LEABHARLANN CHOLAISTE NA TRIONOIDE, BAILE ATHA CLIATH | TRINITY COLLEGE LIBRARY DUBLIN
Ollscoil Atha Cliath | The University of Dublin

Terms and Conditions of Use of Digitised Theses from Trinity College Library Dublin
Copyright statement

All material supplied by Trinity College Library is protected by copyright (under the Copyright and
Related Rights Act, 2000 as amended) and other relevant Intellectual Property Rights. By accessing
and using a Digitised Thesis from Trinity College Library you acknowledge that all Intellectual Property
Rights in any Works supplied are the sole and exclusive property of the copyright and/or other IPR
holder. Specific copyright holders may not be explicitly identified. Use of materials from other sources
within a thesis should not be construed as a claim over them.

A non-exclusive, non-transferable licence is hereby granted to those using or reproducing, in whole or in
part, the material for valid purposes, providing the copyright owners are acknowledged using the normal
conventions. Where specific permission to use material is required, this is identified and such
permission must be sought from the copyright holder or agency cited.

Liability statement

By using a Digitised Thesis, | accept that Trinity College Dublin bears no legal responsibility for the
accuracy, legality or comprehensiveness of materials contained within the thesis, and that Trinity
College Dublin accepts no liability for indirect, consequential, or incidental, damages or losses arising
from use of the thesis for whatever reason. Information located in a thesis may be subject to specific
use constraints, details of which may not be explicitly described. It is the responsibility of potential and
actual users to be aware of such constraints and to abide by them. By making use of material from a
digitised thesis, you accept these copyright and disclaimer provisions. Where it is brought to the
attention of Trinity College Library that there may be a breach of copyright or other restraint, it is the
policy to withdraw or take down access to a thesis while the issue is being resolved.

Access Agreement

By using a Digitised Thesis from Trinity College Library you are bound by the following Terms &
Conditions. Please read them carefully.

| have read and | understand the following statement: All material supplied via a Digitised Thesis from
Trinity College Library is protected by copyright and other intellectual property rights, and duplication or
sale of all or part of any of a thesis is not permitted, except that material may be duplicated by you for
your research use or for educational purposes in electronic or print form providing the copyright owners
are acknowledged using the normal conventions. You must obtain permission for any other use.
Electronic or print copies may not be offered, whether for sale or otherwise to anyone. This copy has
been supplied on the understanding that it is copyright material and that no quotation from the thesis
may be published without proper acknowledgement.



Responding to the Challenge of
Political Violence: The Catholic
Hierarchy in Northern Ireland
(1921-1972) and the Basque
Country (1936-1975)

PhD

2010

Nicola Rooney



Declaration
I, the undersigned, declare that

1) this thesis has not been submitted as an exercise for a degree at this
or any other University,

11) it i1s entirely my own work and the published or unpublished work
of others, where included, has been duly acknowledged in the text,
and

iii) I agree that the Library may lend or copy this thesis upon request.

Signed Date

Nicola Rooney

II



Summary

This thesis will examine the response of the Catholic hierarchy to political
violence in Northern Ireland (1921-1972) and the Basque Country (1936-
1975). These were critical years in the political development of both societies
that saw the foundation and consolidation of two regimes without historical
precedent — the Unionist Government in Northern Ireland and the Franco
dictatorship in the Basque Country. Although very different in nature, both
regimes emerged against a backdrop of violent conflict centred on contrasting
national identities. The new political power consolidated its position through
the imposition of structures that impeded the participation of the minority
community in the running of the State. The growing alienation of the minority
communities, who perceived the machinery of the State to be a threat to both
their identity and security, would culminate in the outbreak of devastating
cycles of guerrilla warfare and State violence that would dominate the latter
years of both regimes.

The most obvious commonality between the two conflicts is their
longevity, made possible by the degree of popular syrhpathy with the aims of
the anti-State forces within their own communities. A further common
feature, however, is the influential position occupied by the Catholic
hierarchy in both societies, which has led to Church leaders being apportioned
a share of the blame for the emergence and continuation of these paramilitary
organisations. Significant weight has therefore been attached to responses to
political violence from the ecclesiastical authorities — both within and beyond
their own religious communities.

The challenges faced by the Catholic bishops in responding to the
violence, and to the transformations and societal divisions it engendered,
exhibited marked similarities, despite the considerable political, historical and
cultural differences between the two conflicts. Ecclesiastical policy in both
regions was conditioned to a significant extent by the unique demands such
circumstances placed upon episcopal leaders. The Catholic Church has both
shaped the relations of the minority community with the State and been

shaped in turn by its interventions in that area. One critical difference
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however makes this comparison particularly instructive: in Northern Ireland
the Church’s followers belonged almost exclusively to the alienated minority
community, in opposition to a predominantly Protestant state, while in the
Basque Country both sides of the political divide identified with the Catholic
Church, with the result that the ecclesiastical authorities had an equal duty of
pastoral care to all.

Drawing on a wide range of ecclesiastical and secular sources, with a
view to assessing the impact of the public statements, declarations and
interventions of the ecclesiastical authorities, this thesis examines the critical
factors that determined how the Catholic hierarchy responded to political
violence. The extent to which the influence of the ecclesiastical authorities
shaped attitudes to the violence within their own communities is assessed,
together with the manner in which this influence was perceived beyond their
religious community.

For the Catholic hierarchy the question of political violence straddles
the boundary between spiritual and political issues, drawing ecclesiastical
leaders into the political arena. Such interventions invariably expose the
bishops to challenges, often emanating from a variety of different ideological
viewpoints, as the parties to the conflict question the limits of episcopal
authority. Although providing a moral analysis of the means and objectives
governing the use of force by both State and anti-State forces is only one
dimension of the bishops’ complex and wide-ranging pastoral role, it is

nevertheless a key responsibility of episcopal leadership in divided societies.
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Introduction

Writing about the political violence in Northern Ireland and the Basque
Country, the journalist Paddy Woodworth has rightly noted: ‘These are the
only two conflicts in western Europe where an armed group has had the
consistent support of a substantial sector of the electorate.”’ An exploration of
the reasons for this support reveals numerous points of commonality between
the two cases arising from the alienation of a minority community from the
State. One common feature that has yet to be examined in a comparative
framework is the prominent role of the Catholic Church, accused in both cases
of contributing, through both actions and omissions, to the development of the
popular support that made possible the campaign of guerrilla warfare waged
against the State by the Irish Republican Army and the Basque Euskadi Ta
Askatasuna (Basque Country and Freedom). Such has been the extent of the
Church’s influence in both societies, and the involvement of ecclesiastical
authorities in the conflicts, that the Church has been accused of being part of
the problem, if not a key protagonist and instigator. While the prominence of
the theme of political violence in the media has prompted investigations by
journalists of the role of the Church,” which can at times result in a temptation
to sensationalise and even overestimate the extent of its influence,3 there has
been to date a lack of objective academic analysis of this crucial question.
This thesis seeks to address this deficit by analysing the response of
the Catholic hierarchy to the challenge of political violence in Northern
Ireland,4 from the creation of the Northern Ireland state in 1921 until the

prorogation of the Northern Ireland parliament in 1972, and the Basque

: Paddy Woodworth, ‘The Basque Conflict and Ireland’, History Ireland, 9.3 (Autumn 2001), pp. 41-47
(p. 46).

