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INTRODUCTION


Carla King and W. J. Mc Cormack


On 30 May 1906 Michael Davitt died in the Elpis Nursing Home, Dublin. Ten days later, in New York, John Devoy commenced a series of seventeen articles on Michael Davitt’s career in his newspaper, the Gaelic American. As biography these are inadequate, focusing as they do only on Davitt’s life up to the foundation of the Land League, the period with which Devoy was best acquainted and in which he played an important role. What he does provide is a detailed insight into the world of Fenianism in the United States and Ireland in the 1870s. He also describes the considerations and the efforts behind the New Departure, moves that were to pave the way for that collaboration between land activists, parliamentarians and neo-Fenians in the Land League and its successors, and to culminate in what amounted to a social revolution in Ireland: the ending of landlordism.


Owing both to his longevity and to his decades-long commitment to the cause, John Devoy (1842–1928) was to become the grand old man of Irish Fenianism. Born near Naas, Co. Kildare, he became a Fenian in his teens and then joined the French Foreign Legion to gain military experience. On his return he was directed by James Stephens to enlist in the British Army, where he recruited support for the Irish Republican Brotherhood (IRB) among the soldiers. With the imprisonment of the other Fenian leaders in 1865, he became chief organiser of the IRB until his arrest a year later. Sentenced to fifteen years’ penal servitude, he was granted conditional freedom after five years, upon which he emigrated to the United States. Able, dedicated but disputatious, he rapidly emerged as the leading energy behind Clan na Gael, the most important political organisation of radical Irish-Americans. James Stephens is reported to have described the nineteen-year-old Devoy in March 1862 as ‘the most stubborn young fellow that I have ever met’.1 Historians concurred. Thomas N. Brown describes him as ‘the ideologue, the Lenin, of Irish-American nationalism’,2 while T. W. Moody saw him as ‘the most clear-sighted, pertinacious, and single-minded among the American fenians’.3


When Davitt met him in July 1878, Devoy had been settled in New York for seven years, where he worked as foreign editor on the New York Herald. Davitt had been released in December 1877, after seven and a half years in prison and travelled to the United States primarily to be reunited with his mother and sisters, whom he had not seen since 1870. On both sides of the Atlantic there was a feeling among some members of the Fenian organisation that the old tactics were in need of modification. As Davitt later put it:


Mere conspiracy had nothing to offer to the mass of the Irish people except the experiences of penal servitude and the records of the abortive rising of 1867. It did not lessen the hold of England upon Ireland in any material way, though the spirit of patriotic sacrifice shown by numbers of young men who cheerfully went to prison in the cause of Irish freedom gave a valuable lesson of fidelity to the ideal of Irish nationhood. Beyond this no more tangible results followed or could proceed from principles tied down to a policy of hopeless impotency; principles which, if only put in action in a wider field of public effort, would exercise a far greater revolutionary influence and power in the contest of nationalism against the forces of English domination in Ireland.4


Devoy described the situation more pithily: ‘It is time we came out of the rat holes of conspiracy.’5 It is not true that Davitt conceived the New Departure or the Land League while in prison. However, he was well disposed towards the parliamentarians in recognition of their, eventually successful, efforts to have him released; and he met Parnell, O’Connor Power and several other Home Rule MPs to thank them immediately after leaving prison.6 More generally, the Amnesty movement had provided a meeting point and opportunity for joint action to parliamentarians and Fenians. In his speeches in Britain in early 1878 Davitt was already calling for harmony and understanding between ‘honest home rulers’ and ‘nationalists’ (the term Fenians used in public to describe themselves).7 But his sojourn in America was to suggest a way forward for nationalism.


Prior to Davitt’s arrival in the USA, Devoy’s attitude had evolved from the customary Fenian hostility towards parliamentarians, to interest in some co-ordination with them. He was influenced by favourable reports of contacts between Parnell and Clan na Gael envoys. His friend, J. J. O’Kelly, met Parnell in the autumn of 1877.8 This was followed up by a more formal meeting between Parnell, F. H. O’Donnell and W. H. O’Sullivan on the Parnellite side; O’Kelly and William Carroll from the Clan na Gael leaders in favour of support for the Parnellites; with John O’Leary and John O’Connor representing the Fenian orthodox line, which took place in London in January 1878.9 Moody suggests that ‘Davitt may have been present at this conference and he certainly knew all about it’.10 Indeed, two months later he attempted, unsuccessfully, to recruit Parnell to the Irish Republican Brotherhood.11 By the time Davitt arrived in New York in July 1878, there had been a significant shifting of attitudes among Fenians on both sides of the Atlantic, in favour of rapprochement with the more assertive of the Irish parliamentarians.


