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Preface

The interest in history and particularly Irish history is a notable feature of the
discipline in late 2011. This can be measured in a number of ways through the
expanding publications output which James Kelly identified in his recent study
Writing Irish History Today (Dublin, 2010), the growth of publishing outlets, the
appeal of popular history present in radio and television programmes. Thus despite the
abolition of history as a core curriculum subject in the Leaving Certificate, and the
fear of a decline of interest in history in the third-level sector, this has not been the
case. The reasons for studying history are many; it provides a sense of place. time and
community, reinforces a collective memory and hones individuals skills of
interpretation. analysis, synthesis and personal skills of public debating. making
presentations and defending scholarship. The current threat to the discipline namely its
removal from the Junior Certificate curriculum must be resisted and the lesson leamt
from the United Kingdom experiencer where a similar move will result as Eric
Hobsbawm believed in “the destruction of the past or, rather, of the social mechanisms
that link one’s contemporary experience to that of earlier generations. is one of the
most characteristic and eerie phenomena of the late 20th century.” Hobsbawn feared
that most young men and women will *grow up in a sort of permanent present lacking
any organic relation to the public past of the times they live in." The message is self-
evident.

This volume emphasises the continued popularity of the discipline at third level, it
includes contributions from scholars in Trinity College Dublin, Lancaster University,
the University of Liverpool, King's College London, University of Limerick and
Mary Immaculate College, Limerick. It provides invaluable insights into Irish, English
and US history from the medieval to early twentieth century.

I commend the collection and congratulate the University of Limerick History Society
and the journal editors, Mr Paul M. Hayes and Mr Freyne Corbett for maintaining

such high production and scholarship values in volume eleven of the journal.

Bernadette Whelan M.A. Ph.D.
Head, Department of History

University of Limerick

Foreword

The University of Limerick History Society is delighted to see the continuing vitality
of History Studies, which this year is edited under the careful supervision of Mr Paul
Hayes. The Society is justly proud of the fact that its journal remains the only journal
in Ireland edited and managed by students. A central aim of the Society is to provide a
vehicle through which younger scholars can see their work in print.

While funding the journal is a matter for concem in a period of shortage and cutbacks,
the Society is hopeful that the support it receives from its benefactors can be sustained
into the furure. In this regard, we are delighted to acknowledge the continuing
financial aid provided by the Department of History, the Dean of the Faculty of Ars,
Humanities and Social Sciences, and the Office of the Vice President, Research.
without which History Studies could not be produced.
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Editorial

1 am pleased to present volume eleven of History Studies. This contains nine essays
based on the work of postgraduate students in both Irish and British universities. The
essays in this volume cover various aspects of Irish, British and American history.
Ranging from a defence of Irish ‘general history” to a re-evaluation of the ‘war of the
world’s” broadeast in the United States in 1938. The essays presented are as varied as
royal succession in medieval England to the role of the IRA in the anti-drugs
campaign in 1980s Dublin and the 1641 rebellion in Cavan to the conservative revival
in England. The range of essays highlights the expanding nature of historical enquiries
being pursued by research students in our universities. This in turn will ensure the

survival of journals like this one.

Paul Hayes

‘Let Us In’—A defense of the Irish ‘general history’
Martin John McAndrew

The general history text is not an Irish phenomenon by any means, but great narrative
texts, encompassing decades of history remain a stock feature of Irish history writing.
Thomas Bartlett has recently contributed a well-received new volume to what is
already a market approaching saturation.' That the grand narrative has remained
popular is thanks largely to the dominance of revisionism, and the revisionist legacy
which has inoculated Irish historians against other, more *scientific’ approaches which
have dominated in other countries—one’s mind springs instantly to the harshly
quantitative methods embodied by the Annales School in France, for instance.” There
is also the more obvious explanation—the dominance that the civil war’s legacy, the
Anglo-Irish connection and the Troubles in Northern Ireland have all exerted on Irish
society, has meant that history has had an everyday relevance to the society of a young
country that has only in the last two decades emerged onto the stage with enough
confidence to look back on its foundation, searching for answers, much as in many
other young states. There is always a demand for such answers, and given the excess
of primary source material for modern Irish history, and the dearth of similar materi al
for preceding centuries the readership is spoilt for choice.

These general or survey histories (defined best by Lawrence Stone as a
narrative derived from ‘the organization of material in a chronologically sequential
order and the focusing of content into a single coherent story, albeit with sub-plots’ )
are hefty tomes, necessitating a great deal of research and writing. They are
nevertheless vulnerable to more than the usual criticism of academics and reviewers.
They are castigated for providing only a ‘tertiary source’ an overview of issues that
deserve a more rigorous debate and ruthless professional scrutiny. They, “vulnerable
to the vagaries of fashion’, can contribute little to a discipline that has become so
reliant on ‘specialisation’ and the ever closer study of topics.” Though of course, the
general history cannot provide the narrow thoroughness of a monograph, and must
eschew approaching topics in the thematic way that the very worthy Thomas Davis

lecture series, for example, can, it would be unfair to dismiss them.