% See for example: Martin Dillon, God and the Gun: The Church and Irish Terrorism (London: Orion,
1998); Jesus Bastante, Los curas de ETA (Madrid: Esfera, 2004); Carmen Gurruchaga, Los
“complices” de ETA (Madrid: Esfera, 2004).

? See for example the claim by Alvaro Baeza that ETA was ‘born in a seminary’: E.T.A. nacié en un
seminario: El gran secreto — Historia de E.T.A. 1952-1995 (San Sebastidan: ABL Press, 1996).

* The term ‘Northern Ireland’ can only be used in reference to the period following the establishment of
the state in 1921. However, it will be noted that the official name for the jurisdiction was rejected by
many who did not accept its legitimacy and continued to refer to the region as ‘the North of Ireland’.
Since this was the case for many leading members of the Catholic hierarchy, both terms will be used in
this thesis.



Country,” from the outbreak of the Spanish Civil War in 1936 until the end of
the Franco regime in 1975. In both cases the Catholic hierarchy acted as
spiritual leaders of a minority community alienated from a State it deemed to
be illegitimate and hostile to its national identity. Both the Northern Ireland
state and the Franco dictatorship emerged against a backdrop of civil conflict
and violence. The triumphant political power consolidated its rule through the
imposition of power structures that impeded the political participation of the
minority community in the running of the State. The machinery of the State
was thus deemed to represent a threat to both the identity and physical
security of the minority, whose opposition grew progressively more militant
as the twentieth century progressed, spiralling into a devastating cycle of
guerrilla warfare and State reprisals during the final years of both regimes.

It must be stated that the intention here is not to compare the conflicts
hemselves — differentiated by significant political, historical and cultural
‘actors — but rather to examine the often similar challenges facing the
Catholic bishops in these two divided communities. It will be argued that
ecclesiastical policy in both regions was conditioned to a significant extent by
he unique demands such circumstances placed upon episcopal leaders as
violence proved to be more than merely a means to bring about change,
becoming itself a catalyst for change, polarising communities and producing
transformations at all levels of society — including the Church.

It is not only the similarities that make this comparison so instructive,
however, but also the significant differences that permit consideration of
central issues from contrasting perspectives. Firstly, the initial responses of
the Catholic bishops to the establishment of the Unionist government in
Northern Ireland and the Franco dictatorship in the Basque Country were
entirely different and Church-State relations evolved in both contexts along
diametrically opposing lines. The establishment of the Northern Ireland state

was opposed by the Catholic hierarchy, who accorded legitimacy to its

3 There is a lack of consensus regarding the delineation of the territorial confines of the Basque
Country. The broadest understanding considers it to be a region of the Pyrenees made up of seven
provinces, three of which are under French rule - Basse-Navarre, Labourd and Soule - while the
remaining four - Vizcaya, Guiptizcoa, Alava and Navarre — are under the rule of Spain. This analysis
will focus on those provinces within the Spanish territory, with particular emphasis on the most
conflictive provinces of Vizcaya and Guiptzcoa.



government only slowly and always with the clear intention of improving
conditions for the minority nationalist community. In the Basque Country the
support of the Catholic hierarchy was a crucial source of legitimacy for the
Franco regime, and the Church openly collaborated with the civil authorities
in suppressing the symbols and representations of Basque identity. Of
particular importance is the fact that in Northern Ireland the Church’s
followers belonged almost exclusively to the alienated minority community,
in opposition to a predominantly Protestant state, giving rise to the false
perception that the conflict was, in fact, a religious one. In the Basque
Country however, both sides of the political divide identified with the
Catholic Church, with the result that the ecclesiastical authorities had an
equal duty of pastoral care to all.

‘Political violence’ has been defined by Elizabeth Frazer and Kimberly
Hutchings as ‘the employment of the potentially lethal use of force by actors
in the public sphere for publicly acknowledged, collective ends, from national
security to national liberation or social revolution.”® The pivotal position
occupied by the ecclesiastical authorities in the relations between the State
and the minority community in both societies ensured that the use of violence,
by both State and anti-State forces, would present a series of complex
challenges as the bishops were called upon to provide a moral analysis of the
means and objectives governing the use of force. The cases of Northern
Ireland and the Basque Country will be shown to be clear examples of how
the Catholic Church, through its bishops, can confer legitimacy on, or indeed
deny legitimacy to, a political regime. The implications of a decision to
bestow or withhold legitimacy from political authorities will be explored in
relation to the question of ‘political’ violence — both by the State and in
opposition to the State.

The Catholic Church in both societies has shaped the relations of the
minority community with the State and been shaped in turn by its
interventions in that area. In spite of this, the role of the Catholic hierarchy is

often ignored, or treated as peripheral, in historical or political analyses of the

® Elizabeth Frazer and Kimberly Hutchings, ‘Argument and Rhetoric in the Justification of Political
Violence’, European Journal of Political Theory 6 (2007), pp. 180-199 (p. 196).
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two conflicts. This is an unfortunate oversight since an analysis of these
conflicts, viewed through the prism of Church-State relations, provides many
revealing insights. Daithi O’Corrdin makes a similar observation, finding that
‘[i]Jn conjunction with State archival material a consideration of the role of
Church leaders adds an important new layer of historical interpretation and
explanation.”” Furthermore, the influence of Catholic religious beliefs and
education inevitably tied members of the minority community to a
relationship with the hierarchy, which is central to any understanding of both
conflicts.

The decision to focus specifically on the Catholic hierarchy reflects the
centrality of the role of the bishops within the authority structure of the
Church. As José Antonio Pagola has argued, the bishops are not the only
voice of the Church, but they are its most authoritative and significant voice,
and the one that best represents its position.® While it is undeniable that the
lower clergy has most contact with society and is therefore most likely to be

° the bishops represent their followers both with State

influenced by it,
authorities at a national level and with the Church authorities in Rome. They
thus occupy a key position on the axis between national and international
spheres of influence. This is clearly of particular significance in the case of
minority communities alienated from the State, who will inevitably seek
international support as a means of challenging attempts by the State to
portray their situation as a domestic problem.

O’Corrdin’s own work also serves to illustrate the value of the
examination of the role of ecclesiastical authorities from a comparative
perspective, contrasting the responses of the Catholic Church and Church of

Ireland to the two states created by the partition of Ireland.'’ In the Basque

context, Margaret Woods de Vivero has compared the activities of Basque

’ Daithi O Corrdin, Rendering to God and Caesar: The Irish Churches and the Two States in Ireland,
1949-1973 (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2006), p. 7.

