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    For decades, nationalist Ireland has told glorious stories of IRA flying columns beating the dastardly Black and Tans. In fact there were few flying columns and an awful lot of … murders … In [July] 1921, with the Truce just hours away, an RIC man named Alfred Needham, aged 20, clearly thought that finally he could marry his sweetheart. But a clerk in Ennis tipped off the IRA that the groom’s profession was ‘Constable’. So a beaming Alfred and his teenage bride emerged from the registry office and two gunmen shot him dead. Yet … this July our political classes will once again unite around the fiction that ‘the War of Independence’ was honourable and necessary and largely worthwhile.1


    This is how newspaper columnist Kevin Myers described one of the last killings of the Irish War of Independence in an article in the Irish Independent marking the ninetieth anniversary of the Anglo-Irish Truce, which ended the war on 11 July 1921. Myers dismissed the IRA military campaign of 1919–21, which eventually led to the creation of an independent state in southern Ireland, as part of a ‘cycle of psychiatric futility’. Furthermore, he claimed that the ‘murder’ of Alfred Needham exposed as a fiction the concept of the War of Independence as a necessary and legitimate war.


    Ironically, Myers’ account of Needham’s killing is almost entirely fictional. There was no wedding ceremony, no teenage bride and no clerk who tipped off the IRA. Needham, a Black and Tan from London, was shot standing at the door of a stable with two other armed members of the Royal Irish Constabulary (RIC) – not while leaving a registry office with his new bride. The tale about Needham being killed immediately after getting married appears to have been invented for melodramatic effect in a propaganda story. Yet different versions of this story continue to resurface every few years masquerading as factual history. Author Richard Abbott, an RUC officer who compiled a history of RIC casualties during the War of Independence, claimed that the IRA had attacked both Needham and his new bride after their wedding ceremony – killing him and hospitalising her.2 Eunan O’Halpin, Professor of Contemporary Irish History at Trinity College Dublin, stated in a recent television documentary that Needham had married in a church ceremony and was shot dead in front of his new bride just minutes after they had exchanged wedding vows.3 A common element in most of these accounts is the suggestion that the IRA Volunteers who killed Needham knew a ceasefire had been agreed with the British forces and that this was a motivating factor in the attack.


    The stories about Needham’s wedding are part of a wider narrative about the War of Independence, which claims that the announcement of the Truce on 8 July 1921 led to a wave of unjustifiable ‘eleventh-hour’ IRA attacks before the ceasefire began. Supporters of this narrative claim that republicans launched a determined campaign to kill as many people as possible before the war ended and that these final IRA attacks were made mainly against so-called ‘soft targets’, i.e. unarmed members of the British forces and loyalist civilians. Some historians and commentators allege that attacks on ‘soft targets’ accounted for the bulk of IRA activity throughout the War of Independence, which they claim was more akin to terrorism than to a military campaign. It has also been asserted that Protestants were targeted as part of a sectarian campaign conducted by the IRA, and that such attacks intensified after the Truce was announced.


    A number of stories similar to the one about Needham’s wedding are reproduced regularly in histories of the War of Independence to support the idea that the IRA exploited the declaration of the Truce as an opportunity for wanton violence. These include claims that:


    • After the announcement of the Truce, the IRA killed up to a dozen alleged spies, most of whom were innocent Protestants with no connection to the British forces.


    • Four teenage soldiers, mere boys who had left their post to visit a sweet shop, were abducted and murdered by the IRA for no apparent reason.


    • Three Protestant boys were abducted, killed and secretly buried by the IRA in Cork city because of republican paranoia about spies.


    • A devout Catholic serving in the RIC was shot dead by IRA gunmen while on his way to Mass on the morning of the ceasefire.


    • The IRA in Kerry launched its only attack of the war, killing a soldier and an innocent young woman, just minutes before the Truce started.


    • A Black and Tan strolling through a picturesque Wicklow village was murdered by republicans less than an hour after the ceasefire began.


    



    Some of these stories have a grain of truth to them. Others are entirely fictional or are genuine killings taken out of context and with new details invented for propaganda value. For years, Irish and British authors writing about the War of Independence have accepted these stories as truthful, repeating and recycling them without question. Meanwhile the activities of the British forces in the same period have been ignored, with many authors unquestioningly accepting assurances that the British Army, RIC and Black and Tans all ceased hostilities the minute the Truce was announced, leaving the IRA as the sole protagonists in the final violent days of the conflict.


    The allegation that the IRA callously took the announcement of the Truce as an opportunity to attack ‘soft targets’ was first employed as anti-republican propaganda in early accounts of the war written by British authors. The official history of the British Army’s 6th Division in Ireland, written in 1922, claimed the IRA exploited the declaration of the Truce as:


    … an opportunity for attacking and murdering people when vigilance would obviously be relaxed, and if they could only postpone these murders to the last moment, the murderers could not possibly be punished. They carried out their programme to the letter. A private of the Machine Gun Corps was murdered on July 10th … four unarmed soldiers were kidnapped and murdered in Cork, and a patrol in Castleisland was ambushed, with results more disastrous to the rebels than even to the patrol itself; and finally, within fifteen minutes of the Truce, the inhabitants of Killarney, who had never summoned up courage to strike a blow for freedom during the progress of the war, attacked two sergeants of the Royal Fusiliers in the street, one of whom died. Thus was the Truce inaugurated.4


    Walter Phillips, an English historian who published one of the first popular histories of the conflict in 1923, said: ‘the weekend before the coming of the Truce was one of the bloodiest on record in Ireland’. Phillips held the IRA solely responsible for this increase in violence and focused on the killings of off-duty soldiers and loyalist civilians.5 In his memoirs, published in 1924, General Nevil Macready, the former commander of the British forces in Ireland, contrasted the morality of the military campaigns waged by the rival forces in the final days and hours before the Truce began. According to Macready, British forces refrained from any hasty and unnecessary last-minute attacks, while the IRA intensified its military campaign through opportunistic killings:


    The Truce would begin at 12 noon on 11th July, 1921, until which time the troops, while taking no risks, should abstain as far as possible from unnecessary activity against the rebels, who, far from imitating such chivalrous forbearance, continued their campaign of outrage and assassination until the clocks struck twelve on 11th July.6


    Like Phillips, Macready cited attacks on the British forces, the killing of civilians and the destruction of the homes of loyalists as proof of an IRA ‘campaign of outrage’ prompted by the announcement of the Truce.7


    Allegations that the IRA engaged in unjustified military operations in the dying hours of the conflict were not confined to British writers. This accusation became a core piece of anti-republican propaganda in the Irish Free State. During the Civil War both sides accused their opponents of cowardice, denouncing them as ‘eleventh-hour warriors’ and ‘Trucileers’, i.e. men who joined the IRA at the time of the Truce but who had played little or no part in the War of Independence. The military record of its various supporters and opponents often dominated the debates surrounding the acceptance of the Anglo-Irish Treaty.8 Free State propaganda defined republican opponents of the Anglo-Irish Treaty as ‘Johnny-come-latelys’ who ‘had never challenged Dublin Castle’ or ‘ever fired a shot against the British forces’. Furthermore they denounced the guerrilla tactics used by IRA ‘Trucileers’ and, with no sense of irony or hypocrisy, encouraged them to ‘fight fair’ even though the exact same guerrilla tactics had been employed during the War of Independence.9


    In his 1924 book The Victory of Sinn Féin, the Free State polemicist P. S. O’Hegarty condemned the anti-Treaty IRA as ‘a terrorist army’ of ‘Tinpikemen’ that had shied away from danger during the War of Independence but who had sprung into action at the last moment: ‘all the young men in all the counties who had kept aloof of the fighting when it was dangerous were now eager to become heroes, and to be able to tell stories about this and that ambush’.10 Piaras Béaslaí, the former IRA director of publicity who wrote a biography of Michael Collins shortly after the Civil War, castigated the republican opponents of the Treaty, whom he dismissed as ‘Trucileers’:


    A great many eleventh-hour warriors, in comparatively peaceful parts of the country, hastened to make up arrears by firing shots at the last moment, and there were attacks on the English forces up to within a few minutes of the Truce. These belated exhibitions of prowess, with no military objective, when the danger seemed past, reflected no credit on Irishmen.11


    Many of the IRA units responsible for these operations later fought against acceptance of the Treaty, and Béaslaí’s comments are likely to have been influenced by his support for the Treaty and his experiences during the Civil War.