! Thomas Bartlett, freland: a history (Cambridge, 201(),
? | awrence Stone, “The revival of narrative: reflections on a new old history” in Past and Present, 85 (1979), p. 6,
? Ibid, p.3.
* John Tosh. The pursuit of history (5th ed,, Harlow, 2010), p. 160,
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Their perusal as textbooks by the general public (and undergraduates)
notwithstanding, these general histories have much to offer scholarship. After all, ‘at
the heart of historical narration is a process if emplotting. for it is in developing plot
that the parts find their relation to the whole.” Tt is through the general history that
this problem of fragmentation facing modem history as a whole can be countered.”
The use of the general history as a tool, both to the general public and to academics is
the concern of this paper. The complexity of such texts will be demonstrated as will
their necessity as apparatus in encouraging as broad as possible an understanding of
history by their application of a long chronological focus to the periods under their
review, which prevents a reader from neglecting the “big picture.’ Using as examples
the two most widely-known Irish general histories: J.J. Lee’s seminal work, lreland
1912-1985: politics and society, and the more recent survey., The transformation of
Ireland, 1900-2000 by Diarmaid Ferriter, the different priorities of focus (the *vagaries
of fashion’) of the Irish general history will be examined which allow them to be read
as a ‘snapshot” of the trends in history-writing at the time of their conception.

Firstly, it is necessary to assess the purpose the general history serves.
The increased professionalisation of history as an academic discipline has inevitably
led to an increased specialisation of the subject. New scholars are forced to retrace the
steps of their predecessors along the mines of history, seeking to plumb new seams of
discourse, neglected aspects that the historians who passed this way before neglected
to excavate. Of course. this increasingly narrow study is not unwelcome. In-depth
study of a period is vital to the full understanding of that period and its impact on
subsequent events, personalities and institutions. But the academic riguenr of history
quickly caused the focus to become *too narrow, too intense, and too hurried.” As Lee
points out; ‘in few fields of intellectual endeavour do the means so threaten to subvert
the ends.”® There is a danger now of overspecialisation, and of fragmentation; a
scenario where historians might miss the wood for the trees. The logical outcome of
this, for both historians and the general public, is negative.

David Thelen, as editor of The Jowrnal of American History, noted that
“case studies are becoming mired in details, without illuminating larger issues.’” What

* Thomas Bender, *“Wholes and parts; the need for synthesis in American history” in The Jowrnal of American
History, T3, 1(1986). p. 122,
" David Thelen, “The profession and the Journal of American History " in The Joursal of Amevican History, 73, 1
(1986}, p.9: 1L, Lee. freland 1912-1985: poltries annd society (Cambridge, 1989), p. xi,
"V H. Galbraith, Intraduction to the study of history (London, 1964), p.62.
Y Lee. Ireland. p. xi.
* Thelen. “The profession and the Jowrnal of American History', p. 9.
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is the prognosis of such a focus for history as a public subject? Instead of enriching
American history as a whole, specialisation was making it more inaccessible; ‘the
demand is no longer; Let Us In. It is instead; So What?™"’

Irish historiography, a slow starter in many respects, is in no way immune
from following this American model and onwards to its own doom in obscurity. This
would be a great shame, but also a missed opportunity, for as Dermot Keogh noted in
2005, “the thirst for the reading and study of history in Ireland and abroad appears to
be growing. Against international trends, there are signs of a revival of history as a
leaving certificate subject in Ireland.""!

Considering the potentially seismic impact that the recent revelations
about hidden aspects of the history of Ireland, financial corruption for example, or the
institutional and clerical child abuse are likely to have on Irish evaluations of our own
history, especially of the post-independence era, an even greater thirst for Irish history
among the general public is to be expected and even to be welcomed. The role of the
historian (already a regular feature on television and radio panels) as social
commentator will become more apparent. To furnish the public with a new, more
varied history, inclusive of these new revelations, without obsessing on them—a
history driven by a base, tabloid-desire to revel in this murky legacy would be
disastrous— but instead placing them within the proper context is an opportunity that
is the historians” for the taking. It may not be a welcome opportunity in some respects,
not all historians will be comfortable with this perceived social role, and it will
necessitate some departure from the specialised and original research that still
necessitates the basis of an academic career. It is perhaps however, a consequence of
the studies of the contemporary historian that they must fumnish such truths as, from
time to time, excite the eirgeisr.

The general history can become a vital tool in this regard. Couching, as has
been stated, the facts of these new revelations in their appropriate context, and taking
note of and responding to the specialised monographical studies, the general history
functions as a stock-taking exercise, an explanation of how things came to be.