. José Antonio Pagola, Una ética para la paz: los obispos del Pais Vasco, 1968-1992 (San Sebastian:
Idatz, 1992), p. 11.

? Severiano Rojo Heréndez, Eglise et Société. Le clergé paroissial de Bilbao de la République au
franquisme (1931-années 50) (Paris: L’Harmattan, 2000), p. 7.

19 Daith{ O’Corrdin, ‘Rendering to God and Caesar: The Irish Churches and the Two States in Ireland,
1949-1973° (PhD, Trinity College Dublin, 2004), published in 2006 as Rendering to God and Caesar:
The Irish Churches and the Two States in Ireland, 1949-1973 (Manchester: Manchester University
Press, 2006).



priests in opposition to the Franco regime to those of their counterparts in
Catalonia."' International comparisons of the role of ecclesiastical authorities
in different national contexts are lacking, however, despite the significant
potential to shed valuable light on the ways in which the universal institution
that is the Catholic Church adapts to the demands and conditions of distinct
local situations. In the case of the present study the comparison is particularly
instructive. While the timeframes covered in both contexts do not perfectly
coincide, they do correspond to broadly comparable historical periods: the
foundation and consolidation of new political systems, the impact of the
Second Vatican Council and the outbreak of the cycles of guerrilla warfare
and counter-violence by the State that dominated the latter years of both
regimes. This permits the analysis, side by side, of similar challenges faced
by the Catholic bishops in different national contexts. It also allows for the
inclusion of revealing cross-references that indicate how particular aspects of
one conflict were viewed by key participants in the other.

This thesis differs from the existing historiography of the role of the
Catholic Church in both societies, not only because of the comparative
dimension, but also as a result of the centrality afforded to the response of the
ecclesiastical authorities to the question of political violence.'? Particular
attention will be focused on the many ways — both spoken and unspoken — in
which the Catholic hierarchy responded to the competing narratives of
national security and national liberation, centred on opposing definitions of
‘the nation’, that lay at the heart of the debate on the legitimacy of the use of
force. While operating primarily through a historical framework, this
research, of necessity, takes into account the broad range of academic, and

indeed non-academic, interest in both conflicts, with reference to the work of

" Margaret Woods de Vivero, ‘Clerical Opposition to the Franco Regime in the Dioceses of Barcelona,
Vitoria and Bilbao after the Civil War (1939-1975)" (PhD, Trinity College Dublin, 2001).

'2 Gerald McElroy in The Catholic Church and the Northern Ireland Crisis, 1968-86 (Dublin: Gill and
Macmillan, 1990) has addressed this issue by means of a different methodological approach, based
primarily on the analysis of a questionnaire sent to members of the lower clergy. In the Basque case,
specific reference has been made to the theme of political violence by José Maria Delclaux Echevarria,
but from a theological perspective. This work is informative in relation to the internal church debates
surrounding responses to violence, while the present study will be focusing instead on the external
impact of these interventions. See: José Maria Delclaux Echevarria, ‘Las exigencias de la caridad
cristiana y la praxis violenta en las relaciones socio-politicas (La Teologia del episcopado vasco sobre
la violencia -1969-1990)°, (Tesina de licenciatura en Teologia Fundamental, Instituto Diocesano de
Teologia y Pastoral, Bilbao, [No date]).



scholars in other relevant fields, such as the history of ideas, politics,
sociology, social anthropology, psychology, theology and also investigations
by journalists. It seeks to build on existing studies of key aspects of the
Church’s role in both contexts, amplifying the analysis with particular
reference to the Catholic hierarchy. The approach adopted, however, will not
be élite-centred, but rather one that takes into account a broad spectrum of
different analyses and interpretations.

It is not intended to replicate the detailed chronological studies of
developments in Church-State relations that have already been produced in
the individual contexts of Northern Ireland” and the Basque Country."
Instead, the aim will be to highlight key episodes that will permit an analysis
of the impact of the responses offered by the ecclesiastical authorities to
political violence and its underlying causes. The key research questions for
this study will be: (i) What were the critical factors that determined how the
Catholic hierarchy responded to political violence? (ii) How influential were
the ecclesiastical authorities in shaping attitudes to the violence within their
own communities? (ii1) How was that influence perceived by the parties to the
conflict and the wider society? The combined responses to these questions

will facilitate an assessment of the impact of the hierarchy on the relations

13 See for example: Mary Harris, The Catholic Church and the Foundation of the Northern Ireland
State (Cork: Cork University Press, 1993), for a detailed analysis of the response of the Catholic
Church to the Northern Ireland State during the early years of its existence. Oliver P. Rafferty’s
Catholicism in Ulster 1603-1983 (London: C. Hurst & Co, 1994) spans a much wider timeframe and
successfully illustrates the unique nature of Ulster Catholicism. An even wider chronological period is
covered by Marianne Elliott’s The Catholics of Ulster: a History (London: Allen Lane, 2000), which

begins with the arrival of Christianity and ends in the year 2000. Although consideration is given to the
role and contribution of the Catholic Church, this is not a church history, focusing instead on the wider
Catholic community.

'* Severiano Rojo Herndndez, op. cit., provides a penetrating analysis of the role of the Basque Clergy
in one of the Basque regions during the turbulent period of the Second Republic, the Spanish Civil War
and the early years of the Franco dictatorship. The later period of the dictatorship is examined by
Anabella Barroso in her seminal study Sacerdotes bajo la atenta mirada del régimen franquista (Priests
under the attentive gaze of the Franco Regime) (Bilbao: Desclée de Brouwer, 1995) in which she
examines in detail the various facets of the church-state conflict that marked the final decades of the
Franco dictatorship in the Basque Country. In El clero vasco en la clandestinidad (1940-1968), 2 Vols
(Bilbao, Donostia, Gasteiz, Irufia, [s.n.], 1994), Frs. Serafin Esnaola and Emilio de Iturrardn have
illustrated with extensive documentary evidence their own activities in opposition to the dictatorship.
This work is invaluable for the personal depth it adds to the narrative, revealing not only the details of
the actions undertaken by these priests. but also their emotional responses to the key events of the
period.



between the minority community and the State, in connection with the issue
of political violence.

It would be inappropriate and unhelpful to compare individual
episcopates. Simon Lee and Peter Stanford in Believing Bishops, a study of
the Roman Catholic and Anglican hierarchies of the United Kingdom, have
concluded that ‘it would be wrong to seek one model for all bishops’, using
the analogy of a football team to illustrate the need for different individuals

occupying different positions within the Episcopal Conference:

Not everybody can play in the same position if the team is to function. Indeed, the
geography of the football pitch, or of the country at large, dictates that some will
play on the right and some on the left. Depending on the state of the nation and
especially on the state of the nation’s faith, different kinds of leaders are needed."”