Shortly after his arrival in America, Davitt was persuaded by the Clan leaders to turn what had been envisaged as primarily a private visit into an extended lecture tour, commencing in September 1878. The holding of public meetings was itself an innovation for American Fenianism and seems to have played an important role in reviving the movement.12 It was in these months of autumn 1878 that the policy that became known as the ‘New Departure’ was hammered out in what R. V. Comerford describes as ‘a fascinating dialogue-by-speechwriting’ between Davitt and Devoy.13 The outlines of the proposal were encapsulated in the famous telegram sent by Devoy to Parnell detailed below,14 and of which Davitt learned only later. The despatch of the telegram and the publicity Devoy organised around it were a measure of his political insouciance, Davitt later referring to it as ‘a most imprudent proceeding’ and ‘an illustration of Irish “conspiracy as she was made”’.15


But what exactly did the New Departure entail? Moody has pointed out that the three main protagonists left conflicting accounts of it.16 According to Devoy, in chapters 4 ‘Davitt’s relations with the Fenians’ and 5 ‘Michael Davitt and the Clan na Gael’ and 15 ‘Conditions which Parnell agreed to’, below, it was an understanding between Fenians represented by himself and Davitt, on the one side, and parliamentary nationalists represented by Parnell, on the other, and embodied in a secret oral treaty concluded in Dublin on 1 June 1879. According to its terms, Parnell undertook the leadership of the national movement and Davitt and Devoy pledged themselves to secure for him all possible support from the Fenians, in so far as this did not conflict with the aims of Fenianism. In addition, there was agreement that settlement of the land question was to be demanded on the basis of a peasant proprietary to be achieved through compulsory land purchase.


F. S. L. Lyons has suggested that


to stress the existence of such an alliance was a political, perhaps also a psychological necessity [for Devoy]. Without this to show for his labours he could scarcely have faced his colleagues in the Clan na Gael and without believing that on 1 June Parnell had in effect accepted the ‘new departure’ Devoy could never have given him the support he consistently did give him during the remainder of his career, even after Parnell appeared to have turned his back on the alliance and all it stood for.17


However, both Davitt and Parnell denied that any treaty was ever reached, and it would have been uncharacteristically incautious of Parnell to commit himself in the way described. In Davitt’s account the New Departure, as initially conceived, was never implemented. He implies that this was due to opposition from Fenian ranks, spearheaded by Richard Pigott in his paper, The Irishman. His chapter on the New Departure in The Fall of Feudalism does not mention the meeting of the IRB Supreme Council in Paris in January 1878, where the proposal was formally turned down. But in retrospect he seems to imply that the fact that the new movement was not led by the Fenians was an advantage:


it is perhaps fortunate that the direction of the agitation which has dethroned landlordism and shaken Dublin-Castle rule to its foundations was not taken in hand by those under whose guidance it would have fallen. Neither by temperament nor capacity were they men capable of controlling such a revolutionary spirit as was evoked by the legal and illegal insurrection of the Land League. They were not ‘built’ that way, to use an expressive American word.18


Nevertheless, he recognises that many ex-Fenians were to play important parts in the movement and, in fact, an agreement had been reached in May 1879 that while the IRB would not formally endorse the new policy, individual members would be free to engage in parliamentary politics or agrarian agitation,19 and many subsequently did so. What remained of his and Devoy’s original new departure was their empowerment to take part in the newly emerging land movement. As M. J. Kelly put it:


Above all, the New Departure meant that those Fenians who thought about these things felt able to engage in political activities that did not explicitly repudiate Fenianism’s ultimate objectives.20


Davitt’s account suggests that although the New Departure as initially conceived was not implemented, it was superseded by the collaboration between Parnellite parliamentarians and the Land League that took shape in the course of 1879.