The historian must retell, with a new richness, the story of what some one of the
worlds of the past was, how it ceased to be what it was, how it faded and blended into
new configurations, how at every stage what was, was the product of what had been,
and developed into what noone could have anticipated—all of this 1o help us

" Ibid, pp 10-11.
" Dermot Keogh, Twentieth v - revolition and state buildimg (Dublin, 1994), p. xxv.
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understand how we came to be the way we are, and lo extend the poor reach of our
3 ; : 3
own immediate experience.'”

Bemard Bailyn's words then, might be the watchword for historians today, reminding
them of the latent duty they have taken on, to disseminate the narrative of history as
clearly, and as widely as possible for the benefit of the public and, indeed. for their
colleagues within the academy, some of whom may have specialised to such a degree
that they have condemned themselves, like the Lady of Shalott, to view the world
through a distorted reflection,

For it is undoubtedly a danger to take the subject of one’s study and treat it
as somehow exceptional, But it is dangerous to treat any aspect of history as singular
or anomalous, to act or to write as if it occurred in a vacuum, not intruding on the
wider contextual climate and in turn being immune from intrusion itself. By placing
one’s preferred subjects of study within a general history, the continuity of history
itself is highlighted. The perceived uniqueness of the subject recedes or is refuted. to
the appropriate degree, and the potentially more sensationalist aspects of history are
toned down and if not necessarily rationalised (it is difficult, for instance. to
rationalise institutional child abuse) then at least to a harsh monochrome are
introduced some vital shades of grey.

The narrative account of the past such as is being defended here, it needs
to be stressed, need not (indeed, should not) ever be unanalytical. It should be
unemotional, but not dispassionate. A, T.Q. Stewart’s observation that historians have
neglected to remember that history is about people is a reminder of the need to engage
with the psychological and humane aspects of history.'*

The general history has other academic benefits also. Scholars, of course,
are compelled to consult as wide a range of texts as possible. Here the plethora of
publishing has become useful. As time passes on, so too do trends in the writing of
history; as the focus shifts to different aspects of the broader narrative, the nature of
the text also shifts. Different historians (often of different generations though
nowadays there are enough exceptions to prevent this from being a rule) value

4

different “sub-plots’” within the narrative, and their treatment of various figures and

periods of history reflect this accordingly.

'i Bernard Bailyn, *The challenge of modem historiography” in American Historical Review, 87, 1 (1982), p, 24,
[' AT.Q Stewart interview, History Ireland, 1, 2 (1993), p.58.
" Stone. ‘Revival of narrative’. p.6.
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The rise and rise of social history writing in Ireland is a key example of
this. F.S.L Lyons, in the preface to his freland since the Famine, the first great general
history of post-independence Ireland, noted the heavy reliance in Irish historiography
on the political history of the nation.” He attributed this largely to the
*historiographical revolution” of revisionism which sought to take contemporary
politics out of history writing but was ironically only able to do so by focusing
exclusively on the political sphere. He looked forward to a time when contemporary
history would be less inhibited by the longevity of the protagonists of the
revolutionary period, as well as citing the legacy of that conflict and the subsequent
Northern conflict as further key elements in its retardation.'®

It was a theme Lyons would return to. While he argued that it is possible
for the historian to address such issues rooted in contention whist using “all the
disciplines of his ftraining to distance himself from that subject’ he also
prophetically suggested that future historians should use these inhibitions as a reason
for exploring the social evolution of Ireland in the fifty years since independence.'®
Though he was not to live to see it, Irish history-writing has indeed diversified along
lines he predicted.

Though the reasons Lyons gave above for the poverty of social history are
reflections of the revisionist movement which sought to temper the hot-headed
nationalist approach to history with a cold-blooded distant variety which necessitated
a veto on contemporary history (which can, after all, bleed into current affairs)"” and a
refusal to look at the present as a product of the past, much to the chagrin of, the next
generation of historians.”’ This detachment, and subsequent fears that revisionism
itself might become a morality tale did in fact lead to a generation of scholars focusing
more on the neglected social and cultural history of Treland.”" This, naturally, has led
to a variety in the type of general history available.

The general history, in light of this, can be used as a demonstration of the
various writing styles applied to history at various points in the evolution of Irish

historiography. A comparison between both Lee’s and Ferriter’s histories is useful as