An analysis of the responses of individual bishops to the circumstances of
their particular dioceses will nonetheless form a core element of this study in
recognition of the significant impact individual personalities can have in the
area of Church-State relations. While at pains to stress that bishops should be
considered as part of a team, Lee and Stanford go on to state that the reason
they are so influential is precisely because they are individuals: ‘Clearly
defined personalities — faces, names — are what the public wants rather than
learned reports, findings from anonymous committees, urgings from
professional bodies.” '

The key primary sources for this analysis will be the statements and
publications of the Catholic hierarchy in both Northern Ireland and the
Basque Country. Ecclesiastical sources such as the diocesan bulletins of the
Basque dioceses and the Irish Catholic Directory are of central importance, as
they illustrate clearly the message the Catholic bishops wished to transmit to
their followers. Newspapers and periodical publications are a further vital
point of reference. Here, attention will be paid not only to the content of the
messages from the bishops, but also to the manner in which these are

presented in newspapers representing different ideological viewpoints. In

addition, memoirs written by members of the hierarchy, together with

'S Simon Lee and Peter Stanford, Believing Bishops, 2nd edn ([s.1.]: Faber Paperbacks, 1991), p. 4.
16 s
Ibid. p. 23.



published collections of their statements and writings, provide a valuable
insight into the perspective of individual bishops on key issues.

Where possible, these sources have been supplemented with reference
to archival material: the correspondence of the bishops, their private writings,
and official sources. In the context of Northern Ireland, this analysis has
benefited from the inclusion of recently-released and unpublished material
from the archive of Cardinal Conway, whose primacy spanned the critical
latter years of the Unionist government. It must be stated that access to such
material is considerably more difficult in the Basque Country, due to
restrictions provided for in Spanish legislation, specifically the Ley del
patrimonio historico espanol 16/85. For instance, access to relevant material
contained in the Archivo Historico Provincial de Vizcaya was denied to this
researcher, despite the fact that the material in question had been consulted in
previously published research. Similar restrictions exist in the ecclesiastical
archives, meaning that the archives of the Basque bishops for this period
remain closed to researchers. Unsurprisingly, due to the inaccessibility of
archives, studies of the role of the Basque Church to date have tended to
focus on the lower clergy.'” The only publications focusing specifically on the
Catholic hierarchy are those based on collections of public statements which
the hierarchy itself chose to put out into the public domain in response to
accusations that the bishops had not done enough to condemn ETA violence.'®

This deficit can be compensated for in some measure through
consultation of the personal archives of members of the lower clergy. Access
to such material in the Ecclesiastical Archives of Vizcaya was kindly
facilitated by the Director, Dr. Anabella Barroso. This material includes
correspondence from the Diocesan Secretary for the Diocese of Bilbao, which
provides revealing insights into the views of the diocesan bishop through the
instructions given to his clergy. Documents produced clandestinely by priests

in opposition to the Franco regime are a further valuable archival resource.

7 See footnote 13.

'® José Antonio Pagola, op. cit; La iglesia frente al terrorismo de ETA, ed. by José Francisco Serrano
Oceja (Madrid: BAC, 2001); Al servicio de la palabra: cartas pastorales y otros documentos conjuntos
de los Obispos de Pamplona y Tudela, Bilbao, San Sebastidn y Vitoria (1975-1993) (Bilbao, Ega,
1993).



These have been preserved in private collections in the Manterola archive of
the Euskal Biblioteca Labayru and the Aguirre archive of the Monastery of
Santa Teresa, Lazkano. This material not only illustrates how the leadership
of the hierarchy was viewed by this section of their priests, but also contains
memoranda detailing interviews that took place between some of these
individuals and their superiors. Further detail, including valuable personal
perspective, has been obtained through interviews with individuals who, as
members of the lower clergy, were active in their communities in both
Northern Ireland and the Basque Country, throughout the period covered in
this study.

The thesis has been divided into five sections corresponding to
different historical contexts that presented comparable challenges to the
ecclesiastical authorities in both regions, stemming from the issue of political
violence and its underlying causes. Particular emphasis will be placed on the
changing paradigms of ecclesiastical intervention that resulted from the
transformations produced by the use of violence by both State and anti-State
forces.

The first section will situate the present analysis in its historical
context. The response of the ecclesiastical authorities to the development of
two nationalist movements — Irish and Basque — that considered Catholicism
to be an integral element of their national identity will be elucidated. While
associating themselves with the Catholic Church, both movements attempted
to draw clearly defined boundaries for the limits of episcopal authority. In
addition to assessing the extent to which this endeavour could be regarded as
successful, this section will analyse the principal challenges presented to the
Catholic hierarchy as a consequence of the centrality of the Catholic religion
in nationalist discourse, and the involvement of members of the lower clergy
in these movements. National unity will be shown to be the prime
consideration for the bishops of both regions, but with contrasting
implications in the cases of Irish and Basque nationalism.

Section two will compare the response of the Catholic Church to the
emergence of two new political regimes founded in the midst of violent
conflict. These were regimes without historical precedent — the Unionist

government in Northern Ireland and General Franco’s military dictatorship in
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Spain, which, unlike the previous dictatorship of General Primo de Rivera,
excluded the monarchy. Chapters Three and Four will examine the guidance
given by the Catholic bishops to their followers in situations of acute political
tension and violence. Both states were founded on a dichotomy that asserted
the dominant position of one section of the population over another: unionists
and nationalists in Northern Ireland and the victors and the defeated of the
Civil War in the Basque Country. In Northern Ireland, the Catholic Church
was firmly situated within the minority community, alienated from the State,
while in the Basque Country, the Church maintained a presence on both sides
of the divide. Both hierarchies would thus begin from very different points of
departure in their relations with the State, but ecclesiastical policy would
evolve in contrasting directions in response to changing demands and
circumstances. Responses to violence, and the aftermath of violence, will
form the primary focus of this section and conflicting perspectives of the
limits of episcopal authority, brought to the fore by demands for ecclesiastical
condemnations of violence, will be examined.

In the third section the evolution of Church-State relations will be
analysed from the perspective of the minority community, with particular
emphasis on the legitimacy of the State. The Irish and Basque hierarchies
provide contrasting examples of the Catholic Church as a source of cultural
continuity (in the Irish case) and rupture (in the case of the Basque bishops).
Chapters Five and Six will assess the impact of the stance adopted by the
ecclesiastical authorities, and how they responded to changing demands
emanating from the minority community.

Chapters Seven and Eight will examine the complex intersection
between the transformation of the Church on a global level, and the
transformation of society at local level that followed the Second Vatican
Council (1962-65). The Council represented an attempt by the Church to
address the challenges posed by the political, social, cultural and
technological changes then taking place throughout the world. The 1965
document Gaudium et Spes (Light and Hope — also known as The Pastoral
Constitution of the Church) asserted the duty of the Church to work for social
justice. This fourth section will argue that this was of crucial significance in

the cases of the Basque Country and Northern Ireland where a section of the
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bishops’ followers considered themselves to be victims of government
oppression in the areas of political, social, economic and cultural rights. In
particular, it gave legitimacy to clerical protests against the regimes in
question, providing priests with a new vocabulary for challenging injustice. In
both regions the process of renewal demanded by Vatican II was to be
implemented against the backdrop of a climate of increasing political tension
and polarisation.

