
8p. G. Boyce, "How to Settle the Irish Question: Lloyd George

and Ireland, 1916-21", Lloyd George: Twelve Essays, ed. by A, J. P.
Taylor (London, 1971), pp. 137-064.
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Austen Chamberlain had each previously considered negotiating with
Sinn Fein along Dominion lines.? Curzon's statement regarding the
prospect of further repression was appropriate: "...there would be
no real attempt to settle the Irish Question for {(another) six
months."10

Along with Tudor, Birkenhead, Churchill and Long pressed Lloyd
George and the Cabinet for more militant measures. 11 Throughout
1920 these three—the Lprd Chancellor, War Secretary and the
staunchly Unionist chairman of the Cabinet's Irish Situation Com-
mittee and the Committee on Ireland——argued for a hard line against
Sinn Fein. They were joined by Sir Henry Wilson and Col. Wilfred
Ashle} who were for even stronger measures. Wilson, an illustrious
Irish Unionist and outstanding military administrator, was fanatic
in his opposition to Irish spparation.12 Ashley, a member of Par-
liament, was one of the first to firmly suggest in the Commons that
martial law be extended to Ireland.13 His attitude was "it was no
use talking conciliation with the Sinn Feiners and the assassins.
When a wounded tiger is attacking you, it is no use offering bread
and milk, you have to shoot him with a rifle and shoot him very
quickly."14

Immediately following the Minister's conference on July 23rd,

9Jones, Whitehall Diary, I, 118; and III, 25-30; Petrie, p. 150.

1050nes, Whitehall Diary, III, 29.

111pid., I, 118; III, 27-29.

12ca11well, II, 350-52.

13pebates, Commons, 130 (22 June 1920), col. 2110.
141bid., col. 2108.
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Assistant Cabinet Secretary, Tom Jones, submitted a Dominion pro-
posal to Lloyd Ceorge. Along with the Dublin Castle men he was the
first in official circles to firmly oppose force and press for nego-
tiation. His wisdom resulted from his experience in Ireland some
years before and from his knowledge of history and political economyl5
Also, as a Welshman he stated: "I was able...to assess in some
measure the magnitude of Anglo-Saxon blunders in dealing with
Ireland. It is a melan;holy story and ohe from which the English
not unnaturally turn théir eyes."16 Being Welsh, he was able to
speak frankly and yet remain intimate with the Prime Ministerl’ —
a situation which helped Lloyd George resist the pressure for all-
out wér. In late 1921 it also helped him to secure a peaceful
settlement. Jones' proposal was as follows:

24 July T. J. to the P. M.

1. It is clear from what was said at yesterday's

Conferences:

(a) That the Police are rapidly deteriorating

and can only be reinforced from England.

(b) That the Army will not endure a much greater

strain upon it.

(c) That repression, however drastic, will

still leave the Irish problem unsolved.
All the men on the spot (except possibly
Tudor) agree on this point. .

2. I am assured privately that:

(a) The present Army in Ireland under a policy
of 'thorough' will 'bend' and probably
'break’.

(b) If the Ulster Volunteers are recognized

Macready will resign.

(c) The Ulster Volunteers anyway would not
fight outside Ulster and that they would
need many months to be brought into
efficient condition.

15Middlemas, in Jones, Whitehall Diary, III, xvii.

16Jones, Whitehall Diary, III, xvii-xviii.

17Roskill, pp. 198, 253.
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3. Two policies are open to the Government:

(a) The rigorous application of force by means
of courts-martial, the suspension of civil
government, the stoppage of trains and
motors, the withholding of pensions and
generally the infliction of a rapidly in-
creasing paralysis upon the country.

(b) An immediate attempt to conclude a pact with
the ‘leaders, Sinn Fein and the revolutionists.

4. Is a compromise on the following lines possible?
That, after further immediate enquiries as sug-
gested by the experts, you should make a speech,
very soon,

(a) Describing the condition of Ireland as put
to us by Wylie, the fighting of Irishmen with
one another in Belfast, the impossibility of
allowing this sort of thing to go on; the
determination of the Government to put an end
to it by Martial Law and the most determined
use of all the forces available. This will
inevitably involve suffering, starvation,
death to large numbers of innocent Irishmen,
‘women, and children now the victims of terror-
ism.

(b) Before resorting to this final course you
announce that the Government make one more
appeal and offer. The Government will grant
Dominion Home Rule (Fiscal autonomy but not
defense or ports) to the South and West with
self-determination for Ulster provided the
leaders (Query the '75') agree to accept this
as a final settlement, and undertake...sup-
pression of outrage and murder. A time limit
for reply would be given. Failing a satisfac-
tory reply the Government would have no
alternative but force.

5. The advantage of this course is that it gives you
a chance of carrying public opinion in this country
(and abroad) with you. To enforce the Churchill
.policy right away would be disastrous because of
its repercussion at home. There is widespread
sympathy with Dominion Home Rule as a solution....
To go ahead without some interval and offer of this
Xxind would lead to violent opposition at home....

6. Throughout the consideration of policy the industrial
situation here must be borne in mind....18

The '75' referred to in '4b' above were those Sinn Fein M.P.s

who had been legally elected to the British Parliament at Westminster

185ones, Whitehall Diary, IIT, 31-32.
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'in 1918. The fear of industrial strife mentioned last was based on
the opposition of the Labour Party and trade unions to the Govern-
ment's Irish policy.

While Lloyd_George indicated no known reaction to the Assistant
Secretary's proposal, he undoubtedly thought it over carefully
retaining the basic ideas for later use. -

On July 24, the Chief Secretary circulated a memo covering a
draft Bill which providpd»for the immediate extension of courts-
martial jurisdiction. Greenwood emphasized that "throughout the
greatér part of Ireland criminal justice can no longer be adminis-
tered by the ordinary process of trial by judge and'jury...there
is no alternative but to have recourse to military tribunals."19
He recommended extending and adapting the 'Defense of the Realm'
provisions presently used in Ireland in order to restore peace.20
Two other memos were sent to the Cabinet by Arthur Balfour, now
Lord President of the Council, and Walter Long. They believed that
the advice for an Irish Dominion advanced the previous day by Wylie
was unSound.21 Actually, it was similar to a suggestion made by
Balfour himself in late 1919, but he now felt the cime had passed
for denying Ulster its own Government. He also suggested it would
be folly for the present Home Rule Bill to be offered to Sinn Fein
as an installment laying the basis for further negotiation of a

settlement. That would only encourage further agitation.

19¢c.p. 1682, 24 July 1920 (Cab.24/109/ff.417-18).

201p3d., £f. 420-22; "Draft of a Bill for the Restoration of
Peace and Order in Ireland", ff. 423-24.

21c.p. 1683, 24 July 1920 (Cab.24/109/ff.425-28); C.P. 1688,
25 July 1920 (Cab.24/109).
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Sir John Anderson, with the Chief Secretary's consent, commented
on Balfour's memorandum on July 25.22 The alternatives before the
Cabinet were martial law or some form of Dominion settlement. An-
derson believed that such a settlement—~with saféguards for Uister——
would secure popular support in Ireland. With approval by the Irish
people, law could be re-established. On the 26th Macready outlined
the military situation in Ireland and the prospects for the coming
Winter.23 His picture was as dismal as that given a few days prior.
He clearly recognized the chief difficulty of all commanders who
attempted to defeat guerrilla armies—as was later to be proved
by events in Algeria and Indochina-—that of having a sufficiently
large number of troops to enable maximum dispersion so as to cover
all areas, while affording enough concentration to allow comfort,
training, leave, and rest. Macready stated it was necessary for
Britain to have an even greater concentration during the Winter.
Actually, in 1920, Britain had more than a four to one edge in
total personnel over the I.R.A.24 While Macready urged strengthen-
ing the military, he——unlike many other supporters of the war
policy—understood it would not solve the political question.25

Definitely inclined toward war, Lloyd George assembled a

22¢.p, 1689, 25 July 1920 (Cab.24/109/£.438); also see J.A.P.
/C.0. 904/188/1). :

23¢.p. 1750, 26 July 1920 (Cab.24/110/£.263).

24pritish forces totaled nearly 50,000 in the Summerof 1920
while the I.R.A. had 15,000, of which only 3,000 werc effectives
(see pp.74-76 ). Actual British combat strength was only one
division of c. 15,000 men (see Macready, II, 480), plus the active
sector of the R.I.C.

25¢.p. 1750, £. 263.
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Conference of Ministers on July 26.26 While several members of the
Cabinet absent on the twenty-third were now present, Birkenhead,
French, Macreédy, Tudor and Wylie were not. The pr eoccupation
with force clearly indicates the Ministers had decided on this
alternative before their arrival. The conclusions of the confer-
ence entirely omit any mention of the Dominion offer. The Chief
Seéretary's draft Bill to extend court-martial jurisdiction in
Ireland and supersede present legal authority was considered in
detail. It was also torreplace another draft Bi1127 which would
implement the Special Tribunal agreed to by the Cabinet on June 2nd,
but subsequently opposed by both Anderson and Macready. while the
Ministers were agreeable to Greenwood's Bill, they recognized the
gravity of "handing over Ehe whole administration of justice to
the military...."28 |

The conference agreed that the Chief Secretary should produce
a new Bill extending the ''Defense of the Realm Regulations' to
cover all crimes, but with the provision that punishment be the
same as that assigned by civilian law. The Bill was to be general
and to incorporate features of both Greenwood's draft Bill (C.P.
1682) and that of the "Criminal Injuries (Ireland's) Bill" which
had recently been introduced in the Commons. The later Bill pro-
vided for cutting off all grants to Irish Local Government

authorities who refused to have their accounts audited and to abide

26cab. Concl. 51/20/Ap. IV/5, Conf. of Min., 26 July 1920
(Cab.23/22/££.174, 179-82).

27¢c.p. 1637, "Draft Criminal Justice Administration (Ireland)
Bill", 17 July 1920 (Cab.24/109/ff.176-79).

28¢cab. Concl. 51/20/Ap. IV/S5, £. 180.
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by British regulations.29

Specific enactments under this measure
were to be made by Orders in Council. The conference also decided
to have Sir Eric Geddes, the Minister of Transport, inform Irish
Railway authorities that the Government would no longer tolerate
refusals to move British traffic30—a step long urged by General
Macready. Though Lloyd George was not yet ready to follow Sir
Henry Wilson, Ashley, or the Long committee and apply martial law,
his policy of increased military force now fell just short of it.
It was not the middle course suggested by Bonar Law in the Commons

in mid-July, 1920, or that followed from late 1919 through July

of 1920. Four Dublin Castle officials and Tom Jones opposed the

new policy; and there was doubt within the Cabinet. Sections of
the British press also supported a Dominion settlement, especially
the Times which called on the Government to enlarge its offer on
July 26.31 1n spite of some doubt and of some opposition within
the Cabinet, there was sufficient agreement for the new policy.
Besides introducing a Bill in the Commons on August 2 for the
'Restoration of Order in Ireland', the Government began to assemble
a small paramilitary corps of ex-British officers for Irish service
on July 27. Recruitment of police in Ireland itself had virtually
ceased and there were widespread resignations. The idea of an
Auxiliary Division of R.I.C. as well as more Black and Tans origi-

nated with the suggestion by Churchill, Macready and the Irish

29¢c.p. 1590, "Criminal Injuries (Ireland) Act", 9 July 1920
(Cab.24/109/£.339). A |

30cap. Concl. 51/20/Ap. IV/4(£.179); Jones Whitehall Diary, III,
32-33,

31Times, 26 July 1920.
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Executive in May, 1920, for a 'Special Emergency Gendarmerie' to
further reinforce the R.I.C.3% and ultimately resulted from the
reluctance of Lloyd George and Churchill in the late May to send
jnstead a 'Special Force' of eight garrison battalions to the
Army, thereby emphasizing a military solution.33 The actual pro-

posal appeared in the July, 1920, issue of the Constabulary Gazette

when General Tudor recommended the inauguration of such a force
and authority for its fgrmation was given on July 10th.3% At the
23rd of July conference, Tudor had urged further reinforcement of
the R.I.C., including an augmentation of 500 ex-officers and ex-
soldiers.3% He maintained—in spite of police failure during the
past year and a half —that, if supported and reinforced, they might
operate as an effective military body. His-advice, as shown earlier,
was was heeded by Cabinet members, especially by Lloyd George, Green-
wood, Churchill and Walter Long.

Misnamed a division, their greatest number was little more
than 1500.36 Their uniform consisted of dark-blue clothing and

dark-green Glencarry caps or Tam O'Shanters to distinguish them

32cab. Concl. 29/20/Ap. I1I, Conf. of Min., 11 May 1920 (Cab.
23/21/€.141); Bonar Law to L.G. 11 May 1920 (B.L.P./103/4/3).

335ir Henry Wilson's Diaries (28 May 1920), in Callwell, II,
241; Jones, Whitehall Diary, III, 22; Cab. Concl. 33/20/Ap. III,
Conf. of Min., 31 May 1920 (Cab.23/21/££.205-06).

34Constabulary Gazette, July, 1920, cited in James Gleason,
Bloody Sunday (London, 1963), p. 83; the date of July 10th is given
In a draft letter, L.G. to Bishop of Chelmsford, April 1921 (L.G.P.
/F/19/3/12) and in St. John Ervine, Craigavon: Ulsterman (London,
1949), p. .336.

35¢c.p. 1693 (ff.448-49).

36Greenwood's "Weekly Survey" lists Auxiliary strength on 22
May 1921 at 1,508-—see C.P. 2977, 24 May 1921 (Cab.24/123/£.487).
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from the Black and Tans who now wore the normal R.I.C. uniform.3’
The Auxies were well paid for the troubled year of 1920, recceiving
£1 per day, double that of the Tans. They were all ex-officers
with the rank of police sergeant and were organized into companies
or shock forces of 100 men for action in areas with the greatest
I.R.A. activity. They were branded mercenaries by the Irish people—
a label which also could be given to other ex-British officers who
went to Mexico to fight with, rather than against, revolutionaries.33

The Auxies—or Cadets as they were also known — have been described
as a "tough, hard-bitten corps, who reacted to the Sinn Fein terror
by determining to make their own counter-terror even more formi-
dable."39 But in accepting this statement one cannot forget that
violent tactics by the I.R.A. were first a result of British poli-
tical—and at times social and economic—oppression. Though they
did employ terroristic methods, the Auxies treated Irish girls with
respect and there were few cases of rape. Their commander, Briga-
dier-General Frank P. Crozier-—a Unionist, brought up in Ireland—
had served in the First World War with General Tudor.*0 He was also
a veteran of the 1919-20 War of Intervention against the Bolsheviks
in Lithuania and Poland.%l Thus, he was a likely candidate to form

the Auxiliary Force in the Summer and Fall of 1920. His statement

37General Macready had urged this in August, 1920, to prevent
his soldiers from being linked with reprisals (see Gleason, p. 96).

38G1eason, p. 62.
3%01t, p. 212.

40Crozier, Impressions and Recollectiors, p. 251.

41yho Was Who: 1929-40 (1941), p. 313.
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that Tudor told him the "new organization was being camouflaged" as
R.I.C. instead of being openly admitted as a military force seems
plausible.42 Lloyd George and most of his Ministers were reluctant
to acknowledge that they were waging war in Ireland for fear.of
alienating British and American opinion.43

In the Fall of 1920 the Auxiliaries took the initiative against
the I.R.A. The first 500 arrived in late July and soon became a
~ wfamiliar sight in Dublin, whirling around in Crosley tenders,

raiding homes and offices...."44

It was at night, especially, that
the Irish people most feared their terrifying knock on the door.

The Weekly Summary, a propaganda sheet published by Dublin Castle

to strengthen the nerve of the police, had repeatedly called Sian
Fein and the I.R.A. 'murderers'. On 27 August it printed the
following editorial presumably to incite Crown forces to greater
violence and hatred at the time the first four Auxié companies
were being sent to Kilkenny, Cork, and Galway: )

They did not wait for the usual uniform,
They came at once.

They were wanted badly, and the R.I.C.
Welcomed them. -

They know what danger is.

They have looked death in the eyus before,
And did not flinch.

They will not £linch now.

They will go with the job—the job of making
Ireland once again safe for the law-abiding,
AND AN APPROPRIATE HELL FOR THOSE WHOSE X%ADE
IS AGITATION AND WHOSE METHOD IS MURDER.

It was only a short time later that Black and Tans and Auxies

42Crozier, Imp}essions and Recollections, p. 251.

43cab. Concl. 48/20/5, 13 August 1920 (Cab.23/22/£.116).
44peasiai, 11, 28.

451919.. p. 25.
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retaliated with reprisals on an unprecedented'scale.

Along with these quasi-military changes in the Irish police,
the military was reorganized to carry‘out the more vigorous measures
sanctioned by the Cabinet.%0 Macready, however, explained that his
army was still more impressive on paper than in reality, having the
equivalent of only one full strength combat division and many
numberically weak infantry battalions.?” This weakness is further
evident in the correspondence between Lloyd George and his Secretary
for India, Montagu, regérding the transfer of company and battalion
grade officers from India to Macready's Irish command.48 The only
officer strength was at the divisional level and the bulk of the
soldiers in Ireland were evidently administrative and supportive
rather than combat soldiers. This made it still more difficult
to deal with the guerrilla I.R;A. In fact, the forces of Britain
throughout the Empire at thié time were stretched to their limit.49

The Prime Minister, Bonar Law, and Greenwood were further urged
to war by a deputation of Conservative members of both Houses of

Parliament on July 29. The right-wing Unionist Group asked Lloyd

46The reorganization was as follows: 1st Division (Belfast)
consisted of seven battalions organized into two brigades (Belfast
and Londonderry), 5th Division (Curragh) of seven battalions and
four cavalry regiments in three brigades (two at Galway and one at
Athlone), 6th Division (Cork) of 16 battalions and two cavalry regi-
ments in four brigades (Limerick, Kerry, Cork, and Fermoy), and the
Dublin District Command of 10 battalions and one cavalry regiment
in two brigades (ses Macready, II, 479-80). :

47Macready, 11, 480.

48Montagu to L.G., 29 June 1920 and L.G. to Montagu, 30 June
1920 (L.G.P./F/40/3/11 and 12); Jones, Whitehall Diary, III, 27.

495ir Henry Wilson's Diaries (15 July 1920), in Callwell,
II, 253.
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George to restore order in Ireland prior to negotiating a settlement
to safeguard the Empire.so The Duke of Northumberland spoke'first
explaining that Ireland was the "Achilles heel of England" and the
Empire, and that the present trouble in Ireland resulted from an
international Bolshevik conspiracy. He was joined by Sir Edward
Carson who declared to openly sympathetic colleagues, that the
worldwide conspiracy which was assisting Ireland was '"not pro-Irish
but...anti-British going to the very root and existence of the
British Empire." The deputation also feared the support of na-
tional movements in Egypt and India by left-wing groups in Britain,
Europe, and America. They believed that the fall of Ireland—an
island of geographical necessity to Britain-—would expose England
to grave danger of invasion and set off nationalist and socialist
revolutions throughout the Empire. Their fears have had their
counterpart in America which committed a force of more than half
a million in the late 1960's to save Southeast Asia—and ultimately
America itself——from the same Communist conspiracy.

Lloyd George responded to the deputation that "we really do
not need convincing that we should not tolerate an independent Repub-
lic in Ireland", but the roots of the matter "ére deeper than the

shallow soil of Bolshevism."?! He recognized that successive move-

5OReport of Proceedings, Deputation to the Prime Minister from
the Houses of Lords and Commons, 29 July 1920 (L.G.P./F/225/10).

51
Ibid.
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ments demanding freedom had arisen.in Irish history, but to him a
Republic was intolerable. To suppress Sinn Fein and secure order
he was introducing a "very drastic Bill" in the Commons.

The Cabinet convened on August 292 to review the conclusions
of the conference of July 23 and the draft®3 of the Bill for restoring
order in Ireland. The Cabinet concluded they should obtain a list
of barristers who were willing to participate in court-martials
involving a capital charge. They approved the introduction of the
Bill in the Commons with unlimited court-martial power, including
the right of the Judge to try civil cases without a jury if none
were available, and the power to move Irish prisoners to Britain.
While the Cabinet was in London finalizing their plans for the new
policy, Wylie was composing a short letter to Anderson in the Law
Room at Dublin Castle. He still felt that coercion was futile,

especially without an offer of Dominion Home Rule.>?

In another
letter to Sir John on the 3rd of August he reiterated his belief
that Sinn Fein would accept such a solution and said, "the present

is the golden moment for settling the Irish Question."55

Wylie's
solution would have granted full self-government to Ireland—save

for defense and excluding Ulster, which would have remained totally
inside the United Kingdom. While this was the most sensible solu-

tion to the Irish problem as is evident from history and also the pre-

52¢ab. Concl. 44/20/2, 2 August 1920 (Cab. 23/22).

53¢c.p. 1709, Memorandum to the "Restoration of Order in Ireland
Bill' (Cab. 24/110/f£.27-28).

S4yylie to Anderson, 2 August 1920 (J.A.P./C.0.904/188/1);
also see L.G.P./F/19/2/17.

551pid., 3 August 1920 (L.G.P./F/19/2/18).
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sent civil disorder in Northern Ireland, it is doubtful that Sinn
Fein as a whole or the I.R.A. would have agreed to it at this time.
Still,'his suggestions would have made the path to settlement less
difficult.

A deputation representing 140 Southern Irish business and
professional men from Cork and Dublin—at least half of them
Unionists who had opposed Sinn Fein—called on the Prime Minister,
Bonar Law, Long and Greenwood on the morning of 4 August 1920.50
The deputation consisted of 12 men, including three very prominent
Southern Unionists—industrialist Sir Stanley Harrington, Judge
Richard Beamish, and the lawyer Andrew Jamieson-—as well as the
Secretary of the Irish Peace Conference, Captain Henry Harrison,

a well-known Dominion advocate. These Southern Irishmen called

on Lloyd George to substitute Dominion status for the present Bill
believing it would be acceptable to the majority of Irishmen. Their
attitude was greatly changed from that of the earlier Southern
Unionists delegation which had met with the Prime Minister on

26 April 1920. Lloyd George questioned them carefully and remarked:
"I Qant to see a Sinn Feiner on the bridge, or someone who can speak
for Ireland."

The deputation returned later that day for further discussion.>7
In addition to those present for the Government that morning, A.

Chamberlain and Sir John Anderson were in attendance. The Irishmen

56Proceedings, Deputation to the Prime Minister of Southern
Irish Business and Professional Men, 4 August 1920(L.G.P./F/230/
5s/Part I); also see L.G.P./F/182/1/21 which is a minute of the de-
putation proceedings (it should be dated 5 August 1920 and not for
1921). ,

571bid., Part II.
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explained that they had been opposed to a Dominion solution which
involved the partition of Ireland but thought a settlement could
be arranged if Britain first declared its willingness to grant
Dominion status to the South. A Constituent Assembly could be
convened to work out an all-Ireland solution with Ulster free to
exclude herself. Bonar Law queried whether Sinn Fein would attend
such an assembly and Chamberlain asked if the South would honor the
solution if Ulster chose -exclusion. Lloyd George told the group
that their presence was the "first message of hope' -and he told
them to gather Irish moderate opinion together and return to talk
with him at that time.

The plea for a grant of Dominion status was joined by the
normally conservative County Deputy Lieutenants and Justices of

the Peace.58

Resolutions in Queens (Leix) Co. for Dominion Home:
Rule on August 7 were forwarded to Lloyd George by Greenwood from
the Irish Office in London.59 Greenwood also stated in the Commons
that 556 R.I.C. constables and 313 county magistrates had resigned
during'the Summer of 1920.90 In a letter to Anderson on August 10,
Tom'Jones, the Assistant Cabinet Secretary and personal friend of
Lloyd George, wrote that he had recently spoken with Captain Harri-

son of the Irish Peace Conference, the editors of the nationalist

Freeman's Journal and the Unionist Irish Times, and Erskine Childers,

and Englishman and former Home Ruler who later served Sinn Fein as

58McDowell, The Irish Convention, p. 211.

ngueens County Resolutions, 7 August 1920, forwarded to
L. G. on 8 August 1920 (L.G.P./F/19/2/19).

60Debates, Commons, 133 (9 August 1920), col. 24.
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as Director of the Dail Publicity Department and editor of the Irish
Bulletin. All felt that a change in attitude must first be shown
by Britain, as a result of which Lloyd George would "live in Ire-
land as the greatest statesman England had had."61 Childers, who
was as uncompromising as any Irish Sinn Feiner, felt that "any
bonafide scheme of real self-determination would be earnestly con-
sidered if offered frankly to the Dail Eireann."92

All of these last minute appeals to negotiate with Sinn Fein
were futile. The Government had moved quickly and the "Restoration
of Order in Ireland Bill"—which was an inappropriately entitled as
that for the 'Better Government of Ireland' introduced earlier in
the year—was formally debated in the Commons on August 5 and 6.
It was immediately passed. Bonar Law defended the Bill stating:
"] do not believe for a moment that these murders have any sympathy
in the great mass of the Irish people. The position would be hope-
less if they had. I do not believe it. It is due to a system of
terrorism."63 The statement directly contradicted what Dublin
Castle had told him and Lloyd George less than two weeks before.4
Greénwood defended the Government's plan to hold secret court-
martials without juries for the more effective '"protection of life

and property and the primary rights of citizenship."65 Lloyd George

61Jones to Anderson, extract from a letter commenting on the
Irish situation, 10 August 1920 (J.A.P./C.0.904/188/1).

621pi4.
63pebates, Commons, 132 (5 August 1920), cols. 2694-95.
64c.p. 1693, £f. 445-65.

65Debates, Commons, 132 (5 August 1920) cols. 2728,2734.
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was more astute than his colleagues, however, and asked who in Ire-
land could speak on behalf of those desiring Dominion Home Rule.%0
The war had driven many old Nationalists and Dominion Home Rulers
to Sinn Fein and it was primarily Unionists like Harrington, Jamieson,
and Beamish who now wanted a Dominion settlement. The premier saw
clearly that moderates were not yet organized, yét he passed up
the opportunity to make their position more firm——nearly a year
before the 1921 truce. , Lloyd George likewise erred in thinking war
could defeat Sinn Fein and the I.R.A.

The "Restoration of Order in Ireland Act" received Royal Assent
on August 9 and became law. But the Cabinet which assembled on
13 August still doubted whether the Act would be successful.67
Fearing that Irish opinion might be alienated by the new measures,
they encouraged the Prime Minister to restate the Government's
policy at the time of the Commons' adjournment.68 While there
was considerable doubt within the Cabinet about the policy of
increased force, there was no majority for negotiating a settle-
ment with Sinn Fein as Richard Bennett has suggested.69 Only Tom
Jonés.and the four officials at Dublin Castle had firmly pressed
for that course of action. The gulf between the Cabinet and Sinn
'Fein or between Home Rule and Republic was still unbridgeable. It

took another year of war to bring them to compromise and arrive at

i

661hid., cols. 2618-19, 2744-47.
67Cab. Concl. 48/20/5, 13 August 1920 (Cab.23/22/£.116).

681bid., 48/20/Ap. (f.117a); also see Debates, Commons, 133
(16 August 1920), col. 694.

69Bennett, pp. 62, 71, 80.
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a Dominion solution,

Throughout August and September the Lloyd George Coalition—
besides waging war against the I.R.A.—faced three additional
problems. They were the continued demandvfor an offer of Dominion
status, the hunger-strike of Terence MacSwiney, Lotd Mayor of Cork,

which had now achieved world attention, and the civil and religious
strife in Northern Ireland.

On August 24 the Ir%;h Peace Conference chaired by Sir Nugent
'Everard was held in Dublin. This representative assembly, a serious
attempt by moderate Irishmen to arrive at a solution of the Irish
problem, was gathered through newspaper advertisement.’® Their
four resolutions calléd for MacSwiney's release, ending coercion,
full national self-government without coercing Ulster, and the
creation by Britain of a suitable atmosphere for appeasement.71
Harrison, the Conference Secretary, sent these resolutions to Lucerne,
Switzerland, where Lloyd George was on holiday. He stressed the ur-
gency of releasing MacSwiney and wondered why telegrams sent by the
Peace Conference on August 24, 25 and 28 had gone unanswered. ’ 2 He
also ﬁrged Anderson on September 1 to prevent the Lord Mayor's
death:73 MacSwiney, who had been arreéted on August 12, was among

the first Sinn Feiners to be tried under the new Act. A member of

the Dail as well as a teacher and Commandant of the I.R.A.'s First

708treet, The Administration of Ireiand, 1920, pp. 122-23.

71Resolutions, Irish Peace Conference, 24 August 1920 (L.G.P.
/F/95/2/37).

"24arrison to L.G., 31 August 1920 (L.G.P./F/95/2/37).

/ "3Harrison to Anderson, 1 September 1920 (J.A.P./C.0.904/
188/1). '
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Cork Brigade, he had been elected Lord Mayor of Cork after the
murder of MacCurtain earlier thét year.

MacSwiney's case had been discussed by the Cabinet on August
25, including its effect on public opinion, the press, the Labour
Party, and the Irish Peace Conference.’# The prison doctor's
diagnosis stated that ''what had hitherto been latent had become
active tuberculpsis."75 Balfour maintained that MacSwiney could
not legally be released_and in the absence of Macready and the
Irish Execptive the Cabinet posponed a decision. In a letter to
Lord Stamfordham, the private secretary to King George V, Bonar
Law stated that Churchill, Balfour and Shortt had preferred to dis-
cuss the mafter with Macready before reaching a decision.’® This
was fortunate because the vacationing Premier had written a letter
to MacSwiney's sister—which was released to the evening newspapers
by her—denying the release. The announcement of two contradictory
decisions by Lloyd George and the Cabinet would have had a disas-
trous effect on public opinion,which was quite sympathetic to the
Lord Mayor. That Lloyd George did not consult his own Cabinet
before sending the letter is an indication of his becoming increas-
ingly careless—perhaps even autocratic—and also his disregard for

formal metho&s of Government.77

74Cab. Concl. 49A/20, 25 August 1920 (Cab.23/22/£f.143-44).

7S1pid.

76Bonar Law to Stamfordham, 26 August 1920 (B.L.P./101/4/83).

77Stamfordham was amused by these Lloyd Georgian methods—see
Stamfordham to Bonar Law, 30 August 1920 (B.L.P./99/4/22); also see
Costigan, "Lloyd George", Makers of Modern England (New York, 1967),
pp. 222-23.
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The Cabinet decided on September 2 to continue making hunger-
strikers bear the consequences of their acts in spite of the
publicity given MacSwiney.78 A letter to Bonar Law shows that
Lloyd George had been motivated against release out of fear that
jt would have a negative impact on police in Ireland.79 The same
letter also shows that his interest had again shifted from primary
concern with Ireland to British domestic problems such as labor
strikes and depression,’and also to the threat from the Labour
Party to his own political power. The Cabinet's concern with
Ireland may have again 1ess¢ned for they were unaware at the time
of their decision that 14 of the hunger-strikers at Cork had not
even been convicted.80

The six Northeastern counties of Ulster had been relatively
calm since the outbreak of war in 1914. Even 1919 and early 1920—
with the prospect of Home Rule—found the North quiescent. But in
late July and August of 1920 the ancient hatred between Catholics
and Protestants again re-surfaced. The 'Belfast Pogrom' lasted
several weeks and included numerous riots, the expulsion of 5,000
Catholics from the Belfast shipyards, the murder of R.I.C. District
Inspector Swanzy, and the evacuation of the entire Catholic popula-
tions from Banbridge and Lisburn.81 The trouble largely resulted

from Ulster's fear that her Protestant heritage was threatened by

78¢ab. Concl. SS/ZO/Ap. IV/4, Conf. of Min., 2 Scptember 1920
(Cab.23/22/£.241).

791,.6. to Bonar Law, 4 September 1920 (L.G.P./F/31/1/44).
803ones, Whitehall Diary, III, 38-39.

81Macardle, pp. 384-86.
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the triple alliance of Sinn Fein, the Irish Labqur movement, and
Catholicism.82

A Conference of Ministers discussed the situation in Ulster
on both September 2 and 8. They decided to have the Chief Secretary
and the Commissioner of Police organize a body of special constables
for service in the North,83 a step which had been suggested by Sir
James Craig on September 2nd®* and discussed briefly by the Govern-
ment on July 23. Conce}wed as the U.V.F. (Ulster Volunteer Force)
they soon became the hated 'B' Specials. It was also decided that
an Assistant Under-Secretary should be appointed for the six Northern
counties.85 Sir Ernest Clarke took up this post on September 16.80

In late July and August, 1920 British policy changed from one
of police coercion coupled with Home Rule to one of limited war
using péramilitary‘police, a reorganized military force, and

87

military courts—a situation Bonar Law seemed to recognize. It

8'ZBennett:, p- 58.

83cab. Concl. 53/20/Ap. V/3, Conf. of Min., 8 September 1920
(Cab.23/22/£.245).

. 841h34., Ap. IV/3, 2 September 1920 (££.238-40).
851bid., Ap. V/3, 8 September 1920 (f. 245).
86Bennett, p.- 75.