" F.8.L, Lyons. freland since the Famine (London, 1971), p. 7.
'* Ibid, p.8.
1 F.8.L.. Lyons. *The burden of our history” in Ciaran Brady (ed.). Interpreting Irish history: the debate on
historical revisionism {Dublin. 1994}, p. 88,
'* Lyons, frefand, p.8.
1% Ciaran Brady, *Constructive and instrumental”: the dilemma of Treland’s first “new historians™ in Brady (ed.).
Interpreting Irish History, pp 3-31.
* Lee, Ireland, pp 587-9.
3 Digrmaid Ferriter, The transformation of Ireland, 1900-2000 (London, 2005), p. 23,
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an illustration of this point. Lee’s work can comfortably be described as a political
history; sometimes this description can be applied to a work derogatorily.” Of course
all history, essentially the study of the interplay between power and society, is to some
extent political and consequently, a slightly less unhelpful though much more
cumbersome term might be “history from above.” The priority given to diplomacy,
government policy, and affairs of state undoubtedly stems from the author’s own
preferences but it is also likely a product of the legacy of the revisionist legacy,
mentioned above. A conscious reaction to this legacy is also evident however,
particularly in Lee's willingness to devote a very considerable portion of the work (no
less than 177 pages) to the long neglected contemporary history. It is probably this
foray into “Perspectives’ that has ensured the continued importance of the book.™ Lee
was the first historian to seriously use the present as a means of reevaluating the past
performance of the state since independence; it greatly impacted on the historical
interpretation of the period at the time and the work has held a position of prominence
ever since. Though, it should be noted, that Lee was writing at a time when the state
archives were being properly and routinely opened to the public under the aegis of the
National Archives Act, and thus benefited from a much wider range of sources. There
is a sense that his foray into contemporary general history was as much a result of his
being in the right place at the right time, as of his own pioneering spirit. It was not
without its critics however. A general history should ideally be accessible to the public
as well as to scholars. Lee’s book, was validly noted at the time for requiring some
previous knowledge of the period.” Though this serves to highlight the fact that
academics write these tomes for their colleagues as well as for the public.

Though Lee’s book is clearly high-political in focus (the dates he sets for
it 1912-1983, place it firmly between the third Home Rule erisis and the Anglo-Irish
Agreement) it has been subject to criticism that it does not focus adequately on social
history, particularly the history of women.” However, it is unfair to lavish such blame
on a book that clearly accomplishes what it has set out to do, simply because it is not
the book one would have chosen to have written in the same circumstances. Lee
himself has since stated also that there is a danger in ‘chasing the latest politically

correct fashion which would be to prostitute history to propaganda.™

* Bender, *Wholes and parts”, pp 120-1,

I Ferriter, Transformation. p. 3.

* Charles Townsend. "Review: history as critique” in The Frish Review, 8 (1990), p. 117.
** paul Canning, Review of 1.J Lee, frefand §912-1985 in Afhion, 23,2 (1991), p. 374,
5 ).J. Lee interview, in Fistory frefand. 3.2 (1995), p. 45.
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Ferriter's work can suffer little of the same criticism. Increased
communication and access to the works of historians of other schools and countries
has led to a rapid cross-pollination of trends. Irish historiography has caught up
rapidly with other schools and a more promiscuous body of work has replaced the
uniformity of the high-political. revisionist outlook. Ferriter’s survey, if not
necessarily a social history in the traditional sense. as described by Hobsbawm®’ for
he does not neglect the political, could rightly be termed a narrative of inclusion;
offering a perspective of history ‘from below.” One reviewer wrote;

The emergence and development of a women’s movement in Ireland is highlighted at

different stages. The granting of a range of rights and the pursuing of gender equality

is recorded in some detail...persistent poverty is linked with the growing prosperity
of the nouveau riche...long term sexual repression that slowly and sometimes

ambiguously gives way to an acknowledgement of homosexuality, an acceptance of
: : 2
contraception and divoree.™

Admittedly, such historical analysis was long over-due. Ferriter’s desire to ‘inject a

=20

greater degree of humanity into the study of Irish history™™ is evident. But there
remains a caveat for the social or socially-minded historian writing a general history.
Social history, by its own application, seeks to supplement perhaps even to subvert
political history. In doing so, however, it risks losing the grand scope and the
continuity which is so desirable to a general history. and which comes so naturally to
the political analysis which uses ‘the dates of reigns, administrations and battles [as]
convenient markers.””" Instead, it risks becoming yet another ‘proliferation of
intensely parochial, nearly hermetic discourses around a series of social units smaller
than either societies or nations.™' This again threatens to resemble “specialisation.” If
general histories from below are to become established, they must not avoid some
engagement with the political realm.

Of a similar problem in American ‘new history’, it was written that “if
kings, generals and notables lost their monopoly in historical narrative, the purpose of
the new history was not so much to dismiss as to surround those actors with the social,
economic and cultural collectiveness and forces that were at once the condition and

the object of their actions.” The political realm can therefore be seen to be both the

7 E. J. Hobsbawm, *From social history to history of society” in M.W. Flinn and T.C. Smout (eds), Essavy in
social history (Oxford, 1974), pp 1-22.

% Michel Pellion, “Review: Writing the histary of the present” in The Irish Review, 34 { 2006). p. 160,

* Ferriter, Tranyfornation. p.2,

M Roy Faster, Modern frefand 1600-1972 (London 1988), p. 3.

*! Bender, “Wholes and parts,” p. 126.

* Ibid, p.123.



progeny and progenitor of the social. Social historians rely upon the action of the
political realm to foster a society which provides them with a narrative to recount.