The final years of both the Unionist government in Northern Ireland
and the Franco regime in the Basque Country were marked by a bitter cycle of
violence and counter-violence as the Basque Euskadi Ta Askatasuna (ETA)
and the Provisional IRA engaged in an armed struggle against the State.
Section five will analyse the challenges presented to the Catholic hierarchy by
the emergence of these guerrilla organisations from within their own
communities, supported by a significant level of popular sympathy. As a new
dynamic and rhetoric of resistance was introduced into the equation of
legitimacy, authority and the nation, the Catholic bishops were faced with a
series of competing demands. The Catholic hierarchy was challenged by those
who justified their use of violence in terms of national liberation to recognise
the causal relationship between injustice and violence. The forces of the State,
justifying their use of violence in terms of national defence, called on the
Catholic hierarchy to bring the maximum weight of its authority to bear on
their opponents in the name of order. In the midst of these competing
narratives central importance was accorded to the view of the Catholic
hierarchy from various sectors: the parties to the conflict, the media, the
affected local communities and international opinion

The conclusion will trace the evolution of ecclesiastical responses to
violence in both contexts, examining the key factors that conditioned when,
and how, such responses were issued, and how they were received by
different sectors of society, including the government and politicians, the
media and the bishops’ own followers. This final section will also highlight
those areas where a unison of thought can be detected and explore points of
divergence between the two hierarchies, before outlining key areas beyond the

limits of the present study that might be considered for future research.
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Chapter One

The Bishops and the Irish Nation

To Irishmen of every creed and class and party the very thought of our country
partitioned and torn as a new Poland must be one of heartrending sorrow.

(Joint manifesto of Roman Catholic and Church of Ireland bishops, 1917)’

The commitment and contribution of the Catholic hierarchy to the cause of
Irish nationalism has been the subject of considerable debate. The
intertwining of religious and political questions produced by the failed
attempt to eliminate the Catholic religion in Ireland in the eighteenth century
saw the emergence of an acutely politically-conscious Catholic hierarchy,
determined to use all the means at its disposal to protect the interests of the
Church. The influence of the Catholic clergy in their communities was greatly
enhanced as a result of their association with a persecuted Church. This
ensured that in the turbulent years of the nineteenth and early twentieth
century, marked by violent conflict that culminated in the partition of the
country, both State and anti-State forces would be competing for the
influential backing of ecclesiastical leaders. The bishops, meanwhile, were
determined not to be marginalised by changing political circumstances, such
as the rise of democratic politics, and frequently asserted the right to speak on
behalf of the nation. This chapter will trace the evolution of ecclesiastical
responses to the emergence and development of Irish nationalism throughout
the years that preceded Irish War of Independence (1919-1921). The period
saw the shaping of questions that were to dominate the debate about the
relationship between Church and nation and the limits of episcopal authority
throughout the twentieth century.

The British colonial enterprise in Ireland left a devastating legacy of
division in its wake. As the native Irish were displaced from their land,
predominantly in the North-Eastern province of Ulster, by English and

Scottish settlers in the seventeenth century, an alien language, religion and

! Irish Catholic Directory (hereafter ICD) (1918), pp. 517-518.



culture were introduced into the country. By the end of what was known as
‘the Ulster Plantation’, property and government were in the hands of a
minority ‘differing in national identity and aspirations from the mass of the
population’.2 Attempts to achieve the cultural assimilation of the native Irish
followed, with the two key targets being their language and religion. As the
Irish language went into decline, however, the Catholic religion ‘provided the
Irish with a substitute symbolic language and offered them a new cultural
heritage with which they could identify and be identified and through which
they could identify with one another’.” The link between Catholicism and the
Irish nation was thus cemented through the attempt to consolidate colonial
rule.

Efforts to eliminate Catholicism from the 1690s onwards took the form
of the Penal Laws, which banished priests, fined the people for failure to
attend the services of the established Church and greatly limited the political
and social rights of Catholics. This strategy had both a religious and a
political dimension, being aimed at once at the elimination of the Catholic
religion and of Catholicism as a political force.* On neither count was it to be
successful: the Catholic Church did not disappear and continued to conduct its
services clandestinely. The linking of political and social rights with religious
and national identity, moreover, ensured that organised resistance to colonial
rule would assume a politico-religious character. The image thus generated of
a persecuted Church, coupled with the personal sacrifices made by members
of the clergy in order to continue to minister to the spiritual needs of their
people, only served to strengthen the Church’s influence. A secondary
consequence of this legislation was the conversion or exile of wealthy and
influential Catholics, resulting in a leadership vacuum, which in many
communities was occupied by the Catholic clergy.’

Eamon O’Flaherty has argued that the significant influence retained by

ecclesiastical leaders at the end of this period is clearly demonstrated by the

* Maurice Irvine, Northern Ireland. Faith and Faction (London: Routledge, 1991), p. 9.

> Emmet Larkin, The Historical Dimension of Irish Catholicism (Dublin: Four Courts, 1997). p. 83.

f Oliver P. Rafferty. Catholicism in Ulster 1603-1983 (London: C. Hurst & Co, 1994), pp. 57-60.

> David W. Miller, Church, State and Nation in Ireland, 1898-1921 (Dublin: Gill and Macmillan,
1973), pp. 1-2.

13



extent of the Catholic Church’s involvement in the dismantling of the Penal
legislation during the last two decades of the 18" century. As a series of relief
acts were introduced between 1774 and 1782, gradually removing restrictions
on Catholics, the bishops — albeit to varying degrees — were keen to
emphasise the loyalty of the Catholic subjects of the British crown in Ireland.®
Cooperation between the Catholic hierarchy and the British state during this
period was undoubtedly facilitated by shared objectives as the prevailing
climate in Europe, sparked by the French Revolution, boded ill for both. The
British government was thus in a position to make concessions to the Irish
bishops and had strong incentives to do so. The establishment of Maynooth
College for the training of priests in 1795 is a case in point. The Church
received financial support and a facility for training its priests in Ireland,
while the British authorities believed that this would prevent the importation
of potentially threatening revolutionary ideologies, acquired by seminarians
during their training in other European countries.” The adoption of English as
the language of the college was a clear indication that, for the hierarchy, the
need to secure the position of Catholicism and the Catholic Church in Irish
society far outweighed the issue of national identity. From the point of view
of the British authorities, the extent to which this measure could be regarded
as successful is debatable. It may have ensured that the State had a firm ally
in the hierarchy, but this alone was not sufficient to stem the tide of
revolution in Ireland.