87Referring to the "Restoration of Order in Ireland Bill", Bonar
Law stated: '"This Bill is Martial Law so far as it can be enforced.”
(Jones, Whitehall Diary, III, 34). The editor of Jones' diary, Keith
Middlemas, has viewed the "Restoration of Order in Ireland Act" as
"the fullest extent of the old policy of 'Thorough'", of seeing the
troubles in Ireland through with combined force and appeasement,
instead of being the actual beginning of a new policy of limited
war. (See Middlemas in Jones, Whitehall Diary, 111, 39). The
evidence as I have shown points the opposite way. The later procla-
mation on December 10, 1921, and extension on January 4, 1921, of
martial law in Ireland are not the turning points in Britain's Irish
policy but rather the intensification of a more aggressive posture
begun in late July, 1920.
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was this new aggressive policy and its accompanying reprisals, along
with MacSwiney's hunger-strike and DeValera's work in America, which
brought Ireland to the attention of the world "more, perhaps, than

at any other previous time in her history."88

2. Reprisals and the British Government
(September-November, 1920)

The coming of the Black and Tans and Auxiliaries to Ireland
in 1920 ushered in the worst campaign of terror known there since
" 1798. Unofficial yet systematic reprisals were carried out by
these forces in the Fall of 1920, many at the slightest provocation.
The killing of a single policeman often resuited in the destruction
of nearby creameries and shops-—even of entire villages and large
sections of towns. Balbriggan, Croke Park, and Cork are especially
remembered in this phase df the Anglo—Irish War. The destruction
which resulted from reprisals had not only focused world'attention
on Ireland, but left little question as to popular support for '
Sinn Fein. ‘

Prior to the Fall of 1920 there had been numerous reprisals
but none on a large scale. Troops had sacked the shops of Fermoy
in the war's first reprisal in September, 1919, and the R.I.C. had
damaged Thurles in January, 1920. The intrepid correspondent for
London's Daily News, Hugh Martin, spent three months in Ireland
(August-November, 1920) attempting to report the truth to Britain.
Using his own observations in Ireland in addition to Irish newspapers

and Sinn Fein's Irish Bulletin, he listed three reprisals by

Crown forces in 1919, 26 for the first six months of 1920, and

88Macardle, p. 382.
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more than twenty each for July, August and September, 1920.89 One
of these, Fermoy, had been raided by the military on the eve of

27 June 1920, yet—by the 20th of July—the military could report
little progress with its investigation.90 In another retaliation
on the night of July 17, Black and Tans had shot up the City of
Cork, in response to the murder of Col. Smyth by the I.R.A. As a
fesult, a curfew was proclaimed in Cork between 1l0a.m. and 3 p.m.

In spite of a number of small reprisals in late 1919 and the
first half of 1920, the Government maintained that '"the first so-
called reprisal had not taken place until the 20th July...when a
considerable part of Tuam, Co. Galﬁay, was destroyed.”91 The town
had been raided by Black and Tans after an I.R.A. ambush had killed
-two policemen the previous day. British officials were slow to
acknowledge the Tuam reprisal, and two weeks later the Irish Attorney-
General, Denis Henry, stated he did not yet have sufficient informa-

tion to comment on the event.92

The 'Sack of Balbriggan' on 20 September 1920 was correctly

891rish Bulletin, quoted in Martin, pp. 180-85. Martin writes
that while this source is the official Sinn Fein organ, "a refer-
ence to the files of the Irish press will show that the 1list has
simply been compiled from reports published in those newspapers...
the extent of the damage has been overstated in a good many cases
.... Apart from this, the list may be taken as accurate'" (see Martin,
p. 179). The one thing Martin overlooked is that the Irish Bulletin
often used the date of its source by mistake instead of the actual

day the reprisal took place. Historians accept Martin today as

an impartial and reliable source (For example, see Boyce, Englishmen
and Irish Troubles, p. 58).

90Major-General Rycroft to the Urban District Council, Fermoy,
20 July 1920 in C.P. 1708, 29 July 1920 (Cab. 24/110/f.26).

Memo on Reprisals by E. Evans, mid-October, 1920 (L.G.P./F/
180/3/7). This document has been incorrectly dated for mid-October,
1919.

92Debates, Commons, 132 (5 August 1920), col. 2616.

-~y
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admitted by the British Cabinet to be the first large-scale reprisal

by Crown forces.93

R.I.C. Head Constable Burke had been shot
earlier that day by the I.R.A. and—on learning of the killing—
Black and Tans responded by partially burning the little town and
killing two supposed I.R.A. men. The destruction included four
pubs, a hosiery factory, and 19 private dwellings.94 Another 30
houses were slightly damaged. Most historians agree today that
the reprisal was premeditated and not spontaneous.

The reprisal at'Balbriggan was an evil omen, Within a week
there were further retaliations at Milltown Malby, Lahinch, Ennis-
tymon, Trim, and Mallow in response to the murder of 13 and wounding
of seven policemen.95 A reprisal at Tubbercurry on the 30th by
16 Black and Tans—following the murder of R.I.C. Inspector Brady—
rounded out September, 1920.

At times, British reprisals resulted from great provocation,
though usually they did not. The attacks by the I.R.A. were
directed specifically toward achieving independence and making
British rule impossible. Reprisals by British forces, especially
the Black and Tans, were indiscriminate—resulting from personal
frustration and hatred—jyet partially camouflaged by the Govern-
ment's 'restoration of order' tactics. British policy—first of

coercion and later of limited war—along with these unauthorized

93Cab. Concl. 53A/20, Conf. of Min., 1 October 1920 (Cab.
23/22/£.252).

94Bennett,'pp. 76-717.
95paily Mail, 30 September 1920.
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reprisals escalated the violence on both sides. By the close of
'September, 1920, the Black and Tans were being condemned by much
of the influential British press.96

Throughout 1919-20, the I.R.A., had discouraged Irishmen from
belonging to the R.I.C. in a number of slogans. In the early Fall,
Black and Tans sought to stop Irish support for the guerrillas with
unofficial and possibly unauthorized warnings of their own.

DROGHEDA BEWARE
If in the vicinity a policeman is shot, five
of the leading Sinn Feiners will be shot.
- It is not coercion—it is an eye for eye.
. .Remember Balbriggan. 97
{(By Order) Black and Tans.

The growing number and size of reprisals in the early Fall
not only provoked criticism in the press but also from military
men. Sir Henry Wilson wrote in his diary on 29 September 1920:

I had 1% hours this evening with Lloyd George and
Bonar Law. I told them what I thought of reprisals
by the "Black and Tans'", and how this must lead to
chaos and ruin. Lloyd George danced about and was
angry, but I never budged. T pointed out that these
reprisals were carried out without anyone being
responsible; men were murdered, houses burnt, vill-
ages wrecked...I said that this was due to want of
discipline, and this must be stopped. It was the
business of the Government to govern. If these men
ought to be murdered, then the Government should
murder them. Lloyd George danced at all this, said
no.GovernmSnt could possibly take this responsi-
bility....98

Challenged by Wilson and troubled by reprisals-—especially Bal-

briggan—Lloyd George again focused squarely on the Irish War. 1In

96See Chapter IV, pp. 158-61; Boyce, Englishmen and'Irish
Troubles, p. 53,

97Bennett, pp. 81-82.

985, : .
Sir Henry Wilson's Diaries (29 September 1920), in Callwel
II, 263-64. ( pt ), in Callwell,
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the conferénce which assembled on October 1, the Chief Secretary
was confident the tide was turning against Sinn Fein and that order
would soon be restored.99 The problem of reprisals was discussed
and it was stated that Dublin Castle had issued "appropriatec orders
to the military and to the police." On.August 18, General Macready had
warned his command that anyone caught looting or involved in re-
prisals would face harsh disciplinary measures.loo The conference
. agreed confidently that they would be able to stop incendiary
reprisals but felt they could not guarantee "occasional and sporadic
incidents...would not occur...from small, isolated detachments"101
of police witnessing their comrades' murder. Also discussed was
the official control of reprisals by martial law suggested by
General Macready on September 27.102  There was, however, agreement
that even "unauthorized reprisals had...a visible effect both in
enabling the Executive to obtain information about ambushes and plots,

and in driving a wedge between the moderates and the extremists in

the Sinn Fein camp."103 Believing that reprisals were having a

99¢apb. Concl. 53A/20, Conf. of Min., 1 October 1920 (Cab.23/22/
££.251-55); Greenwood to Miss Stevenson, 29 September 1920 (L.G.P./
F/19/2/21).

100Mémo on Reprisals by E. Evans,'mid-October, 1920 (L.G.P./
F/180/3/7).

101c,.h. Concl. 53A/20 (£.252).

102yemorandum by Macready, 27 September 1920, mentioned in ¥
another Macready Memorandum to the C.I.G.S., 17 October 1920
(L.G.P./F/180/5/16).

1030.1. Concl. 53A/20 (££.252-53). This belief was likely
influenced by the same Macready memo on September 27 and it is
clearly stated in that sent on October 17 (see L.G.P./F/180/5/16).
Richard Bennett is all too quick to believe that Greenwood detested
these reprisals (see Bennett, p. 83).
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productive impact, the government seems to have hesitated again-—

not between appeasement and force, but on whether to officially

condemn reprisals, .

A number of other proposals were discussed at the October 1st
conference including the use of plain clothes policemen, control
of motor vehicles to prevent the escape of Sinn Fein assassins,
and extension of compensation to the R.I.C. for their service.
Lloyd George declared his complete support for the Irish Executive
in their difficult task—one which had been defined in the Weekly
Summary as making Ireland 'AN APPROPRIATE HELL' for rebels. It
was also decided that Lloyd George would receive a deputation from
the Dublin Conference on Conciliation in mid-October, but only after.
the Cabinet had reviewed its policy. The ministers also agreed
with Greenwood's September 25th memorandumt%4 that pressure should
be brought on Irish Railway Compénies that still refused to move
British traffic. Greenwood and Sir Eric Geddes, Minister of Trans-
port, were to work out the precise Government policy.

A Conference of Ministers gathered on October 13 and—though
"many of them wanted to give way on Ireland"—decided no major
changes would be made in the Fourth Home Rule Bi11.105 Lloyd George
and the majority, failing to recognize that even Southern Unionists
were now fbr Dominion Home Rule, belie&ed the Bill would receive
the support of Irish moderates. The Premier thought that any major
concession at that time would be unwise. He was still unwilling to

grant financial autonomy and spoke of justice not only for Ireland

104c.p, 1891, 25 September 1920 (Cab. 24/110/ff. 598-99).

105, ,
Cab. Concl. 59/20/Ap. III, Conf. of Min., 13 October 1920

(Cab. 23/23/ff. 38-41); Sir Henry Wilson's Diari
in Callwell, II, 265. y n's Diaries (14 October 1920),
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but also for England, Scotland, and Wales "who had made greater
sacrifices in the (world) war than Ireland'". He wanted to with-
hold financial concessions until the opportune moment when he might
obtain other compromises from Sinﬁ Fein.10% These were not mentioned
but undoubtedly entailed recognition of the Crown and membership in
the Empire. Lloyd George was also determined that Sinn Fein must
step forward first and then he would bargain. His position had
not changed—despite two months of reprisals—from that of late
July 1920.

The Ministers reassembled on the 17th and discussed both
reprisals and demands for an Irish settlement.197 oOn the 18th they
discussed Lord Crewe's requested debate on reprisals in the House of
Lords and agreed that—unless "undertaken by the Government itself"
—requests for enquifies into reprisals in both the Commons and
the Lords would be refused.l08

fhe Commons reconvened in October after two months recess. On
the 20th Arthur Henderson of the Labour Party proposed a vote of
censure of the Government for ''the present state of lawlessness in
Ireland and the lack of discipline in the armed forces of the Crown",
and called for an investigation of reprisals like Balbriggan which
he thought disgraceful and hﬁmiliating.109 It was voted down by the

Commons which-~as a result of the First World War-—was now composed

106y ,A.L. Fisher maintained that Lloyd George knew this would
eventually have to be conceded (see H.A.L. Flsher, An Unfinished
Autobiography (London, 1940), p. 127.

~——  107cap. Concl. 59/20/Ap. IV/1-3, 17 October 1920 (£f.42-43).
1081p3d., Ap. V/9, 18 October 1920 (f. 59).
109)epates, Commons, 133 (20 October 1920), cols. 925, 935.
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predominantly of prosperous conservative businessmen. Greenwood
had the effrontery to answer Henderson that most English news-
papers doubted the Black and Tans' responsibility for Balbriggan—
though later that day he admitted their responsibility.llo Main-
taining that his police were combating "erime of a most hideous
and revolting nature'", the Chief Secretary justified brutal
retaliation on civilians by Crown forces, 111

In April, 1920, Greenwood had succeeded MacPherson as Irish
Chief Secretary. He quickly became notorious for lies, denials,
and evagions, believing he could say anything to defend Britain
against the "deliberate, organized, highly-paid conspiracy" of
murderers who were out '"to smash the British Empire."112 Sir Hamar
has been. caricatured in Ireland by the phrase "to tell a Greenwood"
and by Lord Hugh Cecil who sarcastically observed,"It scems to be
agreed that there are no such things as reprisals, but they are
having a good effect."113 The latter comment resulted from Cecil's
having witnessed the contradictory performance of Greenwood and the

Government. On the 26th of July the Chief Secretary explained that

1107p34., cols. 925-35, 942-45.

1117pid., col. 937.

112Ibid., col. 934. The Chief Secretary evidently did not
know that the I.R.A. consisted of unpaid amateurs—excepting cer-
tain members of the Irish Intelligence, the A.S5.U. (see Gleason,
rp. 117, 142).

113Holt, p. 205; Bennett, p. 89.
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"the suggestion that reprisals form a part of the policy is a
suggestion not founded on fact",114 yet a few months later he said,
"] am admitting what is called a reprisal."115 Throughout 1920 he
maintained that the Government thoroughly disapproved of reprisals.
Nevertheless, he continued to prevaricate with statements such as
"I want no reprisals...but those men, who are members of the I.R.A,,
pledged to defy the Government and assassinate Crown officers, have

no right to complain of reprisals."116

Throughout 1920 the British
Government had maintained that it did not want to interfere with
normal social and economic life in Ireland, yet on.OCtober 20
Greenwood stated, "I would rather sce every railroad in Ireland
shut down for one hundred years than yield one inch to the claim
of the I.R.A."117

The question arises why a British Cabinet member would act thus.
The answer is threefold. First, Greenwood~like many politicians,
believed completely that his actions were justified in the
sexrvice of Britain and the Empire. The second consideration
is that the contradictory statements by the Chief Secretary
reflect the vacillation in the Cabinet between allowing or
completely stopping the reprisals on noncombatants and their

property. The Conference of Ministers of 1 October clearly

114pepates, Commons, 132 (26 July 1920), col. 1121.
1151pid., 133 (20 October 1920), col. 945.

1161354,

1171pid., col. 941.
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felt they were having a productive impact. 118 Thirdly, Greenwood

seems to have been a man of questionable integrity.119

While Greenwood was the main champion of the Government's Ifish
policy in the Commons, Lloyd George, Bonar Law, and Denis Henry also
were at times. On the 20th of October the Prime Minister stated
that his Carnarvon speech on the 9th—which refused Ireland full
Dominion Home Rule and claimed '"we have murder by the throat"—

" represented his real position.120 The latter boast was repeated
by'Lloyd George at the Guildhall Banquet on November 9121——though
the activity of the I.R.A. in late November proved him wrong.
While somewhat troubled by reprisals, the British Government's
concern was not as great as it had been in late July, 1920, when
the I.R.A. had rendered British authority impossible. The feeling
within the Cabinet was that reprisals had had a productive impact
and that the I.R.A. was on the run. -‘Also, there was some feeling
among Government officials that harsh reprimands would have a dis-

astrous effect on the police and troops.122 Concern with reprisals

118¢.b. Concl. 53A/20, Conf. of Min., 1 October 1920 (Cab.
23/22/£€. 252-53). » '

11956e Chapter II, p. 53.

120pepates, Commons, 133 (20 October 1920), col. 929.

121y, 5. Churchill, p. 289.

122See Macready's attitude on 17 October 1920 (L.G.P./F/180/
5/16) and in September,1920,in a statement to the U.S. Associated
Press correspondent (Martin, p. 187). Lloyd George held a similar

belief on 4 September 1920 regarding the release of MacSwiney (L.G.P.
/F/31/1/34).
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resulted probably out of fear of alienating public opinion-par-

ticularly American—rather than from any moral regard for innocent

Irishmen. A report from New York on October 25 explained that
American correspondents were making the most of the reprisals as
they see them stressing '"the ruffianly aspect of the Black and
Tans.'123 Still, it was believed that the statements by Lloyd
George at Carnarvon and Greenwood in the Commons were well received
in America.

The Lloyd George Government—with its somewhat ambivalent
attitude toward reprisals--made only a token gesture to stop them.
Instead, as Lord Hankey revealed, the Ministers merely looked the
other way and left the Chief Secretary to answer for them in the

Commons.124

While Greenwood had denied Cabinet approval of re-
prisals on October 20th, during the following month some of the
worst reprisals in Irish history occurred in response to increaéed
killing by the I.R.A. These included the destruction of towns like
Tralee and Granard and the systematic burning of farms near Ros-
common along with some 20 creameries, thus helping to ruin the life
work of Sir Horace Plunkett.125 It was at Tralee,. Co. Kerry, in

early November, 1920—just after the reprisal there on October 30—

that Hugh Martin had to conceal his identity from the Auxiliaries

123Report from New York on the effect of reprisals on public
opinion, 25 October 1920 (L.G.P./F/180/5/12).

1241514 Hankey Diaries (26 September 1920), cited in Roskill,
II, 196. Hankey states the Government ''More or less winked" at
reprisals.

12SMartin, pp. 66-82, 106; Bennett, pp. 91-93, 95. The destruc-
tion of creameries during 1919-21 was a severe blow to the future
development of the Irish economy which had only cmerged from British
oppression and feudal landlordism a few decades before (see the Irish
Independent, 28 March and 5, 10, 12, and 17 April 1922).
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who had sworn to kill him for his criticisms in the Daily Ncws.126
Besides killing and burning, Black and Tans and Auxiliaries wantonly
shot and decapitated farm animals, bombed the salmon river of Lt.
Commander Kenworthy, M.P., and sheared the hair of girls in Co.
Kerry.127

Such activity--along with still more outrageous acts like
the cutting out the tongue, the nose, and the heart, and bashing
in the skulls of peoplelzg——was rarely glimpsed by the British people
or by the Cabinet itself. Lloyd George and his ministers never
really understood what was happening in Ireland, though had they
visited the Green Isle their impressions might have been quite
different. With the war in Ireland as with that later in Vietnam,
Fhe real picture was seldom seen by ordinary people, and only known

because of the efforts of liberal reporters like Martin, H. W.

Nevinson, and the Manchester Guardian's A. P. Wadsworth. C. P. Scott,
Guardian editor, was particularly severe in condemning British repri-
sals. The éctivity of such men was instrumental in arousing
public concern and, thus, in stopping Britain's reign of terror
in Ireland.12? .

Criticism also came from three unrelenting and intelligent
M.P.s who opposed Lloyd George's policy of force in general and

reprisals in particular.130 The trio consisted of two veteran Home

126partin, p. 143.
1271pi4., pp. 122, 129-32.
128Pakenham, p. 51.
12901t, p. 224.

130See the Debates for the House of Commons between 1919 and
and 1921.
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Rulers who had managed to keep their seats in spite of the Sinn
Fein tide—Joseph Devlin and T. P. O'Connor. The former was the
most rational critic while the latter was more emotional. The
third critic,Lt. Commander Kenworthy, an Irish landowner as well
as an M.P., was the most unyielding of all, persistently questioning
Government falsehoods, denials, and evasions.
| While these men inquired into violence by Crown forces, the die-
hards pressed the Government to take even firmer action. To the
latter the British Government usually responded that they were
making arrests under the 'Defense of the Realm' and 'Restoration
of Order in Ireland' Acts.
At the October 1st Conference of Ministers Lloyd George had

" declared his complete support for the Chief Secretary and the Irish
Executive. Yet Greenwood had already been evasive about reprisals
and had refused to publish a monthly statement listing outrages by
the occupation forces similar to that kept for Sinn Fein.131
Throughout 1920 he continued with his denials and contradictions.
Greenwood's attitude, condoned by the Prime Minister and the Cabinet,
was that almost any act was legitimate against the 'gang of terror-
ists'. He said:

Whére an ambush is possible and suspect, the

police and the military do fire a few rounds

along the hedge or behind the wall, to make

certain they are not being ambushed. That is

legitimate self-protection....There is nothing

indiscriminate about it. It is carefully

planned and, as far as I know, no innocent

person has ever suffered death or injury be-
cause of it.

131pepates, Commons, 131 (15 July 1920), cols. 2622-23.
1321p3d., 133 (20 Octoher 1920), col. 942,
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Ten days later this attempted justification of Black and Tan methods
was belied by Ellen Quinn's death in Kiltartan, Co. Galway—a
pregnant woman sitting innocently along the side of a road with
her child in her arms—and the murder of eight year old Annie
0'Neill.133 The Chief Secretary's comment about the former killing
was "it may be that the wounding resulted from a shot fired in
anticipation of an ambush in the neighborhood."134 He also denied
the destruction of creameries and the beatings of Irish civilians
by Black and Tans, suggesting that Sinn Feiners committed these
acts while wearing stolen British uniforms and that photos of these
floggings had been retouched.13% 0On October 27 he told Devlin:
"I am not aware of any assassination of innocent civilians, except
those who assassinate innocent policemen", and on November 4 denied
that Hugh Martin's life had been'threatened.”’6 He also denied that
the Black and Tans were anything but normal R.I.C. recruits.137

At the end of October two momentous events took place~—the
death of MacSwiney and the hanging of eighteen year old Kevin

Barry. The Lord Mayor died in London on October 25 at 5 p.m.

133Pakenham, Pp. 52-53.
134Debates, Commons, 134 (4 November 1920), col. 551.

1351pid., 133 (26 and 28 October 1920), cols. 1534-35, 1910-
11, 194950, 1958. '

1361pid., 27 October 1920, col. 1736; 134 (4 November 1920),
col. 547.

1371yid., 133 (25 October 1920), col. 1332; 136 (22 December
1920), cols. 1726-27.
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—after a 74 day hunger strike: of a heart attack which resulted
after scurvy had set in.138 Barry, a student at the National
University, had been arrested for his involvement in an I.R.A.
attack and sentenced to hang in Mountjoy Jail, Dublin--though it had
not been proved that he had ever killed anyone. Devlin, at the last

. minute, appealed for commutation of the sentence on grounds of Barry's
youth but the Cabinet stated it could not reverse the death penalty!39
The execution of Barry and the death of MacSwiney profoundly moved
the Irish nation and had a significant impact on British and world
opinion. Had both Irish and British leaders been willing, this
might have been an opportunity for peace.

Faced with growing opposition to his Irish policy in early
November, 1920, Lloyd George and his Cabinet reviewed the minutes
of the conferences held on October 13, 17, 18, and 28.140 There
was also great pressure within the Government, not only from Walter
Long and Sir Henry Wilson but from General Macready as well, for
proclaiming martial law throughout Ireland. Long re-emphasized his
position on November 2 and gave his full support for the Macready
memorandums of September 27 and October 17.141 1y the October 17

memo to the C.I.G.S., Sir Henry Wilson, Macready stressed the im-

portance of minimizing reprisals by either declaring martial law or

138G, B. Griffiths to the Prison Commissioners, Brixton Prison,
25 October 1920 (L.G.P./F/180/5/11).

139¢ab. Concl. 59/20/Ap. VIII/2, Conf. of Min., 28 October 1920
(Cab. 23/23/£f. 72-73).

1401p54., 59/20/7, 3 November 1920 (Cab.23/23/£.8).
141150 to L.G., 2 November 1920 (L.G.P./F/180/5/16).
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at least by making reprisals official.l42 Official reprisals would
be ordered only by General Officers of the Army and the County level
Police Inspectors. Such a policy would enable them to control the
situation within weeks. The Macready memorandums were also import-
ant in convincing Cabinet Ministers—particularly Lloyd George and
Greenwood—that reprisals were having a positive impact in Ireland
and that it was impossible to accurately allot the responsibility
for them. e
The War Secretary, Churchill,'now also pressed by Macready for

martial law, circulated a memorandum on November 3rd. He had con-
sistently supported the Black and Tans whose freedom of action he
compared with "the Chicago or New York police...in dealing with
armed gangs" and the policy of police counterterror, but opposed
martial 1aw.143 0f the militarists like Wilson who demanded complete
martial law for Ireland, he later stated: "I never received any
practical or useful advice on this subject from those quarters."144
Now, in his memorandum he suggested a step just short of full martial
law—the strict organization of a system of 'authorized reprisals'.

I do not consider that the present Government

attitude on reprisals can be maintained much

. longer. It is not fair on the troops, it is

"not fair on the officers who command them.

Although the spirit of the Army is absolutely

loyal and very hostile to the Irish rebels,

there is no doubt that service is intensely

unpopular....

It is for consideration whether a policy of

142yacready memo to the C.I1.G.S., 17 October 1920 (L.G.P./F/
180/5/16).

143y 5. Churchill, pp. 287-88.
1441p54., p. 288.
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reprisals within strict limits and under
strict control in certain districts, in
which it should be declared that conditions
approximating to war exist, would not be
right at the present time. It is thought
by many that such a policy would be 1less
discreditable and more effective than what
is now going on....

I ask that this matter shall be formally ﬂgd
_ definitely considered by the Cabinet....l

Churchill also supportéd the implementation of identity card and
passport systems—as had been suggested by General Tudor on July 23—
and improvement of controls on the importation of weapons and explosives
into Ireland.

Churchill's proposals were considered at a Conference of Ministers
assembled on November 10,.and attended by the Prime Minister, Bonar .
Law, A. Chamberlain, Churchill, Shortt, and Fisher—and Greenwood
and Denis Henry for the Irish Executive. The Conference directed
the Chief Secretary to look thoroughly into the proposals for I.D.
cards and passports and also to "do all in his power to prevent
houses and creameries being burned by the R.I.C. and the troops as
reprisals."146 In the absence of the British Attorney-General, Sir
Gordon Hewart, the conference agreed 'that the moment was not oppor-
tune to come to a decision with regard to the question of organized

reprisals."147

Hewart, who was in Paris, had advised the Cabinet
Secretary, Sir Maurice Hankey, by telephone that cards and passports

could be implemented under the 'Defense of the Realm Acts', but new

145Memorandum by Churchill, 3 November 1920 (Cab.23/23/£.84).

146041 . concl. 59A/20, Conf. of Min., 10 November 1920 (Cab.
23/23/££.82-83).

1471pid., £. 83.
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legislation would be necessary to sanction 'authorized reprisals’.
Also, the Lloyd George Government was confident that Sinn Fein

would soon collapse.148

The Prime Minister had done very little

to restrict reprisals and privately explained to Sir Henry Wilson
that he would '"shoulder the responsibility" for them after the
American elections were over.149 It was also out of concern over
American opinion that Lloyd George had persisted with his Home Rule
Bill. In the United States in 1920 there were a considerable number
of Americans of at leask partial Irish descent.150 The Bill was
passed in the Commons on 11 November 1920 and Birkenhead subse-
quently steered it through the Lords.l3l while the Bill was easily
agreed to by Coalition Unionists who formed a majority in Parlia-
ment and the Cabinet, the Lloyd George Liberals were also for the
Bill and recognized Ulster's right to separate treatment. In fact,
the Bill was a product of the Coalition effort to compromise.

The confidence shown by the ministers in conference in early
November was also displayed in the Commons. Lloyd George declared
that "Qe are breaking up this conspiracy..(the) men who are suffer-
w152

ing ‘in Ireland are the men engaged in murderous conspiracy.

Both he and Greenwood were evasive when asked for impartial enquiries

148Sir Henry Wilson's Diaries (10 November'lQZOL in Callwell,
11, 268. -

1491pid., (14 October 1920), in Callwell, II, 265.
150Street, The Administration of Ireland, 1920, p. 362, suggests

the number at 20 million. Conservative estimates place the number
at 8,500,000 (see O'Connor, II, 366).

151Debates, Commons, 134 (11 November 1920), cols. 1463-64;
Birkenhead, p. 364.

1521bid., 8 November 1920, cols. 828-29.
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into Government policy. Greenwood had again maintained on November 3
that the British policy was to protect innocent Irishmen and investi-
gate every alleged reprisal, yet the next day he condoned the
burning of houses, buildings, and creameries. 153 ge gave his
support to military courts which were in operation, believing
completely in the military's shining integrity.154 While confident
of victory, the Ministers realized that the support being given to
Sinn Fein in Britain by newspapers and a growing number of men of
influence.waé significant. As with American opinion later about
Vietnam—it made '"the destruction of the morale of the forces of
disorder..a slower and more difficult",155 if not impossible process.

Sir Henry Wilson and later the English writer Richard Bennett
maintained there were many—even a majority—within the Cabinet for
settling with Sinn Fein. The Cabinet Records do not show this—
though they do reveal reservations about increased coercion and the
policy of war. It must further be remembered that the majority in
the Cabinet were Unionists. Later, in 1922, they deserted Lloyd
George largely over the Irish settlement reached on 6 December 1921.
One of them, Walter Long, headed both Cabinet committees on Ireland.
Still, there is no doubt that Lloyd George—working in conjunction
with Bonar Léw, Greenwood, Churchill, Macready, and sometimes Long—
now dominated Irish policy. He had consistently resisted the hardline

extremists while bringing along the doubters. Only Greenwood's chief.

1531pid., 3 and 4 November 1920, cols. 177, 711-12.

154Ibid., 4 November 1920, cols. 711, 718; 11 November 1920,
col. 1345,

155gxtract from Irish Situation Report for the week ending
13 November 1920 (L.G.P./F/180/5/15).
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subordinates at Dublin Castle and Tom Jones had firmly opposed the
war policy.
Back in September, H. A. L. Fisher, the President of the Board

of Education and member of both Irish committees, explained to

Lloyd George that he now favored a grant of fiscal autonomy to both
parts of Ireland and emphasized the positive impact it would have
on American and British liberal opinion,156 and even Walter Long

was prepared to make some financial concessions.157

Also, Jan Smuts,
the South African 1eadér who had left. the War Cabinet at the end of
1918, offered to arrange a truce with Sinn Fein.158 His experience
as a guerrilla in the Boer War and in the settlement which had re-
sulted in the Union of South Africa made him the prime mediator for
arranging such a truce.

In a letter to the Times on October 4, former Prime Minister
Asquith reiterated his proposal of January, 1920, to grant full

Dominion status to Ireland.159

Such proposals were denounced through-
out 1919 and most of 1920 by Lloyd George as insanity and pure
nonsenge. He had opposed them at Carnarvon on 9 October and in the
Commohs on November 11. Asquith was joined in his pleas b& many

Labourites and also by such former Liberal colleagues of both himself

and Lloyd'George as Lord Haldane, Lord Grey, and Sir John Simon.

156gisher to L.G., 11 September 1920 (L.G.P./F/16/7/59); also
see Fisher, pp. 126-27. Fisher had once said that Ireland was '"the
jeast enviable of all my cabinet tasks" (p. 123).

157Memorandun by Walter Long, C.I. 87, 29 September 1920 (Cab..
27/70/££.234-36).

1581, Concl. 53/20/9, 30 September 1920 (Cab.23/22/£.21).
159Times, 4 October 1920.
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Haldane had written the following to a friend in Dublin in October,

1920:

L. G. used to storm at us constantly during
the war for being too late, but if ever any
Government has been too late it is the Coali-
tion over Ireland.... The root of the trouble
is that L. G. has never taken the trouble to
get to know the men who could form a Govern-
ment for Southern Ireland. If he had done so
he would have found out, as we know, that they
are not murderers, but that they have a very
clear idea of the minimum which they can
accept. The policy of the Coalition has
driven away their followers into the ranks of
the wild men, and things must, I fear, become
worse before they can become better.l0

Asquith and Simon agreed that reprisals.were acts of "blind and
indiscriminate vengeahce;"161 Though the Liberal Party had split
in 1916, the Black and Tan war seemed proof of Lloyd George's 'un-
fitness ever again to belong in their company."162

The British Government was also pressured in early October by
Lord Middleton, the most prominent Southern Unionist, and George
Cockerill, M.P. from Reigate, to convene a Conference of Plenipo-
teniariés representing Britain and all Irish parties to work out
a settlement. Cockerill pointed out that it would receive the
support of influential men of all Irish parties, including Arthur
Griffith.163 Both Bonar Law and Lloyd George felt there was no

chance for negotiation until Sinn Fein realized that it could not

160421dane to. Mrs. Green, October, 1920, cited in Sommer,
p. 376. '

161Viscount Simon, Retrospect (London, 1952), p. 123.

1621 evor Wilson, The Downfall of the Liberal Party, 1914-
1935 (London, 1966), p. 203.

163Cockerill to Greenwood, 30 October 1920, and Memorandum,
29 October 1920 (J.A.P./C.0. 904/188/1).
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‘have a Republic.164 Joseph Devlin also wrote Lloyd George on Nov-
ember 1, pointing out that '"the appointment of 'special' constables
in Belfast will be an outrage so indefensible that I fear to think
of what the consequences will be."165 He also forwarded a letter
to the Premier from the Bishop of Ardagh, Dr. F. I. Hoare. The
Bishop explained that there had been no murder or destruction in
Longford until the arrival of the Black and Tans.166

Edwin S. Montagu, who as India Secretary feared the growing
nationalism of Gandhi énd his Congress movement in India, submitted
a memo on 10 November. Like Fisher in September, he now favored a
grant of fiscal autonomy and explained that it was compatible with
the safety of the Empire.167 He also criticized Lloyd George and
Greenwood for not stopping the Black and Tans' outrage. Fisher;
who was away in Paris, again wrote that he was shocked by the
Irish situation and the reprisals by police. '"The only result of
them will be to induce Englishmen to say that if we can only govern
Ireland by such means as these, we had better not govern Ireland at
all. It is clear that this too is the Sinn Fein calculation."168
He emphasized that "the note of conciliation” should be "struck
again and again. We cannot strike it too often." The moderate

Irish Peace Conference, which resulted from the Premier's invitation

1645 0ar Law to L.G., 7 October 1920 (B.L.P/103/4/8).
165p6y1in to L.G., 1 November 1920 (L.G.P./F/15/1/1).

166Bishop of Ardagh to Devlin, 5 November 1920, forwarded
to L.G. on 8 November 1920 (L.G.P./F/15/1/2).