Though groundbreaking, it is too early to tell whether Ferriter's work will
become as significant as Lee's. But given that these new priorities of focus are
relatively new to the Irish academy and are still finding their place, ‘classic status’
may elude it. Though it has succeeded in incorporating the new revelations and truths
that emerged as the century closed, about neglected and hidden facets to the history of
post-independence Ireland, the importance of which has been outlined above, it has
clearly emerged, as a response to the ‘emetic” that was administered to Irish society as
the century closed: seeking to expose the “dirty underbelly” of Ireland.” This is not to
suggest that the author was deliberately setting out to write sensationalist history, or
that the book itself is anything less than invaluable. But, by placing such emphasis on
the negative aspects of Irish history from the first page of the introduction it states its
aim in highlighting these it seems that Ferriter was falling onto that trap of
“prostituting history to propaganda” which may prohibit his text from aging as well as
Lee’s.

His use of sources betrays him further in this respect. Too often does he
rely on the opinions (as distinct from the reports) of joumalists. There is nothing
wrong with using newspapers as a major source, especially. as for much of the later
period they must take on the role of replacing the documents that are shielded behind
a thirty-year-rule—we accept the use of nineteenth century papers in history. what is
so different about twenty-first century papers? However, Ferriter has been criticized
for his taking the commentary of journalists as fact. or as a replacement for his own
analysis,” perhaps diving too enthusiastically into the role of current social
commentator,

Given these diverging yet equally valid approaches to the general history,
perhaps it would be desirable to combine both to give a more inclusive and therefore,
though no next should ever claim to be definitive (or dare to think of itself as such), a
more balanced narrative. Certainly moves were afoot in this direction of *synthesis” in
American historiography, which aimed not only to unite these trends of focus and
interpretation but to further reinforce the status of the ‘synthetic narrative™ i.e,

" Fetriter, Tranyformatton, p, 2.

" Michel Pillion, ‘Review’ p. 161: Desmond Fennell. review of The transformation of Ireland” in History freland.
13, 1 (2005), p. 58.

* Bender, *Wholes and parts.” pp 131-2,

inclusive general history texts, uniting of the findings of the specialised
monographical studies of the social. political and all their variants of history.

Admirable sentiments indeed, but there are flaws in this plan, The primary
one being that it is difficult to approach history both from the top and from below in
the same volume. Such omnivorous focus could lead to organizational nightmare,
necessitating a switch from high politics to low society intermittently within each
chapter which could exhaust the patience of the author and the goodwill of the reader.
The volume would have to become so large as to be prohibitively expensive and time
consuming, or so dilute of detail as to lose its historiographical value—passing from
history into mere chronology. Collaborative works, such as The new history of Ireland
may be suggested as a foil to this. However, these works tend to have unhappy and
painfully long gestations, and in the event they again fail to provide any true analytical
consistency ‘however like-minded the collaborators and however forceful the editor.
»36

Though increased awareness and tolerance for each of the trends in general
history writing is desirable from the other, it is perhaps for the benefit of the
readership that both remain largely separate. They would thus continue to foster the
debates necessary for the continued existence of history as an academic discipline
also, which would be to the natural advantage of the academic if not to the lay-reader.

To demonstrate the value of the general history to the study of history, a
subject that has followed the destiny of all the academic disciplines, and specialised to
such a degree that its practitioners covet the most obscure of topics, lies in its ability
to force the historian to place that topic within a wider context. Having this
perspective ensures that a true analysis of any aspect of history—one that shirks the
‘exceptional’ nature of the study—is much easier to attain. Their use in the
exploration of historiography. though challenging, is no less valuable. They
demonstrate the variations that emerge with time within the historical community.
They highlight the shifts in thought, in sources, and in the values of the historian as to
what constitutes history and what is worth writing about. Lee’s and Ferriter’s books,
are classic examples of these changes, and they represent two different perspectives
on what entails a general history, though neither should ultimately triumph over the
other; it is the fate of all those who come after them to consult both, always trying to
unearth the ‘true’ perspective, the ‘right’ angles of approach. As time passes, it will no

" Tosh, Persuit of history. p. 161,



doubt become consensus that is only by a reading and a blending of these perspectives
that anything close to a ‘true’ historical understanding can begin to be reached.