The relationship between the Catholic Church and the Irish
revolutionary tradition is extremely complex and contrasts strongly with that
of other European nations such as France or Italy where revolution and anti-
clericalism went hand in hand. Failed attempts to suppress the Catholic
religion had transformed it into both a badge of identity and a symbol of
resistance, leading John Newsinger to conclude that ‘the revolutionary

movement in Ireland has been infused with Catholic sentiment’.® The Catholic

® Eamon O’Flaherty, ‘Ecclesiastical politics and the dismantling of the penal laws in Ireland, 1774-82",
Irish Historical Studies XXVI1 101 (May 1988), pp. 33-50.

’ Patrick J. Corish, Maynooth College, 1795-1995 (Dublin: Gill and Macmillan, 1995).

¢ John Newsinger, ‘Revolution and Catholicism in Ireland, 1848-1923", European Studies Review 9
(1979), pp. 457-480 (p. 457).
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Church as an institution, however, in the eyes of the late g™ century
revolutionaries was as significant an obstacle to progress as the State and,
accordingly, they sought to challenge the dominance of ecclesiastical leaders.
It was not ‘catholic sentiment’, but the influence of the principles of the
Enlightenment and the French Revolution that were prevalent during the
failed 1798 rebellion of the United Irishmen. In the words of its most famous
leader, Theobald Wolfe Tone, it aimed not only ‘to break the connection with
England’ but also ‘to substitute the common name of Irishman, in place of the
denominations of Protestant, Catholic and Dissenter’.” Although in practice,
despite the rhetoric, the movement was ‘not ecumenical or secular’,'” and the
subsequent rising would expose and greatly exacerbate sectarian divisions, it
represents, nonetheless, an attempt to overcome religious differences in the
name of national liberation. At the same time, the Catholic hierarchy was
seeking to minimise political differences in the interests of carving out spaces
where religious interests might be protected in crucial areas such as
education.

The Catholic bishops thus occupied an uncomfortable position as
leaders of a Church that was appropriated by a revolutionary tradition whose
values they did not share. Consequently, as John Whyte has observed: ‘The
Catholic Church in Ireland has always provided much of the opposition to

' At the same time, however, the hierarchy was

revolutionary movements.
unable to identify completely with the Protestant state, in spite of a shared
interest in the preservation of ‘order’. As the Protestant government in Dublin
clearly had a vested interest in the maintenance of structures that inhibited the
political participation of Catholics, thereby facilitating the continuation of its
rule over the majority Catholic population, the bishops looked to London for
more favourable terms and duly lent their support to the Act of Union which

came into force on 1 January 1801. This Act established the United Kingdom

of Great Britain and Ireland. Irish political representatives would now be

? Quoted in Life of Theobald Wolfe Tone, ed. by Tom Bartlett, (Dublin: Lilliput Press, 1998), p. 46.
The term ‘Dissenter” was applied to Protestants who did not belong to the established Church.

' Richard English, Irish Freedom: The History of Nationalism in Ireland (London: Macmillan, 2006),
p. 94.

"' John H. Whyte, ‘1916 — Revolution and Religion’ in Leaders and Men of the Easter Rising: Dublin
1916, ed. by F.X. Martin, (London: Methuen, 1967), pp. 215-226 (p. 215).
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required to sit in the House of Commons in London. The bishops’ support was
regarded as critical in the context of nineteenth century Ireland where, as
David Miller has pointed out, the ‘state’ and the ‘nation’ were two separate
entities, the ‘state’ resting on secular foundations, while the ‘nation’ held the
allegiance of the people: ‘In the late nineteenth century, therefore, the Church
assumed a crucial role in the Irish political system alongside the State and the
Nation, both of which needed the Church to reinforce their claims to
legitimacy.”"?

The Catholic Church was clearly no longer a persecuted Church; for
some however, it had now gone to the opposite extreme, betraying the nation

in exchange for privilege. According to Miller:

The most important of the conventions governing relations between Church and
State in the mid-nineteenth century ... were that the State would respect the
Church’s vested interests, especially in the area of publicly financed education, and
that the Church would use her very considerable influence to curb direct challenges
to the State’s monopoly of physical force."

Fr. Joseph McVeigh has gone further, stating that the Catholic Church was,
for the British, ‘a buffer between their misrule and the organised
revolutionary resistance of an oppressed people’.'4

It would be inaccurate, however, to portray this working relationship as
an entirely easy one. While prepared to cooperate with the British government
in matters of mutual interest, the Catholic hierarchy resisted attempts to
integrate the Irish Catholic Church into the British Church, and opposed State
interference in ecclesiastical affairs, including the appointment of bishops.
Brian Girvin has argued that it was in fact the controversy surrounding the
question of a State veto over episcopal appointments during the years 1808-
1810 that helped solidify nationalist opposition to British rule, resulting in the
‘fusing of religion and nationalism in Ireland’ and providing ‘an emotional

basis for national identity’."> While, during the early years of the Union, Irish

Catholics were not ‘overly enthusiastic’, Girvin stresses that ‘they were not,

"2 Miller, p. 3.

" Ibid. p. 6.

'* Joseph McVeigh, A Wounded Church: Religion, Politics and Justice in Ireland (Cork and Dublin,
1989), p. 25.

' Brian Girvin, ‘Making Nations: O’Connell, Religion and the Creation of Political Identity’ in Daniel
O’Connell: Political Pioneer, ed. by Maurice R. O’Connell (Dublin: DOCAL, 1991), pp. 13-34 (p. 33).
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as a unified group, opposed to it’.'® The campaign over the issue of ‘the
independence of episcopal appointments’, however, soon became ‘identified
with national consciousness’.'” A further significant contribution was that the
veto controversy served to raise the profile of the charismatic nationalist
politician Daniel O’Connell, who would lead the campaigns for Catholic
Emancipation and Repeal of the Union during the early part of the 19"
century, founding the Catholic Association in 1823.

The influence of the fusion of religion and nationalism identified by
Girvin in the veto controversy is clearly discernible during O’Connell’s later
career. Referring to a draft bill for Catholic Emancipation in 1828, for
instance, he informed a meeting of the Catholic Association that ‘it contained
only one objectionable clause, and that was a species of veto, by which no
bishop could be elected without the concurrence of the Crown’. This, he
declared, ‘could never receive their sanction’ and the statement was met with
cheers from the crowd. More cheers followed as he proudly stated that: ‘[a]n
act of Parliament had not made their religion, and an act of Parliament should
not mar it’."® This support for the ecclesiastical authorities was reciprocated
and the contribution of the Church proved pivotal in transforming what began
as a political campaign with a relatively narrow support base into a genuinely
mass movement. In Ulster a majority of the northern bishops and their priests
contributed financially to the movement and expressed support for its aims in
sermons.'”  Crucially, this enabled O'Connell to benefit from the
organisational structures of the Church itself. As Emmet Larkin has rightly
observed, by securing the support of the Catholic hierarchy, O’Connell also
‘secured the only institutional apparatus that permeated, however imperfectly,
to the grass roots’. %

O’Connell was not, however, seeking political power for the Catholic

Church. On the contrary, he frequently asserted the need for religious liberty

and a clear separation between Church and State.*' His discourse of national

'® Ibid. p. 18.