167c.p. 2084, 10 November 1920 (Cab.24/114/f£.466-66a).
16855 cher to L.G., 16 November 1920 (L.G.P./F/16/7/61).
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on 4 August, asked Lloyd George whether he was still interested in
hearing its position.169 It urged him to convene an Irish Consti-
tuent Assembly to frame a constitution along Dominion lines.
The attitude of Lloyd George to these pressures for appease-

ment is explicit in a reply to the Irish Peace Conference on 17 Nov-
ember. The extreme party, he wrote, "dominates the situation in
Ireland, and so long as that party attempts to gain its ends by
murder and assassination, the Government must take the sternest
counter-measures in deéense of the law and its guardians, and real
progress towards a settlement is well-nigh impossible."”0 Because
he believed he was winning the war of terror, he ignored the fact
that conciliation might have led to restored order. British con-
fidence was also evident in Greenwood's glowing report to the
Cabinet that same day. The Chief Secretary cited as evidence a
recent tour of Ireland by General Tudor, the call for police pro-
tection by some citizens in the town of Ballybunion, and the seeming
abatement of the railway strike and of activity by Sinn Fein and the
I.R.A.171 while Lloyd George ignored the pressure for negotiation,
he likewise resisted martial law, believing his present policy would
defeat the guerrillas.”2 Also, he wanted his policy to appear a
mere poliée action quelling a rebellion of extremists rather than

admit he was actually at war. The reluctancy to call a spade a

1691rish Peace Conference to L.G., 4 November 1920 (L.G.P.
/F/95/2/47).

170y, 6. to Irish Peace Conference, 17 November 1920 (L.G.P.
/F/95/2/48).

171c.%. Concl. 61/20/2, 17 November 1920 (Cab.23/23/£.93).
172Debates, Commons, 134 (15 November 1920), cols. 1503-04.
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spade—or a war a war—was also present at the Pentagon and State
Department in the early stages of the Vietnam War. Yet in the
Commons in early November, Lloyd George carelessly referred to
reprisals as "unfortunate incidents that always happen in war."173
Only a few days prior, Greenwood had declared, "War it will be until
assassination stops."174 |

While Lloyd George was overly confident of victory, in the
first half of November,.lgzo, British forces were making the war
more difficult for the I.R.A. General Macready and Sir Ormonde
Winter had urged the establishment of a new intelligence unit and it
had been proposed in the Cabinet on 1 October that 'some of the
Police...be put into plain clothes, since at present they were
recognized a long distance off”175——a factor which made escape much
easier. The Intelligence Division at Dublin Castle was composed of
censorship, propaganda, and public information branches, the latter
being the largest.176 The new intelligence group eventually con-
sisted of a number of men with experience in clandestine activity

in Egypt and Russia.l77

Known as Winter's 'Squads' and the 'Cairo
Gang', they operated at night and alone carried out more than 6,311
raids between October, 1920, and July, 1921._178 Though wearing

civilian clothes, they were as obvious in Dublin—especially to I.R.A.

1731pid., 8 November 1920, col. 829; Times, 9 November 1920.
1741pid., 4 November 1920, col. 721.

175¢ab. Concl. 53A/20, 1 October 1920 (Cab.23/22/£.253).
176Dublin Castle, Intelligence Division diagram (€.0.904/168).
177Gleason, pp. 112-13.

1781pid., p. 102.
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Intelligence, the Active Service Units (A.S.U.)=as an Irishman was
in London. These raids in October and November, 1920, posed a real
threat to the guerrilla movement and almost resulted in the capture
of Collins himself.

Recognizing that the Irish guerrilla campaign might be ended
overnight, Collins determined to destroy British Intelligence first.
Fourteen British officers, including eleven intelligence agents,
were murdered simultanepusly on the morning of Sunday, November 21st
—as Dubliners prepared to attend mass—in the "most vital action in
the whole history of the Irish War of Independence."”9 This
'Bloody Sunday' attack virtually saved the I.R.A. and the Sinn Fein
movement while largely destroying the British spy system. Lord
Riddell, who was with the Prime Minister when he received the news,
has written that Lloyd George was 'much concerned" though he acted
"as if nothing had happened."180 Though concerned, he was also dis-
gusted with Black and Tan activity as is evident in a letter the next
day to P. Moylett. '"They got what they deserved, beaten by counter-
jumpers."181

" In the afternoon of the fourteen killings, Black and Tans
deliberately opened fire in reprisal on a crowd of approximately
5,000 people.watching football in Dublin's Croke Park—killing 14

2.182

and wounding 6 That the Tans shot first is substantiated by

Major E. L. Mills whose report was subsequently ignored by British

1791pi4., pp. 132, 173, 179.
180pjidde11, p. 250.
181Rex Taylor, Michael Collins (London, 1958), p. 133.

182Gleason, p. 138.



132
officials.183 That evening "stark mad Auxiliaries'—more than a little
inebriated—killed Collins' right-hand men Dick McKee and Peadar
Clancy after torturing and bayonetting them in the Castle.184

Churchill's account of 'Bloody Sunday' in The Aftermath mentions

only the fourteen murders that morning entirely omitting the British

185 gir Henry Wilson, who wa's most shocked by events

retaliation.
that day, had recorded that the Cabinet did not feel the need to
meet,186 yet by the end of the month the Lloyd George Government was
preparing to introduce martial law in the southernmost part of Ire-
land and also seriously exploring all avenues toward peace. |
Cabinet members,.concerned about their own protection and that
of Government buildings in London, especially the House of Commons,
found it "desirable to close all galleries to which the public have
access."187 Along with St. Loe Strachey, the editor of the conserva-
tive Spectator, they extended support to Greenwood and congratulated

88

?
him on his speech in the Commons the previous day.1 In response

to Asquith's proposed censuie of the Government, Greenwood had de-

fended his Irish policy and his Weekly Summary stating the need to

183Frank Crozier, Ireland Forever (London, 1932), pp. 104-05.

'184G1eason, p. 149; also see the beating of Ernie O'Malley in
his Army Without Banners, pp. 288-95.

185y, s. Churchill, pp. 286-87.

186Sir Henry Wilson's Diaries (22 November 1920), in Callwell,
11, 269.

187¢ab. Concl. 66/20/Ap. 1/10, Conf. of Min., 25 November 1920
(Cab. 23/23/£.189); Cab. Concl. 70/20/Ap. I, Conf. of Min., 29 Nov-
ember 1920 (Cab. 23/23/ff.224-26).

188¢41,. Concl. 66/20/Ap. I/11 (f. 189); St. Loe Strachey to
Greenwood, 29 November 1920, London, Beaverbrook Library, Strachey
Papers (S/21/3/14).
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destroy the assassins "to make it possible for public opinion to
become articulate."189 He viewed Sinn Feiners‘and the I.R.A. as
strange animals apart from the Irish masses. Later in the 1960s,
some Americans were to hold the same opinion about the Viet
Cong. GOreenwood also had the gall to say there was ''mo case
in the history of our Empire, with all its stress and strain"
where discipline had been "so sternly maintained under such fright-
ful provocation."190 Responsibility for reprisals rested "entirely
with those assassins whose existence is a constant menace....",l91
Like Churchill, he chose to forget Croke Park--at least he never
questioned the indiscriminate shooting into a crowd of spectators—
and emphasized the murder of the British.192 On the 24th, Lloyd
George had shown he was still determined to defeat the I.R.A.
first, yet by the end of the month he was exploring all steps toward
peace.193

Frank Pakenham observed long ago that the shootings at Croke
Park and elsewhere were part of a general policy of 'unauthorized
reprisals'— of allowing the police a free hand in Ireland.194 His
statement comes very close to the truth, since British officials—

other than- the military —made only token gestures to stop them.

Yet reprisals directly violated the Hague Conventions of 1899 and

189Debates, Commons, 135 (24 November 1920), cols. 505, 511.
190£Eig., col. 502.

1911pid., 23 November 1920, col. z0l.

1921p3ig., col. 502; 22 November 1920, col. 34.

193143d., col. 623; 29 November 1920, col. 1417.

194Pakenham, p. 36.
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195 Even the military committed

1907 as did torture and exccution.
reprisals in at least four instances. 190 By displaying ambivalence
and hesitation-—and at times even approval—the Lloyd George Govern-
ment allowed a 'reign of terror' to flourish in Ireland in 1920
and 1921. With their atroéities, the Black and Tans and Auxiliaries
"carved for themselves a hated and rightful place in the world of
horror beside the Gestapo...(and) OGPU."197

3. Martial Law, Peace Moves, and

the Strickland Report

on the Burning of Cork
(December, 1920)

I.R.A. action in late November, 1920, proved that the British
still did not have 'murder by the throat'. The killing of fourteen
British officers on "'Bloody Sunday' and eighteen Auxiliaries at
Kilmichael on November 28 brough£ the Lloyd George Government to
extend marital law to Ireland, but also to explore the possibility
of peace. The Prime Minister and Cabinet-—who had resistéd both
peace moves and proposals for martial law throughout 1920-—now
recognized that the I.R.A. was still not defeated.

Responding to the increased I.R.A. activity in late November,
British forces murdered Father Griffin in Galway‘and attempted to
drown Bishop Fogarty at Kilialoe by throwing him in a sack into the

8
River Shannon.19 In the Commons, Greenwood and Denis Henry were both

195Hague Convention, Section II, Art. 23, b, c, g; Section
II1I, Art. 47; cited in Costigan, "The Anglo-Irish Conflict",
pp. 82-83.

196yacready, 11, 523-4.

197g0in Neeson, The Civil War in Ireland (Cork, 1966), p. 22.

198Crozier, Ireland Forever, p. 107.
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evasive regarding these reprisals.199 The Kilmichacl attack by the
thirty-six man flying column of Tom Barry's Third Cork Brigadé-—
directed at British terrorism in the West Cork area—clearly showed
that the Auxiliaries were not invincible.200 It also showed the
I.R.A. could mount a sizeable military operation. The accusation
that the I.R.A. mutilated the bodies of the Auxies at Kilmichael
was denied by Commandant Barry and no photographs of the allegedly
mutilated bodies were ever produced by the British.2%1 The I.R.A.
also brought the war to England in late November with the burning
of fifteen Liverpool warehouses.

The Kilmichael ambush directly led the Government to apply
martial law "in such particular areas" of Ireland deemed necessary
by the Prime Minister.202 1n granting this, the Cabinet stressed
that the area should be so large that experienced officers alone
would be entrusted with its enforcement. The next day Lloyd George
read to the Cabinet a letter from Sir Hamar Greenwood describing a
discussion between himself and General Sir Hugh Jeudwine, Acting

Commander-in-Chief during Macready's absence.2%3 General Jeudwine

199Debates, Commons, 135 (29 November and 1, 2, 6, 8, 9 Dec-

ember 1920), cols. 912-13, 1239-40, 1414-15, 1423-23, 1758-59,
2085, 2391.

200Gleason, pp. 81-82.

201Tom Barry, Guerrilla Days in Ireland (Dublin, 1949), pp.
49-51, )

202:.1 . Concl. 65A/20, Conf. of Min., 1 December 1920 (Cab.23/
23/££.159-60).

2031pid., 65B/20, Conf. of Min., 2 December 1920 (Cab.23/23/
£.162); Greenwood to L.G., 1 December 1920 (L.G.P./F/19/2/23).
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favored martial law in the Cork military district and explained
that necessary preparations had already been taken. General
Strickland, Commanding the Cork and Munster area, was coming to
Dublin to determine the precise area, day of proclamation, and
the exact number of additional personnel and motor transports that
would be needed. While Lloyd George was allowing Greenwood and the
military to work out the specifications, he made it clear that the
proclamation should first be examined by the Cabinet. 204

On December 5, General Jeudwine reported unanimity between
himself, General Strickland, and the other Commanding Generals in
Ireland. They agreed thét martial law should be applied throughout
Ireland with special emphasis in the most troubled areas,205 a step
long urged by Sir Henry Wilson. The military—and now even Chur-
chill and Macready—saw martial law as the solution to a purely
military problem and ignored the complexity of the more important
' politicai and religious questions. They wanted four additional
infantry battalions, a Press Censor's Office, passport system,
register of all persons entering the martial law area, and eventually °
an I.D. card system. They also called for strict handling of the
railroad probiem, naval reinforcements along the coast, distribu-
tion of phbtos of known rebel outlaws, immediate internment of 5,000
Sinn Fein and I.R.A. leaders and later perhaps of the rank and file.

These proposals by the military in Ireland came at a time when

the Cabinet was yet uncertain whether martial law should be extended

2041, 6. to Greenwood, 2 December 1920 (L.G.P./F/19/2/25).

205Major-General Jeudwine to Greenwood, 5 December 1920
(L.G.P./E/19/2/25).
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by district or immediately throughout all Ireland.206 Churchill,
Greenwood, and Anderson wanted it to be gradual. Lloyd George, who
had recognized that guerrilla war was a severe trial to soldiers'’
morale, also favored it for only the extreme Southwest where-—out-
side of Dublin—most of the I.R.A. attacks had occurred.207  Mac-
ready visited England on the 8th and the next day the Cabinet
decided that martial law would be applied to the Southwest Province
of Munster (the Counties of Cork, Tipperary, Kerry, and Limerick)
other than Clare and Waterford which had been relatively calm. 208
1t was also decided that it would be extended to other districts
should the situation warrant it., Viscount French, the Viceroy,
officially proclaimed martial law in the Southwest on 10 December
1920209 ang proclamations by the Military Governor-Generals of the
districts involved immediately followed.210 The latter included
‘a warning of the death penalty for unauthorized possession of
'firearms,'explosives, and British uniforms.

Simultaneous withvpreparations for martial law in Ireland,
the Lloyd George Coalition examined initiatives for peace. From
the first Irish'movéé for peace in early August until late November,
1920, the British Cabinet had ignored appeasement efforts—including

those of the Irish Peace Conference, the Conservative M.P. Lord

20650nes, Whitehall Diary, I, 123; III, 42.

207Deputation to the Prime Minister from the Houses of Lords
and Commons, 29 July 1920 (L.G.P./F/225/10); to Callwell, II, 272.

208¢,1. Concl. 68/20/2, 9 December 1920 (Cab.23/23/f££.202-04).
2091pid., 68/20/Ap. III (£.207).
210yy54., 68/20/Ap. IV (£.208).
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Henry Cavendish-Bentinck's Peace with Ireland Council, the Labour
and Opposition Liberal parties, the Anti-Reprisal Association and
private efforts by General Cockerill and others. Lloyd George
had realized that extremists were not yet willing to compromise
their Republican ideals and he was confident of victory. Neverthe-
less, Andrew Cope—Lloyd George's unofficial peace agent—and Mark
Sturgis were active on the fringe of Sinn Fein social groups in
the Summer and Autumn of 1920.211  Arthur Griffith, the founder
of the original Sinn Fein in 1905 and now the leading Sinn Feiner
in DeValera's absence, desired to discuss the possibility of a
truce in the early Féll of 1920 and was joined by the rebel leader
Michael Collins in November.212 A number of peace emissaries
emerged in November—including the Dublin physician Dr. Crofton,
General O'Gowan, American journalist John Steele, Dublin business-
maﬁ P. Moylett, and George Russell (pseudonym 'AE'), the prominent
poet and economist213-but none were successful.

After the Bloody.Sunday killings and especially those at
Kilmichael, Lloyd George became more serious about peace.214
Moméntarily, he was again pursuing a dual policy, not of coercion
and appeasement, but as C. P. Scott clearly recognized of war and

negotiation.215 The Archbishop of Perth, Western Australia, the

211Bennett, pp. 62, 132.

212Wheeler-Bennett; p. 72.
2135 A.P./C.0.904/188/1/££.106-07; Bennett, p. 110.

214Greenwood letter, 2 December 1920 and L.G. to Greenwood,
2 December 1920 (L.G.P./F/19/2/24 and 26).

2155c0tt to Hobhouse, 15 December 1920, cited in Scott, p. 389.
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Most Rev. Dr. Patrick Joseph Clune, was sent by Lloyd George to
discuss the possibility of a truce with Michael Collins and Arthur
Griffith. The former was in hiding but Griffith was detained in
Dublin in Mountjoy Gaol. There was agreement between Collins and
the Archbishop,216 and some hope for a truce though war factions
in both countrieé were definitely opposed, Believing the situation
had improved and expressing hope for a truce, Clune also thought
the Sinn Fein movement was collapsing. It was this belief and not
only "the pusilanimity and folly"217 of moderafé Sinn Feiners and
Irishmen—1like Roger Sweetman, Father Michael O'Flanagan, and the
Galway County Council—which ag§in convinced Lloyd George he was
winning the war in Ireland. Sweetman, a member of the Dail, had
written a letter to the press on November 30 calling for a peace
conference. Father O'Flanagan, a Vice President of Sinn Fein but
not a member of the Dail Ministry, communicated the following
! meséage fo Lloyd George in early December:
You state that you are willing to make peace
at once without waiting for Christmas. Ire-
land is also willing. 218
What first steps do you propose?
The Galway County Council had passed a resolution on December 3
which was forwarded to the Prime Minister the next day—criticizing
violence on both sides and requesting the Dail and the British Govern-

ment to name three representatives '"to arrange a truce and preliminary

216Undated Minute by Greenwood, probably early December, 1920
(L.G.P./F/19/2/31).

217peas1ai, II, 112.
21804b. Concl. 66/20/2, 6 December 1920 (Cab.23/23/£.165).
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terms of peace. 219 Considering‘the O'Flanagan and Galway communi-
cations on December 6, the Cabinet was uncertain as to whether
O'Flanagan spoke for a majority of Sinn Fein, though it did recognize
that Galway was the first county council to condemﬁ Sinn Fein's
violent actions. 220 on December 6, Galway's Urban District Council
joined in asking for a truce. 22l John Harley Scott, High Sheriff
of the Corporation of Cork, along with some of the Catholic Hier-
archy in Ireland was also in favor of such a move, 222

The Cabinet meeting which had approved the application of
martial law to Southwest Ireland on December 9 also sanctioned
simultaneous replies by Lloyd George to O'Flanagan and the Galway
County Council.??3 Both telegrams reiterated previous Irish policy,
including the need for restoring order in Ireland and his willing-
ness to allow Irish representatives—other than those ''gravely
implicated in the commission of crime'—to gather for this purposeg24
: The Cabiﬁet decided that Lloyd George should inform the Commons of
these replies and also of the martial.law proclamations.

In his statement to the House of Commons on 10 December 1920,

the Prime Minister again spoke of a dual Governmeént policy-—of

219Gélway County Council to L.G., 4 December 1920 (L.G.P./
F/95/2/58). .

220ca1. Concl. 66/20/2 (f£. 165-66).

221Galway Urban District Council to L.G., 6 December 1920
(L.G.P./F/95/2/58).

2223000 Harley Scott to L.G., 7 December 1920 (L.G.P./F/95/2/58).
223¢ah. Concl. 68/20/1 and 2, 9 December 1920 (Cab. 23/23/£.203).
2241pid., Ap. I and II (£f. 205-06).
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continuing the battle against crime while still keeping open the

channels for peace.225

He encouraged constitutionalism among
Irishmen but clearly recognized that O'Flanagan did not specak for
Sinn Fein, but rather for himself and a small minority. While
Lloyd George believed Sinn Fein was weakening, he felt that only
immediate martial law would break the movement and end the violence,
thereby allowing a peace settlement. This belief had been impressed
upon him by his military advisors. Greenwood, who did not favor
martial law, did feel that continued repression would be suc-
cessful.226 Not only was Lloyd George encouraged by Greenwood

and the Generals, he also considered himself largely responsible
for the Allied victory over the Germans in the First World War.
This factor played no little part in sustaining the Premier's
belief that he was defeating the I.R.A., Sinn Fein, and the

whole Irish nation. Unfortunately, there followed another six
months of war until the Truce in July, 1921.

» The Kilmichael ambush had been largely responsible for the pro-
clamation of martial law and for the peace moves by Britain in
December, 1920. It was also the underlying factor for a "truly
staggering reprisal™ on the night of 11-12 December 1920~ the burning
of the City of Cork. Triggered by an ambush of Auxiliaries earlier
that day at Dillon's Cross—within sight of Cork's Victoria Barracks

~—vK" Company of the Auxies and a small group of R.I.C. recruits

‘(Black and Tans) swept into Cork drinking, looting and burning

225pebates, Commons, 135 (10 December 1920), cols. 2601-16.
226C,y. Concl. 66/20/2, 6 December 1920 (Cab. 23/23/f. 166).
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property.227 This was admitted by the Court of Enquiry which was
assembled on 16-21 December by Major-General Sir E. P. Strickland,
Commanding the 6th Division (Cork).228 Widely referred to as 'The
Strickland Report', these findings were reached by Lt. Col. F. H.
Stapleton, an Army battalion commander who served as President of
the Court, Army Majors Parker and Kerans, and R.I.C. District In-
spéctor, James Deignan—who was absent during the first two days.
Testimony was taken from 38 witnesses, including 13 military,
11 police and nine civilian persons.?29 A number of Irish civil
leaders refused to testify.

The fires which were set by "K'" Company included the property
of Grant and Co., Cash and Co., the Munster Arcade, and some
bicycles in front of the Republican Bicycle Shop. The Court also
stated there was circumstantial proof that three members of the
. R.I.C. were involved in the fire which later broke out at the Cork
| City Hall. The remainder of the arson was attributed to the fire
having spread from the original outbreaks and especially to the
local fire brigade's incompetence. The Enquiry failed to note that
firemen were prevented from controlling the burning by British forces
who "cut the hoses with bayonets' and turned off the water at the

hydrant.230 The Auxies were so proud of their accomplishment that

227Holt, p. 232; also see Martin F. Seedorf, '"The Llo{d George
Government and the Strickland Report on the Burning of Cork, 1920,"

Albion: Proceedings of the Conference on British Studies at its
Regional and National Meetings, Vol. IV, No. 2 (Summer, 1972), 59-66.

2szreat Britain, War Office Records, Proceedings, Court of
Enquiry, 21 December 1920 (W.O. 35/88/Part 1). (See Appendix III).

229Ibid.; telegram from Macready, Part I, 22 December 1920
(W.0. 35788/Part I).

230y01¢, p. 232.
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they later replaced the emblems on their caps with burnt corks.231
Besides the premises which were listed in the Strickland Report as
having been burned by British forces, nearly the whole of Patrick
Street, the city's major business thoroughfare, and the Carnegie
Library—1located a quarter of a mile away across the Rivef Lee
and adjacent to the City Hall—were set on fire as well, 232

While complimenting the military for its discipline and
efficiency, the Court mildly attributed the outrageous activity
of the police to the fact that higher authority had sent ill-
disciplined and inexperienced men—the Auxies and R.I.C. recruits—
to Ireland, and for barracksing them separately from their

233

commander, Lt. Col. Latimer. The findings failed to blame the

military authorities who technically were in charge of the Cork
City curfew between 10 p.m. and 3 a.m. According to Brig.-General
H. W. Higginson, Commander of the 17th Infantry Brigade they did
nothing to prevent the outrage.234 Both Higginson and the Court agreed:
The situation was unparalleled, Martial Law
was not in force; and the alternative of em-
ploying armed force by the Military against
an armed Auxiliary force 05 Eolice would
have resulted in conflict.43
Until the proclamation of martial law in the South the military had

no control over the police, and even afterwards police were entirely

231G1eason, p. 94.
232Bennett, p.- 118; Macardle, p. 416.
233Court of Enquiry (W.0. 35/88/Part I).

234pemarks of Brig.-Gen. Higginson, 14 December 1920 (1¥.0.35/

88/Part I) (see Appendix III A); also see Crozier, Ireland Forever,
p. 109.

235

Court of Enquiry (W.0. 35/88/Part I).
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under the control of the military governors.236

The Strickland Report essentially repeated conclusions the court
had earlier reached in its Preliminary Opinion on December 14, in-
cluding the failure to identify specific persons involved in the
arson.237 Higginson had also failed to do this. As a result of
the Strickland Report and the other investigations into fhe Cork
burning, Generals Macready and Strickland and Under-Secretary Ander-
son agreed to further investigation by the Court.238 In the second
of two letters to Anderson on the 18th of December, Macready explained
that the R.I.C. and Auxies who were barracksed with soldiers would
in the future be subject to the.same duties and rules of discipline?39

R.I.C. District Inspector Deignan was the only member of the
Court to disagree with the findings. Deignan criticized the other
members for blaming higher authority and stated he was not satisfied

""that there was any incendiarism or looting by members of the Regular

' R.I.C.,"240 which included new recruits or Black and Tans. He was
immediately rebuked by his three colleagues.

While the burning was secretly admitted in the Strickland

Report, it had been denied in the Commons by Hamar Greenwood, the

236pemarks of Brig.-Gen. Higginson (W.O. 35/88/Part I1); Macready
to Anderson, 23 December 1920 (W.O. 35/88/Part I). A longer expla-
nation is available in Macready, II, 483-84.

237pre1iminary Opinion of the Court, 14 December 1920 (W.0.
35/88/Part I).

2:”slbid., see notes added by Gen. Strickland on 15 December,
General Macready on 17 December, and Sir John Anderson on 18 December;
also see Macready to Anderson, 18 December 1920 (W.0.35/88/Part I).

23%,cready to Anderson, 18 December 1920 (J.A.P./C.0.904/188/2).

240court of Enquiry, Dissenting Report by James Deignan, 21
December 1920 (W.O0. 35/88/Part I).
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Chief Secretary for Ireland. On December 13th he said there was no
evidence that British forces started the fire and even suggested it

had been set by Sinn Fein.241

This was not the first occasion
where he disavowed British arson. Earlier, he had denied incen-
diarism in Tipperary.242 For weeks after, Greenwood—and the Irish
Attorney-General, Denis Henry—refused to admit British responsi-
bility.243 Yet—just before and also after the arson at Corkw

the Chief'Secretary had defended "Jlegitimate burnings and shootings

by forces of the Crown."24% an English writer's verdict is that

his "lamentable defense of the indefensible did more than anything

elsé to discredit him”245 and Lloyd George's Irish policy.
Greenwood's admiration for the police was not shared by General

Macready, who was critical of their independence and lack of disci-

pline. With only one reservation—the criticism of higher

authority—he agreed with the Court's findings. He dismissed

Inspector Deignan's objections as "worthless" and as the result

of being "afraid to comment adversely on his own force or super-

iors."246

241Debates, Commons, 136 (13 December 1920), col. 26.

2421454., 134 (16 November 1920), cols. 1844, 2070; Daily Herald,
19 November 1920, p. 1.

2431p54., 15, 16, 21, 22 December 1920, cols. 254, 487-89, 678,
1500, 1728, .

2441434., 11 December 1920, col. 176; 13 December 1920, cols.
171-78.

245

Bennett, p. 119.

246Remarks by the 6.0.C.I.C., Ireland (Macready), 24 December
1920 (W.0. 35/88/Part I) (see Appendix III B); telegram from Mac-
ready, 23 December 1920 (W.O0. 35/88/Part I).
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The Report of the Enquiry into the Cork burnings was not offi-
cially discussed by the Cabinet until December 29th. It was stated
that the Auxiliaries had been partly responsible for the arson and
that four R.I.C. men had probably been involved in the fire at the
Town Hall, but that any publication of the Report "would be disas-
trous to the Government's whole policy in’ Ireland."?47 The Chief
Secretary—who publicly denied proof of any individual member of
the Crown forces being involved in the burning of Cork as late as
16 March 1921248 _pinimized it in the Cabinet. Generals Strickland
and Tudor mitigated the deed by recalling the 'massacre at Macroom'
(Kilmichael) on November 28. Macready explained that he would
tolerate no reprisal within his command but felt such standards
were impossible for the Police--who were lacking both in a Code
and in officers of standard. Lloyd George endeavored to impress
on'General Tudor 'the importance of preventing such incidents as
would add to the difficulties of the Government, and asked that
General Tudor...deal strongly with any case of indiscipline."249
Tudor, however, still believed as late as 15 February that the
fire was set at 9:30 p.m. by Sinn Feiners prior to the arrival of
"K' Company at 10:00 p.m.250

The Cork reprisal had deeply concerned the Under-Secretary, Sir

John Anderson, who now questioned the use of Auxiliaries in Ireland.

247cab. Concl. 79A/20, 29 December 1920 (Cab. 23/23/££.337,
341-42).

248pebates, Commons, 139 (16 March 1920), col. 1466.
249¢ap, Concl. 79A/20 (f. 341).

250¢ab, Concl. 7/21/A, Conf. of Min., 15 February 1921 (Cab.
23/24/f. 84).
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Both Macready and Strickland, however, recassured him of their use-
fulness.231 on 14 January 1921 the Chief Sccretary read the entire
Report of the Court of Enquiry to the Cabinet along with the state-
ments made by Generals Macready, Strickland and Tudor.252 The
Cabinet agreed to announce that the Cork Enquiry justified immediate
appointment of a joint military and civilian tribunal under the
Barrett Act to conduct a more authoritative investigation. Green-
wood, who still publicly denied the Cork burning, surprisingly
called for the publication of both the majority and minority parts
of the Cork Enquiry, maintaining that to withhold the results and
call for further investigation was a "blunder of the first order."253
He correctly saw that publication would only be "a mild disclosure"
with a "damp effect" whereas by refusing "every presumption is

254 This rare display of intelligence by the Chief

against us."
" Secretary was concurred in by Tudor. Both of them wanted to avoid
: the precédent of an enquiry into every future incident.

In mid-February the question of arson at Cork again stirred
up the Cabinet-—and the Irish Administration-~-who decided on 14 Feb-
ruary not to establish the new tribunal and to withhold the Strick-
land l_ieport.255 The decision was agreed to by Lloyd George,

Churchill,'Sir Eric Geddes, Balfour, Montagu, Fisher and Greenwood,

251Macready to Anderson, 1 January 1921 (J.A.P./C.0.940/188/2).

252¢ap., Concl. 2/21/2, 14 January 1921 (Cab. 23/24/f. 12).

253Greenwood to L.G., 31 January 1921 (L.G.P./F/19/3/3).

2541pbid.
255

Cab. Concl. 7/21/3, 14 February 1921 (Cab. 23/24/f. 21).
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who had earlier advocated publication of the Report.256 Only
Christopher Addison, the President of the Board for Local Govern-
ment, still felt there would be "great advantage" in having it

published.257

The Government would report to Parliament-——along
lines suggested by Montagu, Fisher, and Balfour—that such reports
were always confidential though the Goverfment had given this one
careful consideration.2%8 The Cabinet did conclude that 50 men in
"K" Company were seriously guilty of indiscipline— though they
could not individually'ﬁe identified—and that the company should
be broken up and its commander suspended.

General Tudor was summoned to confer with Lloyd‘George and
attend the Commons on the afternoon of the 15th. The Premier
instructed him to state in the Commons that the Strickland Report
was private and that action had been taken to deal with acts of
'indiscip;ine at Cork.259 Tudor explained to Lloyd George that seven
or more men in "K" Company were unfit for service and were already
being tried by court-martial for crimes alleged at Dunmanway.
Another twenty men were being reassigned away from undesirable
influences. T;dor defended Col. Latimer's separation from his
command on grounds that there had been no office space available.
nKn Compan& was quartered in Cark with the military. Latimer had

had his office at fhe R.I.C. barracks but lived in a nearby hotel.

25630nes, III, 50-51.
2571bid., p. 50.
2581bid., pp. 50-52; Cab. Concl. 7/21/3 (£. 21.).

259¢ab. Concl. 7/21A, Conf. of Min., 15 February 1921 (Cab.
23/24/££. 83-86).
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Lloyd George told Tudor to break up the company, dismiss the un-
desirables, and—along with Greenwood —wanted Latimer suspended.
But by withholding the Strickland Report—a very mild disclosure—
the Lloyd George Government only enhanced the critical stand of
the opposition.

Eventually—in 1922—the British Goveérnment accepted a £3
million ($15 million) liability to the Irish Free State for the
burning of Cork and killing of two Irishmen in their homes.260
Greenwood estimated that 2.8% of the rateable property of the city
had been burned261—-greater destruction in one evening than in
the week-long Dublin Rising of 1916. While the British acknow-
ledged responsibility for the Cork reprisal, to this day the
Strickland Report has gone unpublished. It is available, however,
in the papers of the War Office deposited in the Public Record

Office in London. 262 ' .
: While the proclamation of martial law and the burning of Cork
dominated the Irish scene in December, 1920, and early 1921, peace
moves nevertheless continued. On December 13, the Cabinet con-
sidered the recent exchanges between the Prime Minister and Archbishop
Clune. on the one hand and Father O'Flanagan on the other. Lloyd

George had told Clune '"to impress upon Sinn Fein that it was useless

260h01¢, p. 232.
261cap. Concl. 7/21A (f. 85).

262y 9. 35/88/Part I, Sir Hamar Greenwood is attributed with
saying that there were only two copies of the Strickland Report—
"one with the P.M. and one Macready has in his safe" (see Jones,
Whitehall Diary, III, 50). A careful examination of the Cabinet

Records and Lloyd George Papers on Ireland, 1916-22, has not located
any other copy.
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for them to hope to achieve their object by force" and the Archbishop
explained to him in a note that Arthur Griffith and Eoin MacNeill
wanted a month's truce.z63 The Prime Minister told the Cabinet
he would inform Clune that a truce would be agreed to only if
Sinn Fein ceased in using violence and surrendered all arms to
British authorities. Reprisals would then stop and the Dail would
be allowed to assemble—except for certain specified murderers.
Unfortunately, these so-called criminals included the most prominent
Republican leaders, inciuding Michael Collins.