    Abusive comments about ‘Trucileers’ were directed in particular against republicans in Kerry, where there had been limited IRA activity in the pre-Truce period but an increase in operations in the last days of the war. In October 1933, following a republican attack on a ‘Blueshirt’ rally in Tralee, Eoin O’Duffy, leader of the pro-Treaty Fine Gael party, taunted his political opponents in the county by declaring: ‘Kerry’s entire record in the Black and Tan struggle consisted in shooting an unfortunate soldier the day of the Truce. To hear such people shouting “Up the Republic” would make a dog sick.’12


    Years later, a number of historians began repeating allegations that the IRA had exploited the announcement of the Truce to commit unjustified and morally questionable attacks, and over time this allegation became widely accepted as historical fact. In his book The Black and Tans, Richard Bennett claimed that there was ‘a wild flurry of activity’ by ‘Eleventh hour warriors of the IRA [who] hurried to get their last shots in’. Bennett cited the IRA execution of civilians suspected of spying and attacks on off-duty members of the British forces as proof of this. He claimed that these ‘eleventh-hour’ attacks were typical of the IRA’s military campaign, which had ‘relapsed into a moral anarchy unconnected with any political or social or practical end other than the muzzle of a gun’.13


    Charles Townshend has claimed that the Truce was ‘preceded by one of the bloodiest weekends in the conflict, with the IRA killing some 20 people in the last 36 hours’.14 Joseph Curran attributed a propaganda and political motivation to the apparent escalation in IRA violence immediately before the ceasefire: ‘On July 8 Macready ordered his troops to abstain from unnecessary activity in view of the Truce agreement. The IRA, on the other hand, kept up its attacks until the last moment to demonstrate its capacity and willingness to carry on the fight.’15 Tim Pat Coogan claimed that the IRA committed ‘cold-blooded’ killings after the Truce’s announcement: ‘the IRA kept up the offensive to within minutes of that noontide. On some it had a galvanic effect. Knowing that retribution could not occur after the 11th, many literally eleventh-hour warriors now took the field’.16 Maryann Valiulis claimed that some bloodlust was to be found on both sides in the last days of the war, but suggested that the republicans were primarily responsible, having provoked British forces through a series of unjustified and gratuitous killings:


    Neither side … would let the hostilities cease without one last burst of violence before the Truce came into effect. The IRA received word that the British forces would attempt one final action … The reason for the contemplated action by the British forces was that six soldiers were captured and shot on about 9 July 1921. In addition, records indicate that 11 spies were executed by the IRA just prior to the advent of the Truce.17


    Peter Hart stated that local IRA units had advance knowledge of the Truce and this led to an increase in republican violence deliberately calculated to inflict fatalities on British forces and to kill loyalist civilians and other ‘soft targets’:


    The first eleven days in July did bring a last-minute upsurge in political activity … this was partly a product of the impending Truce, allowing IRA units outside Dublin to wreak maximum havoc in the knowledge that they would soon be immune from retaliation … Civilian targets, in fact, offered the only remaining untapped market for IRA operations in early 1921, which guerrillas were already beginning to exploit when the Truce mercifully intervened.18


    Hart further claimed that anti-Protestant violence perpetrated by the IRA increased continually until the Truce began on 11 July 1921.19 According to him, the IRA engaged in a spate of unwarranted killings after the ceasefire was announced: ‘many guerrilla units had made a point of killing as many enemies as possible up until the last minute (twenty people in the last thirty-six hours)’.20


    More recently, Marie Coleman has suggested that IRA Volunteers who knew the Truce was imminent might have had a sectarian motive in launching last-minute attacks. Coleman cites the executions of the Pearson brothers, two Protestant farmers at Coolacrease, Co. Offaly, and suggests that their killers were motivated by ‘the desire of the hitherto inactive Offaly Brigade to record a success before the Truce’.21


    Through frequent repetition, the claim that the announcement of the Truce led to a surge in unjustifiable ‘last-minute’ republican killings has effectively become part of the standard narrative of the War of Independence. Over time, this narrative has become more exaggerated and has been incorporated into an increasingly melodramatic, propagandistic and factually inaccurate history. This repetition and promotion has been part of a wider ideological debate about ‘revisionism’ in the academic study of Irish history and an ongoing political debate on the legitimacy of physical-force republicanism. The debate on these issues has been conducted in overtly political and moral terms in newspaper articles, and on radio and television, with politicians and polemicists such as Conor Cruise O’Brien featuring prominently.22


    Newspaper columnist and political activist Eoghan Harris, a self-described anti-republican revisionist, has produced a number of television pieces and articles critical of the IRA’s conduct during the War of Independence, which allege that republican violence in that period had a strong sectarian intent. He has insisted that ‘the first duty of academic historians is to protect past victims of the IRA who no longer have a voice’.23 Harris has also made the specific claim that republican ‘bloodlust’ led to an increase in IRA violence after the announcement of the Truce.24


    Kevin Myers has made similar claims in his newspaper columns, which regularly feature the War of Independence as a topic. He has frequently repeated the claim that the IRA exploited the announcement of the Truce as an opportunity to indulge in sectarian killings and attacks on ‘soft targets’. In The Irish Times, Myers alleged that: ‘The conference in the Mansion House in Dublin, where the details of the ceasefire were being hammered out, gave three days’ notice of the Truce. Those days were filled with bloodshed as killers embarked upon a once-in-a-lifetime Summer Sale of murder, guaranteed without legal consequence.’25 Claims by Myers and Harris cannot be treated with the same weight as serious historical research by academics, but the media in Ireland plays an important role in shaping perceptions of the conflict and opinion pieces by these commentators have helped to promote and expand the existing narrative of pre-Truce violence.


    This book attempts to separate the fiction, myth and propaganda from the facts, and to establish what really happened from 8–11 July 1921 – to find out if there is any truth in the allegations, or if they are just made-up stories that have enjoyed an unnaturally long life. To date, almost all of the books and articles which claim that the announcement of the Truce led to a massive surge in violence have focused entirely on killings carried out by the IRA and ignored the actions of British forces in the last days of the conflict. This has resulted in a biased history of the last days of the conflict, in which those killed by the IRA are remembered as the victims of vengeful and futile militarism while those killed by the British forces are conveniently forgotten. Here, contemporary accounts from newspapers, military and police reports, testimony from Irish loyalists and eyewitness accounts from veterans of both the IRA and the British forces have been used to build up a detailed and accurate picture and to establish for the first time what really happened during the final days and hours of the Irish War of Independence.
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    The Political and Military Origins of the Truce


    
      

    


    
      

    


    A huge volume of history has been written about the negotiations that led to the Anglo-Irish Treaty – but, in comparison, very little has been written about the peace talks that brought about the Truce which ended the War of Independence. Even after both sides had come to realise that a military cessation was necessary, there was a long and protracted debate between them about the form the ceasefire should take.


    Republicans were keen to exact the maximum propaganda value from any agreement with the British and wanted to secure a formal, bilateral military armistice. Such an agreement would effectively bestow ‘belligerent status’ on the IRA, meaning that the British recognised them as lawful ‘combatants’ in a ‘legitimate’ army.1 It would also involve the British giving tacit political recognition to Dáil Éireann, the Irish republican government. The republicans were determined to ensure that any ceasefire would not involve any major concessions on their part, such as the surrender of IRA arms or the prosecution of wanted IRA leaders.


    In contrast, the British aimed to force the IRA to accept an informal truce that imposed harsh military conditions and restrictions on the republicans. This would effectively amount to a military surrender by the IRA, and would deny Dáil Éireann, Sinn Féin and the IRA the propaganda coup and legitimacy they would win as parties to a formal agreement with the British government.


    Many of the writers who have claimed that there was an upsurge in IRA violence just before the Truce have mistakenly attributed a degree of foresight to republican combatants that simply did not exist. Supporters of this account wrongly assumed that IRA Volunteers throughout Ireland knew well in advance that the Truce was coming, were motivated to kill as many of their enemies as possible before the war ended and had time to plan new attacks before the ceasefire began. Some of these writers also did not understand the terms and conditions of the Truce or the type of ceasefire it involved. A full understanding of the Truce, its form and political and military origins, is necessary before any attempt can be made to understand the violence that occurred after the ceasefire was announced, or to put those events in context.


    The official position of the British government during the conflict was that the IRA was a ‘murder gang’ and that the republican insurrection was an illegal attempt by a criminal conspiracy to overthrow British rule through terrorism. Some members of the British government even believed that the IRA was the puppet of an international conspiracy, led by Bolshevik Russia, which sought to destroy the British Empire.2 Because members of the British government continually repeated this position in public, they could not openly encourage any contact or negotiations with Irish republicans. In 1918 the British cabinet insisted:


    as a preliminary to proceeding with the Government policy … of the grant of self-government to Ireland, it was first necessary [to] restore respect for government, enforce the law and, above all, put down with a stern hand the Irish-German conspiracy which appears to be widespread in Ireland.3


    In 1920 the British cabinet’s ‘Irish Situation Committee’ recommended:


    no person … should in any circumstance be permitted to hold communication with Sinn Féin, except on the basis of the Government’s expressed policy, viz: the repression of crime and the determination to carry through the Government of Ireland Bill on its present main lines.4


    Despite this hardline public stance, in private the British authorities maintained contact with members of Sinn Féin throughout the conflict in the hope of opening peace negotiations. In March 1920 Alfred Davies, a Conservative MP, wrote to Art O’Brien, Sinn Féin’s representative in London, stating that the majority of MPs favoured a political settlement for Ireland. Davies offered to arrange a meeting between the Sinn Féin leader, Arthur Griffith, and the British prime minister, David Lloyd George.5 In July of that year, Lord Curzon, the British foreign secretary, advised the British cabinet that ‘you must negotiate with Sinn Féin. We shall be driven to dominion Home Rule [in southern Ireland] sooner or later.’6


    In the same month Sir Charles Russell, the English barrister and baronet, was approached by Lloyd George and asked to contact Sinn Féin to begin negotiations. Lloyd George indicated to Russell that a negotiated peace was possible on condition that it excluded Michael Collins and other members of the IRA leadership.7 Two months later a meeting was arranged in Dublin between Griffith and Sir John Anderson, the joint under-secretary for Ireland. The meeting was aborted at the last moment, apparently because Griffith insisted that the British would first have to recognise Dáil Éireann. Though disappointed by this outcome, Mark Sturgis, the most senior British civil servant in Dublin Castle, interpreted the development as evidence of a split among Irish republicans: ‘It looks as if the pressure on the quiet side of Sinn Féin to break away from the gunmen is increasing.’8 The attorney general was less optimistic: ‘the bad element in Sinn Féin would seize on any new statement made by the government [as a weakness] and any Sinn Feiners negotiating would be shot’.9


    The first peace initiative to suggest a ceasefire between the opposing military forces came from General George Cockerill, a Conservative MP, who proposed in October 1920 that an immediate ceasefire between the IRA and the British forces should be arranged. Cockerill suggested that once this ceasefire began, Dáil Éireann would meet in public with British approval and political negotiations could begin.10 Responding to this call, Patrick Moylett, an Irish Republican Brotherhood (IRB) member and judge in the Sinn Féin courts, met Cockerill and a number of other influential British politicians, including C. J. Phillips, an official from the British Foreign Office, and Herbert Fisher, the Minister for Education.11 Despite being a member of Sinn Féin and an associate of Griffith, Moylett was acting on his own initiative.