Parnell’s version has to be taken with a pinch of salt, as it was given as part of his evidence to the Special Commission on Parnellism and Crime in 1889 where, as Lyons puts it, ‘he was fighting for his political life’21 against those who sought to link the land agitation and parliamentary nationalism with conspiracy to commit violent crime. Not only did he deny that there was any treaty embodying the New Departure, he claimed he had no recollection of meeting with Devoy in 1879, and asserted that the term ‘new departure’, as he understood it, simply meant ‘the combination of the political with the agrarian movement’.22


What ultimately drove the need for co-operation was the deepening economic crisis of 1879 and the need to respond to it. Low prices caused by increased foreign competition from lands newly opened by the expansion of railways, coupled with crop failures resulting from adverse weather conditions at home, caused great hardship among Irish farmers. Evictions were rising among tenants unable to pay their rents and a land agitation was commencing in the west, led by men such as James Daly and John James Louden in Mayo and Matthew Harris in Galway. As detailed below, Devoy was in Ireland from April to July 1879, and thus witnessed the birth of the land movement. He was in attendance at the Claremorris meeting on 13 July, the fourth and largest of the series of land meetings from which the Land League emerged. He discusses interviews with Parnell and attempts to persuade him to take leadership of the emergent popular movement. His eventual agreement to do so, and the participation of Fenians and former Fenians in the land agitation, brought forth a united front that was to become a far more formidable force (while it lasted) than the IRB had ever been. It provided Parnell with a mass organisation, lending weight to the Irish parliamentary representatives in voicing the people’s grievances. But behind the constitutional movement there was an inherent revolutionary potential. The coalition that constituted Parnell’s support in the early 1880s was uniquely powerful, but by definition it was always going to be extremely difficult to control. In this form, it only survived until the Kilmainham Treaty of 1882, following which Parnell dismantled the Land League. Nevertheless, despite the relative passivity of its successor, elements of the earlier combination were to persist.


Comerford has pointed out that there was no inevitability in the class conflict that ensued in the land war. It was, he argues, rather the result of initiatives by elites and individuals endeavouring to use the crisis for their own purposes. He suggests that the landlord–tenant relationship of the mid-1870s, while it differed regionally and locally, and was never an easy one, ‘was not self-evidently doomed to disaster’. Moreover, he points out that what eventuated was a form of civil war that had the effect of poisoning both social and economic relationships.23 Gladstone’s government had already shown signs of readiness to embrace reform. Might the conflict have been avoided, and what would have been the outcome if it had? These are questions worth asking but they do not admit of easy answers.


Devoy’s memoir, and the tone of the letters from Davitt in 1878, suggest a warm friendship as they formulated their new programme. The two were only four years apart in age, although the older Devoy, who had been at liberty longer and knew America better, had much to teach Davitt. American democracy impressed the younger man and the emphasis on more radical solutions to the land question were characteristic of Irish-American circles, even before the politicisation of land in Ireland.24 In a heated debate in the press over the months following the proposal of the New Departure, Davitt defended Devoy’s character and record against Pigott’s insinuations.25 However, the collaboration of these months was not to last. Davitt’s absorption in the Land League distanced him from the Fenians and in May 1880 he was expelled from the organisation. Whereas Devoy welcomed the land movement and defended it as furthering the Fenians’ aims,26 he continued to regard the land question as a means to a future armed rebellion for Irish independence, and never ceased to be a conspirator; Davitt increasingly came to view the overthrow of landlordism as an end in itself. And although he remained loyal to the Fenian policy of abstention from parliament until the 1890s, he came to see peaceful mass politics as far more effective than conspiracy. Fenians were sharply split over the land movement and some never forgave Davitt for what they considered his abandonment of their cause. In April 1880, he was attacked and thrown off the platform at a meeting in the Rotunda, in Dublin. It appears from a letter he sent to Devoy in December 1880 that he was convinced the more hard-line elements were keen to get rid of him.27 In subsequent years, there were sporadic death threats made against him and efforts to disrupt meetings addressed by him. As late as 1901, there were even threats to assault him if he spoke at the graveside at James Stephens’s funeral.28