The telegram from O'Flanagan on 13 December replied to Lloyd
George's message earlier in the month. The priest wanted to discuss
the possibility.of peace with DeValera and Griffith and asked for

the Premier's cooperation.264

Lloyd George replied that he would
allow him to see Griffith in jail.265 On the 17th, however,
O'Flanagan sharply criticized Lloyd George for speaking of peace

" while continuing "fiendish attacks" on the Irish people.266 0'Flana-
gan told the Prime Minister that peace would inevitably follow if
Britain ceased her "attack upon the liberty of the Irish people,”
but Lloyd George was fairly convinced that only war would stop the
demand for an Irish Republic.267

In the Cabinet on December 24, the Prime Minister spoke of his

263Cab, Concl. 70/20/2, 13 December 1920 (Cab. 23/23/£f. 221-22).
264g1F1anagan to L.G., 13 December 1920 (L.G.P./F/95/2/64).
265;, G. to O'Flanagan, 15 December 1920 (L.G.P./F/95/2/66).
26601F1anagan to L.G., 17 December 1920 (L.G.P./F/95/2/69).

2671434., 19 December 1920 (L.G.P./F/95/2/71); L.G. to O'Flana-
gan, 18 December 1920 (L.G.P./F/95/2/70}. .
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latest conversation with Clune who had found Michael Collins "the
only one wifh whom effective business could be done."268 Clune
explained that the demand for the surrender of arms and the refusal
to negotiate with so-called murderers—of whom Collins was the major
organizer—weremajor difficulties in getting a truce. There was
strong pressure within the Cabinet, and also from Anderson, Cope,
and Sturgis, not to ignore any mecasure which might lead to peace.269
The majority, however, refused to suspend the surrender of arms
stipulation though they did Qant Clune to remain in Ireland. They
continued to believe that Sinn Fein and the I.R.A. were losing
support in Ireland and that a m%litary victory was possible.270
Further peace moves were suspended until after elections were held
implementing the Government of Ireland Act, which had come into
effect on 23 December 1920.271

Though most of Sinn Fein and the I.R.A. were no more ready
‘ to‘comproﬁise, it was the British—with the burning of Cork, proc-
lamation of martial law, and arms surrender demand-—who ended the
negotiations. In the long run, however,— -after another six months
of war—the advice of Anderson and his Dublin Castle subordinates
was accepted. The truce of July, 1921, contained no demand for
arms surrender.

By the end of 1920 there was little question that the war in

268Cab. Concl. 77/20/6, 24 December 1920 (Cab. 23/23/f. 319).

269Ibid.; Jones, Whitehall Diary, III, 47.

270Cab. Concl. 77/20/6 (£. 320); James, p. 143.

271cab. Concl. 77/20/6 (£. 320); Jones, Whitehall Diary, I, 123.
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Ireland was the major issue confronting the Lloyd George Cabinet.
On December 29 it agreed to limit its time to the most critical
problems facing Britain: Ireland, German Disarmament and Reparations,
Unemployment, the Middle East (especially Mesopotamia and Palestine),
and Air Estimates.272

That same afternoon a mecting was arranged with Greenwood,
French, Anderson and Generals Macready, Boyd, Tudor, Strickland,
and Sir Henry Wilson.273 Besides discussing the burning of Cork as
_previously mentioned, they considered the general situation in Ireland.
The Generals were all still confident of wihning and Macready wanted
martial law extended to counties Kilkenny, Clare, Waterford, and
Wexford. Lloyd George criticized the military, partiéularly General
Boyd, for having Arthur Griffith arrested at the moment when he was
attempting to negotiate with him. Important arrests, he said, were
to be made only on direct Cabinet authority. The Prime Minister
was also concerned about incidents like that at Cork and the murder
of Canon Magner which "drove a country like the United States to
do something beyond discretionﬁ27ﬁk=was reassured by Macready,
Strickland, and Tudor that discipline would be maintained among
British forces. '

Raising.the question of a truce to which he was at least some-
what favorably disposed, Lloyd George asked for comments from British
officials in Ireland. General Macready who would have agreed to a

truce without arms surrender—and General Boyd both felt it would

272¢ab. Concl. 79/20/1, 29 December 1920 (Cab. 23/23/£.235).

273Cab. Concl. 79A/20, Conf. of Min., 29 December 1920 (Cab.
23/23/££. 337-46).

274 1pid.
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work to Britain's disadvantage. Even Sir John Anderson, who had
wanted arms surrender suspended, agreed that a truce would afford
Sinn Fein time to reorganize, and it was not clear that the Irish
would observe it. However, he believed that the Catholic Hierarchy
in the South could help a truce by condemning violations of it.
General Tudor and Bonar Law were also afraid that a temporary
cessation of hostilities would be used by Sinn Fein. Sir Henry
Wilson, who felt a truce would be "fatal", was critical of those
who even considered it—;namely Lloyd George, Churchill, Fisher, and
A. Chamberlain—calling -them a "miserable crowd."27% The Generals
Macready, Strickland, Tudor, Boyd, and Wilson—contended that Ireland
would be largely pacified within four to six months. A further
extension of the martial law area had been proposed by Macready
on the 29th, but the Prime Minister wished to wait and first
observe its success in the Cork region. The next day, however, the
" Cabinet égreed to extend martial law to Clare, Kilkenny, Waterford,
and Wexford.275 Both Greenwood and Tudor were certain order would
be re-established within two months. The Cabinef.directcd Greenwood

to appeal in the "Weekly Summary for police discipline and on

4 January 1921 Lord French officially extended martial law to the

whole Southwest of Ireland. 276
While martial law did not have the negative impact of filling

the ranks of the I.R.A., it did strengthen their determination to

2741pid., f£. 346; Sir Henry Wilson's Diaries (29 December 1920),
in Callwell, II, 274.

2750ab. Concl. 81/20/1 and 2, 30 December 1920 (Cab. 23/23/
££. 368-70).

276Proclamation of Martial Law, 4 January 1921 (C.0.904/168).
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77

continue the struggle.2 In spite of warnings of failure from

Dublin Castle and from Lord Henry Cavendish-Bentinck's Peace With

Ireland Council,278

the Prime Minister again yielded to militarists
and hardliners completing his limited war policy. The hopes placed
in martial law proved to be idle. Lloyd George's mistake was that
he did not listen for two years to those Wwho had advocated com-
promise terms which the treaty finally broﬁght. He was himself

as much restricted by the 'strait-jacket' of the demand for an
Irish Republic as were extremists within Sinn Fein and the I.R.A.
This was partly a result of his own miscalculation but also of his
simultaneous concern with other problems. On the other hand, Lloyd
George had resisted total military control over Ireland. For all
its short-sightedness, Lloyd George's makeshift policy—first

using Black and Tans and later Auxiliaries and martial law-—was not
_ the 'free hand' that was desired by the C.I.G.S., Sir Henry Wilson,
' or that later used in Europe by the Nazis and in Kenya by the

British.279 The extension of martial law to the whole Southwest

of Ireland ended any early hope for peace.

277Bennett, p. 134.

278Peace With Ireland Council, Resolution sent to L.G. on 15

December 1920 (L.G.P./F/95/2/68); Debates, Commons, 136 (16 December
1920), col. 684.

279Bennett, p. 123.



CHAPTER IV

A REVOLT OF CONSCIENCE:
PUBLIC OPINION IN BRITAIN AND AMERICA
(1920-1921)

Britain's war against Irish republicanism and its accompany-
ing reprisals in the latter part of 1920 turned much of the
British press and a large portion of the British people against
Lloyd George's handling of the Irish problem. This revulsion,
completed by early 1921, and the weariness caused by two and a half
years of guerrilla fighting, were two important factors to turn the

tide for the Irish and suspend hostilities by the Truce of July,
1921. '

1. The Impact of the British and Irish Press

Throughout the last two years of the First World War, and
especially in 1919, a growing number of newspapers called upon
the Government to grant Ireland self-determination. The belated
offer of Home Rule by Lloyd George in December, 1919, had been
favorably received by most of the British press though completely
opposed by their counterparts in Ireland.1 In England, only the pro-

Sinn Fein Catholic Herald and the Labour Daily Herald were critical

of the measure, the latter delivering the most severe attack.” Three

newspapers which had criticized Britain's Irish policy throughout

1919—the Daily News, Times, and Manchester Guardian—temporarily

moderated their critical posture. The Times and Guardian warmly

received the proposed Government of Ireland Bill while the

" 1gee my more detailed discussion in Chapter I, pp. 35-40.

Zcatholic Herald, 23 December 1919, p. 5; Daily Herald,
23 December 1919, p. 5.
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Daily News was neutral.’ Their acceptance no doubt resulted from
a belief that Lloyd George would improve and expand the Bill, and
thereby gain Irish acceptance.4 Their hopes were dashed in the
first half of 1920 by the Government's refusal to alter the Bill
and limit the coercive aspect of its policy. In introducing the
Black and Tans and a new Dublin Castle Administration in Ireland
in the Spring of 1920, Lloyd George not only failed to bring Sinn
Fein to accept Home Rule, but strengthened the opposition the
Irish press and people had already shown in December, 1919.

Increasingly, during the Spring of 1920, liberal British

dailies—especially the Daily News, Times, Globe and Manchester

Guardiand—joined with the Daily Herald, Catholic Herald, and a

majority of the Irish press in condemning British policy. This
growing opposition favored full Dominion status for Ireland.

In late July, 1920, the central question which faced the
British Government was whether to offer Ireland a greater measure
of self-government—Dominion Home Rule—or to apply a military
solution to what had become a full-scale guerrilla war. The old
policy of simultaneous coercion and appeasement which had been
applied iq late 1919 and early 1920 had proved to be inadequate.’
By choosing limited war disguised as a 'restoration of order in
Ireland'—the Lloyd George Government not only strengthened the

support of the Irish for the I.R.A., but eventually alienated the

3see Chapter 1, pp. 36-37.

4Manchester Guardian, 23 December 1919.

Spail News, 20 May 1920; Times, 3 April and 26 July, 1920;
Globe, T3 May 1920; Manchester Guardian, 5, 13, and 20 March and
14 April 1920.
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much of the English press.
Influential and objective newspapers, especially the aforemen-
tioned, firmly opposed the Cabinet's 'restoration of order' tactics.

The Manchester Guardian pressed the Government strongly to pursue

a conciliatory policy instead of implementing further militarism.9
The Times criticized the Coalition Government for its militant
policy and also for failing to release the hunger-striking Lord
"~ Mayor of Cork, MacSwiney, who was guilty only of being an Irish
patriot. It viewed these two aspects of British policy as a "con-

fession of bankruptcy in statesmanship."7 The Catholic Herald, a

persistent critic, pointed out that British policy had been one

of "Ulsteria'", 'and that while England did not hesitate to suppress
the Irish in the South, extremists in the North—where Ulster was
of "English design and manufactufe"——were never firmly opposed.8
British policy during the Ulster Crisis of 1914 seems a fitting
example of this contradiction. The Catholic paper continued its
support for I.R.A. resistance.”

Irish newspapers-—-except for a few in the North like the

Belfast Telegraph-—opposed British methods in their homeland. This

was clearly indicated to Lloyd George when he received the deputa-

tion of Southern Irish businessmen in August, 1920.10 The leading

6Manchester Guardian, 26 July, 4 and 6 August 1920.

7Times, 23 August 1920; also see 30 August and 6, 10 September
1920.

8Catholic Herald, 24 July 1920, p. 7.

1bid., 18 September 1920, p. 6.

10Proceedings, Deputation to the Prime Minister of Southern

Irish Business and Professional Men, 4 August 1920 (L.G.P./F/230/
5/Part I).
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Nationalist paper, the Cork Examiner, and the Southern Unionist

Irish Times, both favored a Dominion settlement now.11 So did the

Freeman's Journal and Irish Independent, papers which represented

""the popular view without being closely tied to...Sinn Fein."12 A11

papers opposed partition as did Sinn Fein's Irish Bulletin, which

still pressed for complete separation. Scottish and Welsh news-

papers, including Edinburgh's Scotsman, Glasgow's Evening News, the

Cardiff Times, and the South Wales Daily Post remained faithful to

Lloyd George's old Home Rule policy. Their sympathy was more with
union than separation though they were willing to allow Ireland

Home Rule.l3 Lloyd George's own Daily Chronicle, the moderately

conservative London Observer, and the High-Tory Roman Catholic

Tablet, a monthly, also continued to support force coupled with

the Home Rule offer.l% The unionist daily, the Morning Post, how-

ever, sharply criticized the Government from the right-wing for

failing to enact martial law:

The Government, incorrigible as ever, shirk the
only measure that would be effective, and leave
to others the difficulties and dangers which they
dare not face themselves. No w?gder the state of
Ireland goes from bad to worse.

The most outrageous aspect of Britain's limited war policy

1pia.
121piq.

13For an excellent study of the motives behind this feeling
and politics in Wales—which I believe is representative of the
entire Protestant 'Celtic fringe'-—see Morgan, Wales 1in
British Politics, 1868-1922, pp. 305-06.

14Daily Chronicle, 30 September 1920; Observer, 16 May 1920;
24 July 1920, p. 104.

1SManchester Guardian, 22 September 1920.
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was the toleration of 'unauthorized' reprisals and the failure to
prevent the deaths of Terence MacSwiney and Kevin Berry. More
than anything else, these events changed British and also world
opinion.

Total opposition by the Manchester Guardian--long an advocate

of negotiatidn~—resu1ted from the 'Sack of Balbriggan' on September

20:
The police reprisals in Balbriggan this morning
are indisputably the worst that have yet occurred
in Ireland...comparable only to the story of some
Belgian village in the early days of the (First
. World) War.10
Has the Government yet realized the depth of
degradation into which it is sinking in Ireland?
...these things have got to stop. They stink in
the nostrils of the British people. They make
-us, with perfect and irrefutable_justice, the
mock and reproach of the world.
Throughout the Fall of 1920 the Guardian continued to chastise
, Lloyd George for being deaf and blind to British terrorism and
indiscipline in Ireland.!® The first photographs of destruction
in Balbriggan appeared in the paper on September 23 with further
reprisals at Trim, Mallow, Tubercurry, Granard and Cork being de-
picted during the following three months . 19
The Times—with most of its more than two hundred articles
and editorials on Ireland during 1919-21 written by editor Wickham

Steed—1labelled Government policy "semi-official lynch laws under

16Manchester Guardian, 22 Septembef 1920.

171pid., 23 September 1920.
18Ibid., 28 September and 11 October 1920.

19Ibid., 23, 29, 30 September, 2, 5 October, 8 November and
15, 16 December 1920.
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120

the guise of police efficiency. It also asked the Lloyd George

Government to break its "precious silence" and declare an official

21

policy regarding reprisals. Likewise, it supported Dominion status

for Ireland and the growing public demand for an investigation of
reprisals.22
Crying out against the "wild scenes of wanton destruction and

cold-blooded murder" in Balbriggan by "English recruits to the

R.I.C" was the Daily Herald.23 1t continued criticism of reprisals

and of "Government by Murder", and supported both a British with-
drawal and the granting of self-determination to Ireland.24 Re-
prisals by British forces, not only at Balbriggan, but at Mallow,
Templemore, Tipperary, and Ballydwyer in Co. Kerry as well were

specifically mentioned. 23

Both the Catholic Herald and the liberal Daily News were
totally opposed to Government methods in Ireland. The formér
" wrote on'September 25th that Black and Tans "ran amok in Balbriggan"
turning that "once peaceful town into a veritable he11"26 while
the latter made the following appraisal:

Unfortunately, it is easier to make such an inferno
as has been created in Ircland than to unmake it...

zozimgg, 23 September 1920.

211pid., 22, 28 September 1920.

221919., 28 September and 5, 14 October 1920.
23haily Herald, 22 September 1920, p. 1.

281pi4., 28 September 1920, -p. 4; 5 October 1920, p. 4;
21 October 1920, p. 1.

25Ibid., 30 September 1920, p. 1; 16 November 1920, p. 1; 17
November 1920, p. 1.

26Catholic Herald, 25 September 1920, p. 4.
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the most serious obstacle to improvement...is the

temper which has been aroused on both sides....

The Government have made the position much worse

by seeming to palliate 'reprisals' for so long;

their miserable apologists, who have openlg condoned

these outrages...have made it worse still.247
The Daily News went on to say that if any hope remained it was in
"the common sense and essential justice of decent British" people,
who—as the Times élso maintained-——had been "undeniably aroused...
by what was happening in Ireland.?8 It also called for the dis-
banding of irregulars (Tans and Auxies), reduction of occupation
forées, and the concession of Dominion status. The Daily News and
its courageous correspondent in Ireland, Hugh Martin, played an
important role in exposing British reprisals. Even the Tablet
}ecognized'that a Dominion offer would be necessary.29 Thus, by
late 1920, much of the influential press in Great Britain realized
the need for negotiation and compromise.

(Y

In Ireland; the official organ of Sinn Fein, the Irish Bulletin,

believed that the reprisals were planned and continued its publicity
for total separation for Ireland.3? The majority of the Irish press,

however—especially the nationalist Cork Examiner, Irish Independent,

and Freeman's Journal, and Dublin's leading Southern Unionist daily,

the Irish Times—advocated a Dominion compromise though still critical

~of British policy.31 The Freeman's Journal published a series of

27paily News, 1 October 1920.

281p3d. : .

297ablet, 9 October 1920, p. 460 and 6 November 1920, p. 600.
301rish Bulletin, cited in the Daily News, 20 November 1920.

See Chapter V, p. 186 for a discussion of the influence of Irish
publicity on British public opinion.

. . 31This is clearly explained to Lloyd George by a deputation
. of southern Irish businessmen on 4 August 1920 (see L.G.P./F/S/Part 1)
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articles and editorial poetry condemning the Government's failure
to investigate and end reprisals.32 Particularly singled out for
evasiveness, denial, and lying was the Chief Secretary, Greenwood.

'There is no Government policy of reprisals.'
So Greenwood assures the House of Commons...

Who, now, accepts this lie outside the placemen
of the Coalition and their jackals?... '

But Greenwood persists.

Evasion is his first line of defense

He has no information of atrocities that have
sent a shudder through the civilized world...

Where evasion is not possible the Chief Secretary
does not hesitate to defend...

Instead of citizens exercizing a right they
become a murder-gang laying an ambush...

A woman is shot dead at Gort with an infant in
her arms...

Under the Greenwood cgarter it is possible to
decimate a countryside....”3

Even the Irish Times, while it did not directly condemn the Cabinet,
called for an end to both I.R.A. attacks and reprisals by British

forces. >4 However, in the North, the Belfast Telegraph remained

uncritical of Government policy, including reprisals.

Similarly, the Cardiff Times and Scotsman supported breaking

up the 'murder gang' and also criticized any suggestion of Dominion

status for Ireland.35 While the Scotsman would have preferred that

32Freeman's Journal, 5 November 1920, p. 4; 6 November 1920,
p. 4.

331pid., 5 November 1920, p. 4.

| 341rish Times, 1 October 1920, p. 4; 11 October 1920, p. 45
3 November 1920, p. 4.

35Cardiff Times and South Wales Weekly News, 16 October 1920,
p. 4; Scotsman, 11 October 1920, p. 6 and 21 October 1920, p. 6.

e
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there be no reprisals, it maintained:

It is important that the issues should not be
obscured by the outcry which is being raised

in the Opposition Press....

The suppression of the murder gang is the first
and paramount duty of the Executive; the control
of the police and soldiers and the prevention of
reprisals are also a duty, but it cannot be
allowed to become the so%e and overriding pur-
pose of the Government.3

The Evening News in Glasgow, on the other hand, deplored indiscipline
~and reprisals, "whatever...the provocation", as the result of the
Government's ineffective Irish policy, and demoralizing to British

37

forces. While more realistic and critical than other Welsh and

Scottish newspapers, it still failed to recognize Ireland's claim

to independence. Likewise, Lloyd George's own Daily Chronicle
supported his policy.38
The most astonishing response to reprisals came from the

conservative Morning Post, which, refusing to admit that indis-
criminate acts against civilians were not only immoral but had
little direct effect on the I.R.A.,self-righteously defended repri-
sals. The following excerpts illustrate some of their misconceptions:

If there is anything more despicable than the

cowardice of the Sinn Fein murderers, it is the

hypocritical condemnation by their friends in

this country of what are called 'reprisals'...

There can be no 'reprisals', as such, in a

country without law.

The best way to stop the reprisals would be for
the murderers to cease murdering...What are called

36Scotsman, 21 October 1920, p. 6.

37Evening News, 4 October 1920, p. 4.
38

Daily Chronicle, 30 September 1920.

3gMorning Post, 27 September 1920, p. 6.
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reprisals have done more to discourage the Irish
rebels than all the Acts of Parliament together...40

The Morning Post also criticized the Unionist Party, which now

conceded Home Rule for Ireland, as being '"a priesthood that has
forgotten its faith'"—the Union, a '"cornerstone" of the British
Empire and "the safety of this country" (England).41 Likewise, it
rebuked British sentimentalism for viewing the Irish conflict in
terms of "oppressed people struggling to be free...(from) British
misrule'" instead of as a "Bolshevist' movement out to smash the
Empire.42
Two momentous events took place in late October and early
November, 1920, which deeply moved both the Irish aﬁd British
peoples—the death of hunger-striking Terence MacSwiney and the
hanging of young Kevin Barry. By not preventing their deaths the

British Cabinet only made martyrs of them and created further

opposition to government policy.43 The Freeman's Journal, Irish

Times, Manchester Guardian, and Times criticized the Government
44

for allowing them to die. The most moving statement on the

MacSwiney death came from H. W. Nevinson in the Daily Herald:

And there, under the cedars, we left the mortal
body of one whose name will never be forgotten

in Irish history, as a symbol of glorious sacrifice,
and in our English history will be remembered with
bitter shame and indignant humiliation.4

407bid., 30 September 1920, p. 6.

ypid.
42

43

Ibid., 2 October 1920, p. 4.
Bennett, pp. 90-91.

44Freeman's Journal, 1 November 1920, p.4 and 2 November 1920,
pP.-4; Manchester Guardian, 26 October 1920; Times, 26 October 1920.
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'Bloody Sunday', November 21st, 1920, was one of the most
terrible days of the war—the I.R.A. killing 14 British officers
in the morning and the Black and Tans responding in reprisal bf
shooting into a crowd at Croke Park inflicting morc than 70 casual-
ties. While most of Britain's liberal press regretted the selective
killing by the I.R.A., they were more critical of the indiscriminate

firing by British forces.46 The Manchester Guardian labelled the

Croke Park shootings "one of the most awful incidents in the Irish

trouble" while the Daily Herald called it "horror'" and 'the terrible
nd7

sensation of the day. The Daily News expressed the following

bit of wisdom:

We do consider a murder done by an agent of the

law ten times worse than any possible crime com-
mitted by a private person. The latter may point

to a very deplorable state of society; but murder
by the police is the dissolution of all society;

it means that Government is only a kind of anarchy‘.‘8

The Freeman's Journal, neglecting the I.R.A. deed earlier that

day, called Croke Park "a classic example of a Government reprisal."49

The opposite can be seen, however, in Ireland's unionist papers—

the Irish Times and the Belfast Telegraph. The former condemned

the I.R.A.'s killing of the fourteen men believing their work to be '

P

4sDaily Herald, 1 November.lgzo, p- 1.

46Manchester Guardian, 23 November 1920; Times, 22 November 1920;

Daily Mail, 22 November 1920; Daily Herald, 22 November 1920, p. 1l.;
Daily News, 24 November 1920.

47Manchester Guardian, 23 November 1920; Daily Herald, 22
November 1920, p. 1.

A8Manchester Guardian, 23 November 1920; Daily Herald, 22
November 1920, p. 1.

49Dailz News, 24 November 1920.
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only administrative and not involving the systematic elimination

of prominent I.R.A. officials.’® The Belfast Telegraph similarly

concerned itself with the I.R.A. action assuming that the Black
and Tans at Croke Park had been fired upon first.51

The conservative London Spectator and Morning Post and the

provincial Cardiff Times and South Wales Daily Post were particu-

larly incensed that British forces had been "butchered" in Dublin

by organized assassins.>?

This feeling can also be seen after
the killing of eighteen Auxiliaries at Kilmichael two weeks later.
Evidently, their logic was not as sound as that of the liberal-
minded press previously cited. They failed to see that indiscri-
minate Government killing may be a far worse crime than that com-
mitted by private individuals or insurgent movements.

The burning of a large part of Cork's business district on
December 11th by British forces was labelled by the Manchester
53

Guardian as "the crowning wickedness of the reprisals campaign.

The Times, Daily Herald, and Catholic Herald were shocked and

critical as well.”? Though the British Government first denied

responsibility, the Daily Herald claimed there was "abundant evi-

dence that the fires were started by forces of the Crown."S5 In

50Irish Times, 22 November 1920, p. 4.

51Belfast Telegraph, 22 November 1920, p. 3.

52Sp_ectator, 26 November 1920; Morning Post, 25 November 1920,‘

p. 6.
53Manchester Guardian, 13 December 1920.

54Times, 13 December 1920; Daily Herald, 14 December 1920,
p- 1; Catholic Herald, 18 December 1920, p. 3.

55paily Herald, 14 December 1920, p. 1.
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Ireland, the Frecman's Journal pressed for an inquiry into the matter,

while the Irish Times applauded the Roman Catholic Bishop of Cork,
Dr. Cohalan, for condemning both murder and reprisal.s6 The criti-
cism which came initially from the press, grew with the reluctance
of the Government to shoulder responsibility for what had happened
at Cork. Only unionist and conservative papers still shbwed support

for the British policy in Ireland. The Morning Post assumed the

deed to be the work of Sinn Fein while the Belfast Telegraph

attempted to draw attention away from the event by condeming the
“"cowardly bomb attack on a party of Auxiliary Police."37

The reaction of the Cabinet to the escalation of attacks
and reprisals in late 1920 was a renewed effort at simultaneous
force and appeasement. This policy——involving the proclamation of

martial law—was agreed tc only shortly before the terrible event

at Cork.' The Daily Herald called the proclamation of martial law
. a declaration of war‘and assailed the Government for demanding an
arms surrender as precondition for a truce.58 In short, the Labour
newspaper declared that Lloyd George's pronouncement offered 'no

hope of peace" in Ireland.59 The liberal Westminster Gazette

called the British regime in Ireland a "system of coercion such

as there has not been within living memory."60

S6Freeman's Journal, 17 December 1920, p. 4; Irish Times, 14
December 1920, p. 4.

57Morning Post, 13 December 1920, p. 6; Belfast Telegraph,
13 December 1920, p. 5.

58Daily Herald, 8 December 1920, p. 1; 11 December 1920, p. 1.

591pid., 11 December 1920, p. 4.

60Westminster Gazette, 16 December 1920.
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While the liberal press had become increasingly opposed to the

Government's Irish policy in 1920, it was the failure of Lloyd
George~to handle reprisals-—especially in the three-month period,
September 20-December 11, 1920—that accounted for much of its
hostility. With the implementation of war measures such as martial
law anﬁ the failure of peace moves in December, 1920, their
revulsion against the Government was completed.

The following prominent newspapers in Britain were solidly

opposed to the Government's Irish policy as 1921 began—Daily

Herald, Catholic Herald, Manchester Guardian, Times, Daily Mail,

Westminster Gazette, Round Table, Daily News, Nation and the Globe.

All of them favored a negotiated settlement involving a substantial
measure of independence. Their attitude toward Sinn Fein is re-
flected in the following statement in the Daily Mail: "This is

a mature, determined, national, disciplined, and above all, intell-
igent revolt."%l Also critical of the Government's handling of
reprisals was the pro-Government Tablet.%2 The number of influential
British newspapers supporting the Lloyd George policy was now minimal.

They included the Morning Post, Daily Chronicle and some of the pro-

vincial press.

The Daily Herald produced the most solid criticism. Its editor-

ial on 29 December 1920 declared Britain totally responsible for the
failure of peace negotiations and called for both immediate with-

drawal and establishment of a Dublin Constituent Assembly to deter-

61paily Mail, 15 December 1920.
62Tablet, 15 December 1920.
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mine Ireland's future.%3 This position formally introduced into
the House of Commons on November 11th by the Labour Party--had been

published previously in the Daily Herald.%4 The way to '"'peace and

honour", as the publication termed it, had been formalized in the
two British Labour Commission Reports on Ireland in 1920 and 1921.65
The above theme was continually struck in early 1921. The
British Government was blamed for the fighting in Ireland and was
called upon to withdraw:
All the suffering and misery, the burnings and
murders, are ultimately the result of the British
Government's refusal to give the Irish people the
elemental rights of self-government. There is not
question of divided resggnsibility as between
Ireland and Britain....

The crime against Ireland is the crime of the
members of the Government....67

The moderate Times wrote sensibly about British policy: "The
Government have apparently failed toAunderstand the true proportions
of the Irish Question; they have failed also in their conception
of it as a problem of domestic policy...The intensified coercion
which was expected by its authors to bring peace within a couple
of months has proved a far less potent weapon than they hoped.68

Criticism over the Cork burning again surfaced as the year

63Daily Herald, 29 December 1920, p.- 4.

64Ibid., 12 November 1920, p.1; 18 November 1920, p. 1.

65See pp. 172-73 of thischapter.
66Daily Herald, 22 February 1921, p. 4.

671bid., 26 February 1921, p. 4.
68Times, 11 February 1921.
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1921 began. The failure of the Government to produce the Strick-
land Report resulted in strong condemnation from a number of the

prominent British newspapers, the Manchester Guardian, Times, Daily

Herald, and Daily News. %9 Shortly after the decision to withhold
the report, on February 17th, the Times editor Wickham Steed de-
nounced the Government for its "concealment'" of the facts of the
Cork outrage.7o

Influential sections of the British and Irish press continued to
clamour for peace negotiations and an end to British repression as

Spring, 1921, approached.71 This pressure continued up to the

proclamation of the truce on July 11, 1921.72

2. The Peace Movement in Britain

Along with the press which served as an educator of the

British people regarding the Anglo-Irish War, the 'Peace Movement'

was perhaps the next most important instrument in changing the
opinion of the people of Great Britain and their government toward
greater Irish independence. This 'revolt of conscience' for peace
and for granting Ireland her long-awaited freedom—was small at firsf,

but with the passage of time and growing outrage over Britain's war

69Manchester Guardian, 18 and 19 January 1921; Times, 10
January 1921; Daily Herald, 31 December 1921 and 20 January 1921;
Daily News, 16 February 1921.

70

Times, 17 February 1921.

Tlgee the following for particular comments: Daily Herald,
2 March 1921, p. 4; Catholic Herald, 26 March 1921, p.4; Daily

News, 16 February 1921; Freeman's Journal, 24 March 1921, p.4 and
28 March 1921, p.2.

T25¢e Chapter V, pp. 240-241 for information on the press on
the eve of the truce.
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policy and terror, it grew to include many prominent and influential
citizens.

From the beginning the movement was unorganized, includipg
persons from various backgrounds and interests. What united them
was their humanitarian outlook and ability to see history in pers-
pective. Support for the denial of Irish political freedom—after
the people had struggled so many years for self-government, and
at a time when all Europe had attained national independence—
asked a great deal of intelligent and liberal men and women. With
the increased effort to crush the Irish independence movement,
these Britishers determined they would educate and influence the
people and government of Britain. The Anglo-Irish War had brought
them together in what might loosely be referred to as the 'Peace
Movement'.73

The collection of personalities who demanded an end to Lloyd
George's Irish policy included a combination of six Irish Home Rule
'M.P.s who survived the victory of Sinn Fein at the polls in late
1918 and who chose to remain in Parliament, the 26 Independent Liberal
followers of Asquith who now championed Dominion Home Rule, and the
Opposition in Parliament—the 59 Labour Party M.P.s. Tﬁough small
and impotent within the Commons, the latter criticized the Irish
policy of Lioyd George and defended Ireland's right to be free,as is

evident from Parliamentary Debates and from the Daily Herald for 1919-

21. Arthur Henderson, William Adamson, and J. R. Clynes were M.P.s

particularly outspoken for Labour.

73por an excellent discussion of this subject see D. G. Boyce,
Englishmen and Irish Troubles (London, 1972), pp. 61-82.
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Another important activity of the Labour Party included the
~ publications of twoCommissions of Inquiry—the first in January
1920 and the other in early 1921. The first reported:
Ireland is suffering today from a malady which has
many evil effects, but only one cause. The frustra-
tion of national aspirations in social as well as
political affairs has produced a feeling of bitter
resentment, transmitted from one generation to
another against British rule. Nothing...alters this
feeling, Ireland is utterly estranged....
Behind the political issue...are large social and
economic questions which urgently require treat-
ment...such matters as housing, wages, education,
and the development of industry...(but these) can-
not be successfully achieved unless and until the
political problem is solved....
This outspoken evaluation of the situation was more than a year
ahead of official British understanding. Recognizing that unin-
telligent administration and coercion only served to intensify
Irish discontent, the commission recommended that an Irish Con-
stituent Assembly be allowed to establish Dominion self-government.75
The second commission was sent to Ireland in late November 1920
and reported its findings to a special conference in London on
December 29th. Indicting the British Government for its policy in
Ireland, the Report said: "Things are being done in the name of
Britain which must make her name stink in the nostrils of the whole
world."76 Published in early 1921, the Report called for a British

withdrawal and the establishment of an Irish Assembly to determine

74Labour Party, Report of the Commission of Inquiry into the
Present Conditions in Ireland (London, 1920), p. 3.

7S1pid., pp. 3-5, 11.

76Labour Party, Report of the Labour Commission to Ireland
(London, 1921), p. 50; Daily Herald, 29 December 1920, p. 4.
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the country's own future.