    Shortly after Moylett and Cockerill began these discussions, they took on a new sense of urgency when Terence MacSwiney, the republican mayor of Cork, died on hunger strike at Brixton Prison in England. Moylett was summoned immediately to Downing Street for an additional meeting with Phillips. Phillips proposed that the announcement of an immediate IRA ceasefire would lead to an informal truce between them and the British forces, allowing formal political negotiations to begin.12 Moylett forwarded this proposal to Griffith, who responded in writing with the following proposals:


    (1) The Dáil Éireann should be allowed to meet on the distinct understanding that –


    (a) Attacks on the police and soldiers instantly cease.


    (b) At the meeting no reference be made to the existence of any ‘Irish Republic’. From the point of view of the British Government the meeting would merely be that of representatives of Ireland referred to by the Prime Minister in his speech in Parliament …


    (2) The only ‘business’ of the meeting would be to receive and answer an invitation from the British Government to nominate representatives to a conference called by the British Government for a settlement of the whole Irish question. Sinn Féin’s idea of a conference is that it would consist of one or two members representing Ulster, one or two representing Sinn Féin and (say) five others representing England, Scotland, Wales and possibly the two Dominions specially interested in the Irish Question, viz., Canada and Australia.13


    Whilst secret negotiations with Griffith continued in private, in public the British government engaged in a bout of sabre rattling. Lloyd George made a speech at the Guildhall in London stating: ‘We have murder by the throat, we had to reorganise the police. When the government was ready we struck the terrorists and now the terrorists are complaining of terror.’14 The hardline rhetoric coming from the British government and its public inflexibility frustrated Michael Collins, who asked: ‘I wonder what these people with their hypocritical good intentions and good wishes say to L. George’s speech yesterday? So much for the peace feelers.’15


    The willingness of Moylett and Griffith to negotiate a ceasefire gave their British counterparts the impression that the republicans were ready to sue for peace at any cost, which may have influenced the triumphalist tone of the prime minister’s speech. It also convinced Phillips that British measures to crush the insurrection and restore order were bearing fruit. On 19 November he wrote to Lloyd George:


    I got a very clear impression … that the Sinn Féin leaders realise quite well the hopelessness of their attempts to carry on the struggle on present lines and are seeking a plan by which they may at the same time end the present crisis, save their own faces as far as possible and checkmate the extremist section among their followers.16


    Within days of Phillips’ letter, the IRA scored a series of decisive victories that completely undermined this impression.


    In a wave of co-ordinated attacks on Sunday 21 November 1920, the IRA’s Dublin Brigade killed twelve suspected British intelligence agents and two members of the RIC Auxiliary Division.17 A few hours later members of the British forces took their revenge by attacking spectators at a Gaelic football match in Croke Park, killing fourteen civilians. That night, members of the RIC Auxiliary Division at Dublin Castle killed two senior IRA officers and a civilian.18 According to Moylett, the day that became known as Bloody Sunday gave a new impetus to the negotiations: ‘The week following the 21st November I had conferences every day with Phillips. That week … I spent every day in Downing St and we discussed the question of a settlement in detail from every angle.’ Phillips assured Moylett that if Dáil Éireann used its influence to get the IRA to suspend their military campaign for a week, it would enable Lloyd George to propose a peace settlement in the House of Commons.19


    Moylett assured the British that Dáil Éireann could secure a week-long IRA ceasefire. In return he sought a commitment from the British that the Black and Tans and RIC Auxiliaries would be confined to barracks once the cessation began. The proposed truce was intended as a temporary, informal arrangement to facilitate political negotiations.20 However, efforts to secure a truce were soon frustrated by the arrest of Griffith and another Sinn Féin TD, Eoin MacNeill.21 A further complication emerged when the British insisted that leading members of the IRA would not be immune from prosecution during the ceasefire. ‘They wished to exempt Mick Collins, Dan Breen and one or two others. The truce would not cover these men, meaning that they were reserved for subsequent prosecution.’ Moylett’s talks with the British faltered on this issue, and his peace initiative fell apart soon after.22


    On 28 November 1920 the Cork No. 3 Brigade IRA ambushed a patrol of RIC Auxiliaries at Kilmichael, killing sixteen members of the patrol. A seventeenth Auxiliary initially escaped but was captured and killed shortly afterwards.23 The IRA victory at Kilmichael was an unprecedented development that came as a great shock to the British government.24 Apart from the large number of fatalities, the fact that sixteen of the dead were ex-military officers from England and Scotland had an additional impact in Britain, because before Kilmichael the majority of ‘British’ fatalities in Ireland had been Irish RIC constables. Lloyd George observed, ‘The last attack of the rebels seemed … to partake of a different character from the preceding operations. The others were assassinations. This last was a military operation.’25 By coincidence, on the same date as the Kilmichael ambush, the IRA carried out co-ordinated acts of industrial sabotage in several British cities. In Liverpool and Bootle alone, IRA operations caused £250,000 worth of damage.26 The British public and press feared these attacks were the start of an IRA campaign in Britain.


    Bloody Sunday, Kilmichael and the campaign of sabotage in England generated significant press coverage in the British media.27 The unprecedented scale of these attacks, coupled with the state funerals at Westminster Abbey of six British officers killed on Bloody Sunday, ensured that the IRA’s military campaign made front-page newspaper headlines all over Britain. Mark Sturgis, who was in London at the time, was struck by the public reaction:


    One thing is very sure. We can no longer complain of lack of interest on this side … Liverpool and the murders have made a tremendous difference in the tone. Everyone is talking of Shin [Féin] murder plots and the press is unanimous as far as I have seen it. Even The Times wishes us God speed in smashing the murder gang.28


    These dramatic events were followed immediately by a profusion of new attempts to secure a truce.


    Some Sinn Féin politicians were disturbed by the violence of the IRA’s military campaign, the most prominent being Roger Sweetman, Sinn Féin TD for North Wexford. In the immediate aftermath of Bloody Sunday and Kilmichael, Sweetman wrote to several newspapers appealing for an IRA ceasefire.29 He expressed serious reservations about the morality of the use of military force by republicans, and his attempts to arrange a ceasefire appear to have been based on a moral objection to the growing intensity of the IRA’s military campaign. Sweetman’s appeal was made without the approval of Dáil Éireann or consultation with the IRA’s leadership, and had no prospect of success. Nonetheless, it was significant because it was the first time a TD had called publicly for an end to hostilities as a precursor to peace negotiations. Shortly afterwards Sweetman resigned as a TD in protest at the nature of the IRA’s continuing military campaign.30 The British government took notice of Sweetman’s appeal and Phillips questioned Moylett about it. Moylett and others in Sinn Féin regarded Sweetman’s appeal as premature, damaging and counter-productive.31


    Following quickly after Sweetman’s appeal came the ‘Galway Peace Resolution’, tabled at a special meeting of Galway County Council on 3 December 1920. The meeting had been called to discuss the council’s finances. Because of the number of councillors wanted by the British forces, only six attended. Since a quorum of eight was not present, the meeting did not have the power to conduct any official council business.32 A discussion of the political situation in Ireland ensued among the assembled councillors, during which Councillor James Haverty, an IRA officer, read the following proposal for peace negotiations:33


    That we, the members of Galway County Council, assembled on December 3, 1920, view with sorrow and grief the shootings, burnings, reprisals and counter-reprisals now taking place all over England and Ireland by armed forces of the British Empire on one hand and armed forces of the Irish Republic on the other. That we believe this unfortunate state of affairs is detrimental to the interests of both countries in such a crisis in world affairs. We, therefore, as adherents of Dáil Éireann, request that body to appoint three delegates to negotiate a truce.


    We further request the British Government to appoint three more delegates who will have power to arrange a truce and preliminary terms of peace so that an end may be brought to the unfortunate strife by a peace honourable to both countries. That we consider the initiative lies with the British Government who should withdraw the ban on the meeting of Dáil Éireann for the purpose of appointing delegates. That we further consider that if either side refuses to accede to proposals such as these, the world will hold it responsible for any further shootings or burnings that may take place.34


    Haverty’s proposal was widely reported in the national and international press.35 Reacting to these press reports, the acting chairwoman of the council, Alice Cashel, called a meeting of the full council to repudiate publicly Haverty’s proposal. However, she was arrested along with several other councillors who were on their way to that meeting.36 Regardless of its validity, the ‘Galway Peace Resolution’ resulted in swift condemnation from other republicans. Galway Councillor Pádraig Kilkelly approached the local IRA leadership, asking them to issue a statement denouncing the resolution and highlighting the fact that the majority of councillors were ‘on the run’ and had not supported Haverty’s motion.37 The IRA in Galway despairingly referred to it as ‘The White Feather Resolution’ and was anxious to take action to dispel the rumour that ‘Galway had been tamed’.38 When a copy of the resolution was circulated to Clare County Council, Michael Brennan, the council’s chairman and leader of the IRA’s East Clare Brigade, burned it in protest.39


    Nonetheless, the British government was encouraged by events in Galway, interpreting them as further evidence of a growing split between republican ‘moderates’ and ‘gunmen’. A meeting of the British cabinet on 6 December described the ‘Galway Peace Resolution’ as ‘the first occasion on which a Sinn Féin County Council had condemned the Sinn Féin policy of murder and outrage’. Lloyd George sent a receptive, yet firm response to Haverty’s proposal, stating that negotiations could begin as soon as the IRA declared a ceasefire:


    The first necessary preliminary to the re-establishment of normal conditions is that murder and crimes of violence shall cease. It is to that end that the efforts of the Irish executive have been constantly directed, and until it has been attained no progress can be made toward a political settlement.40


    Those who supported the ‘Peace Resolution’ had no authority from Dáil Éireann to enter negotiations with the British. Nor did they have the necessary influence with the IRA to compel it to accept British demands for a unilateral ceasefire as a precursor to negotiations – so it is not surprising that the political manoeuvres that grew from the ‘Peace Resolution’ came to nothing.