Further divisions between the two followed. When Davitt declared himself publicly in favour of land nationalisation, rather than peasant proprietorship, Devoy was outraged, describing this position as ‘a new danger . . . for the Land League’. He claimed its leaders, and presumably he too, viewed Davitt’s proposal as ‘a complete surrender to England, and an abandonment of the National struggle’.29 Another dispute occurred over the ‘skirmishing fund’, a fund established by Jeremiah O’Donovan Rossa through the pages of the Irish World, for the purposes of carrying out guerrilla warfare against the British Empire. In 1877, the fund was taken over by a board of trustees representing Clan na Gael and renamed the National Fund. Devoy, a member of the board, was appealed to by Davitt early in 1880, not for money as such, but simply for assistance in organising another lecture tour in the USA, since the money he had raised in his 1878 tour had now been expended on the Land League. Devoy’s response was to send him $2,000 from the skirmishing fund, word of which rapidly leaked out in America and subsequently in Ireland.30 This connection with a fund aimed at carrying out armed violence was potentially extremely dangerous for the Land League leadership striving to maintain the image of the movement as a constitutional one, and indeed the link with the skirmishing fund was to return to haunt the movement up to and during the Special Commission on Parnellism and Crime. Davitt, in America a month after the Phoenix Park murders, moved to limit the damage. In an interview with a reporter from the New York World, he claimed that funding for the Land League came from the Irish World and not from John Devoy, who was known to be a trustee of the skirmishing fund. Devoy, piqued, immediately publicly contradicted him, demanding a public retraction. Shortly afterwards, Davitt repaid the money to Devoy from his own savings, commenting in his diary:


Paid Devoy $735 and O’Kelly’s promissory note of £50 in liquidation of debt of mine to Trustees of National Fund. Thank Heaven I’ve done with that infernal transaction. I have never regretted any act of my political life so much as that money. Forced upon me in order that it could be boasted of by those who had thrown sixty thousand dollars away. Am almost without a cent today but feel happy in having that weight removed from me. [William] Redmond present as witness to payment.31


From this point, Devoy launched sporadic attacks on Davitt in the pages of the Irish Nation.32 The final breach occurred over Irish-American politics, dominated in the 1880s by Alexander Sullivan a Chicago-based lawyer, who became both president of the Land League and chairman of the Clan na Gael. Sullivan, described by Professor Moody as ‘a sinister lawyer and career-politician, who for a time dominated the Clan [na Gael] in the interests of his republican faction in Chicago politics’,33 had a shady reputation. He and Devoy clashed over his decision to formally dissolve Clan na Gael’s fraternal link with the Irish Republican Brotherhood because of the Brotherhood’s opposition to the Clan’s terrorism campaign. The IRB insisted that the Clan had no right to conduct operations in Ireland and Britain. Devoy had upheld the IRB’s right to decide policy in its own sphere and through his branch of the Clan, the Napper Tandy Club, he opposed the severing of ties. Sullivan responded by closing down several protesting branches.


In 1886, when after months of debate the House of Commons rejected the Gladstone’s Home Rule Bill, Sullivan and his followers threatened to renew the dynamite campaign in Britain, suspended since 1885. He headed a triumvirate, known as the Triangle, which ran the Clan na Gael, its other members being Michael Boland and Denis Feeley. Davitt, although not one of the official delegates appointed by Parnell, travelled to the American National League’s convention in Chicago and succeeded in opposing the return to violence. Prior to the convention he requested a meeting with Devoy, who was also in Chicago, and they lunched together at Davitt’s hotel. According to Devoy’s account:


He had very little to say about Ireland, but asked me to give him all the information I had about matters in America. I did so freely and frankly told him all about the split in the Clan na Gael. . . . I also told him of the elaborate scheme to stuff the Convention with Chicago proxies for branches all over the country. . . . I was amazed that Davitt uttered no word of condemnation of this wholly improper and unfair action and I realized that he was irrevocably committed to ‘the Triangle’ and had completely gone back on his old friends. . . .


We parted as friends, but with a wide gulf between us and we never met again.34


Davitt’s diary does not mention the meeting, but does record that on his arrival in Chicago he had put Devoy’s charges to the leadership of the League, which they ‘unequivocally repudiated’.35 Nor was he completely in the pocket of the Triangle, as it was mainly with its leader, Alexander Sullivan, that he had to contend in persuading the Clan to desist from a return to the terror campaign.36


What were Devoy’s intentions in publishing this account of Michael Davitt’s career? As he makes clear, he was still bound by the Fenian oath not to divulge detailed information about names or workings of the organisation. Nevertheless, what he relates here is far more extensive than in his other treatments of the subject. One of these, Land of Eire, was published under his name in 1882.37 This is a curious book and Terence Dooley is probably correct in suggesting that only the first 65 pages, comprising Part I, were actually written by Devoy.38 Here he plays down his own role in the New Departure and omits any discussion of Fenian councils or meetings with Parnell. In fact, apart from the consideration that the remaining 427 pages comprise a traveller’s guide to Ireland (implying that Devoy was in the country), there is no reference to his having been in Europe in 1879. A series of articles entitled ‘The Story of Clan na Gael’, which ran in the Gaelic American from 29 November 1924 to 13 June 1925, provides an overview of the history of the organisation but practically ignores the New Departure. Devoy’s Recollections, published posthumously in 1929, is noteworthy for the little attention it devotes to the New Departure and the emergence of the Land League, moving rapidly from the Fenian movement to the lead up to the 1916 Rising.39 This series of articles is therefore uniquely valuable in the light it throws on the subject.