Liberal opposition came chiefly from M.P.s who did not support
the Lloyd George Coalition. They were led by Asquith and Sir John
Simon, and included the influential ex-War Secretary, Lord Haldane.
These men had suggested Dominion status for Ireland throughout 1920,
a suggestion which also had some support sithin the Cabinet and
Irish Administration. Even the Viceroy, French, and his aide,

Lord Dunraven, had indicated their willingness to compromise.77

The six Irish Nationalist M.P.s (Home Rulers) who still
attended Westminster wére particularly helpful in publicizing the
terror that resulted from Goverpment policy. Most important among
them were the three I wrote about earlier—Devlin, O'Connor, and
Kenworthy.78 They were supported bf many former colleagues who
were no longer M.P.s, including John Dillon, Stephen Gwynn, and
Sir Horage Plunkett, now active in the Irish Dominion League.79 As
" Britain escalated the war, these men were joined in calling for
peace and Dominion Home Rule by some of their former Unionist
opponents in Ireland, including those business and professional
men who had conferred with Lloyd George in August, 1920, and
Lprd Monteagle, the Southern Unionist leader who now advocated

the "Dominion of Ireland Bill".80 The Irish Peace Conference and

77Manchester Guardian, 27 October and 24 November 1920.
785ee Chapter III, p. 118-19.

79Manchester Guardian, 27 October and 24 November 1920.

80Proceedings, Deputation to the Prime Minister of Southern
Irish Business and Professional Men, 4 Aug.1920 L.G.P./F/230/5/Part I};
"Dominion of Ireland Bill', House of Lords, (Cab. 24/108/f. 151).
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a growing number of nationalists, both in and outside of Sinn Fein,
supported this proposal.

Joining this growing protest were several Conservative M.P.s
and military men in Britain who opposed the war. Lords Hugh and
Robert Cecil, once staunchly Unionist, now favored negotiation,
while Lord Henry Cavendish-Bentinck and J.number of other prominent
Englishmen formed the Peace with Ireland Council in the Fall of
1920.81 In the formation of this vocal organization Bentinck was
‘assisted by the honorary secretary, Sir Oswald Mosley, M.P., former
Conservative and Unionist who crossed the floor of the Commons to
the Opposition in October, 1926i82 and who later in the 1930's
was the prime mover of Fascism in Britain. Military men directly
opposed to Government policy included Generals Sir Hubert Gough

of 1914 Curragh fame, Sir Henry Lawson, and George Cockerill.83
; That there were numerous British officers advocating peace, and

also pressing the Times to expose atrocities in Ireland, is men-

tioned by editor Wickham Steed in his book, Through Thirty Years.3%
In addition, Art O'Brien formed an Irish Self-Determination League
of -Irish people living in Great Britain to support Sinn Fein.

Besides the politicians and generals already mentioned, and

81Debates, Commons, 125 (10 February 1920), col. 51; Holt
p. 237; Manchester Guardian, 6 October 1920; Daily News, 2 Nov-
~ember 1920. .

82gir Oswald Mosely, My Life (London, 1968), p. 152..

83Daily Heraid, 28 September 1920, p. 4 and 31 December 1920,
P }; CocKkerill to Greenwood, 30 October 1920 (J.A.P./C.O. 904/
188/1).

84Henry Wickham Steed, Through Thirty Years (New York, 1924),
p. 351.
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well-known journalists such as C. P. Scott, H. W. Nevinson, A, P.
Wadsworth, and Hugh Martin, the Peace Movement also included many
leadiné clergymen and intellectuals. On 3 December 1920 eight
Anglican churchmen called for an investigation of the terror and
reprisals and in early April, 1921, twenty prominent churchmen of
all denominations urged a policy of conciﬁiation.ssi On January 1st,
1921, a manifesto was issed by 38 members of the arts and profes-
sions.86 Among those signing the latter were writers like Arnold
Bennett, Siegfried Sassoon, E. M. Forster, Virgihia Woolf, and

G. K. Chesterton who wrote a pamphlet, What Are Reprisals?, and

scholars such as J. M. Keynes,'k. H. Tawney, Arnold Toynbee and

H. J. Massingham. At the University of Wales earlf in 1921, 27
professors and lecturers addressed to their member of parliament
a protest against Go&ernment policy and actions in Ireland-—some-
. thing of which Lloyd George was well'a‘ware.87 Other prominent
authors opposed to British policy included J. L. Hammond, L. T.
Hobhouse, Professor C. H. Herford and Harold Spendez.'.88 Many of
these people a}ong with numerous others expressed thgir concern to
the press, especially during the last year of the war. In the
eleven month period extending from 15 August 1920 to 11 July 1921,
the Times puglished more than 180 letters to the editor regarding

the Irish situation.

85rimes, 6 April 1920.

86Manchester Guardian, 3 December 1920 and 1 January 1921.

87yndated press cutting for early 1921 (seée L.G.P./F/182/1/5).

88Manchester Guardian, 27 March, 1 and 24 November 1920;
4 January 1921, ‘
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It was these aroused and committed individuals—politicians,
generals, journalists, clergymen and intellectuals—along with
the liberal London press who effectively rallied a large part of
the British public to the cause of peace and Irish self-deterxr-
mination.89 Public opinion in Britain thus was an important
factor to contain and later reverse the Irish policy of the Lloyd

George Government.

3. Pro-Irish Opinion in America

A number of Anglo-Irish historians have maintained that the
revulsion of public opinion in Britain and America turned the tide
for the Irish side. British opinion, however, had a direct impact
in convincing Lloyd George to seek negotiations whereas public
sentiment in America, the Dominions and the World was of an
indirect nature. The latter prevented the Prime Minister from
declaring an all-out war against the I.R.A.90

In April, 1918, opinion in the United States had influenced
Lloyd George to offer Ireland Home Rule once again, in conjunction
with the extension of World War I conscription, and throughout the
Fall of 1919 when the 'troubles' were rapidly increasing, the
British Government kept a close watch on the press in the United
States. 91 The Cabinet's observation revealed the opposition of

many important American dailies, including the New York American,

New York World, Chicago Tribune, San Francisco Chronicle, Boston

89Boyce, pp. 51, 61-82. '90McCatfrey, p. 171.

91y. c. Minute 385, 6 April 1918 (Cab.23/6/ff. 16-17); Cabinet
Committee on Ireland, 18 October 1919 (Cab. 27/69). Also see pp. 27
and 28 of this dissertation.
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Pilot, and also of the Hearst and Catholic press.92 Most of these
newspapers favored a settlement along Dominion lines, a consideration
which caused Lloyd George to supplement his policy of force in
December, 1919, with another offer of appeasement—the Fourth.

Home Rule Bill.93

While many American newspapers supported the Southern Irish
cause, others did not. Most influential among these was the New
York Times. Throughout the Irish War it backed the British Home
Rule solution.94 By such an offer Lloyd George was able to keep the
official American policy neutral an& thereby defuse much potential
opposition from the American public.95

Irish-Americans, however, kept both the Sinn Fein cause and
British terror before the American people in 1920 and 1921. A
good deal of their effort resulted in grossly exaggerated propa-

96

ganda. Illustrative of this were the unimpartial Interim Report

and Official Report of Evidence of the American Commission on

Conditions in Ireland. 97 The commission of seven persons convened
in Washington, D.C. in late November, 1920, and met until 21 Janu-
ary 1921. Their report to the larger Committee of One Hundred on

. Ireland, while overly unfair to Britain, did bring attention to

92g5e¢e Chapter I, pp. 27-28.

93yiscount Grey to L.G., 6 October 1919 (L.G.P./F/60/3/7);
Riddell, pp. 141-42; Scott, p. 380.

94New York Times, 23 December 1919, pp. 1-2; 24 December 1919,
p. 12; T0 December 1920, p. 14.

95ri11man, pp. 197, 200; Mansergh, p. 281.
96Ward, p. 224.

_ 97American Commission on Conditions in Ireland, Interim Report
(1921); Official Report of Evidence (1921).
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the terror and reprisals of Crown forces. The potential spreading
of this opposition to official United States policy played a vital
role in restricting the tactics available to Lloyd George and de-
prived his Government of the option of a more total war.980fficia1
American support for an Irish Republic or an anti-British policy on
war debts and naval limitations were not in the interest of Britain.
The alienation of the Dominions-—where opinion was favorable
toward Irish freedom—would also have been unwise. There the
Catholic Archbishop of Melbourne, Australia, Mannix, and the Prime
Minister of South Africa, Field Marshall Jan C. Smuts, desired a
Dominion set&lement.
From an intelligent pro-English point of view, the Irish
Judge, Sir James O'Connor, expressed the situation well:
...the one bright spot in this murky business
was that the great mass of English public opin-
jon was sound. Almost all of the Liberal opinion,
all the Labour opinion, and much (should be some)

of the decent Conservative opinion were loud in
denunciation of the Black and Tan proceedings.99

98Ward,Ireland and Anglo-American Relations, 1899-1921, p. 113:

also see pp. 27-28, 35 of this dissertation.

9
9O'Connor, 11, 320.




CHAPTER V

BRITAIN'S IRISH POLICY: WAR AND PEACE
(JANUARY-JULY, 1921)

The decision to extend martial law to the whole Southwest of
Ireland and to use "authorized reprisals' in early 1921 prolonged
hostilities and characterized the last phase of actual fighting.
It marked the completion of the limited war policy earlier agreed
to in late July, 1920, and continued until June, 1921, when Lloyd
Georgé reversed his policy and sought peace. Within a matter of
a few weeks—on July 11th, 1921 —the truce was signed.

1. The Policy of Drift: Martial Law

in the Southwest
(January-April, 1921)

The Anglo-Irish War went into its third year and most des-
tructive period in January, 1921, with the Lloyd George Cabinet
embarking on the final six months of a year-long limited war policy.
In prior stages the British successively escalated the war and
failed to pursue a policy of compromise and negotiation.

Each time—between January and December, 1919; January and July,
1920; late July and December 1920—repressive and limited war mea-
sures served only to intensify the I.R.A's resolve and to secure
greater public support against the Crown forces. In each of the
earlier periods the killing and destruction had increased—the last
six months being the most violent of all.

Still, the Anglo-Irish War produced a surprisingly 16w number
of casualties—1less than 2,000 killed and about 2,000-3,000 wounded

when compared to later twentieth century wars of independence,
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particularly that in Vietnam.!

While the precise numbers are im-

possible to ascertain—due to omissions in reporting on both sides—
it is not so difficult to approximate them. The statistics compiled
by Dublin Castle were partially published in 1921 by C. J. C. Street,

The Administration of Ireland, 1920 and were also issued in the Chief

Secretary's '"Weekly Surveys".2 Figures were also compiled by the
Irish Nationalist ﬁress and most particularly by Sinn Fein's Irish
Bullet':in..3

Dublin Castle listed 81 policemen and soldiers killed and 144
wounded in the beginning stages of the war (1 January 1919-31 July
1920); 1585 killed and 243 wounded in the Fall of 1920 (1 August
1920-1 January 1921); 222 killed while 408 were wounded in early
1921 (1 January-21 May).4 These figures add up to 458 deaths and
795 wounded among the Crown forces plus those killed and wound-

ed in the fifty days just prior to the signing of the

1Vietnam's population in 1970—North and South—totaled 40
million people while Ireland in 1919-21, and also presently, was
just 4 million. Multiplying the killing in Ireland then by 10,

a number killed close to 20,000 is arrived at. Also, one might
point out that the island of Ireland measures 32,595 square miles,
the approximate size of the state of Indiana and about one-fourth
the size of the whole of Vietnam. Another factor must be included:
technology. Sophisticated weapons, unavailable in 1919-21, have
been responsible for the killing of 56,000 Americans alone and a

total of over one million combatants and civilians in the Vietnam
War. :

2See Greenwood's '"Weekly Surveys" for necessary computations:
C.P. 2399, 27 December 1920 (Cab.24/117/£.478); 22 January 1921
(Cab.24/119/£.216); C.P. 2977, 24 May 1921 (Cab.24/123/£.491);
also see Street, The Administration of Ireland, 1920, pp. 96-100
for the period August 1, 19Z0-January 1, 1921, (see Appendix IV).

31rish Bulletin, 23-24 June 1921, pp. 2, 5-7 (located in
L.G.P./F/14/672).  Also see Appendix V.

4see Appendix IV,
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truce. 'In the House of Commons on 14 June, Sir Hamar Greenwood
stated that as of 31 May 1921 a total of 475 Crown police and
soldiers had been killed—299 of them in the County of Munster.®
In all probability, the English journalist Richard Bennett is
reasonably accurate in stating that 528 Britishers—366 police
and 162 soldiers—were killed in two-and-a-half years of.war§ His
estimate of 600‘woundedpolicemen also agrees with those of O'Connor
and Greenwood, but his suggestion that 566 soldiers were wounded
seems much too large-—more than double the Dublin Castle list
for May 21st, 1921, with only 50 days remaining in the war.7 A
total of 950 wounded—600 policq and about 350 soldiers—seems
much more plausible.

Irish casualties are more difficult to determine. General
Richard Mulcahy, I.R.A. Chief of Staff, estimated that 750 of his
men had been killed between the 1916 Rising and the truce of 1921,
" the vast ﬁajority in the 1919-21 period.8 Using I;ish newspapers
and I.R.A. sources, the Irish historian Dorothy Macardle believes

that 752 were killed and 866 wounded while Bennett—using the same

Spebates, Commons, 143 (14 June 1921), col. 2172.

6Bennett, p. 180. A. J.P. Taylor suggests about 700 were killed
(English History, 1914-1945, p. 155); Sir James O'Connor quotes Hamar
Greenwood as stating 566 (vol. II, p. 329) and the Irish Bulletin
lists 481 between January 1, 1920 and June 18, 1921, plus 20 for 1919
totaling 501 (23-24 June, 1921, p. 8).

TBennett, p. 189; O'Connor, II, 329. The Irish Bulletin s.ates
that 853 Crown forces were wounded between 1 January 191Y and 13
June 1921 (23-24 June 1921, p. 8).

89 1Connor, II, 329; Taylor, English History 1914-1945, p. 155.
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materials—estimates about 700 and 800 respectively.9 In addition,
Dublin Castle lists 138 civilians Killed and 166 wounded during the

war, while the Irish Bulletin states that British terror was res-

ponsible for the indiscriminate killing of 180 and wounding of 789
Irish citizens between January, 1920, and June, 1921.10 British
and Irish civilian lists undoubtedly duplicate each other to a
large degree. Also, Irish lists were more likely to count an
individual as a civilian whereas the British more often labelled
him as an I.R.A. member,. .

The appendices dealing with British and Irish violence also
record the marked change in hostilities before and after July, 192011
While the I.R.A. did most of its destroying and damaging of vacated
R.I.C. barracks before July, 1920, it was after that date as with
the loss of lives that the greatest number of violent incidents
(e.g. raids on the mails and for arms) took place. Of 5087 raids
by the I.R.A. during the war to 21 May 1921, all but 155 took
place after 31 July 1920. Likewise, 5917 of 7686 total outrages
occurred during the same period of the war.

The British also increased their violence markedly after
July, 1920. Indeed,violence reinforced violence on each side until
the spirit of both began to fail. According to the Irish Bull-

etin, British raids on private homes increasingly rose: 13,782

9Macardle, p. 461; Bennett, pp. 188-89. F. S. L. Lyons, Ireland
Since the Famine (New York, 1971), p. 415 accepts Macardle's figures.
Robert Kee, The Green Flag: A History of Irish Nationalism (London,
1972), p. 699, using the Freeman's Journal estimates 707 killed and
756 wounded in two-and-a-half years of war.

105e¢ Appendices IV and V.
H1pid, )
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for 1919; 16,494 for January-June, 1920; 32,980 for July-December,
1920; and for the final 1921 period it was impossible to compile
a list of repressive measures '"upon a scale so universal".12 The
destruction and damaging of shops, creameries, farmhouses and
buildings, factories and works, crops, halls and clubs by British
forces similarly rose as did arrests, sentences, courts-martial of
civilians, deportations, suppression of meetings, markets, and fairs,
and even attacks on unarmed people.13 During the last year of war
the destruction of property was most pronounced in the Fall of 1920,
whereas violence~—physical and psychological —toward individuals
was greatest under martial law 4in 1921. ‘

Though I have found variance between British and Irish statis-

tics, official British statistics appear to be as accurate as

possible, as are most of those printed in the Irish Bulletin and

Irish press. To illustrate the compatibility of the two sources,

the Irish Bulletin of 23-24 June 1921 claimed that 3200 Irishmen

were interned without trial.l4 The "Weekly Survey'" of the Chief
Secretéry, for the week ending 23 May 1921, one month prior, listed
3024 interned at that time and 3328 for the two years of war.15

The situation in Ireland in the first week of January, 1921,
returned to a more violent level after an abnormally quiet Christ-
mas-New Year holiday, and General Macready, sharing none of Green-

wood's previous optimism, anticipated an increase in I.R.A.

lzIzigh Bulletin, 23-24 June 1921, p. 7 (also see Appendix V).
131bid.
M1piq.

15c.p. 2977, "Weekly Survey”, 23 May 1921 (Cab.24/123/f.486).
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activity. In a letter to Under-Secretary Anderson on January 1lst,
Macready mentioned a conversation he had had with the Judge Advocate
General regarding death sentences for persons caught carrying arms.
The General's own practice was not to confirm the death sentence
without positive knowledge that the individual was known to be
"connected with murder and outrage".17 ,
It is interesting to note that as full martial law was being
applied in Southwest Ireland to quell I.R.A. disturbances,18 the
number of Irish attacks increased. General Tom Barry, I.R.A. leader
in the Cork area, believed that the imposition of curfew under
martial law helped rather than hindered the I.R.A. as they could
"attack without fear of shooting our own people".19 Also, the
restricted freedom of movement by ordinary citizens intensified
their dislike of the British. Throughout the war the attempt to
suppress Sinn Fein and the I.R.A. worked to the latter's advantage.
The suggestion that passive resistance, instead of the selective
violence of the I.R.A., might have secured Ireland's independence
without bloodshed seems ill-founded.20 Both Richard Bennett and
Edgar.Holt forget that Ireland was different in its relationship

to Britain than was India, thousands of miles away and only minimallf

16¢.p. 2456, "G.0.C.I.C. Report", 8 January 1921 (Cab.24/118/f.
273); C.P. 2399, "Weekly Survey", 27 December 1920 (Cab.24/117/f£.
473-77). Also see Annual Register, 1921, pp. 3 and 6 for a general
description. . .

17Macre‘ady to Anderson, 1 January 1921 (J.A.P./C.0.904/168).
18Proplamatioﬁ of Martial Law, 4 January 1921 (C.0.904/168).
19Barry, pp. 09-70.

20pennett, p. 154; Holt, p. 257.
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Anglicized. A country as close as Ireland and so long dominated
by the English would never have been allowed peacefully to separate
itself. Also, India in the 1930s and '40s had another advantage—
that of not being the first to test the power of the British Empire.
Likewise, Government records show that the vast majority of British
officials had no desire to see an independent Ireland, whether
kepublic or Dominion. Only force could rally Irish opinion under
phe stress of shared danger and bring the British finally to

compromise. As Florence O'Donoghue so well states in No Other Law:

"It was in the combination of a disciplined armed force with an
organized public .opinion in the‘political field, working for a
common objective, that Ireland found the secret of victory."21

Even more precise was Tom Barry: '"...without Dail Eireann there
would, most likely, have been no sustained fight, with moral force
~ behind it, in 1920-21, and without the guerrilla warfare of 1920-21
" Dail Eiréann would have been destroyed and the sacrifices of 1916

n22

(Easter Rising) in vain. Bennett himself explains that the

possibility of sniping and ambushes by the I.R.A. demoralized Crown
forces as much as anything.23

The success of the 3000 active members of the I.R.A., 310 of
which operated in three small Brigades around Cork against a Bri;
tish force of 12,000 Army, Black and Tans, and Auxiliaries-—depended

on support of the populace for food, intelligence information and

shelter, and on the many who waited to join their ranks as rein-

21O'Donoghue; p. 16.

22Barry, p. 11.

23Bennett, p. 160.
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forcements. 24 The Irish intelligence system—created by Michael
Collins—became superior to that of the more experienced British
and eventually involved friendly workers and spies in the post
office, jails, police force, and even in the administration at Dublin

Castle.25

In effect, the I.R.A. was aware of every move of the
British. This enabled them to employ an element of surprise in
‘their attacks. These attacks, however, were not just important
militarily, but also because they succeeded in provoking the British
to resort to indiscriminate killing and destruction. For the I.R.A,
to succeed as they did, the war with the British needed to be as
long and drawn out as possible, and hence the Irish people had to
suffer. The suffering served to increa;e and, with the help of a
well-organized publicity campaign, to turn English public opinion
against the government. Accordiﬁg to James Gleason, it was Irish
publicity and "Childers, more than anybody else, who had énsured
that the mass of the English people were informed of the crime
committed in their name against the people of Ireland...Collins'
genius might have been lost without the support of Childers' propa-
ganda. He knew the English opinion better than any Irishman or
other Irisﬁ leader."26 Childers, who had been writing in the Irish
Bulletin throughout the war, succeeded Desmond Fitzgerald as Director

of Publicity of Sinn Fein and the Dail after Fitzgerald was arrested

.24Barry, pPp. 207-13,
250'Malley, p. 126; Figgis, pp. 283, 287.

26Gleason, PP. 176-77. The effectiveness of Irish publicity
is very well set out in a recent book by D.G. Boyce, Englishmen
and Irish Troubles, Chapter IV, especially pp. 83-86. Boyce explains
that by 1921 more than 2000 copies of the Irish Bulletin were sent
daily to the Irish, British and foreign press, and also to leading
world figures,
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27

in February, 1921. Childers also cooperated with Piaras Beaslai,

I.R.A. Director of Publicity and editor of An_t-Oglach, I.R.A. news

sheet:.'28

Neither armed resistance nor organized publicity alone
could have been successful; together they prevailed in the end over
the power of Britain.

Besides restricting the citizenry with curfews, etc., the
British occupying forces undertook two additional tactical measures—
the initiation of 30 to 40 mile wide sweeps by cavalry and motor
car, and "authorized reprisals' to annihilate both the "flying
columns" of the I.R.A. and those of its members who were living
among the ordinary population.29 In both of these attempts to
deal with guerrilla activity, the British failed because of troop
shortages and general lack of popular support. Also, the primitive
nature of the hilly Irish countryside—with its poor communications
—was ideal for I.R.A. activity. Martial law did, however, limit
freedom of movement by the I.R.A.

British tactics often bore more heavily on the Irish people
than tﬁey did on the I.R.A.—for example, in the case of the Trim
loofiﬁg and Drumcondra murders on 9 February, and in the killing
on March 7 of civilians like Mayor Clancy and ex-Mayor O'Callaghan
of Limerick in’fhe.presence of their wives, along with numerous

other misdeeds.3? The hesitation of General Tudor, head of police

27c.p. 2605, "Weekly Survey", 14 February 1921 (Cab.24/120/f.44);
Desmond Fitzgerald, Memoirs (London, 1968), p. x.

szeaslai, II, 168. .
29 . s. Churchill, p. 289; Pakenham, pp. 49-50.
30Bennett, pp. 148, 152; Kee, p. 709.
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in Ireland, to punish those responsible for such crimes was at
least part of the reason for General Crozier's resignation from
command of the Auxiliaries in late February. As Frank Gallagher
(pseud. David Hogan) wrote: "Official reprisals did not restrain

the Crown forces, but encouraged them...."31

The I.R.A. too was
responsible for senseless killings, for example those of Major
Compton Smith, Sir Arthur Vicars, and Mrs. Lindsey, but .on a much
smaller scale than the British. While one can question the morality
of any killing, it is easier to condone that committed out of
genuine idealism than that practiced in the name of repression.
Also, large -scale ambushes—such as that at Crossbarry on
March 19 by Tom Barry's 100 man flying column—were usually in
accord with the rules of war, whereas much of British action was not.
Though some 35 British troops were killed that day, they were the
very forces who had been searching for Barry's column.32 A memo
also had been circulated to the Sixth Division (Cork) on March 7,
clearly specifying the process for rapid trial and execution if
necessary of those who "actively opposed the forces of the Crown."33
Throughouf the first quarter of 1921, while these depressing
events were occurring, the Cabinet was preoccupied chiefly with

matters other than Ireland—excepting of course the Strickland

Report which was discussed at length in January and February.34 Thus,

31Gallagher, Four Glorious Years (Dublin, 1953), p. 271.

3ZBarry, pp. 122-31; Macardle, p. 440.

33¢o1. Wroughton, Deputy Adjutant General Staff, Parkgate,
Dublin, to Headquarters, 6th Division (Cork), "Trial and Exccution
of Rebels'", 7 March 1921 (S.J.A./C.0.904/188/2).

345ee Chapter ILI, pp.i46~47%
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Irish policy was drifting although there was some minor talk and
exchanée of information about the situation. When the Clune
negotiations failed in late December, 1920, as a result of the demand
for an arms surrender, Dublin Castle's three senior officials—
Anderson, Cope, and Sturgis—found themselves again in disagreement
with their political leader, Greenwood.s&' Nevertheless, and in
spite of the Cabinet decision to suspend further peace moves until
elections had been held in the North,36 Cope pursued new negotiations
along Dominion lines with Father O‘Flanagan‘and also the Dail Eire-

ann. 37

In a letter and memo to Lloyd George on 26 January 1921, the
Chief Secretary cautioned against any premature talks with DeValera
should occasion arise, and suggested that talks with O'Flanagan

be delayed, in the belief that neither could stop the "murder gang"
and that "the tide has turned against Sinn Fein" anyway.38 Judge
James O'Connor acted as intermediary between O'Flanagan on the one
hand and Dublin Castle, Carson and Craig, on the other. Not being
DeValera's personal representative, however, O'Flanagan found an
equal lack of cooperation among the British and Irish and dropped
his efforts on March an.39

Lloyd George had considered meeting DeValera, who had returned

35Jones, Whitehall Diary, III, 47; Wheeler-Bennett, p. 75.

36cab. concl. 77/20/6, 24 December 1920 (Cab.23/23/f.320).

37Note from Oranmore, 7 January 1921 (L.G.P./F/96/1/3);
Gallagher, The Anglo-Irish Treaty (London, 1965), p. 25.

38Memorandum and letter from Greenwood to L.G., 26 January
1921 (L.G.P./F/19/3/2). Macready also felt that martial law was
having an impact on I.R.A. activity (see C.P. 2595, "G.0.C.I.C.
Report", 12 February 1921, Cab. 24/119/£.573).

SgGallagher, The Anglo-Irish Treaty, pp. 25-26.
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to Ireland on December 25, 1920, after 18 months in America, where
he collected over £1 million for the Republican loan. Though the
British had been against his return, they decided not to arrest
him.40 However, they were going to continue to arrest other accused
persons even if he were present.41 Lloyd George felt that DeValera
might be able "to deliver the goods", .but was persuaded against
meeting him by Bonar Law who believed coercion to be the only

42

answer. Sir John Anderson, dining with Tom Jones on February 15th

’
again indicated that DeValera wanted to meet with the Prime Minister,
but that Bonar Law was even more against conciliation than Carson.%3
Anderson also contrasted the feelings of Generals Tudor and Mac-
.ready: the former embittered toward the Irish as a result of the
killings of his men, while the latter was resolved to curb indisci-
pline. Macready also wanted to incorporate all police in martial
law areas under a senior police official directly responsible to
the Military Governor.44 While Macready felt that this would reduce
friction between police and soldiers and thereby increase their
effectiveness, his wish was never carried out.
' Besides getting word of DeValera's willingness to meet him,

Lloyd George received a letter from the Irish leader, dated 12 Feb-

ruary 1921, éccusing the British of uncivilized warfare against a

#0cab. Concl. 74/20/1, 20 December 1920 (Cab.23/23); Earl of
Longford (Frank Pakenham) and T. P. 0'Ne111 DeValera (London, 1970),
p. 115.

41 Ibid., 2/21/2, 14 January 1921 (Cab. 23/24/£.12).

*2jones, Whitehall Diary, I, 130; III, 49-50.

431bid., 1, 130; 111, 52-53.
44Macready'to Anderson, 14 February 1921 (5.J.A./C.0.904/188/2).
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free people and placing primary responsibility for it on the Prime

45

Minister. Lloyd George also received a copy of an unsigned memo-

randum dated the 12th which recognized the impossibility of a settle-

ment in the South on the basis either of the Home Rule Act of 1920

or of a Republic.46

It concluded that Sinn Fein was the-only party
in Ireland with authority to negotiate anfagreement and that a
majority of Irishmen now desired peace.

While Lloyd George, unwilling to pursue negotiations, had
tolerated reprisals in late 1920, he now took careful notice of
public opinion and of the growing number of authoritative accounts—
by British and Irish alike—of indiscipline within the R.I.C. and
auxiliary forces.?” He was also aware that Oswald Mosley and Lord
Cavendish-Bentinck, M.P., leaders of the 'Peace With Ireland’
Council, had called in the House of Commons for Greenwood's resigna-
tion.48 The Chief Secretary was the main spokesman for the Government
on Ireland from the beginning of the 1921 session of Parliament on
25 February until the ﬁtuce. Throughout this period he avoided
direct answers, denied éécusations, and at times even refused
comﬁent. On February 21, he had praised the work of the R.I.C.,

maintaining that progress had been made toward peace in his year

in office, and even suggested there was a Soviet-Sinn Fein conspiracy

45DeValera to L.G., 12 February 1921 (L.G.P./F/14/6/1).

46Unsigned "memorandum on the present political situation in
Southern Ireland", 12 February 1921 (L.G.P./F/181/1/1).

471,.G. to Greenwood, 25 February 1921 (L.G.P./F/19/3/4).

48Debates, Commons, 138 (17 February 1921), col. 239; 139
(17 March 1921), col. 1677.



192
"to do in the Empire".49 On May 26 he went so far as to suggest
the rebels were committing murder in stolen British uniforms.SO
The Prime Minister declared in the Commons on February 28,
that both the Chief Secretary and Irish policy would remain the same.
He also stated: "We must take every means at our disposal to
enforce the law, and if it (violence) is %o be stopped, then it
must be stopped first of all by the people who assassinate the
guardians of the law."51' On March 3rd he skillfully evaded a
question by Oswald Mosley as to whether the Cabinet had ever sanc-
tioned a policy of official reprisals.52 Privately, however, Lloyd
George confronted Hamar Greenwobd. In his letter on the 25th of
February, he warned that violence and indiscipline within the
R.1I.C. were:
weakening the hands of the executive. If it
continues, public opinion, which is already
. unhappy, will swing round and withdraw its
support from the policy which is now being
pursued by the Government in Ireland. The
result would be disastrous for the alternative
is surrender to rebellion...I rely upon you,
therefore, to take such drastic steps immedi-
ately as will...receive the support of Parlia-
ment and public opinion.
This letter shows that Lloyd George had finally recalled the truth
of a statement he himself made in 1900 during the Boer War: "In

regard to military reprisals, nothing is gained by making a man

491pid., 138 (21 February 1921), cols. 624-28, 639, 647.
501bid., 142 (26 May 1921), col. 284. '
Slypid., 138 (28 February 1921), col. 1407.

521pid., 3 March 1921, col. 1991.

53L.G. to Greenwood, 25 February 1921 (L.G.P./F/19/3/4).
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desperate. It is a silly, foolish, iniquitous policy to burn his
farm, ruin his property, and bring his family to the grave. It is
not a military question at all. It is a question of misunderstand-

n 54

ing the ordinary influences that govern human nature. It was

most unfortunate, however, that he did not ensure that the police
forces were as restrained as the military.

Macready continued to suggest that the military be given more
authority to suppress the I.R.A. In his report for the week ending
12 March he outlined the captured yet ambitious I.R.A. plan to
isolate the Curragh military facilities in Ireland, credited the
guerrilla war chiefly to the efforts of three persons—Brugha,
Mulcahy, and Collins-—and called for the intensification of the
military effort by employing the following measures:

1. First and foremost the capture of the three
men mentioned above as the prime movers of
the rebellion.
. 2. By the prosecution for high treason of
every member of the Dail.
3. By the control of the hostile press in
Ireland.
4. If it were possible, by convincing those
politicians and public speakers and press-
men who are now encouraging (perhaps un-
wittingly) the rebels, that every word
spoken or written by them only postpones
the day when peace and law and order will
be restored in Ireland.
Macready, like Sir Henry Wilson, was coming to feel that the main
obstacle to defeating the I.R.A. was Lloyd George himself, who would

"neither run a show...nor allow us to run a show."56 Wilson, parti-

54Dailz News, December,b 1920, cited in Bennett, p. 133.

S5¢.p. 2757, "G.0.C.I.C. Report", 12 March 1921 (Cab.24/121/
££. 318-21).

5GSir Henry Wilson's Diaries (11 March 1921), in Callﬁell, 11, 281.
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cularly, failed to understand that political considerations could
not be overlooked. Still, there is truth in his statement as
Lloyd George only gave his attention to the distasteful Irish war
when forced to.

Next to the Strickland Report, the enquiry into the Mallow
incident on 31 January 1921 was most prominent.. The killing of
Mrs. King, wife of the R.I.C. District Inspector, and the shooting
of several railwaymen at the Mallow Railway Station were matters
first taken up by the Cabinet on February 15th, also the day of

57 The Prime Minister

final discussion of the Strickland Report.
told the meeting that he would.?ot at present reply to enquiries

in the House, but that Greenwood proposed to send a letter to J. H.
Thomas, M.P., informing him that the Government would proceed with

an Enquiry.58 Greenwood told the ministers about two conflicting

- reports he had received on Mallow—one, that police had returned

" the fire'after being fired upon; the other that wounded men 'had
been arrested and were being marched off, when the rebels, think-

ing they were Police, fired on them and killed them".5% The con-
ference agreed with Greenwood that the first report seemed more prob-
able.~ The Chief Secretary further explained that a military inquest
by three officers had been held in lieu of one by a coroner and,

due to the problem of obtaining evidence, found the deceased mur-

dered by some unknown person.

57cab. Concl. 7/21A, Conf. of Min., 15 February 1921 (Cab.
23/24/£€£. 85-86). :

581pbid.; Debates, Commons, 138 (17 February 1921), col. 248.