"7 Ibid. p. 27.

'8 Liverpool Mercury, 19 December 1828.

¥ Rafferty, p. 129.

0 Larkin, p. 96.

*' Later, in 1837 for instance. he publicly expressed his support for the Spanish liberals, fighting the
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liberation thus contained a potential underlying threat to the interests of the
Church. When the successful campaign for Catholic Emancipation — the
Catholic Relief Act became law on 13 April 1829 — evolved into a campaign
for the Repeal of the Union during the two decades that followed, the bishops
became less comfortable with the political direction of the movement.** They
did not, however, withdraw their support entirely, despite displaying a
reluctance to allow their churches to be used as meeting places for political
agitation. By this time clerical support for O’Connell was causing concern in
Britain, undermining as it did the legitimacy of British rule in Ireland.
Consequently, British representatives began to exert pressure in Rome with
the aim of securing a condemnation from the Vatican, and their constant
complaints eventually moved the Prefect of Propaganda to write to Dr. Crolly,
the Irish Primate, in the spring of 1839, asking him to ensure that the bishops
did not become involved in political controversies.” Still the response was
not deemed sufficient, and the warning was reiterated in a further letter to
Archbishop Crolly from the Propaganda Fide on 15 October 1844.%

While the Irish hierarchy was mindful of the distinction between
‘State’ and ‘nation’ at a national level, and conscious of where the allegiances
of the people lay, the Vatican focused instead on the global picture. Its horror
of revolution, combined with the insecurity of its own geo-political position,
motivated it to preserve, where possible, cordial relations with nation-states.
Appeals to the Vatican that by-passed the Irish hierarchy were to be a key
feature of the British response to the Irish question over the coming decades.
Hopeful of a more favourable response from the Pope, the British authorities
would attempt to use diplomatic pressure to achieve what socio-economic
privileges had not — the support of the Catholic hierarchy for British rule in
Ireland. The strategy contained a fundamental weakness: an under-estimation

of the independence of the national hierarchy. While the Papacy had a

traditionalist forces of Don Carlos for succession to the Spanish throne, calling for an end to ‘the
unholy union of Church and State’ in Spain and all other countries where Catholics were in the
majority. Fergus O’Ferrall, Liberty and Catholic Politics, 1790-1990 (Belfast: The Freehold Press,
1990), p. 8.

*? Larkin, p. 103.

2 For details see Matthias Buschkuhl, Great Britain and the Holy See 1746-1879 (Dublin: Irish
Academic Press, 1982), p. 78.

* Ibid. p. 79.
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controlling influence in deciding which individuals were appointed to the
hierarchy (although here too the pragmatic necessity to take the demands of
the local context into account was not ignored), there was little the Pope
could do to control how a diocese was actually governed. While the Vatican
may have proved more open to considering conflicts of national identity in the
wider context of global politics, it lacked the capacity to enforce its analysis
of the situation at diocesan level. The view of the bishops meanwhile, in
political terms, was intently focused on the demands of the immediate local
context.

Towards the end of the nineteenth century, demands for self-
government for Ireland were gathering momentum. The campaign for ‘Home
Rule’ — an Irish parliament that would have control of domestic affairs —
began in Ireland in 1870 and came to prominence during the 1880s when Irish
politicians won the support of the Liberal Party, under the leadership of
William Gladstone. The introduction of the first Home Rule Bill in 1886
provoked riots in Belfast, an early indication of the conflict that was to come.
The unique nature of the North-Eastern context, where Catholics were a
minority of the population, was becoming more pronounced as the political
mobilisation of the Catholic population gathered pace. The early leaders of
the Home Rule campaign, such as Isaac Butt and Charles Stewart Parnell,
were Protestants, and the bishops had initially maintained a degree of distance
from the movement, concerned about its alliance with the Liberal Party and
its links with the controversial Irish National Land League.25 The Home
Rulers nonetheless, like Daniel O’Connell before them, recognised the
significance of the support of the Catholic Church, both in terms of
legitimacy and for organisational purposes. They thus pledged their support
for Catholic aims, particularly denominational education, used church
property such as parish halls and schools for their meetings, and enlisted the

support of the clergy in political platforms.*

* The Irish National Land League was founded in 1879 with Charles Stewart Parnell as President. Its
aim was to defend the rights and improve the living conditions of Irish tenant farmers. Although the
League did not advocate the use of violence, it did call for rent strikes and organised resistance to
evictions. The ecclesiastical authorities were concerned about the militancy of the movement and the
outbreaks of violence that often followed attempts by tenants to resist eviction.

% Marianne Elliott, The Catholics of Ulster: a History (London: Allen Lane, 2000), p. 294.
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It was Parnell’s fall from grace as a result of his being named in the
O’Shea divorce case in 1889, however, that moved the bishops to intervene
directly in the political organisation of their community. The division of
nationalists into Parnellites and Anti-Parnellites alarmed the hierarchy, and
the fact that Parnell’s disgrace stemmed from the exposure of his affair with a
married woman added a significant moral dimension to the controversy.
Across the country the bishops took steps to influence public opinion in

favour of the Anti-Parnellites, explaining their decision as follows:

[A]s Irish men devoted to our country, eager for its elevation, and earnestly intent
on securing for it the benefits of domestic legislation, we cannot but be influenced
by the conviction that the continuance of Mr. Parnell as leader of even a section of
the Irish party must have the effect of disorganising our ranks, and ranging as in
hostile camps the hitherto united forces of our country.”’

The crux of the issue from the point of view of the hierarchy was of course
that the ‘circumstances revealed in the London Divorce Court’ showed Parnell
to be a man ‘wholly unworthy of Christian confidence’.”™ The intervention of
the bishops was thus facilitated by the fact that Parnell’s leadership was being
challenged on moral, rather than political, grounds.

In Belfast Bishop Patrick McAllister helped found a newspaper, the
Irish News, in 1891, with the slogan ‘Pro Fide et Patria’. In its first edition,
which was accompanied by a blessing from the Pope, the bishop outlined the

purpose of the Irish News as follows:

To aid in forming a sound public opinion on the great questions of the day, and
generally to present correctly and guide in a legitimate way the views of the people
of Ulster.”

The power of the press was being recognised by the Catholic hierarchy as it
sought to ensure that its leadership was not marginalised by modern political
developments. In addition to an openness to modern communication
techniques, the bishops were also demonstrating a willingness to step outside
their traditional sphere of influence, aware that the pulpit alone would not be

sufficient to reach their followers.

*7 Address from the Standing Committee of the Hierarchy in Freeman’s Journal, 4 December 1890.
28 1.

Ibid.
* Irish News, 15 August 1891, quoted in Pat Buckley, Faith and Fatherland: the Irish News, the
Catholic Hierarchy and the Management of Dissidents (Belfast: Belfast Historical and Educational
Society, 1991), p. 78.