Devoy’s own explanation for recording the events outlined in his articles is that he was ideally placed to provide such an account:


I am in a position to prove all this, and, as no living man can be hurt by it and the interests of the Irish cause demand it, I propose to publish the whole story, suppressing such portions only as deal with revolutionary work or affect men still at the mercy of the British Government.40


Davitt’s death may have set off a series of memories of the heady days of the New Departure, or Devoy may simply have wished to record the events for posterity. The early years of the century saw a depressed period in Fenianism on both sides of the Atlantic. Despite the fact that two warring factions of Clan na Gael were brought together through the efforts of Devoy and Daniel F. Cohalan in 1900, pledged to the use of physical force rather than parliamentary efforts to secure an independent Irish Republic,41 they represented only a minority fringe within Irish-America. Moreover, as Owen McGee points out, the Fenian organisation on both sides of the Atlantic had long been badly damaged through infiltration by the British Special Branch and its agents, and it was riven by factionalism.42


Devoy had launched his newspaper in 1903 to defend the Clan from growing criticisms in the Irish-American press. He had initially planned it as a revival of his paper, the Irish Nation, but was prevailed upon by Cohalan, its principal shareholder, to name it the Gaelic American, in deference to the growing Irish-Ireland propaganda in Ireland.43 The articles republished here give the impression that memories and readers’ responses encouraged Devoy to continue writing, rather than that the structure of all seventeen was planned in advance. Was publication of these articles on Davitt an attempt to raise morale among the Gaelic American readership, mainly members of Clan na Gael, or to bolster Devoy’s own credentials among the younger leadership, or again, to reclaim Davitt for the Fenian tradition?


Both Davitt and Devoy in their final years adopted positions they earlier might have thought of as unacceptably moderate. By the end of his life Davitt was no longer a single-minded Irish nationalist and Devoy was willing, by the 1920s, to accept the Treaty. Although temperamentally very different, they were both men of integrity within their different codes.




Obituary


Michael Davitt passes away in Dublin


___________


Michael Davitt, the founder of the Land League, died in Dublin at midnight on Wednesday, 30 May, and was buried in the old family churchyard at Straide, County Mayo, on Saturday last. Mr Davitt had been ill for two months and had been removed to a private hospital where two operations were performed on him.1 The trouble arose from an ulcerated tooth and blood poisoning set in. Apparently he did not realise the danger until his old friend John Dillon called and noticed that he was suffering from partial lockjaw.2 The best medical men in Dublin were called in and an operation was decided to, but it was too late. The jawbone became affected and all the doctors could do was to assuage the pain, and when the end came he was free from suffering.


Present at the bedside at the time of death were Mr Davitt’s eldest son, Michael,3 his two daughters,4 Mr John Dillon and a few intimate friends. Father Hatton had left only a few moments before. Mrs Davitt, who had been in constant attendance on her husband until a few days previously, when she herself was taken ill, was lying prostrate in another room at the time of his death, and the sad news was kept from her for the time being. The greatest sympathy had been displayed by all classes in Ireland during Mr Davitt’s illness and all day Thursday the hospital was besieged with anxious callers. Mr Davitt had rallied slightly on Tuesday and the favourable bulletins had raised false hopes of his recovery. During this short rally he was able to speak to those around the bedside, but he soon began to sink again and the doctors, who really never had any hope, prepared his friends for the worst. He died peacefully at midnight on Wednesday.


Mr Davitt left a will which had been prepared for some time and part of the contents of which was made public in Dublin on the day after his death. It leaves all he possessed to his widow (formerly Miss Mary Yore, of Oakland, Cal.)5 to be disposed of absolutely at her discretion. Mr Davitt died poor, his income being derived solely from his writings, and Land League Cottage, Dalkey, which had been presented to him as a testimonial, is subject to a yearly rent.6 The will is in part a confession of political faith, one clause of which is a bad setback for those English and Irish newspapers which had with undue haste written homilies on Mr Davitt’s ‘Complete Version’ from extreme Nationalism to some kind of ‘Home Rule within the Empire,’ and had added sneers at the physical force policy which they claimed Mr Davitt had abandoned for good. The provision read as follows:


‘To all my friends I leave kind thoughts, to my enemies the fullest possible forgiveness, and to Ireland my undying prayer for her absolute freedom and independence, which it was my life’s ambition to try to obtain for her.’