59cab. Concl. 7/21A (£f. 86).
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The actual findings of the Court of Enquiry—dated 11 March
1921—were finally reached by Major I. Milton and Captain W. D.
Little of the Army and P. Riordan of the R.I.C., the President,
Colonel K. R. Cumming having been killed by the I.R.A. on 5 March.60
Over a period of more than a month, five military, 19 R.I.C.,
30 railway employees, and two civilians appeared as witnesses.
The findings stated '"that although there is no evidence to show
who the individuals were who fired such shots...the persons who
did so must have been guided by some Person or Persons who had such
knowledge."61 It also found that 'return fire' did unavoidably
cause some casﬁalities among railway workers and that allegations
made in the House of Commons regarding indiscipline among British
forces were unfounded. Richard Bennett, however, believed that the
return fire (which damaged the railway station and inflicted casual-
ties on pailwaymen) was actually a reprisal.62 Major General
Strickland, commanding the 6th Division, concurred with the findings:
"the main allegations have all been'completed refuted. It is evident
that certain sections of the House of Commons and the press are
willing to receive and use information without taking steps to verify
the facts."63 On March 22nd the Cabinet authorized the publication
of the Mallow Report—maintaining the event was of a different

character than that at Cork, and that the report contained nothing

60Findings, Court of Enquiry, 11 March 1921 (L.G.P./F/182/1/2).
611pid. '
62Bennett, p. 139.

63Remarks by Major-General E. Strickland, commanding 6th
Division (Cork), 14 March 1921 (L.G.P./F/182/1/2).
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adverse to the British Government.64
H. A. L. Fisher—perhaps Lloyd George's chief Liberal supporter

at least in the early phases of the war65-—suggested again on
March 1st that the Cabinet consider the possibility of a truce.
Earlier in the Fall of 1920 and again in February, 1921, he had
questioned the policy of repression.66 Now he condemned the mili-
tary's demand for an arms surrender—which had prevented a truce
in December, 1920—and stgted that indiscipline must be rooted
out of the Auxiliary Porce.67 While Sinn Fein must be convinced
that secession is impossible, the Cabinet must demonstrate its
seriousness with regard to peace. A truce, he believed, would
provide an opportunity for moderation and compromise, make it
more difficult for the rebels to resume the fight, and prevent
English opiniqn from swinging over to the Republicans. He also
maintained that the death sentence should be used sparingly—
t only for'brutal murder and not for military operations for which
imprisonment should be used—as the Irish people had a passion
for martyrs. ''Let us not feed it," he said, "if a better way can

be found."68

Fisher's plea—while largely ignored—was at least kept in

64cab. Concl. 14/21/9, 22 March 1921 (Cab.23/24/£.170).

65Morgan, "Lloyd George's Stage Army: The Coalition Liberals,
1918-22", p. 231. ‘ ‘ .

66See Chapter III, pp. 126-28; Fisher to L.G., 23 February
1921 (L.G.P./F/16/7/66). ’

67c.p. 2656, "Note by the President of the Board of Education",
1 March 1921 (Cab.24/120/ff. 304-08).

681pid.
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the recesses of Lloyd George's mind. Liberal Coalitionists—more
than anyone else, including the Opposition—kept the Lloyd George
Government from being 'diehard' on the issue of Ireland as well as

on matters of social reform, India, and free trade.69

In fact, in a
letter to Lloyd George on March ninth, the Chief Coalition Whip
suggested that "only sheer loyalty" to the Prime Minister restrained
many Coalition Liberals from openly opposing his Irish policy.70
Likewise, one of his Carnarvon constituents, Winifred Tennant, a
Liberal Woman Organizer for North Wales, criticized his Irish
policy as did the 27 faculty members of the University of Wales.’!
From the Unionist side, however, on March 8 Lord Midleton
informed the Cabinet that no date should be established for effect-
ing the 1920 Government of Ireland Act and that a free election in
the South should be postponed until Sinn Fein had been crushed.72
_ Contrary to what the military and police reported, Midleton asserted
that order was not being restored, that things were actually 300
per cent worse. He felt that the only chance for a solution rested
with a "small conclave" of Irishmen—commerical men, Catholic clergy -

and'maybe a member of Sinn Fein should be appointed to meet with

someone in the Cabinet. As the date for implementing the Act had

69Morgan, "Lloyd George's Stage Army: The Coalition Liberals,
1918-22", p. 253.

70Frederick Guest, Chief Whip of the Coalition Liberals and
after April, 1921, Secretary of the Air, to L.G., 9 March 1921
(L.G.P./F/22/3/6).

7lyinifred Tennant to L.G., 31 March 1921 (L.G.P./F/96/1/15);
undated press cutting to early 1921 (L.G.P./F/182/1/5).

72cab. Concl. 12/21/9, 8 March 1921 (Cab.23/24/£.152); Jones,
Whitehall Diary, III, 53-55.
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been set for the first week in May, this was subsequently delayed.73
On March 24th—after consulting both Greenwood and Fisher—the
Prime Minister tentatively fixed April 19th and May 4th respectively
as the days for setting the 1920 Government of Ireland Act in motion
and for convening the Northern and Southern Parliaments.74 The pro-
blem of annohncing a truce during elections, or before for negotia-
tions, was set aside until after Easter.

The Annual Register records that ''the State of Ireland showed

little improvement during April", yet Greenwood's letter of April 6
and the G.0.C.I.C. report for 9 April viewed the I.R.A. as being
""on the run", and the situation under martial law as improved.75
The improvement was attributed both to the pressure of British
forces and to the need of men in '"Rebel Flying Columns" to return
to their deteriorating farms. This note of cautious optimism was
tempered by strong representations for military reinforcement in

" Ireland Sy both Macready and General Wilson, the former not being
sure that he would be successful even with the suggested reinforce-

76

ments. Macready explained that the heaviest work was in the

larger towns—Dublin and Cork—and that the country areas would have

73cab. Concl. 10/21/1, 3 March 1921 (Cab.23/24/£.119); Cab.
Concl. 14/21/8, 22 March 1921 (Cab. 23/24/£.169).

74¢ab. Concl. 15/2/1, 24 March 1921 (Cab.23/24/£.192).

75annual Register, 1921, p. 38; C.P. 2828, "G.0.C.I.C. Report"”,
9 April 1921 (Cab.24/122/££.102-03); C.P. 2872, "G.0.C.I.C. Report",
23 April 1921 (Cab.24/122/ff.368-69); Greenwood to L.G., 6 April
1921 (L.G.P./F/19/3/8).

76Memorandum by General Macready, "Reinforcements for the Army
in Ireland", 28 March 1921 (S.J.A./C.O. 904/188/2); Sir Henry Wilson's
Diaries (31 March and 12 April 1921), in Callwell, II, 283,
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more activity with the coming of Summer weather. He also feared
that serious outrages would occur if the Government attempted to hold
elections in the South under the 1920 Government of Ireland Act.77

2. Irish Policy Reconsidered
(April-June, 1921)

Though the Cabinet did not officiall&'meet again to discuss
Ireland until April 21lst—because of the intervening industrial
crisis—a subtle change was taking place within that body as some
members began to realize that only an all-out war would crush the
I.R.A. In fact, by late April 1921, as Churchill wrote in his
memoirs, Ireland had become the'main preoccupation of the govern-
ment.78 Fisher, who had called for a truce in early March, was
now joined by two of his Liberal colleagues—Montagu and Addison—
and by others outside the Cabinet. Also, the military had revealed
that further reinforcements would be necessary.

In response to the Cabinet decision of March 24 to delay dis-
cussion of a truce until after Easter, Montagu, the Secretary for
India, urged the Prime Minister to consider a truce not only during
the'cdming election in Ireland, but also to negotiate if possible a
;ettlement with the Irish. He maintained: _

All that a truce means to my mind is that for
the moment you cease your warfare without pre-
judice to anything else. It is an armistice...
1f an incident occurs, either side is free to
break off negotiations...Therefore, there is no

necessity to surrender _arms; there is no neces-
sity to remove troops.

77Macready to Greenwood, 19 March 1921 (L.G.P./F/36/2/19).
78y. s. Churchill, p. 291.
Montagu to L.G., 4 April 1921 (L.G.P./F/41/1/11).
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Dr. Addison prepared a memorandum for the Cabinet on 13 April
entitled "The Irish Elections and an offer of a Truce".80 1In it

the Minister without Portfolio81

argued both for announcing a truce
during the election period and for a truce offer to reopen negotia-
tions prior to the election. He explained that an unrestricted
offer was necessitated by the "really nat}onal antagonism of the
Irish people', and also by the need to strengthen the Government's
position with those of its supporters who felt misgivings about the
Irish policy being pursuea. He also suggested that a truce might
well provide the basis for a conference with Sinn Fein and for
setting up a parliament in the_?outh as well as in the North.
Montagu promptly circulated a paper in agreement with Addison's
memorandum and called for a '"truce for negotiations before the
appointed day" in which 'nobody is withdrawn and nobody is diSarmed."82
Besides the pressure of these three Coalition Liberals for a
' truce, Lfoyd George had received two letters on 31 March from the
Irish Business Men's Conciliation Committee-—one expressing a
willingness to mediate between the British Cabinet and Dail Eire-
ann in order to'arrange a joint conferénce for peace, the other

outlining the qualifications of its six-member Executive Committee.83

80¢.p. 2829, Memorandum by Dr. Addison, 13 April 1921. (Cab.
24/122/££. 110-13).

81pddison was dropped as Minister of Health in March, 1921, be-
cause of Conservative opposition to his excessive spending on public
housing.

82Paper circulated by E. Montagu, 14 April 1921 (Cab. 24/122/
£f£. 170-71).

83Two letters from the Irish Business Men's Conciliation Com-
mittee to L.G., 31 March 1921 (L.G.P./F/19/3/13).
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The six were Andrew Jameson, President of the Dublin Chamber of
Commerce and Director of the National Bank; Sir William Golding,
Sir Walter Nugent, and Sir Stanléy Harrington, all three being
railway industrialists and bankers; and Charles McGloghlin, Presi-
dent of the Dublin Rotary Club. Jameson and Harrington had also
been members of the deputation that had urged the Prime Minister
to seek a Dominion settlement on 4 August'1920.8é Both Lloyd George
and Greenwood were anxious to meet with the businessmen and, espec-
ially, with Jameson. 83

Another influence on British policy came in the form of a
deputation of M.P.s and other important figures who met twice with
Birkenhead, the Lord Chancellor, on 21 March and 15 April. On the
former occasion, Birkenhead told them that while he recognized the
disaffection of the mass of Irishmen, he nevertheless disapproved
of their methods—violence and false propaganda-—to achieve a

:Republic.86

In general, the Lord Chancellor defended the actions
of British forces but admitted I.R.A. killings were by no means
throttled.. He also estimated the I.R.A., strength at 30,000 men—
which, though much exaggerated, was at least more accurate than
earlier estimates. This information about the I.R.A. shows that

Cabinet Ministers were beginning to understand the Irish situation

better. Birkenhead also stated that an informal unofficial truce

845ee Chapter III, pp. 99-100.

85Greenwood to L.G., 17 Aprll 1921 (L.G.P. /F/19/3/15), L.G. to
Greenwood, 19 April 1921 (L.G.P./F/19/3/16).

86C.P. 2807, Deputation to the Lord Chancellor, 21 March 1921,
presented for the use of the Cabinet in April, 1921 (Cab. 24/122/ff
24-29).
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would make it possible to begin talks with Irish leaders.

On April 15th the deputation returned to the Moses Room in
the House of Lords to meet with the Lord Chancellor.8” 1In atten-
dance with Birkenhead and Sir John Anderson were such notables as
the Archbishop of Canterbury, Sir Ryland Adkins, J. L. Garvin and
General Cockerill. When queried about the degree of conciliation
to which the Cabinet was prepared to offer, Birkenhead again defended
a firm Irish policy, inclwﬁng n"official reprisals" in the martial
law area, and stated that the Prime Minister was willing to confer
with an accredited Southern Irish spokesman. Evidently he over-
looked the fact that in February, 1921, Lloyd George had been
persuaded not to meet with DeValera. Likewise, his statement that
"ambush without uniform is...murder...and it is so laid down in
every (military) manual of every civilized country'" missed the
point thgt guerrilla warfare was Ireland's sole alternative to
" British domination. The Anglo-Irish War was the first 'war of
liberatioﬁ' of the twentieth century. While the Lord Cﬁancellor
remainded immovable, the two meetings were instrumental in confront-
ing him with opposing views.

Along with the efforts for conciliation by Coalition Liberals,
by the deputation of M.P.s to the Lord Chancellor and by Southern
Unionists, some twenty leaders of religious denominations in England
expressed their desire for a truce in a letter to the Times on

April 3rd.3% Two main drafts of a reply from the Prime Minister

87¢.p. 2883, Deputation to the Lord Chancellor, 15 April
1921, presented for the use of the Cabinet in April 1921 (Cab., 24/
122/££f. 418-24).

88rimes, 6 April 1921.
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to the Bishop of Chelmsford and his friends are to be found in the
Lloyd George Papers and indicate the Prime Minister's attitude.
The first, prepared by Greenwood's Itish office, was forwarded to
Lloyd George on 8 April.89 This four page draft emphasized that
the Auxiliaries were not an "irregular force'" and, while admittiné
that isolated reprisals had occurred, maintained there had been no
official "practice of reprisals'. It also repeated an offer to meet
with those'who can speak with the full authority of the people of
Ireland and are prepared to accept the responsibility of negotia-
ting a settlement." The second draft by Philip Kerr, the Prime
Minister's private secretary (1916-21), elaborated on the main
points of the first in great detail—being thirteen pages in 1ength?0
This letter of aamission and defense was actually sent on April 19th
and subsequently appeared in the press.

The theme of Lloyd George's reply was precisely the same one
he used in the Commons on April 2891 and earlier in March and
April. Maintaining that he would not "surrender to crime", he
determined that British fo}ces should press forward under martial
_ law.uﬁtil "the real mind of Ireland" should declare itself and send

92

forth a responsible leader. A Republic was impossible to grant

as was a direct meeting with those he called murderers. Also, he

89Greenwood to L.G. with the enclosed draft of the letter to
the Bishop of Chelmsford, 8 April 1921 (L.G.P./F/19/3/10).

90;,.G. to the Bishop of Chelmsford (second draft by Philip,
Kerr with alterations by Greenwood), returned to Kerr on 13 April
1921 (L.G.P./F/19/3/12).

91pebates, Commons, 141 (28 April 1921), cols. 484-95.

921pid., 139 (23 March 1921), cols. 2675, 2677-78, 2681; 138
(3 March 1921), cols. 1993-97.
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was still evasive when questioned about "official reprisals”,
suggesting that those who used the term should define it.g3

The statements made by Lloyd George in the Commons in March
and April square directly with the decision of the Cabinet on
April 21st.94 Referring to the Addison and Montagu memos urging
a truce, the ministers decided neither to; take the initiative in
proposing a truce at that time nor to postpone the elections in the
South. The Chief Secretary, however, was instructed to confer
with the military and police on the feasibility of a truce during
elections and to take measures to ensure a wider dissemination
of information at home and abroad regarding Ireland. While the
efforts of Coalition Liberals—Fisher, Addison and Montagu——did
not produce the cease-fire they desired, they were instrumental
in having arms surrender removed as a pre-condition for one. In
~ the Commons on April 21lst—as well as earlier on March 3rd, shortly
" after the presentation of Fisher's Note —Lloyd George dropped this
condition and left the door open to an Irish 1n1t1at1ve.gs

The Premier followed up the Cabinet's instructions to Green-
wood ﬁnlApril 32 with a ietter of his own. He reiterated that indis-
cipline actually helped Sinn Fein to influence public opinion, and
proposed that Dublin Castle double its propaganda efforts to ensure

that the "ordinary man really grasped our case".96 Earlier in the

931pid., 17 March 1921, col. 1688.
94,1, Concl. 27/21/2, 21 April 1921 (Cab.23/25/£.158).

95Debates, Commons, 138 (3 March 1921), cols. 1994-97; 140
(21 April 1921), col. 2044. .

96, . to Greenwood, 21 April 1921 (L.G.P./E/19/3/17).
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year, Macready had written about the inadequacy of information re-
garding the killing of soldiers and police. Both recognized that
Irish propaganda had been more successful.?? The Prime Minister
also suggested the value of regular meetings of a "War Cabinet”
in Dublin to coordinate the efforts of the Administration—a sugges-
tion that displays the more obstinate and aggressive side of Lloyd
George's personality.

Greenwood had already told Basil Clarke that '"police reports
of ambushes, murders, and other outrages against Loyalists and Crown
forces in Ireland should be as vivid, detailed, and as prompt as

e."98

possibl Later, in May 1921, he gathered important members of

his administration-—civil servants, police, and military—to discuss

the subject of propaganda.gg

The discussion as to who should issue
communiques, and differentiate in them between troops and police,

may be indicative not only of Greenwood's attempt to coordinate

his administration along lines suggested by Lloyd George but also

of differences that had arisen within the Crown forces themselves.
Clarke's jdb was then specifically 1limited to providing material for
the press, and military sources were directed to forward their infor-
mation to Clarke through Major Marians. It was also decided that an

official photographer, military or otherwise, was to be procured for

Clarke's use. It is clear that the Government was now shifting its

97Macready to Anderson, 7 March 1921, forwarded to Miss Steven-
son the same day (L.G.P./F/36/2/18).

98Dublin Castle, Directive by Basil Clarke, 6 April 1921 (C.O.
904/168/2).

99publin Castle, Notes of a meeting at the Chief Secretary's
Lodge on the Subject of Propaganda, 9 May 1921 (C.0. 904/168/2).
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emphasis, and the journalist Basil Clarke, from the Public Informa-
tion Branch of Dublin Castle's Intclligence Division to that of
Propaganda. Along with these efforts, the British Government also
issued several "Command Papers'" in 1921 attempting to discredit
Sinn Fein. "Documents Relative to the Sinn Fein Movement" and "In-
tercourse between Bolshevism and Sinn Fein" suggested simul-
taneous collaboration with both the German and Russian Govern-
ments,100 but were believed only by those who already believed the
worst about the Irish.

When one considers how poorly Britain propagandized when com-
pared to Sinn Fein, one must consider the moral position of each.
Here the latter clearly had the advantage. " As Lloyd George's reply
to the twenty religious leaders of Britain stated: '"Crime perpetrated
by those responsible for the maintenance of order and right stands
in a category by itself...."101 Just as witnessing the senseless
killings of Vietnamese civilians later affected the decency of
ordinary‘Ameritans, so "reprisals hit Englishmen's sense of justice
and fair play...(and) wounded their pride...in their country and
in its reputation."102

Nevertheless, the Cabinet was not yet prepared to give way and
reverse its Irish policy. In response to a memo by Sir John Ross,

Irish High Court Judge and later Lord Chancellor for Ireland 1921-22,

10O"Documents Relative to the Sinn Fein Movement', Cmd. 1108
"(1921); "Intercourse between Bolshevism and Sinn Fein", Cmd. 1326
(1921).

101Bishop of Chelmsford § c. to L.G., 4 May 1921, quoted in
C.J.C. Street, Ireland in 1921 (London, 1922), p. 44.

102Boyce, Englishmen and Txrish Troubles, p. 99; also see
0'Connor, II, 343.
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suggesting that the arrival of the new Viceroy—Viscount FitzAlan.
(formerly Lord Edmund Talbot)-—afforded a chance for conciliation
and a truce, Greenwood had replied that it was "an unasked for
concession" and that "the onus of asking for a truce should be put
on Sinn Fein...when they cease from crime."lo3 FitzAlan; a Catholic,
was sworn in on May 3 as Viceroy for both’North and South in the hope

04 The Council of Ireland

that Ireland could somehow be reunited.1
section of the 1920 Act was such a provision and the new Viceroy
had not taken part in formulating the policy of suppression. Also,
on April 24 Tom Jones wrote Bonar Law in Cannes, where he was resting
after the announcement of his resignation from the Cabinet on March
17.105  jones indicated that the Cabinet would allow the elections
to take place both in North and South and that "the P.M. appears to
be as‘firm against any financial concessions as he was last autumn."106
;Jones shrewdly observed that Lloyd George had a "secret admiration"
for Michael Collins and that the latter would one day be canonized
in Ireland. |

The Cabinet assembled on 27 April and its discussions bear out

Jones' letter. Tt is interesting to point out that no Cabinet Con-

clusions were kept for this meeting but fortunately Jones' Diary

103Memo by J. Ross, 22 April 1921 (L.G.P./F/181/1/3); Memo by
Greenwood, n.d. (late April 1921), L.G.P:/F/181/1/4.

104G cenwood to L.G., 3 May 1921 (L.G.P./F/19/4/1); also see
Younger, p. 134.

105Bonar Law resigned on March 17, 1921, because of ill health.

His position as head of the Conservative Party and number two man
in the Cabinet was filled by Austen Chamberlain.

106 5ones, Whitehall Diary, III, 55.
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contains a lengthy discussion.107

Two main questions were canvassed
—+that of postponing elections in the South and that of effecting a
truce. The overwhelming majority, including Lloyd George, saw no
practical advantage in postponing elections in either North or
South. If Sinn Fein failed to accept the Southern Parliament,
it would be dissolved and Crown Colony Government would come into
effect. Coalition Liberals—Fisher, Montagu, Addisbn, and Short—
still desired a truce, as did R. Munro, Secretary of State for
Scotland. The Prime Minister opposed an offer of a truce as '"bad
tactics" but was prepared to say: '"We will discuss.'" Believing
there was a "hard side to the Irish nature," he maintained that
they must continue to fight as the time was '"not ripe for concil-
iation at this moment." The majority agreed.

Lloyd George's firm attitude was détermined by a belief that
' conciliation would only result in stronger demands by the Irish,
E and also by the fact that nothing had come of the unofficial nego-
tiations arranged by Cope in February and March. The efforts of
Albert Wood, Arthur Vincent, General Crozier, Col. O'Callaghan-
Westropp and the Archbishop of Tuam had been no more successful
than those of Father O'Flanagan.108 The Premier believed that De-
Valera and Collins were quarrelling and seeking different ends, and
that this, along with a kind of innate stubbornness on the part of

- the Irish, prevented Irish initiatives at the time.10% This view

1071p3d., 55-63.

108G,11agher, pp. 25-29; Greenwood to L.G., 6 April 1921
(L.G.P./F/19/3/8).

109Jones, Whitehall Diary, III, 60.
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of Sinn Fein held by the Prime Minister and a majority of his Cab-
inet continued on well into June, 1921, despite Greenwood and others
having acknowledged DeValera ''could carry the majority of the I.R.A.
with him in the event of a truce."110  Tn explaining why Irish init-
iatives were not forthcoming, it must be remembered that Lloyd George,
advised by Bonar Law, had failed to consult with DeValera in Feb-
ruary. However, to say that negotiations would have been successful
at this time would be proplematical. Iteland's advantage lay in
the tactics of delay and of securing popular support; to take the
jnitiative for peace would mean a loss.111 Also, it is clear that
DeValera had managed to preserve unity in the Dail and Irish Cabinet
throughout the first half of 1921,112

The "first step in establishing a contact with the Irish
leaders" —which ultimately led to the truce and settlement later
in the year—was the visit to Ireland by Lord Derby in April with
" the full.knowledge and support of the Prime Minister.113 Perhaps
the Craig-DeValera meeting on May 5 also played a similar role in
opening up closed minds on all sides.114 While nothing solid could

. . . . . . 115
have come out of this meeting, it was well received in Irish newspapers.

110, onwood to L.G., 4 May 1921 (L.G.P./F/19/4/3); Greenwood
to L.G., 6 May 1921 (L.G.P./F/19/4/6). -

111Longford (Pakenham), DeValéra, pp. 117-22.

121pid., p. 143.

113Randolph S. Churchill, Lord Derby (London, 1959), pp. 420-21.
114G,.11agher, p. 33.

115Freeman's Journal, 6 May 1921; Irish Times, 6 May 1921;

Irish Independent, 0 May 1921; also see Greenwood to L.G., 6 May
1921 (L.G.P./F/19/4/6) for comments.
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Furthermore,‘as DeValera upon his return had resumed political
leadership in the South, so Sir James Craig had replaced Carson
as the Northern leader on 4 February 1921.

Lloyd George was further pressed for conciliation in an inter-
view with New York Governor Glynn on May 5th. The Prime Minister
responded to the Governor that matters such as foreign affairs,
army and navy and trade must remain with an all-British parliament
and that an Irish Republic was out of the question.116 However, he
would welcome DeValera's éoming to England for negotiations and in
the process would be willing to make very great concessions for the
sake of a lasting peace. Lloyd,Feorge also received a letter from
an aged man, W. Rowntree of Scarborough, asking what he would him-
self have said about the Irish situation when he "first had political
vision."117 Rowntree lamented that his greatest sorrows had been
"when Chamberlain (Joseph) and yourself have come to defend Tory
‘decisions against your better minds." Another source of pressure

was Professor W. G. S. Adams, founder of the Political Quarterly,

former secretary to the Prime Minister, and editor of the War Cabi-
net Minutes, 1916-18, who stated that a Dominion settlement was
within range if Britain would "treat the financial relations on the
basis of a grant from Ireland, not of an assessmept...."lls.

The Foreign Office was also informed by its ambassador to

Washington; Sir Auckland Geddes, of the proposals within the United

116Note of an interview between Governor Glynn and the P.M.
at the House of Commons, 5 May 1921 (L.G.P./F/181/1/5).

117y, Rowntree to L.G., 7 May 1921 (L.G.P./F/96/1/7).
118y.6.s. Adams to L.G., 10 May 1921 (L.G.P./F/96/1/32).
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States Government for "American Relief for Ireland"; and this in-
formation was forwarded to the Cabinet on May 9th in a memorandum
by Curzon, the Foreign Secretary.119 Curzon also drafted a tele-
gram of reply to Geddes denying the need for American relief.120
The next day the Cabinet met and agreed with Curzon.1?l

On the 11th of May the Cabinet again,assembled and decided to
hold a special meeting the next day to discuss the contents of a

122

truce and the draft of the new viceroy's message. In addition,

a telegram was sent to the Chief Secretary who was then in Ireland

asking his opinion and that of his advisors on the subject of a

truce.123

Again on May 12, 1921—as in December and also July, 1920—

in the Cabinet the men of force predominated in discussing Irish

policy.124

In fact, as Tom Jones explains:
The P.M. stage-managed the proceedings perfectly.
. During the reading of the documents from Ireland
it was impossible to say to which side hc leaned,
but it became clear as Balfour proceeded and the
P.M. homologated with approving sounds, not words
tporthi' as we say in Welsh."1Z5 '

The advice from Ireland included memoranda from General Macready,

119¢ . p, 2921, Memorandum by Curzon, 9 May 1921 (Cab. 24/123/
£. 102).

120c p. 2921, Draft telegram to A. Geddes (Cab. 24/23/f£f. 103-06).
121044, concl. 36/21/4, 10 May 1921 (Cab. 23/25/£.244).
122yp34., 38/21/9, 11 May 1921 (Cab. 23/25/f. 261).

12:"Ibid., also see communications between L.G. and Greenwood,
10-11 May 1921 (L.G.P./F/19/4/8-10).

124Jones, Whitehall Diary, III, 63-70.

1251pid., p. 63.
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Sir John Andersoﬁ, General Ormonde Winter as well as from Green-
wood, and also a paper againsf the truce from Lady Hamar Greenwood.
All opposed a truce, though Anderson was in favor of ending hostili-
ties. Nonetheless, this meeting was the beginning of the reversal
in Irish policy whicﬁ took place in late June, 1921, as the sub-
stantial split in the Cabinet was revealed. Montagu, Addison,
and Fisher who had pressed for a truce for some time were now
joined by Churchill and Munro, Liberal Secretary of State for Scot-
land, though not officially a member of the Cabinet.!29 Churchill
had become much more conciliatory since leaving the War Office for
the Colonies in February; and his breach with Lloyd George became
apparent with the latter's failure to appoint him Chancellor of
the Exchequer in March upon Bonar Law's refirement.127 Churchill
now felt a truce would not be a '"sign of weakness', but that it
would haye "considerable effect on British public opinion and
" British Liberal opinion.128

The majority—the Prime Minister, Balfour, Chamberlain, Horne,
FitzAlan, Shortt, Curzon, Worthington-Evans, and Denis Henrty all
opposed the truce.129 Four of them—three Unionists and one Liberal—
had considered conciliation earlier but now backed away. These were
Horne, Curzon; the new Conservative leader, Austen Chamberlain; and
the Liberal Home Secretary, Shortt. They were undoubtedly affected

by the memoranda from Dublin Castle and the military. Chamberlain

126See Taylor, English History,1914-1945, p. 646.

127 5ames, Churchill, p. 144,

12850nes, Whitehall Diary, ITI, 69-70.
129

Ibid., p. 70.
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"states how much he was impressed by Sir John Anderson's letter.
Also, the mastery of the meeting by Lloyd George and Balfour is
apparent. Lloyd George explained to his ministers that a truce
had been opposed by Greenwood, Macready, and two former Chief
Secretaries—Balfour and Shortt—and that the Government should wait
for the "best opportunity" when guarantee$ from the Irish were
present. The nine-to-five split explained in Jones' diary is sub-
stantially in accord with that of H. A. L. Fisher.130 The Cabinet
was also concerned that day that the public be informed of Govern-
ment policy.l31

Tom Jones again wrote to Benar Law on 19 May explaining how,
despite peace-makers' desires, including those of some young dons
at Oxford who suggested that Dominion Premiers act as arbiters of
a Dominion solution, '"there is no change in the policy of the Govern-
“ment and there is to be no 'sign of weakness'." 132 The Government
' proceceded with elections in Ireland. In the South on the 24th of
May, Sinn Fein captured 124 of 128 seats in the Dublin Commons while
in the North on the 19th Sinn Fein and Nationalists wrestled only
12 of the 52 seats in the Belfast Commons from the Unionists.133
Sinn Fein used the election to elect a Second Dail, while the Northern

results left little doubt as to the true majority feeling there.

Partition, being inevitable and necessary, was not the result of

13°Ibids; Fisher Diary (12 May 1921), cited in Boyce, English-
men and Irish Troubles, p. 133.

131c,p. Concl. 39/21/3, 12 May 1921 (Cab.24/25/£f. 265-66).
13255nes, Whitehall Diary, III, 71.

133Macardle, pp. 452-54.
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a deliberate policy of divide and rule. The doubt as to its
necessity by writers such as Denis Gwynn and Capt. Harrison would
have been better warranted had they criticized the particulars of
partition, rather than the_act itself.134 Both North and South
were estranged from each other—religiously, ethnically, and
politically—and the events of the World ftar and Anglo-Irish War
had not lessened their feelings. Despite DeValera's appeal for
Irish unity during the Northern elections, neither Sinn Fein and
the I.R.A., nor Ulster Unionism, placed primary emphasis on unity.135
Geographical considerations were then pushed out of the way and have
not really emerged even in the '1970's. Time and membership in the
Common Market, however, may chahge this in the future.

While the working of the Government of Ireland Act in the North
did not encourage a similar response in the South, it did serve to
: limit the Irish Question to the Anglo-Irish War itself, and this
was the question with which English public opinion was primarily
concerned. With Ulster fairly well secured, Cabinet ministers now
brought their full attention to the war in the South and were thereby'
affdrded more room to éxperiment. However, while elections were
taking place in the South, martial law and reinforcements ° to the
military were being discussed. Experimentation with appeasement
still had to await a final consideration of force.

At noon on the twenty-fourth of May, the Cabinet discussed the

134Denis Gwynn, A History of Partition 1912-25 (Dublin, 1959);
Henry Harrison, The Partition of Irecland: How Britain is Responsible ?
( London, 1938).

135pddress by DeValera before Northern Elections (Cab. 24/123/
£. 490); Boyce, Englishmen and Irish Troubles, pp. 115-17.
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related problems of dispatching troops to Upper Silesia, maintaining
order at home in the midst of protracted industrial strife and the
pressing need for reinforcement of troops in Ireland.136 The
Cabinet also discussed the immaturity of troops recently sent to
Ireland and the possibility of sending some troops from Ireland
to Silesia. Worthington-Evans, who succeeded Churchill as Secretary
of State for War in February, 1921, was directed to inquire into
the situation.
Later that day—a mark of the urgency of the situation—at

5:30 p.m. the Cabinet again met to discuss the military situation
in Ireland.137 A document by Secretary of State for War entitled
"Ireland and the General Military Situation" was presented. It
stated:

The position of the military forces in Ireland

is anything but satisfactory. There is a risk

_ that a position of virtual stalemate may con-

tinue throughout the summer and autumn and that

winter will be a time of decisive advantage to

the rebels.... I am anxious, therefore, to

reinforce the troops in Ireland with everything

not actually required elsewhere...to break the

back of the rebellion during_the three months,

July, August, and September.l3
Increased military efforts were to be made after July 14, the final
date set for the Southern Parliament to take its oath to the King.139

Worthington-Evans went on to discuss commitments elsewhere in Great

136c.1. Concl. 40/21/2, 24 May 1921 (Cab. 23/25/£f. 280-82).
1371pid., 41/21/3, 24 May 1921 (Cab. 23/25/£f. 288-89).

138¢ p, 2964, Memorandum by Worthington-Evans, 24 May 1921
(Cab. 24/125/ff. 427-27a).

139This date was changed from July 12th, the day for celebrating
the Battle of the Boyne in the North, in order to prevent unnecessary
violence from erupting.
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Britain, the Rhine and Upper Silesia, Cbnstantinople, and Israel,
Egypt, Palestine and in Mesopotamia and Russia, concluding that 18
infantry battalions and three cavalry regiments would be available
for Ireland. He therefore recommended:
1. That the Cabinet now decide that in the event
of a...(Sinn Fein) Government being set up in
Southern Ireland, martial lay should be pro-
claimed over the whole of its area.
2. That drives and other similar intensive oper-
ations should be inaugurated.
3. That the Navy should blockade the ports and
prevent gun-running and movement of Irish Re-
publican Army troops.
4. That the additional forces available should
be put under the command of the Gencral Officer
Commanding in Ireland.l4
The War Secretary also cirdulated three other memoranda~one
by the Chief of the Imperial General Staff, Sir llenry Wilson, and
the other two marked "A" and "B" by General Macrcady. Wilson's
memorandum fully agreed with those sent by Macrcady urging martial
law and new reinforcements.141 Memorandum "A" by the Commander-in-
Chief, the Forces in Ireland, discussed the possibility of reinforcing
the Irish military command with some 20 battalions of infantry, three
regiments of cavalry and also armoured cars, wircless personnel and
aeroplanes, should the Cabinet go all-out against the I.R.A.142
Macready again explained the strain upon his troops because of in-

sufficient numbers, and how he would position rcinforcements in the

event that the Government decided for martial law throughout the 26

140c p. 2964 (f.427a).