    Fr Michael O’Flanagan, who had been appointed ‘acting president’ of Sinn Féin after Griffith’s arrest, launched the next peace initiative. Shortly after the dramatic events in Galway, O’Flanagan sent a telegram to Lloyd George seeking terms: ‘You state you are willing to make peace at once without waiting till Christmas. Ireland is also willing to make peace. What first step do you propose?’41 Like Sweetman, O’Flanagan was acting on his own and held moral reservations about the IRA’s military campaign.42 However, his efforts met with more success, mainly because of his senior position within Sinn Féin and his willingness to compromise on what Phillips called ‘the full republican attitude’.43 O’Flanagan was one of the few republican separatists willing to countenance partition. He believed that Ulster unionists had excluded themselves from the Irish nation, and republicans could not ‘compel Antrim and Down to love us by force’. He believed that it would be hypocritical for Sinn Féin to condemn British coercion of Ireland while attempting to coerce the unionists of Ulster. Furthermore, O’Flanagan was also willing to consider a political settlement based on dominion status.44


    While relatively few members of Sinn Féin and the IRA were willing to consider partition, many members of Sinn Féin at the time shared O’Flanagan’s attitude towards dominion status and were willing to compromise on the demand for a republic because many were separatists seeking Irish independence, rather than idealists committed to the philosophy and ideals of Irish republicanism.45


    Because of O’Flanagan’s senior position within Sinn Féin, the British initially made the mistake of thinking he spoke with full authority and the power to negotiate as an official representative of the republican leadership. Sturgis noted with misguided optimism that O’Flanagan was ‘an accredited representative ready to speak as “the man on the bridge” from Dáil Éireann’.46 However, as time went on they developed doubts about the priest’s credentials, and in early 1921 Lloyd George told Sir John Anderson that O’Flanagan represented nobody but himself and that he must deal with someone ‘who could deliver the goods’. Consequently Anderson asked O’Flanagan to help him make direct contact with Éamon de Valera, leader of Sinn Féin and president of the Irish Republic, concerning negotiations.47


    Michael Collins did not appreciate O’Flanagan’s efforts to secure an IRA ceasefire, considering them to be an unjustified intrusion imposing on the efforts of others who had greater prospects of success. He publicly condemned O’Flanagan’s efforts, saying: ‘We must not allow ourselves to be rushed by these foolish productions or foolish people, who are tumbling over themselves to talk about a truce, when there is no truce.’48 One contemporary recalled that Collins was extremely angry: ‘He was very wroth with Father O’Flanagan … He said, “That ruins things for us”, and he was not surprised when the negotiations broke down.’49 Likewise, Collins told Jerry Ryan, an IRA officer from Tipperary, that the priest’s meddling had prevented a political settlement being reached: ‘only for Fr Flanagan [sic] and Galway County Council we would have a good settlement, but not a republic’.50


    Despite the rash of peace initiatives that began in November 1920, the only endeavour that had a realistic prospect of success was that headed by Patrick Clune – the Archbishop of Perth.51 Clune had a personal interest in Irish affairs because RIC Auxiliaries had killed his nephew, Conor Clune, on Bloody Sunday.52 On 1 December the archbishop and his secretary, Rev. J. T. McMahon, met the British prime minister at the House of Commons. He recounted his experiences of conditions in Ireland where he had witnessed the aftermath of British reprisals, and Lloyd George asked him if he would go to Dublin and meet the leadership of Sinn Féin to arrange an IRA ceasefire as a precursor to political negotiations.53 The archbishop agreed, and Art O’Brien forwarded a letter written by him to Collins. Collins favoured a truce and wrote to Griffith on 2 December, stating: ‘My view is that a truce on the terms specified cannot possibly do us any harm. It appears to me that it is distinctly an advance.’54 Collins was willing to support a ceasefire provided the terms were favourable to the IRA: ‘It is too much to expect that Irish physical force could combat successfully English physical force for any length of time if the directors of the latter could get a free hand for ruthlessness’.55


    Clune returned to Ireland, accompanied by Dr Fogarty, the Bishop of Killaloe, and held several meetings with Collins in Dublin. He made contact in Dublin Castle with Andy Cope, the assistant under-secretary for Ireland. Cope arranged for the clergymen to visit Griffith, MacNeill and Michael Staines, a Sinn Féin TD for Dublin, all of whom were prisoners in Mountjoy Gaol. Staines was the most militant of the republican leaders in Mountjoy. As well as being a TD and a judge in the Dáil Éireann courts, he was an IRA officer and a veteran of the 1916 Rising.56 Collins had told him that the archbishop was conducting truce negotiations with the endorsement of the IRA and would be visiting the prison to meet him. It is likely that Collins wanted Staines involved in the negotiations as a precaution against the possibility that Griffith and MacNeill would agree to conditions that would have been unacceptable to the IRA. Griffith also regarded Staines as the unofficial voice of the IRA rank and file during the negotiations. Staines recalled Griffith asking him, ‘What I want to know is what will the fighting men think about this?’ Staines replied, ‘the fighting men would be quite happy for a truce, provided there was no surrender of arms’.57


    Bishop Fogarty recalled that the republican leaders in Mountjoy Gaol were initially receptive to the peace proposal: ‘We discussed the proposed truce, which Arthur Griffith welcomed with enthusiasm … Eoin MacNeill … was not so impressed, but was willing to accept it.’58 Fogarty also claimed that Cope was enthusiastic about the prospects for a ceasefire, describing them as ‘a splendid opportunity … for a final settlement’.59 Both Griffith and Collins were prepared to advise Dáil Éireann to support a truce, provided the terms and conditions attached to it were favourable to the IRA.60 Collins provided Clune with a general outline of the terms that would be acceptable to the republicans. These were based on a bilateral truce and a commitment that the entire republican government would be allowed to meet in public: ‘If it is understood that the acts of violence (attacks, counter-attacks, reprisals, arrests, pursuits) are called off on both sides, we are agreeable to issue the necessary instructions on our side, it being understood that the entire Dáil shall be free to meet and that its peaceful activities not be interfered with.’61


    With the initial groundwork for negotiations laid, Clune returned to London with a proposal for both sides to agree to a month-long ceasefire. He had a meeting with Lloyd George on 8 December, but quickly realised that during his absence from London the ‘Galway Peace Resolution’ and O’Flanagan’s letter had changed the whole political situation and the British government’s attitude to negotiations. After meeting Clune, Lloyd George held aloft Fr O’Flanagan’s telegram and a copy of the ‘Galway Peace Resolution’, proclaiming, ‘Dr Clune, this is the white feather and we are going to make these fellows surrender!’62 Convinced that the republicans were desperate for a settlement, the British prime minister began to impose new demands during the peace negotiations. The British rejected the initial republican proposals delivered by Clune and insisted that TDs who were members of the IRA leadership, specifically Collins and Richard Mulcahy, could not attend the proposed public meeting of Dáil Éireann. Furthermore the British now demanded that the hierarchy of the Catholic Church and the Labour Party be involved in the peace talks.63 Next, Lloyd George introduced the demand that the IRA would have to surrender their arms as a condition of the ceasefire. Clune objected to this, knowing it would be unacceptable to the republicans.64 Having reached this impasse, the archbishop returned to Dublin to hold further discussions with the republican leaders in Mountjoy Gaol. Two days later Sir Hamar Greenwood publicly offered the Irish republicans an armistice in the House of Commons, on the condition that the IRA would first have to surrender its arms and turn over members of the republican leadership to the British.65


    On 11 December the British cabinet met to discuss Clune’s request for a month-long ceasefire to facilitate negotiations and drafted the following response, which Sir John Anderson was to deliver to the archbishop in Dublin:


    Such a request as you make would deserve earnest consideration of H.M. Government if it was made upon the authority of the constitutional representatives of Ireland. We have already stated that we are willing to facilitate a meeting of the Irish Parliamentary representatives for this or any other purpose likely to bring about an end of the present unhappy conditions. The cessation of murderous attacks upon the loyal servants of the Crown would immediately enable constitutional discussions to begin and peace to be restored …


    1. All arms, ammunition, uniforms, explosives, in area under martial law to be surrendered to the Government.


    2. All arms in the rest of Ireland to be handed over to the safe custody of Government, no distinction to be made between the rest of Ireland and Ulster.


    3. Sinn Fein to order the cessation of all violence in return for which the government to stop reprisals and shop looting, raids, burnings, floggings, execution without court martial (not admitted) and people only to be executed after due court martial.