But it is also beyond the ivory towers of academia that the general history
proves its worth. It is the form most suited to the proliferation of the discipline of
history to a wider audience. History should not be a sterile preserve of the university.
Historians should not jealously guard the past; it is not a cadaver to be dissected by
learned practitioners and their students behind closed doors. Accessible, readable
histories like Lee’s and Ferriter's ensure that the doors remain open, and that history
remains alive. Bernard Bailyn has aptly written;

the critical need, it seems to me, is 1o bring onder to large arcas of history and thus to
reintroduce history in a sophisticated form to a wider reading public, through
symthetic works, namative in structure, on major themes, works that explain some
significant part of the story of how the present world came to be the way it is.”
This cuts to the heart of what it is that makes history the most popular of the academic
disciplines. But perhaps it is best to conclude in an Irish context and with the succinct
words of our most venerable historian, R.B. McDowell; ‘there can be the danger of
getting into a closed room in which the experts chat to and fro and impinge very little
on the outside world. I do not want to see history in that room.™

"7 Ballyn, *Challenge of modern historography®. p, 7.
" R.B McDowell imerview, in History Trefamd, 1. 4(1993), p. 12
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The Ulster rebellion of 1641 in County Cavan
Freyne Corbett

The rebellion that erupted in Ulster in October 1641 would engulf Ireland until the
final collapse of resistance to parliamentary forces in 1653. Events that form the
backdrop to the conflict were King Charles's confessional dispute with Scoitish
covenanters, the English parliament’s suspicion of Charles and the king's cowardly
dealings with the Irish catholic ascendancy in the matter of the Graces. The Graces
were a roval form of blackmail: cash in exchange for religious freedoms.

The insurrection in Ulster began with the taking of Charlemont and
Dmgamonmﬂ]esbySierimO'Neillandhismmechber164].‘This
action by O’Neill overshadows the concurrent and pre-arranged outbreaks in counties
Monaghan, Cavan, Tyrone, Down, Fermanagh, Louth and Longford as well as
separate attacks in Tyrone.” Since the plantation of Ulster thirty years earlier the
concerns of the Gaelic aristocracy had steadily grown due to the depletion of their
estates, threatened religion and the ascendancy of what they perceived as lesser men
from England and Scotland. The insurgent leaders seem at first to have been seeking
to pull off a “bloodless coup’ with the intent of obtaining a bargaining position for
Irish catholics with the English government.’ They repeatedly professed their loyalty
to the crown and claimed the king’s approval for their actions.* Violence, however,
was inevitable. Despite Sir Felim's claim from Dungannon on Sunday 25 October that
no injury was intended to the people of the ‘English or Scottish nation’, there had
already been many attacks on settlers which included a number of fatalities and
abductions.” The relationship between the newcomers, lowland or Covenanter Scots
and English, and the Gaelic aristocracy was a complex one, and not simply one of
mutual enmity. Both groups, perhaps, had more in common as landowners than

differences in religion or origins.”

' M. Perceval-Maxwell, The outhreak of the Irish rebellion of 1641 (Belfast. 1994), p. 214,
17CD, 1641 Depositions Praject (hitp://164 1.ted.ie/deposition.php) (accessed 4 May 2011),
Y Aiden Clarke, The old English in Ireland, 1625-42 (Dublin, 2000), pp 161-2; Patrick J. Corish, *The rising of
1641 and the Catholic confederacy, 1641-3" in T. W, Moody, F. X. Martin and F, J. Byme (eds) A new history af
Ireland, [l early modern frefand, 1334-1691 (Oxford, 1976), pp 291-2,
! Perceval-Maxwell, The outhreak, p. 218.
* Depositions of Reynoid and Elizabeth Griffith and Captain Thomas Chambers (6 Jun, 1642), 1641 Depositions
Project, (http://1641 ted.ie/deposition php?depl D<"php echo 8360060057 ) (accessed 04 May 2011). All
references to the online depositions were sccessed on 4 May 2011,
® Thamas Carte, An history of the life of James the first Duke of Ormond and of the affales of Ireland in his time. 3
vols (London, 1851), p. 346,
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Al the same time that Dungannon and Charlemont were taken, a number of
other strongpoints and towns were captured by the rebels.” These attacks and others
indicate a well-formed plan of campaign throughout Ulster. As we shall see, however,
the initial success of the Irish was rapidly undermined by their failure to capture
several key strongpoints that held out for the settlers. The failure to capture Dublin
castle, and thus successtully capitalise on the English administration’s temporary
paralysis, allowed hope to the beleaguered British in Ulster. The breakdown of
authority among the Irish leaders which followed soon after the first successes
undermined the rebels’ cause and the dispersal of leadership to regional figures added
to their ineffectiveness. This meant that, in each county local leaders took charge of
the struggle with a greater or lesser degree of control over their followers.” Instead of
a unified movement under a recognised general, as Owen Roe O'Neill was to become
in 1642, the Ulster revolt during the winter of 1641-2, was a complex series of un-co-
ordinated sub-regional actions. This essay will attempt to explain how the 1610
plantation of Ulster sowed the seeds for what was to follow by causing bitter
resentment among the Irish peasantry and inseminating a culture of violence. It will
recount the events in County Cavan in the first weeks of the uprising using various
sources but particularly the Depositions, or refugee accounts of the rebellion that were
recorded in Dublin from early 1642 until the 1650s. The Cavan depositions are
examined for clues to the motivations of the Irish, the role of women and other less
well-known revelations on the rebellion. In order to put the Cavan uprising and
subsequent depositions in perspective an attempt will be made to gauge the success or
failure of the Cavan plantation, as well as provide an estimate of the settler population
at the time of the insurrection in October 1641.