141c p. 2965, Memorandum by Sir Henry Wilson, 24 May 1921 (Cab.
24/123/£. 428); also see Sir Henry Wilson's Diaries (May and June,
1921) in Callwell, II, 289-94.

142y emorandum "A" by General Macready, 23 May 1921 (Cab. 24/
123/£f£. 428-428a).
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Southern counties. However, even with these reinforcements, he
could not guarantee victory by the end of September. Seven battal-
jons and three cavalry regiments were to be placed in Munster under
the 6th Division (Cork), nine battalions posted'to the 5th Division
(Curragh) and four battalions to the Dubl}n District Command.
Barlier, on March 28th, the British commahder had expressed similar
concern. At that time the Army in Ireland had nearly reached its
greatest numbers—45,294 out of a provisional establishment of
47,810.143 The police in Ireland were also reaching their peak
between late February, 1921, and January, 1922, with approximately
a 14,000 man regular force R.I:é. of which some 6,000 were Black
and Tans or new recruits, 1500 in the Auxiliary Division of the
R.I.C. and 1100 in the Dublin Metropolitan Police.l44 Together
these forces totaled nearly 62,000 men at the end of March,145 but
Macready's memo on March 28th also explained that some 5333 soldiers

were to be discharged on March 31st, while another 5715 were not

143yemorandum by General Macready, "Reinforcements for the
Army in Ireland", 28 March 1921 (S.J.A./C.0. 904/188/2).

144uyeekly Surveys": C.P. 2605, 14 February 1921 (Cab. 24/120/
ff. 45-46) and C.P. 3605, 11 January 1922 (Cab. 24/132/ff. 24-25).
See Holt (p. 216) and O'Connor (Vol. II, p. 329) for the number of
Black and Tans. Bennett's figure of 7000 (p. 15) is a 1ittle high.
In the Commons' Debates, Sir Hamar Greenwood listed 2193 resignations
from the R.I.C. in the 12 months ending 28 February 1921. Ass(ming
most of them were not new recruits and subtracting this total from
the 9700 R.I.C. listed by Holt (p. 200) for March, 1920, I calculate
the number of Regular R.I.C. at just under 8000 in early 1921.

145¢ s, L. Lyons, Ireland Since the Famine (pp. 414-15) comes
closest to these figures maintaining that in 1921 there were less
than 65,000 forces (15,000 police and 50,000 soldiers) in Ireland.
A. J. P, Taylor, English History, 1914-1945 (p. 155) also comes
fairly close estimating there were 60,000 total forces in Ireland.
However, he believed that only 10,000 of them were police.
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actually present for duty—being on courses, sick, absent, etc.146

Macready's second memorandum, labelled "B'", was in response
to earlier solicitation of his view on the state of morale within
his command.l47 He explained: "While the rank and file are in no
way discontented, there is a feeling among them that their efforts
and the danger which hourly besets them are not appreciated by
people in Great. Britain...." As regards the officers, the strain
upon them from the junior.to the highest is incomparably greater
than it would be in time of actual war." Macready's view is indica-
tive of both the military's reluctance to consider guerrilla activity
as being actual war and of the,frustration that results from not
being solidly supported by the home population. Such was also to
be the case with regard to the American involvement in Vietnam.
Macready concluded the memo by urging that present fighting must be
- ended by October, 1921, or "steps must be taken to relieve practically
" the whole of the troops together with the great majority of the
commanders and their staffs."

After considering the memoranda by Worthington-Evans, Sir Henry
W1lson and Macready, the Cabinet concluded that available reinforce-
‘ments should be sent to Ireland as quickly as possible—Ffor use in
the event that Crown Colony Government was established and the martial
law area extended on July 14,148 The actual size of the forces was

to be considered by the War and Air Secretaries, first Lord of the

1465 5.A./c.0. 904/188/2.

147Memorandum "B" by General Macready, 23 May 1921 (Cab. 24/
123/ff. 429-30),

148Cab. Concl. 41/21/3, 24 May 1921 (Cab.23/25/££.288-89).



219

Admiralty, Chief of the Imperial General Staff and the Commander-in-
Chief, the Forces in Ireland, and then forwarded to the Irish
Situation Committee, then being reconstituted after having lapsed
in August, 1921. The Committee was instructed to consider the ex-
tent of martial law in the South while Dublin Castle was told to
prepare for both Crown Colony Government and increased martial law.
The Cabinet also agreed that—in view of the Craig-DeValera meeting
the Prime Minister should explain British policy to Sir James Craig
in the hope of avoiding placing the "British Government in the
position of having to reject joint proposals made by leaders of two
parts 6f Ireland."149 R

Guidelines for the talks with Craig were laid down the next
day.150 First, there were to be no separate Army, Navy, or Air
Force for Ireland, and Irish harbors and creeks were to continue
gunder British authority. Secondly, some Irish contribution toward
;expenditures of an Imperial nature was essential to help defray the
costs of the World War and defense of Ireland in the future. Lastly,
custom duties would not be allowed on products originating in Bri-
tain. To the conclusions of this meeting, Cabinet Secretary Hankey
attached a note on 30 May. The note recorde& the dissent of Montagu,
Churchill, aﬁd Fisher regarding the impossibility of Irish Duties on
British goods.151 In the area of defense, however, the trio was in

accord with other members.

1491h34., 41/21/4, 24 May 1921 (Cab. 23/25/f. 289).
1501p34., 42/21/2, 25 May 1921 (Cab. 23/25/ff. 293-94).

151note by Hankey, 30 May 1921, attached to Cab. Concl. 42/
21/2 (f. 294).
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The Irish Situation Committee which was directed by the Cab-
inet to be reconstituted on May 24th, consisted of Austen Chamberlain
in the Chair, Worthington-Evans, Balfour and five Liberals~Shortt,

Churchill, Fisher, and Greenwood and Montagu.152

Mceting on 27

May, it recommended that martial law be proclaimed at once in all

26 Southern counties in July in place of authorized reprisals should
the Southern Parliament not function; reinforcement of the military
with 16-18 battalions of infantry and pwo-three cavalry regiments;
and cooperation of the Admiralty as well as the Air Force with
General Macready, including the possibility of using one or more
battalions of Marines.ls3 Bach,infantry battalion and cavalry
regiment would consist of 400-600 men or a total reinforcement

of slightly more than 10,000 for July, 1921. This would have meant
a force of over 70,000 in Ireland by the Summer of 1921, but not
quite the approximation of 80,000 suggested by General Macready.154
It is interesting to note that this force might have reached
150,000 men had negotiations broken down in December, 1921, at the
time of the treaty.155 The Royal Air Force in Ireland was always

small, but its use had been suggested by Lord Middleton on 8 March

1921.156 The Cabinet then decided that the use of aeroplanes would

152¢,p. 2971, Irish Situation Committee, 25 May 1921 (Cab.
24/123/£. 449). While this document omits India Secretary Montagu's
name, Cab. 41/21/Ap., 26 May 1921 (Cab. 23/25/f. 291) suggests that
he was also a member (see Appendix VI).

153¢.p. 2983, Irish Situation Committee Report, 27 May 1921
(Cab. 24/123/f£. 556-60).

154Macready, 11, 562.
1551pid.
15650nes, Whitehall Diary, III, 55.
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157 - 1¢ is doubtful

be subject to the Prime Minister's approval.
whether the R.A.F. ever fired a shot during the Anglo-Irish War,
but it did cooperate with the Army in communications, searches,
and in dropping propaganda 1eaf1ets.158

Dr. Christopher Addison, who had increasingly been under fire
from Conservatives, particularly in June 1921, circulated a memo
at the end of May referring to the m"authorized reprisals" and
emphasizing that additional forces should use orderly procedures 159
That day, another memo entitled "Internment of Irish Rebels", was
circulated by Worthington-Evans explaining that Macready had urged
accommodations for 2,000 Irish-internees to be established in Eng-
_ iand at the empty Portland Prison since facilities in Ireland were
exhausted.l60 The War Secretary supported this request and declared
that internees were not really prisoners of war, but rebels; there-
fore, they could be interned in a civil prison. By late May 1921,
. 3,054 persons had been interned out of a total of 3,328 to that date
during the conflict,l61 and Macready obviously had plans for many
more.

In late May, as elections in Ireland and the Cabinet decision

for reinforcement took place, I.R.A. activity also intensified

157c,p. Concl. 15/21/1, 24 March 1921 (Cab.23/24/f. 193).

1Sscaptaln J. C. Kelly-Rogers Obe Fraes, mAviation in Ireland
1784-1922", Eire- Ireland, Vol. I, No. 2 (Summer 1971), 13-16.

159¢ .p. 2999, Memorandum by Addison, 31 May 1921 (Cab. 24/123/
££. 612-13).

160c_p. 2996, Memorandum by Worthington-Evans, 31 May 1921
(Cab. 24/123/£. 607).

161c.p. 2977, G.0.C.I.C. Report, 23 May 1921 (Cab. 24/123/
£. 486).
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reaching the level of March, 1921162

Symbolically if not mili-
tarily, its most significant action was the successful burning of
the Custon House along the River Liffey—the finest of Dublin's

eighteenth century buildings.163

It burned for more than a week
and along with Sinn Fein's election victory served noticec to Bri-
tain that to continue the reconquering of’ Ireland would be an
ugly ordeal.
The Spring of 1921 saw the reopening of I.R.A. activity in

England. In November, 1920, some Liverpool warehouses had heen
set aflame. Now signal boxes, telephone lines and buildings were
destroyed, and the assassination of Cabinet Ministers was consid-
ered.194 That the Prime Minister and his Cabinet colleagucs feared
for their lives is attested to by such close sources as Lloyd
George's private secretary, Frances Stevenson; Sir Henry Robinson,

local Government Board of Ireland; and Maurice Hankey, Cabinet
Secretary. Both Miss Stevenson and Robinson spoke of the Prime
Minister's fright one weekend on discovering some I.R.A. slogans

on the grounds of his home at Chequers.165 Greenwood, howuver,
according to Hankey, was not so nervous over such threats. 9%  Their
respective reactions may perhaps indicate something of th¢ person-

ality characteristics of the two ministers—the sensitivencss and

1621h54., (£. 484)

163pcnnett, pp. 173-76; Holt, pp. 250-52.
164Yqunger, p. 13S5.

165Frances (Stevenson) Lloyd George, The Years That Arc Past
(London, 1967), pp. 182-83; Sir Henry Robinson, p. 319.

166poskil1, p. 190.
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nervous instability of the Prime Minister as contrasted with the
" insensitive, bull-headed Chief Secretary.

" The Cabinet assembled on June 2 to consider the report of the
Irish Situation Committee chaired by Chamberlain and the memoranda
by Addison and Worthinéton-ﬁvans.167 A very large number of
ministers—~sixteen—were present to stamp’ their agreement on the
committee's report, including martial law in the South, reinforce-
ments as early as possible at the rate of two battalions a week,
and Naval and Marine. cooperation with the military in Ireland.
However, the Cabinet also stipulated that in administering martial
law, Macready should remain "under the general directions of the
Chief Secretary for Ireland, who, as the minister of the Crown
responsible for defending the policy of the Government in Parliament,
must approve all Proclamations and Regulations...." The precise
language of this understanding was to be arranged by«thé Irish and
War Secretaries. Greenwood was also authorized to demand an
immediate end to reprisals in the martial law area now established,
and the Cabinet stated that "internees should continue to be interﬁed '
in Ireland."

The decision to put the military in Ireland under the confrol
of the Chief.Secretary instead of bringing all forces—R.I.C. and
Auxiliaries—-under.Macready and the War Office was consistent with
Lloyd George's policy throughout, though at variénce with the idea
of martial law. The policy of force and appeasement, and later even.
of limited war, always stopped short of full military control,. be-

cause Lloyd George wanted to be in full control when the moment

167Cab. Concl. 47/21/2 and 3, 2 June 1921 (Cab.23/26/ff. 14-15).
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should arrive for negotiations. He expressed resentment against
Macready's '"animus against the police" and stated: "The Irish job
was a policeman's job supported by the military and vice—versa."168
0f Sir Henry Wilson, Lloyd George said: 'He feels intensely on Ire-
land and I can never get a sane discussion with him."169 Both
Churchill and Greenwood were critical of ?uthorized reprisals. Their
concern represents a reversal, as it was Macready who in 1920 and
early 1921 was critical of unofficial reprisals by Black and Tans
and Auxiliaries. .

On 2 June the Cabinet was aware of the question asked by Colonel
Guinness in the Commons: ''How can you quell a rebellion by burning
a farmer's hcuse worth £800 wh;n he can burn a landlord's mansion
worth -1220,000?"170 While Greenwood, like Lloyd George, was now
adamant about the cessation of reprisals, he still had trouble dis-
cussing them honestly in the Commons. On 28 April he again defended
' the discipline of British forces and suggested that until 21 November
1920 there had not been any British indiscipline; however, on 21
February 1921 he had said that repriSals began after ﬁalbriggan,
20 September 1920.171 Similarly, on 26 May and 1 June of 1921, he had
difficulty in squarely facing the issue of reprisals, especially when

confronted by Commander Kenworthy,l72

168Jones, Whitehall Diary, III, 73.

1691yiq. This statement was much kinder than what Wilson pri-
vately wrote in his diary about the P.M. and Cabinet: "A truly
amazing Cabinet. A more hopeless, ignorant, useless lot of men I
have neger seen." (See Wilson's Diaries, 31 May 1921,in Callwell,
11, 293).

170Debates, Commons, 142 (1 June 1921), col. 1160-65; Jones,
Whitehall Diary, III, 72.

171pebates, Commons, 141 (28 April 1921), col. 437-38; 138
(21 February 1921), col. 639.

1721434., 142 (26 May and 1 June 1921), cols. 285-86, 1137.
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the M.P. whom Macready wanted to be "induced to visit Ireland,
where he almost certainly would be murdered."173 It is interesting
to note that in the Spring of 1921 when Macready's view was hardening,
Greenwood was slowly changing his attitude on reprisals along with
Lloyd George. During the last half of 1921 he was to defend an
entirely different Irish policy in the Copmons——that of conciliation.

3. The Truce: Lloyd George and the
Reversal of Policy

"The high-water mark of repression,'" as Keith Middlemas, editor
of Tom Jones' Diary points out, came in £he first half of June, 1921
—prior to both the Irish Situa}ion Committee meeting on June 15
and the King's speech on the 22nd.174% While the high point was not
reached until June, the beginnings of appeasement date much earlier.
The rift in the Cabinet on May 12th is particularly important, but
it did not occur until after the frustration of more than a year
" of actuai guerrilla warfare. Until then, peace proposals were
regarded as untimely.

The Opposition—Liberals and Labﬁrites——kept their views before
the -public,and by the Spring of 1921 the revulsion of public opinion

175 Similarly, a loosely-

in Britain and elsewhere was widespread.
‘united 'Peace Movement' of educated people was becoming increasingly
vocal. Welshmen and Southern Irish businessmen were also urging

conciliation on the Prime Minister. Andrew Jameson, Irish Business

173Macready to Greenwood, 19 March 1921, forwarded to Miss
Stevenson, 21 March 1921 (L.G.P./F/36/2/18).

174Middlemas in Jones, Whitehall Diary, III, 74.
175

See Chapter IV, pp. 155-78.
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leader, was instrumental in securing permission from the Dail to
show its letters of 6 April and 2 May 1921 to Lloyd George who
had asked for them.176 Five Coalition Liberals—several of whom
héd spoken out earlier—now expressed their preference for nego-
tiation, and Greenwood had acknowledged DeValera's ability to lead
Sinn Fein. Even Macready and Sir Henry Wilson now expressed doubts
as to whether complete martial law in the South would succeed. Wil-
son explained the need for having English public opinion on the
Government's side and for granting a free hand to the commander in
Ireland.l?? By June 22 he and Worthington-Evans were dubious about
the chance for success. 1’8 Macready and a number of senior officers
in the martial law area were also coming to the conclusion that
coercion would fai1.179

The choice before the Government was clearly to oppose Sinn
Fein with all-out force or attempt to negotiate a settlement. This,
according to Churchill was “the "Irish Spectre—horrid and inexorci-
zable."180 At the Situation Committee meéting on June 15, Macready
stated that "if coercion is to succeed at all it can only succeed
by being applied with the utmost thoroughness.... He made no con-
cealment of his own personal belief (shared by John Anderson) that

the policy of coercion will not succeed, but will instead 'land

176See correspondence between L.G. and Jameson, 10, 12 and 28
May 1921 (L.G.P./F/96/1/33, 34, 39). ’

177gir Henry Wilson's Diaries (9 June 1921), in Callwell, II,
295-96.

1781pid., 22 June 1921, p. 296.
179%acready to Miss Stevenson, 20 June 1921 (L.G.P./F/30/2/18).

180y 5. Churchill, pp. 289-90.
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this country in the mire'.... It must be all-out or another
policy."181 If the Cabinet were to go all the way, Macready
needed instructions by July 5th inlorder to implement them on the
14th. Going all-out, however, was not an easy decision for the
Committee. Churchill and Montagu had ‘ceased attending and Fisher

was absent that day.182

In addition to Ireland, Churchill still
resented having been passed over for the Chancellorship of the
Exchequer, while Montagu differed with Lloyd George over the policy

toward Greece.183

In fact, a general plot against the Prime Minis-
ter was developing among Churchill, Birkenhead, and Beaverbrook,
but it failed to materialize when Bonar Law absolutely refused to
oppose Lloyd George.184 The Cabinet Committee, nevertheless, was
willing to go to great lengths,

The intervention on June 1l4th of Jan C. Smuts, South African
leader and former British War Cabinet Minister, changed the entire
situation. Calling the Irish situation an 'unmeasured calamity" and
a "negation of the principles of government which we have professed
as the basis of Empire,' Smuts believed correctly that a promise

of Dominion status by the King in his speech at the opening of the

Ulster Parliament would create an atmosphere favorable to peace,

181Jones, Whitehall Diary, III, 76-77. Official Cabinet Con-
clusions were not kept for this '"secret'" meeting (see A. Chamber-
lain to L.G., 15 June 1921, cited in Lord Beaverbrook, The Decline
and Fall of Lloyd George (New York, 1963), pp. 275-76.

182

Middlemas in Jones, Whitehall Diary, III, 76.

183Beaverbrook, pp. 30-40.

1845, 5. p. Taylor, Beaverbrook (London 1971), p. 223; Stevenson,
Lloyd George: A Diary, ed. by A. J. P. Taylor (London 1971), p. 223,
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since Ulster had already been excluded.185 The earlier suggestion
of a Dominion offer by some young Oxford dons may have influenced
Smuts ‘to act.l86 He knew firsthand the trials of guerrilla war-
fare and recognized that public'opinion was ripe for a solution.
Also, the South African leaders had been urged to intervene by
such prominent Irishmen as Art O'Brien of’ the Irish Self-Determination
League, Tom Casement, Sir Horace Plunkett and Lady Courtney.187
Landing in London on June 11 to attend the Imperial Conference,
he dined with the King two days later and found him preoccupied
with the forthcoming opening of the Northern Ireland Parliament.
George V regarded himself as protector not only of his English
subjects but of his Irish ones as well. Regarding the Irish
situation, the King's views were expressed in a letter from his
personal secretary, Lord Stamfordham, to Greenwood in May, 1921:
_The king does ask himself and he asks you, if

this policy of reprisals is to be continued

and, if so, to where will it lead Ireland and

us all? It seems to His Majesty that in pun-

ishing the guilty we are inflicting punishment =~

no less severe on the innocent.
Smuts had suggested that the King'take the opportunity to deliver
a speech of reconciliation. Hence he was asked to present the draft
"declération? to the Prime Minister.

Forwarded to Lloyd George, Smuts' cover letter, "a scorching

indictment", accompanied a five sentence long draft declaration

18551uts to L.G., 14 June 1921 (L.G.P./F/49/9/48).
186Middlemas in Jones, Whitehall Diary, III, 71.

1871y34., p. 74; Hancock, Smuts, II, 50-51.

188Nicolson, p. 347.
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expressing his political philosophy and experience and calling for
reconciliation with Ireland as a whole.l8% Handed to Sir Edward
Grigg, personal secretary to the Prime Minister, it was discussed
by the Irish Situation Committee on June 16.190  As neither Smuts'
draft nor one by Sir James Craig was totally acceptable, Balfour
prepared a new one. A meeting at 6:45 p.m. the next day, attended
by Lloyd George, Chamberlain, Balfour, Greenwood, Smuts, Grigg and
Secretary Hankey, considered new draft speeches by both Balfour
and Grigg.191 The Prime Minister expressed agreement with the
committee recommendation the previous day that the King's Speech
should be an '"Imperial Message', As the early portion of Grigg's
draft contained a personal element 'calculated to appeal to Irish
sentiment'", the meeting agreed it should precede Balfour's, and Grigg
retired to redraft another.

With regard to conferring Dominion Home Rule on Ireland, Lloyd
‘George haa strong objections because it would enable Southern Ireland
to levy customs duties against Britain and have its own Army and
Navy. Although Dominion status had been suggested many times and
was acceptable to many Englishmen, geographical considerations were
still foremost in his mind. The conference agreed to submithrigg's
redraft to the King and propose that instead of the Prime Minister,
the Home Secretary accompany him to Northern Ireland as minister

in attendance. It also directed the Chief Secretary to notify Craig,

189Hancock, Smuts, II, 52-53; Declaration drafted by Smuts
(L.G.P./F/45/9/487.

19050nes, Whitehall Diary, ITI, 75-76.

191Conclusions of a Meeting, 17 June 1921 (L.G.P./F/181/2/2);
also see Cab. 27/107.
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the Northern Prime Minister, of the decision. It was Craig who had

first proposed that the King open the new Parliament in Belfast.192
On the 18th of June Lloyd George went to Windsor to present

the new draft to George V. As finally adopted by the Premier—

without consulting the entire Cabinet193 —the speech was considerably

longer than Smuts' declaration, but embodied his original ideas.

Along with Smuts, Grigg, and Stamfordham, Wickham Stced of the Times

and Lionel Curtis of the Round Table were also instrumental in gain-

ing Lloyd George's approval of the final draft. 194 The King

left Holyhead and arrived in Belfast on the 22nd to give the
following message:

The eyes of the whole Empire are on Ireland
today—that Empire in which so many nations
and races have come together.... I speak
from a full heart when I pray that my coming
to Ireland today may prove to be the first
step towards an end of strife amongst her
people whatever their race or creed.... It
is my earnest desire that in Southern Ire-
land too, there may...take place a parallel
to what is now passing in this Hall....195

The speech was well received and had tremendous impact on public
officials and opinion both in Ireland and Britain. As Harold Nicol-
son writes: "The Cabinet and the public were grateful to the King
for having ventured, at so troubled a time, to drive with the Queen

~

beside him through the streets of Belfast."196 Lloyd George, who

1920145g to L.G., 22 March 1921 (L.G.P./F/11/3/1).
193gc0tt, Political Diaries (13 July 1921), p. 391.

194Middlemas in Jones, Whitehall Diary, III, 77-78.

195Draft of the King's Speech to the Ulster Parliament, 18 June
1921, as approved for submission to the King (L.G.P./F/181/22); also
see King's Speech in C.P. 3331 Revise, 22 June 1921 (Cab. 23/128/
ff. 148a-149).

196Nicolson, p. 352.



231
had objected to Dominion Home Rule on the 17th, congratulated the
King on his speech and prepared to consult the Cabinet about nego-
197

tiations. Similarly, Birkenhead, who in the Lords had resisted

expansion of the 1920 Act only the day before, was now willing to

reconsider.198

The Cabinet which met on 24 June was almost com-
pletely in reverse opinion to that which had met in late May.
Several ministers—Greenwood, Chamberlain, Shortt, Worthington-Evans,
and Balfour along with Anderson, Cope and Smuts—gathered with Lloyd
George early at 4:30 p.m. and the entire Cabinet was summoned for

6 p.m.lgg‘ The tone of the meeting was conciliatory and the impact
of the King's Speech was obviou§. Having received reports that
DeValera would negotiate, Lloyd George proposed to send invitations
to confer both to him and to Sir James Craig, carefully noting that
a refusal "would strengthen our position when we come to set up
Crown Colony Government and martial law." The letters were being

" drafted Qithout mention of prescribed terms, including cessation

of fighting,and were to be carried to Ireland by Cope. Balfour

and Chamberlain were critical of the "gush!"™ in the letter while
Curzon and Montagu felt the '"Celtic touch'" should be included.
Churchill declared: "I am ready to go oh with the policy of coer-
cion so long as they challenge us in our vital interests, but I

am not prepared to go on with repression if the financial question

is the only outstanding one." This view is indicative of the

197¢.p. 3331 Revise, The Prime Minister's Message to the King,
late June, 1921 (Cab. 23/128/f. 149).

198Birkenhead, p. 352.

19950nes, Whitehall Diary, IIT, 79-81.
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majority in the Cébinet who agreed to the Prime Minister sending
the letters at fhe earliest possible date and announcing the fact
publicly at the opportune time.200

On June 24, two identical letters were sent simultaneously by
Lloyd George to Sir James Craig and Mr. DeValera, "chosen leader
of the great majority in Southern Ireland", inviting them to a
conference in London on the possibility of an Irish settlement.201
Published soon after Cope's arrival in Dublin, these letters aston-
ished World opinion as Lloyd George had continually promised to
hunt down the 'murder gang'.zo2 Largely'responsible for the reversal
of policy was Andy Cope, who had not only prepared the way for more
than a year, but had also secured DeValera's immediate release after
his unexpected capture on June Zan.203

The question immediately arises as to why in June, 1921, Lloyd
 George changed his mind and suddenly sought peace.204 Four things
are clear. First, the price of military conquest~—~of 10,000-20,000
and perhaps even 100,000 additional troops—was simply too high a
price to pay, as reservations by Sir Henry Wilson and General Mac-
ready indicated. Secondly, the revulsion of public opinion and the

growth of protest against the Government's Irish policy was substan-

2oobab. Concll $3/21/1, 24 June 1921 (Cab.23/26/ff. 85-86).

201}, G. to Craig and DeValera, 24 June 1921 (L.G.P./F/11/3/8
L.G.P./F/14/6/3); also see C.P. 3331 Revise.

202gj rkenhead, p. 370.

203Wheeler-Bennett, p. 78; Macready II, 492-93.

204g.. discussion in W.S. Churchill, pp. 290-94; David W. Savage,
"The Parnell of Wales has become the Chamberlain of England: Lloyd

George and the Irish Question', The Journal of British Studies, Vol.
XII, No. I (November, 1972), 101-107.
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tial, as the Prime Minister had been warned throughout the Spring
of 1921 by Coalition Liberals. Thirdly, the support of the Irish
people for Sinn Fein was now obvious, as Lionel Curtis and others
reminded him. Yet "all of these pressures and tendencies might
have remained subliminal but for the spark of an event'-—the
reception given to the King's speech.205 This fourth factor, a
catalytic one, produced a sudden and almost complete reversal of
policy—one not really opposed at this time by Conservatives in
the Cabinet. In fact, Birkenhead, Curzon, Horne, Chamberlain,
and Balfour had all agreed to the invitation on June 24th. Lloyd
George's strength in the Conservative Party lay "at the very top''—
a circumstance that was due to his.charisma, and at this time he
had not yet become a prisoner of the Coalition.206 Also the
Conservative Party, like Lloyd George himself, had transformed
its attitude towards Ireland.207 This resulted not only from new
Conservative leadership, but also from the experience of two

and a half years of limited war in Ireland. Nevertheless,

the reversal of Irish policy would eventually break the coalition

and lose Lloyd George the support of conservative members.208 of

secondary value, but nonetheless important, an offer of appeasement
would propitiate opinion in the Dominions and in the United States,

. . . 209
with whom Lloyd George was soon to negotlate regarding naval parity.

205y 5. Churchill, p. 294.

206D. D. Cuthbert, "Lloyd George and the Conservative Central
Office, 1918-22", in Taylor, Lloyd George: Twelve Essays, pp. 34-45.

2073ohn D. Fair, "The Anglo-Irish Treaty of 1921: Unionist As-
pects of the Peace", Journal of British Studies, Vol. XII, No. 1
(November, 1972), pp. 132-49.

208g.e Beaverbrook, pp. 82-123.
2097405411, pp. 423-24.
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By raising the peace hopes of people everywhere, Lloyd George
attempted to place responsibility for a breakdown upon the Irish.

Sir James Craig replied to Lloyd George on June 26, and on
the 28th accepted the invitation to a conference in London. 210
DeValera also replied on the 28th, stating he desired a lasting
peace, but could not see it being accomplished if Britain denied
Ireland's "essential unity" and right of 'national self-determina-
tion".211 Rather than accept the offer by Lloyd George at that time,
DeValera invited Craig, the Earl of Midleton, Sir Maurice E. Dock-
rell, Sir Robert H. Woods and Andrew Jameson to first confer with
him in Dublin.212 ywhile the others accepted the invitation, Craig
refused,stating he had already accepted Lloyd George's invitation,213
DeValera regretfully replied to Craig on the 29th stating that Irish
differences should be settled on Irish soil.214 Both Irish leaders
wished to avoid compromising their positions: had Craig gone'to
Dublin he would in effect have recognized DeValera's claim to be
President of the whole of Ireland; and, similarly, if DeValera
had accepted Lloyd George's terms as they stood, he would have

acknowledged Craig's equality and thus the partition of Ireland.?215

210cyaig to L.G., 26 and 28 .June 1921 (L.G.P./F/11/3/9 and 10);
also see C.P. 3331 Revise.

211pevaiera to L.G., 28 June 1921 (L.G.P./F/14/6/4); also see
C.P. 3331 Revise.

212peyvalera to five leading Irishmen, 28 June 1921 (C.P. 3331
Revise).

213Telegram from Craig to DeValera (C.P. 3331 Revise).
214DeValera to Craig, 29 June 1921 (C.P. 3331 Revise).

215y4ancock, Smuts, II, 55.
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Meanwhile, the Cabinet postponed decision about creating a
New Defense Force of thirty battalions in the event of hostilities

being 'resumed.216

They wanted to await DeValera's decision regard-
ing a London conference with the Prime Minister. While waiting,
Arthur Griffith, E; J. Duggan, Robert Barton and two other Sinn
Feiners were released by the Administratipn in Ireland as a display

1.217

of goodwil In reaching this decision, Sir John Anderson and

Smuts had been more instrumental than the Chief Secretary, who was
still reluctant to compromise with Sinn Fein, 218

On July 4th, the Dublin Conference, called by DeValera to dis-
cuss Lloyd George's proposal, met with four Unionists in attendance.
DeValera explained he could not meet with Craig in London and that
any acceptance must be worded '"to convey to the whole world that an
invitation was accepted by those representing the Irish nation to
a confergnce with those representing the British nation." Lord Midl
ton suggested a truce as a prerequisite to negotiating a peace and
was supported by the other Unionists. They privately believed that
after a truce was granted '"the general sentiment of the country will
make it impossible for Mr. DeValera to get out of negotiating or to
order .the resumption of hostilities.“ Midleton regarded DeValera as

an "uncompromising fanatic"220 and forwarded his conclusions about

216¢,1. concl. 55/21/2, 29 June 1921 (Cab.23/26/f. 93).

217Anderson to Greenwood, 30 June 1921 (L.G.P./F/19/5/8);
Smuts to L.G., 1 July 1921 (L.G.P./F/45/9/49)..

218Report, dated 25 June 1921, forwarded to Miss Stevenson
on 29 June 1921 (L.G.P./F/19/5/7).

2‘lgMemorandum of the Dublin Conference, 4 July 1921, forwarded
to the P.M. (L.G.P./F/181/2/3).

220Ibid.; also see Jones, Whitehall Diary, III, 84.

219
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the meeting to Lloyd George.221

Smuts again journeyed to Dublin on 5 July to confer with De-
Valera and returned to an Irish Situation Committece Conference on
Ireland the next day. Smuts explained to the Cabinet he had told
the Irish leaders that a conference without Ulster was the way to
reéch the settlement and that a refusal tp meet with the Bfitish
leaders would alienate public opinion and thereby place the “onus
of failure" on them. 222 Subsequently, Sinn Fein decided to take
the subject up again with Southern Unionists. Smuts further called
the Irish leaders "small men, rather like sporadic leaders thrown
up in a labour strike", who bel%eved they could still gain a Repub-
lic. While they expressed a willingness to limit their demands
for a Republic, they would not agree to be bound by limitation
under a Dominion solution.

Macready, Tudor and Anderson were also questioned during the
" Cabinet ﬁeeting. Macready explgined that—apart from injuring the
Intelligence Service and giving the enemy time to regroup—an open
and formal truce would not be difficult militarily. Smuts' impres-
sion was that the Irish leaders could be placated with phrases and
that they should first be allowed to '"talk themselves out". Lloyd
George subsequently whispered to Balfour: '"Like we used to do with
Aristide Briand (French Foreign Minister) until he was faint and

prostrate."223 The committee agreed to meet Southerners, apart

221Dublin Conference, Conclusions by Lord Midleton, 4 July
1921 (L.G.P./F/181/2/3).

22250nes, Whitehall Diary, IIT, 82-85.