‘Absolute freedom and independence’ is the solution of the Irish question which Mr Davitt swore as a Fenian to aid in bringing about, and cannot be interpreted as meaning ‘Home Rule within the Empire’, the solution sought by the Parliamentary Party. The will also provides that should his death occur in Ireland the burial is to be at Straide, and if in the United States, near his mother’s grave at Manayunk, near Philadelphia, and on no account was his body to be brought back to Ireland. If he should die in any other country outside of Great Britain his body was to be buried in the nearest graveyard, but if his demise should occur in Great Britain he must be buried at Straide. The diaries must not be published as such, and in no instance without his wife’s permission, ‘but on no account must anything harsh or censorious about any person, dead or alive, who ever worked for Ireland be printed or published, or used so as to give pain to friend or relative.’


The English papers commenting on the death make slight allusion to Mr Davitt’s political testament and utilise the occasion in a vain attempt to make capital for the Union. As usual in England, some small admissions are made as to England’s well meaning mistakes in treating Ireland in the past, but all that is over now and Mr Davitt’s ‘misguided’ course in his youth would have no justification or palliation under the present beneficent regime. The English never miss an occasion like this for lauding themselves, and even the usually level-headed Englishman who sends the weekly cable to the New York Evening Post cannot refrain from self-laudation. ‘The death of Michael Davitt,’ he said last Saturday, ‘is the passing of a generation, yet the spirit of the newspaper articles on him shows that the generation had really passed away before him. The references are all moderate and without rancor.’ It is only in England that people take credit to themselves for refraining from being rancorous over a man’s grave.


The body was taken on Thursday evening from the hospital to the Carmelite church in Clarendon Street and lay there until Saturday morning.7 It is a singular coincidence that the body of Terence Bellew McManus, 8 one of the Confederate leaders of 1848, which had been brought from San Francisco for interment in Dublin, lay in the same church (instead of at the Mechanics’ Institute, as erroneously stated recently in this paper) after Archbishop Cullen9 had refused to admit it to the Cathedral or to any of the parish churches. The Carmelites, not being under the loyalist Archbishop’s jurisdiction, were free to act and retrieved the credit of Ireland. It was John O’Mahony’s10 remains which were waked at the Mechanic’s Institute when Cardinal McCabe,11 following the example of his predecessor, debarred the dead Fenian leader from the Cathedral.


Although Mr Davitt’s wish was that the funeral should be private, and every effort was made to comply with his wishes, all Dublin turned out and the whole country was in mourning. The scenes in the streets were very touching as the body was borne on Saturday morning from the Carmelite church, which is on the south side of the Liffey, across the city to the Broadstone Terminus of the Midland Great Western Railway, which is situated at the south-western end of Dublin. The business establishments closed their shutters, the shades were drawn down in the private houses, and the streets were lined by great crowds of people, the men respectfully doffing their hats as the coffin, which was almost hidden by beautiful floral wreaths, was borne by. The funeral procession, which was very large, included many members of the House of Commons, clergymen, and representatives of every religion and political creed. John Redmond,12 John Dillon and other members of the Irish Party were among the mourners who closely followed the hearse. While the procession stretched out to enormous proportions, another vast crowd awaited the arrival of the body at the station, and on all sides a feeling of the deepest sorrow was apparent among the people.


Numbers of mourners joined the train conveying the body at Mullingar and Athlone. Everywhere hats were respectfully lifted in the fields and on the roadsides as the train passed. An enormous crowd awaited the arrival of the train at Foxford and a procession of vehicles, nearly a mile long, followed by a big gathering of people drawn from miles around, started for Straide, the family burial place of the Davitts, five miles from Foxford.


The old churchyard is near the ruins of one of the Western abbeys.13 The grave is under an ash tree, within sight of the birthplace of Mr Davitt. A large body of peasantry was waiting at the cemetery and many persons threw wreaths on the coffin when it was lowered into the grave. When all was over a large crowd lingered, their eyes bedimmed with tears, till long after the others had dispersed.


Besides the three children who survive him,14 Mr Davitt had also another daughter, who died a few years ago. He married Miss May Yore, of Oakland, Cal., in 1887, and his wife shared his popularity and was a devoted believer in all that her husband worked for.
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