In accounts of the uprising it is usual to read that the Irish rebel leaders
explained their actions as being supported by the king. or queen Henrietta Maria, that
their Catholicism was threatened, and that the parliament of England intended forced
attendance at Protestant services.” The issue of land is mentioned as a cause of
discontent but as the Irish leaders were landowners, their grievances on land issues
would be considerably less emotive than to the labouring classes.'”

Cavan was divided into eight baronies, (See Fig. 1) which were used to

divide the county for the 1610 plantation. Sixteenth-century Cavan, was a borderland

* Mary Hickson. frefand in the seventeenth century or the Irish massacres of 1641-2, vol. T {(London. 1884}, p. 112,
* Nicholas Canny, Making freland British, 1380-1630 (Oxford, 2001), pp 472-3.
* Thid., p. 472.
' Martyn Bennett, The civil wars in Britain and lreland, 1638-31 (Oxford, 1997). pp 91-4,
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area between the English lordship of the Pale and the powerful Gaelic lords of Ulster.
Until the end of the sixteenth century the O’Reillys, the chief sept or clan of Breifne,
as the area of Cavan and Leitrim was called, had been adept at managing these
conflicting powers. The southern lands of Breifne, the baronies of Clanmahon and
Castlerahan, as well as parts of Clankee in the east, had been settled by Old English
families such as the Nugents, Flemings, Plunketts, Talbots and Dowdals. The
O Reillys had astutely intermarried with these Old English Palesmen whilst making
similar alliances with Gaelic families. During the Nine Years” War (1594-1603),
however, the O’Reillys, despite a long-standing allegiance to the Crown, supported
Hugh O™Neill and, on his defeat, their lands were¢ subject to confiscation and
plantation."'

At the time of the plantation of 1610 the Barony of Loughtee, having
some of the best agricultural land in the county, was reserved for English undertakers
- 50 called because they “undertook’ to settle their areas with immigrants — whilst
Tullyhunco and Clankee, with relatively poorer land, were settled by Scots planters.”
The newcomers were to live in plantation estates and towns, which, apart from Cavan
town, had to be built by the undertakers and their tenants from scratch. The
*deserving’ native Irish and servitors — men rewarded for military service, but who
also included Old English appointees, as well as royal beneficiaries — were allocated
poorer land in a crescent between Loughtee and the better lands of Clankee. The
mountainous lands of Tullyhaw in the east were also allocated to this group of existing
residents who were considered worthy of consideration by the English government.
Even in the inferior areas the lrish were the last group to be considered and received

pockets of land which remained after the newcomers had been allocated. "

11 p. 1. Duffy, ‘Perspectives on the making of the Cavan landscape” in Raymond Gillespie (ed.), Convan: essiys on
the history of an frish counyy (Dublin. 1995), pp 17-8; Philip Robinson, The plantation af Ulster: British settlement
in an Irish landscape 1600-1670 (Belfast, 1994), p. 40: ldem. “The evolution of estate properties in south Ulster
1600-1900° in William 1. Smyth and Kevin Whelan (eds). Common ground: essays on the historical geography of
Irefand (Cork, 1988), p. 93,

2 Brendan Scott, Cavan, [609-1633: plantation, war and religion (Dublin, 2007), pp 11-14; Duffy, ‘Perspectives’,

21-5.

F This view has been contested, See Duffy, *Perspectives’, pp 22-3; Leyburn, The Scorch-lvish, p. 96, 123: 8. 1.
Connolly, Contesied istamd: Iredand 1460-1630 (Oxford. 2007), p. 299; Robinson, The plawation of Ulster, pp 85-
s
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Figure 1. Baronies and towns, County Cavan.

Cavan, in part because of its peripheral location in the Ulster plantation
and because much of the land was considered unsuitable for colonisation, was not
settled as extensively as the rest of settlement Ulster."* With the Old English in the
south, whose older claim to Cavan lands was respected by the authorities, the land
taken for the undertakers was mostly in the central and eastern parts of the county.'

"‘ Jumes G, Leyburn, The Scotch-Irish: a social history (North Carofina, 1962). pp 89-90,
'* Robinson, The plantation. p, 61; Canny, Making lreland British. p. 412,
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Cavan had, however, the largest number of servitors of any county and the baronies of

Tullyhaw, Clanmahon, Castleraghan and Tullygarvey were set aside for these men, as

well as for the “deserving’ Irish."® These Irish, previously the ruling elites, who once

controlled most of the county had to conform to English lease law provisions and, of

course, were to remain loyal to the English crown. The ‘lesser” Irish, those who had

previously lived on the English or Scottish allocated baronies, were supposed to move.