2231p3d., p. 85.
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from the Northern leaders, and Lloyd George was to check to see
if Craig had any objections. Throughout the recent mectings Bal-
four had proved to be the most irreconcilable of the ministers.

On July 7th Lloyd George wrote to Midleton—who wus to attend
another Dublin Conference of Sinn Feiners and Southern Unionists
on the 8th—informing him that the British Government would order
a cessation of all violence upon receiving word of DeValera's
willingness to confer.224..Mid1eton also received word from Gen-
eral Macready on the 8th about the specifics of a truce in the

event of an agreement.225

These terms had been discunsed with
General Boyd, commanding the Duplin District, with General Tudor
and with Cope. Later that day, a courier returned to Macready with

alternatives proposed by DeValera.226‘

Knowing that Midleton or
someone else would cross that evening to England, Macrcady went
directly to the Mansion House Confercnce. The terms us agreed
~upon by Macready, Arthur Griffith and DeValera were outlined in a

letter from Macready to Midleton.227

DeValera's long-awaited reply
to Lloyd George came on July 8 when he accepted the iuvitation to
meet with the British Prime Minister.228 As Miss Stevenson records

in her diary, Macready had also called Lloyd George at Chequers to

224; . to Midleton, 7 July 1921 (C.P. 3331 Revisy).
225\acready, 11, 571. '

2261p3d., p. 572.

227Macready to Midleton, 8 July 1921 (L.G.P./F/36/2/20).

228p.yalera to L.G., 8 July 1921 (L.G.P./F/14/6/5%); also see
C.P. 3331 Revise.



238

inform him of the truce,229 and.on the 9th the specifications were
received in London in the form of a_telcgram.230 Next day Lloyd
George acknowledged DeValera's letter and the Irish leader announced
he would arrive in London on the 12th.231

On the 9th of July Macready forwarded the amended draft of
the truce to the Prime Minister along with enclosures of the original
terms sent to Lord Midleton and notes of an interview with Barton
and Duggan on the 9th regarding the arrangements of the truce. 232

Barton and Duggan accompanied Cope to see Macready and set the final

233

wording of the document. Cope agreed that Police and Auxiliary

recruits were to be kept in England for the present to help reduce
tensions. After a number of minor changes in the wording, the terms
of the armistice were:

On behalf of the British Army it was agreed:

1. No incoming troops, R.I1I.C., and Auxiliary
Police and munitions except maintenance drafts.

2. No provocative display of troops, armed
or unarmed.

3. It is understood that all provisions of
this truce apply to the martial law area equally
with the rest of Ireland.

4. No pursuit of Irish officers or men, or
war material or military stores.

5. No secret agents noting descriptions or
movements, and no interference with the movements
of Irish persons, military or civil, and no attempts

229Stevenson, Lloyd George: A Diary, pp. 226-27,.

230Telegram to Street, 9 July 1921, forwarded to L.G. by Green-
wood (L.G.P./F/19/5/12).

231} . to DeValera, 10 July 1921 (L.G.P./F/14/6/6) and Telegram
from DeValera to L.G., 10 July 1921 (L.G.P./F/14/6/7).

232Zqacready to L.G., 9 July 1921 (L.G.P./F/36/2 /20).

233Notes of Macready's interview with Duggan and Barton, 9 July
1921 (L.G.P./F/36/2/20).
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to discover the haunts or habits of Irish officers
and men. Note: This supposes the abandonment of
curfew restrictions.

6. No pursuit or observance of lines of com-
munication or connection.
On behalf of the Irish Army it is agreed:

(a) Attacks on Crown Forces and civilians to

cease.

(b) No provocative displays of forces, armed
or unarmed.

(¢) No interference with Government or private
property.

(d) To discountenance and prevent any action
likely to cause disturbance of the peace_which
might necessitate military interference.

Sir Hamar Greenwood wrote to Lloyd George on the 9th congratu-
lating him on the success of his Irish policy and explaining that
all Ireland, including the Sinn Fein Cabinet, now desired peace.235
The truce came into effect at 12 noon on 11 July and DeValera
arrived in London on the 12th to begin the long process of negotia-
’ tions.236 After an exchange of notes, the British Prime Minister
and Irish President arranged to meet for the first time along on the
14th at 4:30 p.m.zz”7 However, it was another three months when the
Irish Conference finally got underway in October and it was not
until 6 December 1921 that the Anglo-Irish Treaty was signed.

To many it seemed incredible that Sinn Fein should have accepted

the truce. However, to have refused would have meant a considerable

loss of support from both English and Irish public opinioﬁ and

2341arms of the Armistice, 9 July 1921 (C.P. 3331 Revise).
235G cenwood to L.G., 9 July 1921 (L.G.P./F/19/5/13).
2361p34., 12 July 1921 (L.G.P./F/19/5/14).

237L.G. to DeValera, DeValera to L.G., and L.G. to DeValera,
13 July 1921 (L.G.P./F/14/6/8, 9, 10).
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similarly of the chance to find a basis for a conference, 238 Also,
the I.R.A. was severely strained by the ordeal of two-and-a-half
years of war and—considerably short on munitions?39—it is
absolutely clear that they could not have continued guerrilla
warfare much longer. While Michael Collins believed destruction
would have resulted had the truce failed, Tom Barry maintained that
the I.R.A. was stronger on the eve of the truce than at any other
time with many volunteers waiting as replacements.240 Florence
O'Donoghue shows that I.R.A. strength on paper had reached 112,650
by July, 1921, though actual strength remained much as before. 24!

British Cabinet ministers for their part could not continue
the war without first attempting to appease the Irish. Involvement
in an all-out war in Ireland without the support of English opinion
would have been suicide, particularly at that late date. The Daily

News, the Manchester Guardian, the Times, the Tablet, and the

Catholic Herald all favored a cessation of hostilities as did Ire-

iand's Freeman's Journal, the Irish Times and even the Belfast Tele-

raph.?42 An all-out effort by Britain would have meant an additional
grapn

100,000 troops or more and a great increase in equipment and weaponryg43

2:”SHancc}ck, Survey of British Commonwealth Affairs, I, 129-31.
239

Breen, p. 160.

240Rex Taylor, p. 110; Barry, pp. 208 and 227.

24151ponoghue, p. 334.

242Dail News, 2 July 1921; Manchester Guardian, 27 June 1921;
Times, 23 June 1921; Tablet, 11 June 1921, p. 744; Catholic Herald,

Z July 1921, p. 6; Freeman's Journal,.1l July 1921, p. 4; Irish Times,
11 July 1921, p. 2; and Belfast Telegraph, 9 July 1921, p. 4.

243y, s. Churchill, p. 297.
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Soldiers had already been fired upon by the I.R.A. Thompson sub-
machine guns at Drumcondra in June.%4% Had the war continued, these
weapons would probably have been used by both sides on a wide scale.
Also, the annual expenditures in Ireland for military and police
alone were between £ 15 million and %20 million per annum. 245
Of the more than £ 100 million cost of administering Ireland,
April 1919-June 1921, approximately one-third went for the Crown
forces. 240 Still, it is interesting to note that the War Office
spent nearly twice as much to maintain British forces in Mesopotamia
as it did in Ireland.?%’

The change in England's Irish policy éame reluctantly, and only

after two-and-a-half years of war. As Lord Macaulay had remarked

of an earlier change by England regarding Ireland: '"So tardy a
repentance deserved no gratitude, and it obtained none."248 Bonar
 Law once said: "Good management is the mother of good luck."249

It was a pity that Lloyd George had not managed the war policy as
well as he did the peace policy during the last six months of 1921.
While he receives acknowledgment by this writer for ending the Anglo-
Iriéh'War, it is not to be construed as implying unqualified congratu-

lation.

244J. Bowyer Bell, ﬁThe Thompson Submachine Gun In Ireland,
1921'", The Irish Sword, Vol. VIII, No. 3 (Winter,1967), 107-108.

245¢ p. 2829, 13 April 1921 (Cab.24/122/£.113) and Debates,
Commons, 143 (14 June 1921), col. 1570.

246Debates, Commons, 143 (14 June 1921), col. 1570.

247Army Estimates for the year 1920-21. See Cab. Concl. 82/20/
Ap. II, 1 December 1920 (Cab.23/23/£. 394).

248Simon, p. 125.

2495,nes, Whitehall Diary, ITI, 18.




APPENDIX I* - N

Lloyd George Coalition Cabinet
(October/November 1919--December 1921)

1.. Prime Minister D. Lloyd George (L)
2. Lord Chancellor Lord Birkenhead (U)
3. Lord President A.J. Balfour (U)
4., Lord Privy Seal A. Bonar Law (U)

A. Chamberlain (U), March 1921
5. Chancellor of the Exchequer A. Chamberlain (U)

Sir R. Horne (U), April 1921

6. llome Secretary E. Shortt (L)

7. Foreign Secretary Earl Curzon (U)

8. Colonial Secretary Viscount Milner (U)

. o W. Churchill (L), February 1921

9, - Secretary for War W. Churchill (L) .

K . L. Worthington-Evans (U), February
’ 1921 . “.
10. Secretary for India - E. Montagu (L)

11. Chief Secretary. for Ireland I. Macpherson (L) '

) Sir H. Greenwood (L), April 1920
12, Irish Viceroy Viscount French (U)

Viscount Fitzalan (U), April 1921
13. First Lord of the Admiralty W. Long (U)
. Lord Lee (U), April 1920
14. Pres. of the Board of Trade Sir A. Geddes (v)
. . §ir R. Horne (U), March 1920

Stanley Baldwin (U), April 1921

BN

15. Minister of Health T C. Addison (L)
. - ) Sir A. Mond (L), April 1921
16. Minister of Agriculture Lord Lee (U)
. ' : Sir A. Griffith-Boscawen (U),

: o ) April 1920

17. Pres. of the Board of Educ. H. A. L. Fisher (L)

18. Minister of Munitions Lord Inverforth (N).

o : Ministry abolished, March 1921

19. Minister of Labour Sir R, Horne (U) *
: : ' 7. Macnarmara (L), March 1920

20. ~Minister of Transport Sir E. Geddes (U)

Ministry dropped form Cabinet,
November 1921
21. Minister without portfolio G. Barnes (Lab.)
T Sir L. Worthington-Evans (U),
April 1920
C. Addison (L), March 1921
Ministry dropped from Cabinet,
. July 1921
22, Attorney General Sir G. Hewart (L), did not
: . : b officially enter the Cabinet until
. November 1921
October/November 1919
Uniénists (12), Liberals (7), Labour (1), No Affiliation (1)
October/ November 1919-December 1921 .
Unionists (16). Liberals (11), Labour (1), No Affiliation (1)

*Taylor, Enalish History 1014~-1945 (1970), pp. 160, 646; also see
Debates, Commons, 112 (1919), P. vii. I have changed some dates listed

In these works when they were in error.
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APPENDIX II*

Cabinet Committee on Ireland

. (formed October 7, 1919)

1. First Lord of the Admiralty Walter Long (U), Chairman
2. Home Secretary Edward Shortt (L)

3. Lord Chancellor _ Lord Birkenhead (U)

4. President of the Board of Education H. A. L. Fisher (L)

5. Minister of Pensions Sir L. Worthington-Evans (U)
6. Minister of Trade Sir A, Geddes (U)

7. Minister of Labour Sir Robert Horne (U)

8. Deputy Minister of Munitions F. G. Kellaway (L)

9, Irish Viceroy Viscount French (U)
10. Chief Secretary for Ireland sir I. Macpherson (L)

Members: Unionists (6), Liberals (4)

*Annual Register, 1919, p. 122; also see W. C. Minute 628/4, 7
October 1919 (cab. 23/12/£.27). D. G. Boyce, Englishman and Irish
Troubles, 1918-22 (1972) suggests that Shortt and Kellaway were not
members while Sir Gordon Hewart, Attorney-General, was (see p. 44).
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APPENDIX III*

FROCREDINCS of a* Court of Enquiry
assembled at Victorina Barracks, Cork
en the 16th Decembexr, 1920, and five subsequant days

by erder of

Major Ganera). Sir E. P. Strickland, K.c.B.,C.%.G.,D.5.0,

Commandine 6th Division.

for the puronse of enquiring into acts of ircendinrism and loeting

which are ravarted to ‘have accurrad in Cork City on _the niaht of

Dea. 11lth/12th, and of recordine thaeir apninlon as to who Were the

paruatrators ef the erina, e _with whan the resnonsibility rests,

Evidance to he takean on aath.

PRESIDENT,

Lt-Col. F.H.Stapieton. Cc.M.G. 1st, Bn. Oxfordshive & Buckinshamshire
. Lt.Infy.

MENMBERS
Majer W. Parker, R.G.A.
Major. H.J.D.Kerans, R.F.A.
District Inspecter James Deignan, R.I.C.
. (From 16th.Dec.1920) .
IN ATTENDANCE.

Major I.C.Milten, M.B.E. East Lancashlre Regt. A.L.O, Headquarters
6th, Divisien.

The COURT, having assembled vursuant te order, preceed te
take evidence. - : .

et

*This Report of the Court of Enquiry-—the *Strickland Report'——consists
of two parts: the nPinding® of the majority and the dissenting "Milltary
Enquiry..." by R.I.C. District Inspector Delgnan- (see W.0. 35/88/Part I
of the War Offlce Records in the Public Record Offilce in London).
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FINDING

1, The Court has taken the svidencs of 38 witnesses,
(¥11itary, Police and Civilians).

Noticas te attend the Court eof Enquiry veTe . issuad
against the followlng, ! .

The Lerd Mayor of Cork. .

J. J.Mnlsh, Esq. M.P. far Cork City.

W.Roche, Esq. M.P. for Cork City, (wha styles himself
Liam DaRoiste, Esq. M.P. for Cork City.)

The attandance of the two first named could not
be enforced as thelr wharaabouts are urknov.

The lattar declined bto attend, and wWas escorted
to the Court by an escort, but he d~clined to give ovidence,

The City Enginesx was also warned to attend but
his Ceuncil rafused teo alloew him to do se,

2. On the night of Dec.llth. there was an Ambush of
a party of the Auxiliary Diviston R.I.C. at Dillon's Crass,
within 200 yards of Victeria Barracks, Cork. This Ambush was
1aid by the Rebels and resulted ir the following casunlties =
thirteen wounded, of which one subsequently died,

: This ambush in the oninien of the Court led up
to the subsequent deplorable events af ths night in question.,

. The Court having considernd the evidenca ate of
opinlon beth from the avidence of intentlion and (rom the
evidence as to facts, bath direct and circumstantial, that
the fires at the premlses of Messrs, Grant & Co. and Messrs
Cash & Co. and at the Munster Arcande, and alsn the burning
of hlcycles outside the Republican Bicycle Shop ware caused
~by the actinn of men of "K" Company of the Auxiliary Divislon,
R,I.C. '

: The Court are of eopinion that eircumstantial,
but net conclusive avidencs exists that thraee members of the
‘R,I.C, wers implicat~d in the fire at the City Hall, The
destrnction by fire of sther premises 1s all attributable to
the sprand of the canflagration frem the primary outhranks.

The »xtent of the subsequent destruction 1s considared to Dbe
1argely due to the {nadaguacy »f the Local Fire Brizade both
in perseonnel and material,

P.T.O0.
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7. It is cnnsidared that the disnesitinon and
strensth of the troops were napproprinte to deal with
any sltustion that was likelv to arise In Cork on the
nizht in question,

The Military and Resular Pellce performed thelir
dutines ef“iclantly. »

An outhrank en the sarle of the night i+
quasti~n, in view moreover of the fact that the Comnany
of AuxilisTy Palice left Barracks undar thelr own
0fficers, nresented the prraatest difficultifs to the
Military Offilcers concetned, in as rmuch as not enly
had they to consider the ovessibilities af rahal action,
but hacause nlse 1% must necessarily btake some tine far
them to realize that the majerity of the Coemnany of
the Auriliary Police had broeken fron the control of
their ewn officers. Tha situation wWas vnoaralleled,
Martial Law was not in force: and the alternative of
enploving armed force by the Military agalinst an armed
Aurllisry force »f Pelice weuld have resulted in a confllet,

. 1 i

8. In view of the conduct of the mnjortity of the
Company of the Auxillary Division, a tribute is dua

te these others whe resisted temptatlion and stond by their
owWwn Offlcers, '

9. Fer your information a MNap of the Area cencerned
13 attached,

Dated

. Signed at Victoria Barracks, Cerk, this
21st., day of December, 1920.

Lt-Col. F.H.Staplaten, C.M.G. President.
1st. Bn. Oxfordshire & Buckinghemshire
Lt.Infy.

Major W. Parker, R.G.A.
Major H.J.D.Kerans, R.F.A. Membears
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(DISSENTING REPORT)

Military Engquiry as teo Burniress in Cork
on night of 11th/12th, Dec. 1920.

With reference to ahove inquiry I regret teo say

I am net in agreemeant with all the findings of the Court,
‘ The Court ovensd at Vieteria Bksf Cork on
16th, instent. I did not join 1t, ns a Member, until
18th. inst., Thare were 11 witnmsses examined during 16th.
and 17th, inst,

. The rules of evidence were not abserved during nmy
_time ss Membar eof thae Court, a

I am net satlsfied with any evidence I h;ve heard,
or read, that there was any 1ncend1ar1eém or looting by
members of the Regular R.I.Caenstabulary.

A witness named Jervois staged emphatlically he
to;k five bettles of whiskey from an R.I,C.man whn wns wWearing
his Great Coat, He stated the R.I.C.man had the hettles
“4in nis vockets, and that there were twe quart bettles and
three ofdlnary liqueur bottles. Jerveoils further ztates
that fream tha same.R.I.C., man he to<k several armfuls of
undaroclething &c from under his Great Coat,

All the R.i.C. in Cork on the night in question
.hnve been fullv accoeunted for by their officers whe
ware exomined and who vere prenared to produse further
evidenoe if raquired,

Owing to the conditiors under which "K" Ca,
Auxiliary Division of R,I.C, had te live in Victoria

P.T,0,
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Barrsoks at Cerk, it seamad impossible for Lt. Col,Lattimer,
thelr C.0. to preperly or adequately associate with his
cnmmand..and I th}nk 1t rather hard to censure him on
the matter,

I oannet, under any circumstances, asgree to any eensuro
beink meted out to the Hiph Authority who, as the
finding peints out, nrdered a unit in se raw a state to an

ares whare active eperatlons might be exvented,
21/12/20,

James bcimnen. D.I.
R.I.C,

Supvlementary.

The remainder of the Court have read the above
statement of District Inspector Deisnan but are unable
to in eny way alter o1 amand thelr oninion as already
expressed., '

They are satisfied thnt R.P.124{g) was complied
with, :
They nlse desire to put on recerd that a copy
of the cvidence of the 1l wltnesses referred to was
hended to District Inspector Delgnon, and that he was glven
onnortunity to have racalled sny of such witnesses n«< he
desired, but did not take advantace thereof,

Cork. ) .
21-12-20, F. Staplaten, Lt-Col, ‘Presldont.

W. Parker, Major R.G.A. Membhers.
H. J. Kerans, Major R.F.A.
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Remarks of Bde. Commander 17th Inf. Bde.
I concur in the oninion of the Court. There is definlte evidence
that burning and looting was carried out by the Auxiliary Folice
and that R.I.C. were concerned in looting, Civilians also were
c;ncernediln looting. ' '
Two or three soldiers who were on duty obtained possession of
‘drink and got.drunk. There is no evidence to show tra% the troops
were concerned in elther burning or lootlng; there was no reason
for them to have done so as no troops were corcerned in the ambush
and oh former occasions when soldiers have been k1lled avﬁ wounded
in the ¢ity there has been no retaliation. Certain of the witnesses.
who were aware in the early hours of the night that the Aux.
Police were in the city or out of‘hand nade a serious error in
not reporting the matter at once to a resronsible officer.
Offlcers of the Curfew troops did not take a sufficiently serlous
view of the situatlon and allowed it to get out of hand. The
reason of this undoubtedly 1s ths% all ranks heve always heen
told thaﬁ thev are to be careful to kgpo aloof from any actions of
_ the volice in order that the Army mav not be mixed up in revrisals
by the‘pollce; Further ss the military had, uv to the time of
the Proclamation of Martial Lew, no control over the Police we have
practically never interferred with their actions. Had tha 0.C.
Curfew Troops arraested any of the police there 1is l1ittle doubdbt
that there would have been a fieht and cernsiderable. hloodshed
would have ensued. I persqnallv accert any blame %that mora '
drastic methods Qere not taken in dealing with the situation,
. H. W. Higzginson
Brig. Gen. Com. 17th Inf. Bde.
Cork,
14.12.20

¥Snm W.0. 35/88/Fart L of the War Offlce Records in the Fublio
Record Office in London,
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REMARKS BY THE G.0.C. in C.

I have gone caresfully throuzh the whale of hthege
Proceadings, and sea no renson te differ from the Court en the
opinion exnrassed as to the parpetrators eof the burnings that took
place in the city of Cork nn the night of the 11th-12th December.

The President and Military Members of the Court were
drawn from units entirely urconnacted with Cork Garrisaen, and I
an satisfied thal they cerried out a very difficult and delicnte
investigation with tact, impartinlity, and a determination to
preba thea matter te the utnost witheout any considaratien as to
whera raspensibility fer the outrare might eventually be found
to rast.

The Teflection in thelast lirves of parasraph 6 may
pessibly be bayend the refaerence of the Caurt seeing that they
wera unable ta take mvridance from the Authorities referred te as
to the reasons which instignated tha dasnatch of snuch a hurriedly
ralgsed unit fer work in the disturbed area, With this ex-
oaption, I am in arprament With tha apinisen that was arrived at
and with that ~xpressed by tha C,0.C., 6th Divisien, '

! ,
It is to be regretted that the Tolice renrasentative

did not sae his wav te 1dentify himgalf more clesely with the ather

membars ef the Court, especinl’y as the procesdings wers carried
sut strictly in accordance with tha rules 1lald down for the
canduct of such Inquiries,

While rearstting that thes evidence neints clearly
to the imnlicnbtisn of certain manbars of "K" Auxilisary Cemmany in
the burningzs, I am not entirely surprisad that it should be.so.
Tha dAjgcinlinary cade common te 211 Police Fnrces was nevelr
intanded to regulate an armed force such as the Auxillary Com-
panies at ovresant serving in Irelard, and that heing seo, the mest
_ earaful selectirn of Company and Plataon Commanders as. men whe
can he reliasd unon undar any conditinns to contrel the men under
thelr eammend, is the only meuns by which the necessary dlsci-
pline can be mnfarced in such an erganlzatlion,

. It 18 te he regretted that the Officer commanding the
Company was not in closer touch with his men ond did nat live with
them in barracks, sven at seme ingonvaniance to himself. It is
enlv falr to state that cdhar Comnaries of this Force whao have
guff~red equal snd aven greater oravecatinsn have resisted the
. temptatinn ta bresk the nands of diseipline, owiner, doubtless, to
the fact that their confidence in thelr officers that Jjustice would
eventually be dene, enabled them to maintain a renutation wWorthy
of the cause they serve.

Macrendy General
Commanding-in-Chief The Forces in Ireland,

G.H.Q. IRELAND.
PARKGATE, DUBLIN.
24-12-20
¥See W.0. 35/88/Part I of the War Office Records in the Public
Redord Offlce 1n'Londog. .

b .
.
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APPENDIX IV#

Iist of Irish Violence
i{1 Jam. 1919-21 May 1921) ,
Totals Totals
1Jan19- 1Aug20- 2Jan2l- 1Jan19- 1Jani9-
'31Jul20 1Jan2l 21¥ay2l 21¥ay21 7Jan22

Courthouses destroyed u7 22 7 7 89
RIC Vacated Barracks dest. W24 86 6 516 523
RIC Vacated Barracks dam, 108 11 1 120 124
RIC Occupied Barracks dest. 16 7 2 25 25
RIC Occupied Barracks dam, 29 25 139 193 268
Ralds on Kails _ 228 780, 855 1863 2568
Raids on-Coastguard Stat. 27 21’ 14 62 100
. & Lighthouses
Ralids foxr Arms -~ 2229 1170 3162 3237
Policemen Killed *70 112 159 341 4,08 +*
Policemen Wounded : 107 158 271 $36 696 #¥#
Policemen Fired At,. etc. - 93 - - -
Soldiers Killed 11 L3 63 117 150
Soldiers Wounded 37 85 137 259 347
Soldiers Fired At,.etc - 73 - - -
Civilians Killed 19" 27 46 138 196 %E¥
- Civilians Younded 5 63 58 166 186 *HAHE
TOTALS 1707 3835 20060 7650 90739
Arrests liade For Cutrages - 1850 1592 - -

or Political Offenses

##Thig figure includes six Special Constables.,
##¥phis figure includes twelve Special Constables.
. ###¥PRyg fipgure omits killings in* Ulster's Tiots from June 1920
- .- ' until 22 November 1921: twenty were killed in Londonderry
< and 146 in Belfast. - . o
#afusThis figure omits those wounded in-the Ulster riots.

¥See S1r Hamar Greenwood's "Weekly Surveys" for necessary
computations: C.P. 2399, 27 December 1920 (Cab,24/117/1.478) 3
22 Jamuary 1921 (Cab.24/119/£.216);: and C.P. 2977, 2k Xay 1921
(Cab.24/123/7.491). Also see 1.0. (C.J.C. Street), The Admin-
jstration  of Ireland, 1920, pD. 96~100 for the period, August 1,
1920-January 1, 1921. The breakdown- of figures other than- totals
were arrived at by subtracting from official totals. .

-~
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APPENDIX V*

List of British Violence
(1 Jan. 1919 to 28 May/or 18 June 1921)

O'Connorxr, 1I, 329;

Taylor, English History,1914-1945, p. 155).

Richard Bennett (pp. 188-89) estimates 700 dead from incomplete

press figures, about half of them c1v1llans.
estimated 752 killed (p.

*k*These figures omit the wounding of members of the I.R.A.

461) .

Dorothy Macardle

Bennett estimates 800 Irishmen were wounded (pp. 188-89) while

Macardle figures 866 (p. 461).

on incomplete press figures.

*Irish Bulletin,

Both wri

Lloyd George Papers (L.G.P./F/14/6/2).
what from those given by the British for approximate dates, some
of them actually being lower than those of the British.

ters based their numbers

These numbers vary some-

January~ July- Jan-June
1919  June 1920 Dec.1920 18, 1921 TQTAL
#eIndiscririnace mnurgexr - 172 L7 200 -
of Irish civilians a5
###Indiscrininate wounding = 13 85 82 -
. of Irish civilians g‘ 7 Jan-28Hay?2
Shops dest., & danaged g- 80° 810 417 -
Creameries dest. & dam. S- .5 .39 Vi -
Farmhouses dest. & danm. w= - 171 165 -
Farm Out-bldgs, * " 2- - 150 32 -
Fgctories & Works w. %- - 26 5 -
Crops dest. & damaged - - 299 72 -
Halls & Clubs n " - L 102 28 -
Private Residerces " - 8l 545 233 0 0 -
Armed Ralds on Private 13782 16494 32980 -gn -
Homes K . "B
Arrests for Pol. offen. 959 257" 4830 -98% -~
Sentences for Pol. Cff.. 636 231 524 - g:ug -
Courtsmertial of Civiliang 209 35 595 ~-Ego -
Deportation 20 329 376 -7y -
Proclamations and Sup-. 335 Ll 159 -gps o
-pressiom of reetings, t‘g g
failrs, markets,.etc. ‘ [+ i
Armed Attacks upon-gath- = U476 164 1020 -H0gs -
erinms of unarmed oveovle ~
**Phese figures omit the killing of members of the I.R.A. Gen.
Richard Mulcahy, I.R.A. Chief of Staff, estimated 750 Irishmen
died, a number of whom were not even members of the I.R.A. (See

23-24 June 1921, pp. 2, 5-7, deposited in the
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APPENDIX VI*

Cabinet Irish Situation Committee
(formed May 25, 1921)
.

1. Lord Privy Seal (Chairman) Austen Chamberlain (U)

2. Home Secretary Edward Shortt (L)

3. Colonial Secretary . Winston Churchill (L)

4.  War Secretary Sir L. Worthington-Evans (U)
5. Lord President of the Council Arthur Balfour (U)

6. President of the Board of Education H. A. L. Fisher (L)

7. Chief Secretary for Ireland Sir Hamar Greenwood (L)

8. India Secretary E. Montagu

1
Members: Unionists (3), Liberals (5)

xC.P. 2971, 25 May 1921 (Cab. 24/123/f.449) lists the first seven
members of the committee while Cab. 41/21/Ap., 26 May 1921 (Cab. 23/
25/£.291) suggests that the Liberal India Secretary, Montagu, was
also a member. However, on 6 July 1921, Churchill was not considered
a member of the committee and Montagu was not asked to attend (see
Jones, Whitehall Diary, III, 85).
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PARTITION MAP: NORTHERN IRELAND AND EIRE

Areca of Northern Ireland with Catholic
and Republican Majority

[:]26 counties of Eire
(The Irish Republic)

and Unionist majority, but a

Area of N, Ireland with Protestant
25-50% Catholic minority
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majority and less than a
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TIRELAND in 1921
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MODERN IRELAND: COUNTIES
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PHYSICAL MAP OF
- IRELAND

A\

HiLLy AND MOUNTAINOUS AREAS,
Doy over 1500 FT., SELDOM

REACHING 3000 FrT.

LowLAND AREAS, BETWEEN
SEA LEVEL AND 1500 FT.




259
BIBLIOGRAPHY

The greatest problem facing historians of the twentieth century
as opposed to those of earlier times must certainly be that of
selection.. In writing about the Anglo-Irish War, 1919-21, the
student of history confronts a formidable number of published works
—references, documents, newspapers and p%riodicals, journals, books
and articles—in addition to those more recently opencd mines of
unpublished manuscripts and materials in London at the Public Record
Office and at the Beaverbrook Library.

Most.important of the newly accessible materials available at
the Public Record Office are thé Cabinet Records, 1916-22, which
are essential to underétanding the influences on and the decisions
of the Lloyd George Government and its Irish Administration. Those
records used in this study_ include War Cabinet Minutes and Cabinet
. Conclusions (Cab. 23), War Cabinet and Cabinet Memoranda (Cab. 24),
and records of Cabinet Committees on Ireland (Cab. 27). Since the
minutes and conclusions only give summaries of decisions and often
omit tﬁe positions of various Cabinet Ministers, it is necessary
to augment basic Cabinet documents with Thomas Jones' recently

published Whitehall Diary (3 Vols.), especially Volume III: Ireland,

1918-1925. Jones, Cabinet Assistant Secretary, carefully lays out
the positions of various personalities in the Cabinet and more than
anyone else reveals the mind of the Prime Minister regarding the
Anglo-Irish War,

Along with whitehall Diary the Lloyd George and Bonar Law

Papers at the Beaverbrook Library indicate the attitudes and influ-

ences of the many individuals, Cabinet and otherwise, with whom
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these two dominate leaders corresponded. Especially important in
this regard is the Chief Secretary for Ireland, 1920-22, Sir Hamar
Greenwood. The sometimes opposing posture of Irish Under-Seccretary,
Sir John Anderson, and other figures at Dublin Castle is pointed out
not on1§ in Cabinet Records, but also in Colonial Office Records at
the P.R.0. See in particular the Sir John Anderson Papers (c.o.
904/188/1-2). 1In addition, the published diaries, letters, memoirs,
and biographies of Sir John Anderson, Bonar Law, Sir Austen Chamber-
lain, Winston Churchill, ﬁ. A. L. Fisher, Lord Hankey, King George V,
Frances (Stevenson) Lloyd George, General Macready, Lord Riddell,
Sir Henry Robinson, C. P. Scott, General Smuts, C. J. C. Street,
and Sir Henry Wilson give imporLant details and reflections.

To understand the personality and behavior of Lloyd George one
must also look beyond the documents and institutions at the time
of his Prime Ministership to his Welsh homeland and to those who
* have written biographies and essays about him. Prominent among
these are works by Giovanni Costigan, Lord Beaverbrook, William
George, Thomas Jones, Richard Lloyd George, Frances (Stevenson)
Lloyd George, Kenneth O. Morgan, C. L. Mowat, Frank Owen, Albert
Sylvestef, A. J. P. Taylor, and Malcolm Thomson.

The Strickland Report on the burning of Cork in 1920 and re-
lated correspondence, deposited in the War Office Records (w.o.
35/88), was first discussed in my article, "The Lloyd George Govern-
ment and the Strickland Report on the Burning of Cork, 1920"; in

Albion: Proceedings of the Conference on British Studies, and is

presented in full in Appendix III of this study. Other important

published sources include the Parliamentary Debates, especially
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for the House of Commons, which have been fully consulted, and

Parliamentary Papers, including various Bills, Acts, and Command

Papers.

The many newspapers that have been used come primarily from
two London libraries—the Colindale Newspaper Library of the British
Museum and the Beaverbrook Library. Numerous boxes of press clip-
pings are located at the latter in the Lloyd George Papers, Series H.

Other than Jones' Whitehall Diary the most important and recent

work of the past decade to deal with England's part in the Anglo-

Irish War is D. G. Boyce, Englishmen and Itrish Troubles (1972), a

study of the impact of public oPinion in Britain. The essays by

Boyce, Cuthbert, and Morgan in A. J. P. Taylor, Lloyd George:

Twelve Essays (1971), also merit attention. Of the older, yet

reliable studies of the period, Richard Bennett's Black and Tans,

Edgar Holt's Protest in Arms, W. K. Hancock's Survey of Inter-

" national Affairs, Vol. I: Problems of Nationality, Dorothy Macardle's

Irish Republic, and Frank Pakenham's Peace By Ordeal are indispens-

able. Finally, one of his most stimulating essays in recent years
ijs Giovanni Costigan's "The Anglo-Irish Conflict, 1919-1922",

University Review (Dublin, 1968), which sets the whole episode in

perspective.’
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