    4. Sinn Fein M.P.s (except specific list) to be allowed to assemble.66


    



    Rejecting the British government’s proposals as too punitive, Clune sent another telegram to London, again asking for a month-long truce that did not involve a surrender of IRA arms. During the cabinet discussion that followed, Lloyd George indicated that there had been a shift in public opinion and that the British government’s policies were winning the support of ‘the decent public in Ireland’, citing the Catholic bishop of Cork’s condemnation of IRA ambushes in support of this.67


    Clune met Sturgis and Anderson to tell them that the republicans would not agree to a surrender of arms. Anderson encouraged Clune to persevere with his efforts, stating that even if the republicans would not surrender their arms, ‘an unofficial truce, a slacking off on both sides might be arranged’.68 The archbishop responded favourably to Anderson’s suggestion and stated that, if such a situation could be created over the Christmas period, it might induce the necessary conditions for a political settlement. Following his meeting with Anderson, Clune again returned to Mountjoy.69 Griffith rejected the proposals, stating that ‘there would be no surrender, no matter what frightfulness was used’.70


    Lloyd George’s hardening attitude and his insistence on IRA disarmament as a precondition of the proposed truce had by this time damaged Collins’ interest in the peace negotiations, since he believed the British were taking advantage of the republicans’ willingness to negotiate. On 14 December Collins wrote to Griffith, emphasising that the British terms were entirely unacceptable and that it was preferable for the IRA to continue its military campaign rather than submit to punitive terms:


    I am looking at it from an entirely utilitarian point of view. We have clearly demonstrated our willingness to have peace on honourable terms. Lloyd George insists on capitulation. Between them there is no mean; and it is only a waste of time continuing. It may make it appear that we are more anxious than they … Let Lloyd George make no mistake – the IRA is not broken.71


    Cope held another meeting with Clune on 17 December. This meeting coincided with a communiqué from London, which reiterated that ‘no truce is possible without disarmament’. Clune reported this to the republican leaders at Mountjoy, who again rejected this demand. Clune complained that the British government had ‘jumped a step’ and were laying down terms for a formal peace agreement while he was merely trying to arrange an informal military truce. The circular argument about the surrender of arms continued.72


    On 21 December Clune had a meeting with Lloyd George and Andrew Bonar Law, the British Conservative leader, in London. The archbishop appealed to them to drop their demand for a surrender of IRA arms. Clune submitted to them the following proposals, drafted by Griffith and endorsed by Collins, which stated that if the British pledged to ensure their forces complied with the terms of the proposed truce, Dáil Éireann would give the same undertaking regarding the IRA:


    The British Government undertakes that during the Truce, no raids, arrests, pursuits, burnings, shootings, lootings, demolitions, courts-martial or other acts of violence will be carried out by its forces, and there will be no enforcement of the terms of martial law proclamations. We on our side undertake to use all possible means to ensure that no acts whatever of violence will occur on our side during the period of the Truce.


    The British Government, on their part, and we on ours, will use our best efforts to bring about the conditions above mentioned, with the object of creating an atmosphere favourable to the meeting together of the representatives of the Irish People, with a view to the bringing about of a permanent peace.73


    On Christmas Eve Lloyd George informed the British cabinet that he had held further discussions with Clune, and the archbishop had informed him that Collins desired peace and was in earnest about a truce, but that the IRA would never surrender its arms. Clune had enquired whether this condition could be rescinded. In considering this proposal the British cabinet enquired about the current military situation in Ireland and were told that IRA arms had already been surrendered in some districts and that the British forces ‘had at last definitely established the upper hand’. Consequently, senior British military officers advised the British cabinet not to do anything that might upset this new favourable military situation. The cabinet decided not to change the demand for a surrender of IRA arms and reflected on whether ‘it would not be wiser to postpone any further approaches towards Sinn Fein until the Government of Ireland Act [scheduled for the summer of 1921] has been brought into operation’.74


    Lloyd George’s private discussions with Clune went on, but the issue of IRA arms continued to be the main stumbling block. On 28 December Clune outlined his final proposals for a truce to begin on New Year’s Eve:


    (1) Cessation of hostilities – acts of aggression and activities on both sides for the period of one month in order to create a peaceful atmosphere.


    (2) The meeting of Dáil Éireann to discuss among themselves or with plenipotentiaries of the Government the final settlement of the Irish Question.75


    Meanwhile, members of the British cabinet had further meetings with their military advisers to discuss the possibility of a truce. The British generals insisted they could crush the IRA within six weeks. Greenwood assured the prime minister: ‘The SF cause and organisation is breaking up. Clune and everyone else admits this … there is no need of hurry in settlement. We can in due course and on our own good terms settle this Irish Question for good.’76 Macready emphasised that there was a danger that an armistice would lead to a strengthening and reorganisation of the IRA. Sir Henry Wilson, chief of the Imperial General Staff, stated that a truce with the IRA ‘would be absolutely fatal’. While other members of the cabinet spoke in favour of a compromise, the majority supported a continuation of the war. Accepting these military assurances, the British government rejected the republican proposals for a truce.


    On New Year’s Eve Lloyd George’s private secretary, Philip Kerr, citing the precedent of the surrender of arms by the Boers during the Second Boer War, informed Archbishop Clune that the surrender of arms by the IRA remained an essential precondition to any proposed truce.77 This brought an end to these negotiations, and the British cabinet did not seriously consider the prospect again until the cabinet meetings of late April and early May 1921.78


    The Government of Ireland Act had been passed through the British parliament in December 1920. This was due to come into effect in May 1921, by which time it was envisaged that the ‘Ulster Question’ would be solved through partition and the creation of the new parliament of Northern Ireland, and that these measures would satisfy the Conservatives and the Ulster Unionist members of the British government. If this political situation was implemented successfully and the extremely optimistic predictions of the British government’s military advisers came to pass, then Lloyd George would have much greater freedom to negotiate with Sinn Féin concerning the future of ‘Southern Ireland’ by May 1921. This optimistic political and military forecast was undoubtedly a factor in the British decision to end negotiations. Lloyd George’s secretary spelled this out to Clune in late December 1920 when terminating the Truce negotiations, stating:


    the [British] Government had come to the conclusion that it was better to see the thing through as was done in the American and South African wars unless meanwhile the Sinn Feiners surrender their arms and publicly announce the abandonment of violent measures: that the Government felt sanguine that the new Home Rule Bill when studied and understood would be worked, in fact they felt sanguine that within six months all would be working in harmony for Ireland …79


    The negotiations came so close to success that one of the principal negotiators on the republican side, Michael Collins, told his comrade Liam Deasy that they ‘nearly had a truce’ but that General Macready had made this impossible.80 Herbert Asquith later described it as ‘the big missed opportunity’.81


    Following the failure of the peace initiative launched in December 1920, the prospect of a truce was briefly raised again in March 1921, when Lord Midleton, leader of the southern unionists, brought up the issue at a British cabinet meeting. This lack of interest in peace was unsurprising, given the overwhelmingly positive security reports that Lloyd George had received in the interim from Ireland, which stressed that a British victory was imminent. Lloyd George was told by Sir Henry Tudor, the inspector general of the RIC, that there had been a noticeable increase in RIC recruits, that RIC morale had been strengthened and that the public were increasingly afraid of the force, with the result that it received greater assistance from the civilian population thanks to a major change in public opinion in favour of the British authorities.82 However, Midleton poured scorn on the prospect of an impending victory, pointing out that the rate of republican violence had tripled in just seven months. He suggested that prominent Irish businessmen and senior Catholic clergymen should be approached to act as intermediaries with Sinn Féin. Lloyd George rejected Midleton’s proposal, citing the favourable reports he had received from military commanders, which suggested that the British forces would soon inflict such heavy losses on the IRA that the republican military campaign would grind to a halt before any elections were held under the Government of Ireland Act:


    We are told by our Military Advisers that by May we should have the rebellion sufficiently under control to justify going on with the elections … Macready’s view was that progress was certainly being made, but the situation was bad at the moment because the desperate men were being driven to the hills. He was confident that they could be subdued, but would not give a date.83


    Despite the prime minister’s assurances that a military victory would soon make the need for a truce redundant, Thomas Jones, deputy secretary to the British Cabinet, was sceptical of the claims made by British military advisers. Jones wrote to Bonar Law on 24 April predicting that the forthcoming elections would result in a republican landslide, necessitating either a truce with the IRA or the imposition of Crown Colony government:


    In the south the Sinn Feiners will be returned without contests. They will refuse to take the oath and the government will have to decide whether to try some sort of truce or Constituent Assembly or Crown Colony. Meanwhile no General will name a date when murder will cease and the Chief Secretary has dropped his optimism of six months ago and now talks of pacification in years rather than months.84


    At this time an increasing number of influential people in Britain were pushing for an end to the conflict. In April Brigadier-General Francis Crozier, the former head of the RIC Auxiliary Division, wrote to The Times calling for a truce with the IRA. A few days later the Anglican Bishop of Chelmsford and a group of senior Protestant clergymen called for the war to end. Lloyd George rejected both appeals.85