The attitude of these ‘lesser’ Irish may be partially comprehended by a letter to Lord

Salisbury from the Lord Deputy of Ireland, Sir Arthur Chichester, in November 1610.
Speaking of the Irish determination to remain in their home area Chichester writes:

...that they [the natives] may remain upon their lands as tenants unto them [the

Scottish undertakers]; which is so pleasing to that people [the Irish of Ulster] that they

will strain themselves to the uttermost to gratify them [the Scotch], for they are

1o b 1o any man rather than be removed from the place of their

birth and education. hoping. as he conceives, at one time or other. to find an
opportunity to cut their landlord’s throats;..."”

The quality of the new settler stock may be gauged from this account by the Rev.
Andrew Stewart, a presbyterian minister and son of a settler:

From Scotland came many, and from England not a few; yet all of them generally the

scum of both nations, who for debt, or breaking and fleeing from justice, or seeking

shelter, came hither; hoping to be without fear of man's justice in 2 land where there
was nothing. o but a fittle, as yet, of the fear of God."

Cavan’s mixed topography, with poor boggy and mountainous land in the
east, drumlins in the south, lakes and productive land in the central and westemn areas,
made for a varied and distinctive landscape. Errors arose when the 2,000, 1,500 and
1,000 acre lots or ‘proportions’ were drawn up on the basis of a misunderstanding of
Gaelic land descriptions. Irish land units such as ballyboes, polls and tates do not
indicate a fixed spatial territory, but rather, food production potential in an area and
which could vary enormously in size.'” This error resulted in the undertakers receiving
much more land than envisaged and the extent of the mistakes made in mapping and
measurement can be seen in the barony of Loughtee where six undertakers were
assessed to receive a combined total of 12,500 acres and, in fact, actually became
owners of 96,000 acres — seven and a half times their *entitlement.”™ Additionally,

few undertakers, who were obliged to import tenants from England and Scotland, had

*® Ibid., p. 73.
'T Hill, An historical acconnt, pp 445-6,
5 [hid., p. 447.
1" Robinson. The plantation, pp 24-6,
* George Hill An historical aceount of the plantation in Ulster ar the of the se th century
(Belfast, IBT7), p. 280.
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the means to develop the land in the manner intended. Commonly, they resorted to
keeping Irish tenants, in defiance of its prohibition under plantation strictures, in
profiteering ventures.”'

The initial plantation scheme granted the forfeited land of Cavan to
twenty-eight British planters, comprising thirteen servitors and fifteen undertakers, as
well as smaller portions of land to loyal Irishmen. These twenty-eight were obliged to
import tenants of various categories and commence building estates and towns.™ In
1611 Sir George Carew was appointed to undertake a survey of the plantation
counties. It was found that many undertakers had either not bothered to inspect their
new property or had visited their land and promptly returned home.™ Threatened with
the loss of their estates some owners sold their land to more enterprising planters.™ Sir
Josias Bodley conducted a further survey in 1613 which indicated that the native Irish
were still on escheated lands in greater numbers than the settlers and that the
population of the six planted Ulster counties was between 1,900 and 2.200 British
males.”® Using the factor of 2.4 males to each family, which the undertakers and
surveyors used, these figures would indicate a total British population of around 5,000
people on the planted territories.”® In 1618 a more comprehensive survey was
conducted by Captain Nicholas Pynnar who provided the data for table one. also
documented the state of strongpoint construction, the readiness and number of arms-
bearing men of eighteen years and upwards, whether a sufficient store of arms was
stockpiled and the number of ‘mere” Irish.

Pynnar found some improvement, particularly in Loughtee, but also much
to complain about. It appears that settlers told Pynnar of their intentions rather than
their accomplishments in an attempt to imply a degree of com[:iliau'lr:f:.:T A 1630
muster of British men in Cavan provides a further comparison although it only lists
males over eighteen and therefore Bodley and Pynnar’s survey of families must be

converted to adult males. This is accomplished using the factor of 2.4 males per

=M. Perceval-Maxwell, The Scottish migration to Ulster in the reign of James [ (London, 1973), pp 146-7. So
niecessary was Irish labour and rent to the planters that in 1625 they were officially permitted by the king to allow
the Irish on a quarter of their estates. Hill. An histarical account, pp 447-8.

* An example is the tenantry on the estate of Thomas Waldron who in 1619 had the following: 5 freeholders: 17
lessees for years. and 31 cottagers. Hill. 4n historical acconnt. pp 461-2: Connolly. Conrested island. pp 291-2,
*Hill, An historical account, p. 447.

* Ibid.

* Connolly, Contested island. p. 300: County Coleraine was planted later by the city of London and hecame
County Londonderry: Annaleigh Margey. *Surveying and mapping plantation in Cavan, ¢.1380-1622" in Brendan
Scott {ed.) Culture and society in early modern Breifne/Cavan (Dublin, 2009). pp 113-5.

** padraig Lenthan, “The Catholic confederacy 1642-9; an Trish state at war” (PhD thesis. NUIG 1995), App. 25, pp
i-ii: Robinson. The 