    At a cabinet meeting on 27 April, in an apparent volte-face from his previous position, Sir Hamar Greenwood agreed with Jones’ prediction that Sinn Féin candidates would sweep the board at the elections and questioned Macready’s and Tudor’s claims that the British forces would regain control of the situation within three to four months. He stated bluntly that the British forces had failed ‘in breaking the terror’ and that a continuation of the conflict ‘was not going to solve the Irish question’. Greenwood believed that the only solution was for the British government to negotiate with Sinn Féin and the best way to achieve this was by agreeing a ceasefire with the IRA beforehand. He attached two preconditions to his proposal; that Dáil Éireann would have to drop its demand for an Irish Republic and that the constitutional position of the north of Ireland would not be affected. Greenwood stressed that a British government offer to negotiate should be made in public and the military settlement should be ‘a truce – not a surrender’.86 Edwin Montagu, the secretary for India, backed Greenwood’s proposal, but insisted that there should be no amnesty for wanted IRA members. Furthermore, Montagu suggested that the British should offer more generous terms than they had previously and would have to drop their demand for the IRA to surrender its arms.87


    Sir Arthur Boscawen, Conservative Minister for Agriculture, was hostile to the idea of a truce because of the status that a formal agreement would confer on the IRA: ‘I dislike the word truce, which implies they [the IRA] are belligerents whereas they are really murderers.’ The cabinet’s discussion on Greenwood’s and Montagu’s proposal for negotiations was dominated by Sinn Féin’s demand for an Irish Republic; the members of the cabinet were at that stage willing to offer political and fiscal autonomy, but all were agreed that the demand for a republic was out of the question. Lloyd George suggested that there was a rift within Sinn Féin between de Valera, who was thought to be a pragmatic moderate willing to negotiate, and Collins, who was depicted as a gun-wielding fanatic who would never concede the demand for a republic. Furthermore, the prime minister stated that if the British made a public offer of a truce it would be interpreted as a sign of weakness and used by Sinn Féin ‘as a base for further demands’. Lloyd George rejected an appeal for a ceasefire, citing the latest positive military report from General Strickland, commander of the British Army’s 6th Division, and reiterating his belief that the IRA was ‘gradually being beaten’. He claimed that a truce would be a mistake from a military standpoint as it would give the IRA ‘breathing space’, and so the proposal for a truce before the elections was rejected.88


    The Government of Ireland Act came into effect on 3 May 1921 and elections were due to be held later that month for both the northern and southern Irish parliaments created by the act. With these elections looming, the British cabinet met again on 12 May. Several cabinet members were in favour of negotiating a truce with the IRA before the elections but realised that there was by then not enough time to arrange this before the poll.89 The meeting was entirely dominated by debate over whether or not an armistice was necessary. Furthermore, there was much agonising over what terms should be offered in any potential peace manoeuvre. The issues that had arisen in the Clune negotiations re-emerged. The question of an amnesty for wanted IRA personnel was still problematic. The viceroy, Lord FitzAlan, declared that the idea of Michael Collins’ involvement in negotiations to arrange a truce was wholly unacceptable.90 Edward Shortt, the chief secretary for Ireland, was adamant that there should be no formal offer of a truce and proposed that the military campaign should continue until the IRA was forced to seek terms from the British: ‘Nothing will so buck up the IRA as that we should offer a truce they have not asked for … I am against a public offer of truce. If they first say “We’ll stop murder”, that’s a different story.’91


    Determined that any arrangement would not confer belligerent status on the IRA, Lloyd George stated that: ‘[a] “Truce” is rejected by everybody … because they [the IRA] are not an honourable enemy and they have no rights’.92 At the conclusion of the meeting Arthur Neville Chamberlain, Unionist MP for Birmingham, gave his impression of the favourable military situation in Ireland, declaring that: ‘The position of the Crown forces is stronger and is improving every day. To a large extent the offer of the so-called truce would be a confession of failure.’ The Liberal cabinet ministers were more sceptical, and Dr Christopher Addison, the Minister for Health, declared: ‘The statement the IRA is nearly broken does not carry much weight with me. Such prophecies have been made before.’ When a vote was forced on this issue, opinion on the advisability of arranging an immediate truce between the IRA and British forces was divided strictly along party political lines. Consequently, the proposal for a truce was defeated, with the nine Conservatives voting against and the five Liberals being in favour.93


    As expected, the elections held on 22 May to appoint representatives to the new northern and southern Irish parliaments resulted in a unionist victory in the north-eastern six counties that formed the newly created political entity of Northern Ireland. Unionist candidates won forty of the available fifty-two seats there.94 Over thirty Sinn Féin and Irish Parliamentary Party (IPP) candidates stood for election in the north, winning just six seats each.95 In stark contrast, the ‘elections’ to the southern parliament resulted in a republican landslide. Not a single seat was contested, with 124 Sinn Féin candidates and four unionists being returned unopposed.96


    Just three days after the election the IRA’s Dublin Brigade launched a daring daylight operation in Dublin city, destroying the Custom House. The building was home to a number of British governmental departments for Ireland including the local government board, Inland Revenue, the estate duty control office and the stamp office. The fire that gutted the building also destroyed legal documents being prepared for the establishment of the new parliament of Northern Ireland. The event made international newspaper headlines and proved a major embarrassment to the British government.


    Sinn Féin’s election success had effectively ensured that the plan to establish a southern parliament was unworkable. The timetable for the implementation of the Government of Ireland Act required that the southern parliament would be established by 14 July. The British cabinet met again on 2 June and decided that, if the act could not be implemented by mid-July, Crown Colony government would be declared and martial law enforced throughout the twenty-six counties of southern Ireland. This would be accompanied by an increase in the number of British troops stationed in Ireland and a military surge against the IRA.97


    However, by this stage Britain’s military and political policies in Ireland were being met with increasing local and international opposition. The British forces had the capacity to absorb the losses inflicted on them by the IRA, but as long as the war continued and British casualties mounted, so did British public opposition to the conflict. During the First World War Lloyd George told the editor of The Guardian: ‘If people really knew [what was happening] the war would be stopped tomorrow … But of course they don’t and they can’t know. The correspondents don’t write, and the censorship would not pass the truth.’98 The problem for the British government was that the British public knew exactly what was happening in Ireland in 1921. English journalists such as Hugh Martin and Wilfrid Ewart were able to record with authority events in Ireland, including British reprisals and assassinations, and their reports were serialised in British newspapers.99 The censor was powerless to stop them. Furthermore, photojournalism had become an important part of the press and was used to record the aftermath of British reprisals.100 The intense press coverage of events in Ireland exposed British methods and tactics that were normally obscured by distance, indifference and ignorance, at a time when the British public assumed that British colonial policing and military campaigns were conducted for the noblest motives and employing the highest moral standards.101


    The fact that some of the conflict’s major events, including the hunger strike of Terence MacSwiney, his funeral procession and the funerals of British officers killed at Kilmichael and on Bloody Sunday, occurred in London heightened the British public’s consciousness of what was happening in Ireland.102 Developments in Ireland were relayed to London within a few hours, and the opposition in the House of Commons (Labour, ‘Asquith Liberals’ and a handful of Irish nationalist MPs) used this information to great effect. Government ministers frequently had to reply to opposition questions without full knowledge of the facts and were then embarrassed when a more accurate and detailed version of events subsequently emerged.103 Hamar Greenwood reported that press reports from Ireland caused dismay in the British cabinet: ‘A sensational Press upsets their nerves & makes them impatient, first clamorous for stern measures and then screams itself into hysterics when it sees what stern measures mean in practice.’104 The republicans also proved particularly adept at propaganda and soliciting international sympathy for their cause. Their newssheet, The Irish Bulletin, was produced five times a week in several languages and became increasingly popular in India, Egypt and other restless British territories. Excerpts were even published in influential British newspapers, including The Times.105 By June 1921 the republicans had established official press bureaux in several European capitals, including Berlin, Madrid, Paris and Rome. These ensured that British reprisals in Ireland were widely reported in the international press.106


    The United States were also keeping a close eye on developments. While de Valera’s tour of the country from June 1919 to December 1920 failed in its objective to secure American recognition for the Irish Republic, it succeeded in rallying Irish-Americans, who purchased several million dollars’ worth of Republican Bonds, effectively bankrolling the republican political and military campaigns. De Valera’s trip also garnered significant political and media attention for events in Ireland.107


    By May 1921 republican influence extended far beyond Europe and the Irish diaspora in America. The republicans had established consulates in several commonwealth countries, including Australia, New Zealand and Canada, as well as the United States and a number of South American countries, including Chile and Argentina. One of the most successful republican diplomatic initiatives was South Africa, where the republican envoys enlisted the sympathy of Jan Smuts, the South African premier. At the British Commonwealth Conference in May 1921, Smuts publicly expressed his opposition to British policy in Ireland, making a direct appeal to Lloyd George to negotiate with the Irish republicans by offering them dominion status.


    The actions of the British forces were eroding the support of loyalists in southern Ireland for British rule. During the conflict, members of the British military and British RIC recruits never fully grasped who their enemy was. On the one hand they claimed that the IRA had little or no popular support and held sway over the local populace through terrorism; on the other, British troops purportedly charged with ‘the restoration of order’ readily destroyed private homes and businesses, and killed Irish civilians on the assumption that most of the populace were in league with the enemy and should suffer to atone for IRA activity. This mindset was probably best expressed by Major Bernard Law Montgomery:


    We were not … [in] close contact with the loyalists … we did not appreciate their suffering … Personally, my whole attention was given to defeating the rebels and it never bothered me a bit how many houses were burned. I think I regarded all civilians as ‘Shinners’, and I never had any dealings with any of them.108


    The fact that Montgomery was stationed in Cork, which had a very large loyalist population, shows that the British forces’ approach to the civilian population in the most active rebel areas was completely ham-fisted and counter-productive. Many neutral civilians, supporters of Home Rule, and even some moderate southern unionists, were driven to support militant republicanism as a result of indiscriminate British reprisals. One loyalist recalled that: ‘With the rebels … you had known where you stood, whereas the Black and Tans … did not know a unionist from a Republican and hardly bothered to make the distinction.’109 ‘The O’Conor Don’, a prominent loyalist landowner, reacted to reprisals by stating, ‘Tell Mr Lloyd George, if the Government don’t turn these damned Black and Tans out of the country we’ll soon all be damned republicans.’110


    The prospect of continuing a long and costly war with the IRA and the risk of further major political embarrassment on both the domestic and international fronts was important in convincing the British government that a truce with the IRA and political negotiations with Sinn Féin were necessary.111 Arthur Balfour’s unionist opposition to any settlement with the republicans weakened as the conflict wore on: ‘Naturally we should wish to end this uphill, sordid, unchivalrous, loathsome conflict – we are sick of it!’112 Winston Churchill, who had previously championed the Black and Tans and defended British reprisals, now advised that it was ‘Of great public interest to get a respite in Ireland [which is damaging] the interests of this country all over the world; we are getting an odious reputation; poisoning our relations with the United States.’113 Lloyd George later described the situation in Ireland as ‘a feud that was costly and embarrassing to us, a feud that brought no credit, no honour and no strength’.114


    By this time the British Army was in crisis because of a shortage of manpower caused by Britain’s international military commitments and an increased demand for troops to quell insurgencies throughout the Empire. The demand for manpower was unprecedented in peacetime; never before had British military resources been stretched so thinly across much of the globe.115 The end of the First World War was followed by a rapid reduction in the size of the British military. In the twelve months following the end of that conflict the strength of the British Army was reduced from 3,779,825 men to 888,952.116 By November 1920 the number of troops was reduced further to 369,710.117 In 1922 the total strength of the British Army was just 218,000 men – far lower than its pre-war strength in 1914.118 While the British armed forces were rapidly being reduced, the British Empire was enlarged following the Treaty of Versailles by the addition of former German and Ottoman territories, including Palestine and Mesopotamia.119 Moreover, the British Army had committed troops to the occupation of the Rhineland and had intervened in the Russian Civil War.120


    In the autumn of 1920 the prospect of rebellion in Egypt resulted in a request for troops to be transferred there from Ireland. General Macready refused this on the grounds that any reduction in military strength in Ireland would ultimately result in a British withdrawal. Following the outbreak of rebellion in Mesopotamia in July 1920, the War Office transferred nineteen battalions (approx. 13,300 troops) from the British-Indian Army to bolster the already 50,000 strong British-Indian garrison there. The transfer of such a large number of troops was considered detrimental to security policy in India, but was deemed absolutely necessary because there were no regular British Army reinforcements available. An appeal was made to ‘white’ British dominions for additional troops, but only New Zealand could offer assistance.121 Though the situation had been at its worst in mid-1920 and improved slowly after that, it had still not been fully resolved by the summer of 1921. In mid-1921 the British Army still had 20,000 troops stationed in Egypt, more than three times the number of pre-war troops that had been stationed there.122 At the same time, the military situation in Palestine began to worsen and was a further drain on the increasingly limited British military resources.123


    Social unrest in Britain also needed soldiers as an auxiliary force in support of the police. British soldiers had been used to break the Welsh coal miners’ strike. Industrial unrest and demonstrations by unemployed ex-soldiers were common, and social upheaval within Britain was considered a real possibility. The availability of a reserve of troops to prevent upheaval on the home front was considered a priority by the British Army’s imperial general staff, with Sir Henry Wilson warning Churchill that ‘we must secure our base first’.124 In April 1921 the threat posed by ‘Sinn Feiners, Communists and other dangerous elements’ at home was considered so great that the British cabinet sanctioned the transfer of eight battalions (approx. 5,600 troops) from operations in Upper Silesia, Malta and Egypt to bolster the level of troops in Britain.125 In a desperate attempt to address the shortage of troops, the age of enlistment was reduced from eighteen to seventeen years, but the standard of recruits this measure netted was considered very poor and this change did nothing to solve the critical shortage of troops with technical skills including wireless operators, motorcyclists, telegraphists and drivers.126 In July 1920 General Macready complained that ‘many [of the soldiers in Ireland] were young and untrained, and if the strain were doubled you would get very near the danger limit’.127 The shortage of British reinforcements resulted in the deployment of 800 Royal Navy marines to garrison Irish coastguard stations in May 1920. It was an unprecedented development for naval troops to be committed to on-shore military operations. As the situation deteriorated, the RIC was used increasingly in this role, and in June 1921 a further two battalions of Royal Marines were trained for deployment in Ireland.128


    By the summer of 1921 the military situation in Ireland was a huge drain on Britain’s increasingly limited military resources. There was always the very real possibility that the longer the IRA’s military campaign continued, the greater was the prospect that another, similar insurrection could erupt in India, Egypt or elsewhere, for which insufficient troops would be available.129 Sir Henry Wilson commented:


    We have definite evidence of a worldwide conspiracy fomented by all the elements most hostile to British interests – Sinn Feiners and Socialists at our own doors, Russian Bolsheviks, Turkish and Egyptian nationalists and Indian seditionists. Up to the present time we have been lucky in not having experienced trouble in more than one theatre at the same time.130


    Apart from the shortage of manpower, the British forces in Ireland were also beset by a rapid decline in morale. Figures for 1920 and 1921 show that 5 per cent of the RIC’s total strength (including members of the Auxiliary Division and Black and Tans) had been killed and a further 8 per cent wounded in IRA attacks. The conditions of the conflict and the lack of any respite for members of the RIC had a devastating effect on the force’s morale.


    A strong indicator of this was the rapidly increasing suicide rate among members of the force. Before the War of Independence, suicide by members of the force was a relatively unknown phenomenon. By 1920 the suicide rate within the RIC had reached 36.36 per 100,000 compared to an average rate of suicide among the civilian population in Britain and Ireland at the time of 5.45 per 100,000. The following year, the RIC suicide rate climbed to 88.88 per 100,000.131 This was a significant escalation of an already high rate. These increasing rates indicate that the psychological stresses on the RIC during the War of Independence were far greater than those on British military units on the north-western frontier or in Iraq in the same period, as those troops experienced a far lower suicide rate.132 The RIC district inspector for Lurgan in Co. Armagh, which was then one of the least disturbed counties, reported in January 1921: ‘I submit that regular warfare would be less trying than the condition of affairs that prevails at present.’133


    The situation was little better for British soldiers stationed in Ireland, who experienced social isolation, confinement to barracks, low morale and the stresses resulting from the guerrilla conflict. As an example of this, at least four British soldiers stationed in Co. Clare committed suicide. The real figure may be higher, as these suicides were referred to euphemistically in the press as ‘accidental shootings’.134 The rate of desertion among British troops stationed in Ireland is a further indication of how low their morale was. By 1921 the rate of desertion was up to seven times greater than among their counterparts stationed in Britain (see Table 2.1). By the summer of 1921 Macready warned that the stress on all ranks was ‘incomparably greater than … in time of actual war’, and this was having a detrimental effect on British military capability in Ireland.135


    Table 2.1: Desertion among British soldiers, by month, January to July 1921136


    
      
        
          	
            Month

          

          	
            Total number


            of deserters

          

          	
            Number of


            deserters in Ireland

          

          	
            Number of


            deserters in Britain

          
        


        
          	
            January 1921

          

          	
            70

          

          	
            43

          

          	
            27

          
        


        
          	
            February 1921

          

          	
            56

          

          	
            45

          

          	
            11

          
        


        
          	
            March 1921

          

          	
            60

          

          	
            53

          

          	
            7

          
        


        
          	
            April 1921

          

          	
            79

          

          	
            61

          

          	
            18

          
        


        
          	
            May 1921

          

          	
            74

          

          	
            57

          

          	
            17

          
        


        
          	
            June 1921

          

          	
            Unavailable

          

          	
            Unavailable

          

          	
            Unavailable

          
        


        
          	
            July 1921

          

          	
            56

          

          	
            48

          

          	
            8

          
        

      
    


    



    Initially, the British authorities had held an optimistic view of the military situation in Ireland based on reports that IRA activity was confined to only a few counties, and the perception that this was manageable and that it was only a matter of time before the British forces restored order. In May 1920 Hamar Greenwood dismissed the IRA as a small band of ‘thugs’ hired by Michael Collins with funds from Irish factions in America to cause trouble in Cork, Dublin and Limerick. When the British cabinet sanctioned martial law in Munster, Lloyd George assured its members: ‘There have been twelve counties in Ireland in which there has been no murder.’ Hamar Greenwood felt confident enough to tell the British cabinet that the IRA in Counties Cork, Galway and Tipperary had fled to the hills in desperation and that most of Ireland was unaffected by violence. As late as April 1921, General Macready was advising members of the British cabinet that ‘the situation was bad at the moment because the desperate men were being driven into the hills’, but British forces would regain control of the situation thereafter.


    However, the constant reassurances from senior British officers that the pacification of Ireland was imminent became increasingly hollow as their deadlines for British military victory were constantly breached. Consequently, the British cabinet had become more sceptical of such assurances by the summer of 1921.137 In preparation for the imposition of Crown Colony government and martial law throughout southern Ireland, the total strength of the British forces in the country was increased by about a third through the deployment of an additional seventeen infantry battalions between 14 June and 7 July.138 These reinforcements brought the total strength of British military forces in Ireland to approximately 80,000, including Royal Flying Corps and Royal Marines, and 15,000 police, including regular RIC, Dublin Metropolitan Police (DMP), Black and Tans and members of the RIC Auxiliary Division.


    Even with this military surge, the assurances of the British government’s military advisers that the British forces were on the brink of victory were sounding increasingly hollow by the summer of 1921 as the IRA continued to intensify their campaign (see Table 2.2). The various military measures enacted by the British, including the deployment of the Black and Tans and RIC Auxiliaries, the imposition of martial law, and the policies of executing captured republicans and instituting official reprisals had failed to halt the intensification and spread of the IRA’s military campaign. Between 21 January 1919 and 31 May 1921 the IRA killed approximately 367 members of the various British police forces in Ireland including the DMP, the regular RIC, Black and Tans, RIC Auxiliaries and Special Constabulary.139 In the same period at least 147 members of the British Army, the Royal Marines and the Coastguard were also killed in Ireland.140


    
      Table 2.2: British fatalities and IRA ‘outrages’ by month, January 1919 to June 1921141


      
        
          
            	
              Month

            

            	
              RIC and DMP fatalities

            

            	
              British military fatalities

            

            	
              Total reported ‘outrages’

            
          


          
            	
              January 1919

            

            	
              2

            

            	
              0

            

            	
              198

            
          


          
            	
              February 1919

            

            	
              0

            

            	
              0

            

            	
              285

            
          


          
            	
              March 1919

            

            	
              0

            

            	
              0

            

            	
              168

            
          


          
            	
              April 1919

            

            	
              1

            

            	
              0

            

            	
              258

            
          


          
            	
              May 1919

            

            	
              2

            

            	
              0

            

            	
              256

            
          


          
            	
              June 1919

            

            	
              1

            

            	
              0

            

            	
              250

            
          


          
            	
              July 1919

            

            	
              1

            

            	
              0

            

            	
              298

            
          


          
            	
              August 1919

            

            	
              2

            

            	
              0

            

            	
              349

            
          


          
            	
              September 1919

            

            	
              2

            

            	
              1

            

            	
              346

            
          


          
            	
              October 1919

            

            	
              2

            

            	
              0

            

            	
              353

            
          


          
            	
              November 1919

            

            	
              1

            

            	
              0

            

            	
              437

            
          


          
            	
              December 1919

            

            	
              1

            

            	
              0

            

            	
              483

            
          


          
            	
              January 1920

            

            	
              4

            

            	
              0

            

            	
              600

            
          


          
            	
              February 1920

            

            	
              2

            

            	
              1

            

            	
              659

            
          


          
            	
              March 1920

            

            	
              7

            

            	
              1

            

            	
              Figures unavailable

            
          


          
            	
              April 1920

            

            	
              12

            

            	
              1

            

            	
              Figures unavailable

            
          


          
            	
              May 1920

            

            	
              12

            

            	
              0

            

            	
              1,400

            
          


          
            	
              June 1920

            

            	
              7

            

            	
              0

            

            	
              1,180

            
          


          
            	
              July 1920

            

            	
              15

            

            	
              6

            

            	
              1,760

            
          


          
            	
              August 1920

            

            	
              16

            

            	
              4

            

            	
              1,324

            
          


          
            	
              September 1920

            

            	
              23

            

            	
              4

            

            	
              1,283

            
          


          
            	
              October 1920

            

            	
              27

            

            	
              15

            

            	
              1,422

            
          


          
            	
              November 1920

            

            	
              37

            

            	
              23

            

            	
              1,335

            
          


          
            	
              December 1920

            

            	
              17

            

            	
              5

            

            	
              1,483

            
          


          
            	
              January 1921

            

            	
              25

            

            	
              2

            

            	
              1,234

            
          


          
            	
              February 1921

            

            	
              36

            

            	
              14

            

            	
              1,283

            
          


          
            	
              March 1921

            

            	
              34

            

            	
              34

            

            	
              1,698

            
          


          
            	
              April 1921

            

            	
              25

            

            	
              7

            

            	
              1,867

            
          


          
            	
              May 1921

            

            	
              54

            

            	
              27

            

            	
              2,188

            
          


          
            	
              June 1921

            

            	
              40

            

            	
              20

            

            	
              2,256

            
          

        
      

    


    



    



    



    The rate of attrition in the war was slowly increasing in favour of the IRA. In the first five months of 1921 the IRA killed 175 members of the RIC – a total almost equal to the annual figure of RIC fatalities for the year 1920.142 In the same period, eighty-four members of the British Army, British Secret Service, Royal Marines and Coastguard were killed, far exceeding the annual total of sixty-two British troops killed in Ireland the previous year.143 The month of May saw the highest number of casualties inflicted on the British forces in the entire war, with fifty-five members of the RIC and twenty-eight British soldiers killed by the IRA in that month alone.144 On top of all this, the number of reported ‘outrages’ – i.e. IRA ambushes, attacks on RIC barracks, sabotage, arson attacks, agrarian violence, defiance of British proclamations, etc. – continued to rise, forcing Greenwood to admit on 6 June that the previous few months had seen ‘a very marked increase in rebel military activity throughout the whole country’.145


    While the IRA’s Dublin Brigade was in difficulty and the IRA nationally were suffering from a shortage of arms and ammunition, analysis of the military situation in the summer of 1921 shows that, despite a military stalemate having set in in some parts of the south-west, the IRA nationally were capable of continuing their military campaign for the foreseeable future.146 General Macready wrote to the British cabinet on 23 May 1921, stating, ‘I am convinced that by October unless a peaceful solution has been reached, it will not be safe to ask the troops to continue there another winter under the conditions which obtained during the last.’ His pessimism was shared by many of his fellow officers. Major General Douglas Wimberley of the Cameron Highlanders feared that a draconian suppression of the IRA’s military campaign would only be a temporary victory and would not destroy the republican insurrection:


    The British government in July 1921 decided to treat and compromise with the rebel leaders. To my mind this was the only course open to them, for though no doubt we, in the Army, given the powers of life and death, and [an] official policy of ruthlessness, could easily have quelled the actual active Sinn Féin revolt, by means of really stern measures backed by the British Government, I feel certain the discontent would merely have smouldered underground. It would have burst into flames as soon as we withdrew. The really brutal measures which Cumberland and his army took in Scotland in 1745, finally to crush the rising there, would never have been tolerated by public opinion in Britain in 1921!147


    Brigade Major Bernard Law Montgomery of the 17th Infantry Brigade was also convinced of the need for more draconian measures to secure victory, but was as sceptical as Wimberley about political and public support for such measures, and ultimately concluded that negotiation was necessary:


    My own view is that to win a war of this sort you need to be ruthless. Oliver Cromwell or the Germans would have settled it in a very short time. Nowadays public opinion precludes such methods, the nation would never allow it and the politicians would lose their jobs if they sanctioned it … if we had gone on we could probably have squashed the rebellion as a temporary measure, but it would have broken out again like an ulcer the moment we removed the troops. I think the rebels would probably have refused battles, and hidden away their arms, etc., until we had gone. The only way therefore was to give them some form of self-government.148


    Basil Thomson, head of the British Police Special Branch Irish Division, warned the British government:


    It cannot be conscientiously said that any headway has been made against the Irish Republican Army and there is a feeling among the people that Sinn Féin will win. This feeling is due to the increased prestige gained by Sinn Féin owing to its success in guerrilla warfare especially in the martial law areas. The fear of reprisals is not so great now. The country folk who were opposed to the operations of the Irish Republican Army in their localities do not now mind and although they are for the most part against the murders of individuals they are in favour of ambushes. They are beginning to be proud of the Irish heroes who have gained such victories over the Crown forces in spite of all the restrictions imposed by martial law.149


    Lloyd George put on a brave front, declaring to the House of Commons on 21 June that ‘the British would continue the war, whatever sacrifice, to prevent Irish independence’.150 However, the British were no closer to defeating the IRA than they had been a year previously. In effect the IRA was winning the war, because to them, their survival meant success. As Henry Kissinger later put it: ‘The guerrilla wins if he does not lose. The conventional army loses if it does not win.’151 As long as the IRA existed, the British government’s administration could not function in Ireland – the British forces in Ireland were effectively losing the war because their mission was to restore peaceful conditions under British rule. This was only possible through the complete destruction of the IRA. Therefore the war has to be regarded to an extent as a victory for the republicans because of Britain’s inability to destroy the IRA after two and a half years of conflict. The British government had little choice but to broker a meaningful truce to end the conflict as a first step towards negotiating a political agreement with Sinn Féin, because they were not in a position to impose a settlement.


    By the summer of 1921 the British authorities in Dublin found it difficult, because of the military situation, to keep their channels of communication with Sinn Féin open. The chief problem they faced was that they were unable to make direct contact with de Valera and instead had to draw conclusions based on interviews he gave to the international press.152 On 14 June 1921 Tom Casement, brother of the republican leader Roger Casement who was executed after the 1916 Rising, met de Valera in Dublin and succeeded in putting him in direct contact with Jan Smuts, the South African prime minister and former Boer rebel. Casement was a personal friend of Smuts and both had a personal interest in Irish politics.153 De Valera told the South African leader that he was willing to negotiate with the British but stressed the importance of a military truce between the IRA and British forces before any negotiations could begin.154 Smuts wrote to Lloyd George on the same day telling him that the situation in Ireland was ‘an unmeasured calamity’ for the British Empire. He urged Lloyd George to begin negotiations, pointing out that the establishment of the northern parliament effectively copper-fastened partition and would remove this thorny issue from any discussions. Finally, Smuts proposed that the king’s speech at the opening of the northern parliament should be used to extend an olive branch to the republicans.155
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