20



Ulster was where support for the Anti-Parnellite faction was strongest.
Here, the role of the Catholic clergy was ‘highly visible’.** Reunited under the
leadership of John Redmond in 1900, the Irish Parliamentary Party (IPP), as
the Home Rulers were now known, came into conflict with the local hierarchy
in Belfast. The very politically active Bishop Henry of Down and Connor had
founded the Belfast Catholic Association in 1896 to protect the rights of the
minority community in the city. It was, in the words of David Miller, ‘a
political machine’ controlled by the bishop.”’ The association, and its
episcopal leader, ‘a scholar of deep and extensive erudition’ and ‘an eloquent
and persuasive preacher’,32 clashed with Redmond’s party, led in the North by
Joseph Devlin. Devlin, although himself closely identified with the Catholic
Church, vigorously opposed the organisation for its sectarian nature, the high
level of clerical influence and the challenge it presented to the leadership of
the party. While dismissing Henry as a ‘vain, conceited prelate’, Miller points
out that the IPP ‘seemed primarily responsive to agrarian rather than urban
Catholic interests at this time’.*> The bishop’s association may thus have
served to draw attention to a previously neglected area of nationalist politics.

The causes of the division were, however, more complex than an
urban/rural dichotomy. Elliott has argued that the association represented ‘an
exaggerated version of the Ulster hierarchy’s tendency still to view national
trends through their localised view of the Protestant peril’.”* At the same time,
however, the prominent role assumed by the hierarchy in matters regarding
the Northern Catholic community was a cause of concern for Protestants. In
the case of the Catholic Association, its establishment prompted the creation,
the following year, of a corresponding Protestant Association. At its inaugural
meeting the leader, Mr. Arthur Trew, welcomed the divisions Bishop Henry’s
Association was producing amongst Northern Catholics:

Bishop Henry could not control his party, which was now divided. It was a good
sign that some of the Roman Catholics refused to be led by the nose, and had the

* Elliott, p. 295.

3! David Miller, ‘The Roman Catholic Church in Ireland. 1898-1918" in Reactions to Irish Nationalism
with an Introduction by Alan O’Day (London: Hambledon, 1984), pp. 187-203 (p. 190).

2 Freeman’s Journal, 19 August 1895.

33 Miller, Church, State and Nation in Ireland, p. 97.

* Elliott, p. 296.



courage to say to him, “You keep to your pulpit and we will keep to the

platform.”35

If Protestants welcomed signs of dissent among the lay Catholic community,
Catholics opposed to the Association welcomed signs of dissent amongst the
members of the hierarchy. On Sunday 17 January 1904 Archbishop Walsh of
Dublin had a letter read in all the churches of his Archdiocese condemning
the ‘enormous injury’ to Catholic interests resulting from ‘the proceedings of
the Association styling itself “the Catholic Association™.’® Although
referring to the Catholic Association then active in Dublin, the Archbishop’s
protest to ‘the responsible directors’ of the Association, which he hoped
would ‘have the effect of checking them in their reckless course’ was copied
and distributed after Sunday Masses in Belfast. Bishop Henry issued a
Pastoral condemning this ‘unscrupulous and shameful attempt to undermine
my authority as a bishop, and to detract from my influence with my good and
faithful people’. The Irish News printed the full text of the Pastoral, and in its
editorial reminded readers: ‘Dissension among Catholics is most prejudicial
to the national cause’.”” The incident serves to demonstrate how divisions
among bishops can detract from the legitimacy of episcopal statements or
initiatives, and how readily such divisions will be exploited by those in
opnosition to the hierarchy. Mindful of this fact the bishops would strive to
minimise all indications of differences of opinion in the public domain.
Support for Bishop Henry’s organisation soon declined however. The bishop
had taken on the politicians and lost.

By 1911 the IPP held the balance of power at Westminster and Herbert
Asquith’s Liberal government prepared to introduce the third Home Rule Bill.
The Bill’s two predecessors of 1886 and 1893 had both been approved by the
House of Commons, only to be defeated by the Conservative majority in the
upper chamber of the parliament, the House of Lords. In 1910 changes to
British legislation had removed the power of veto from the House of Lords.
The granting of Home Rule now appeared inevitable, since this third Home

Rule Bill, once passed by the House of Commons, could not be blocked by the

= Belfast Newsletter, 16 November 1897.
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Lords. Protestant supporters of the Union reacted violently to these
developments. Realising that they would now be powerless to prevent the
passage of the Home Rule Bill through Parliament, they were determined to at
least secure the exclusion of the province of Ulster, where they made up a
majority of the population.

With this aim a separate Ulster Unionist Council was established in
1910 under the leadership of Sir Edward Carson, a Dublin lawyer and the
Unionist representative of Trinity College Dublin. The fusion of religion and
politics in the anti-Home Rule campaign, expressed through slogans such as
‘Home Rule is Rome Rule’, boded ill for the Catholic community in general,
and the Church in particular. The movement also adopted an increasingly
militant character: in September 1912, 250,000 Unionists signed the Solemn
League and Covenant, a pledge to defeat Home Rule ‘using all means which
may be found necessary’,38 with some signing in their own blood. The
following January the Unionists proved that this was no idle threat with the
formation of their own private army, the Ulster Volunteer Force (UVF).
Rising tensions in Belfast culminated in the expulsion of Catholic workers
from the shipyards. Local Catholics, led by Bishop John Tohill of Down and
Connor,” issued an appeal to ‘the Catholics of Ireland to come to the aid of
our persecuted brethren in this city’.* The scene was set for violent
confrontation, with the third Home Rule Bill scheduled to become law in
1914. The impending crisis was averted by a wider, global crisis in the form
of the outbreak of World War I, and Home Rule was left on the statute books
for the duration of the conflict.

The experience of the First World War, which elsewhere in Europe
served to break down divisions within nation-states based on factors such as
social class, had an altogether different impact in Ireland, where the British
recruitment efforts not only further accentuated cleavages based on religious
and national identity, but also gave rise to heightened tensions and further

division within the Irish nationalist community as a result of contrasting

3 Text of the Covenant in John Darby, Scorpions in a Bottle. Conflicting Cultures in Northern Ireland
(London: Minority Rights Publications, 1997), p. 189.

** Bishop Tohill replaced the deceased Bishop Henry in 1908.

“ICD (1923), p. 529 quoted in Canning, p. 119.
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responses to the war. Unsurprisingly, Unionists enthusiastically signed up to
join the British war effort, believing this display of loyalty would be rewarded
at the end of the conflict through the removal of the Home Rule threat. Many
nationalists, too, went off to fight for Britain, encouraged by the IPP leader
John Redmond who, like the Unionists, expected this display of loyalty to be
rewarded, but in the opposing manner.

Participation in the war effort was strongly opposed by the proponents
of a more militant Irish nationalism who regarded it as an act of betrayal. This
debate firmly implicated the hierarchy as both sides ‘defined the relationship
between Ireland, Britain and the war effort through the language of morality

4l Redmond’s war policy did not have the unanimous

and spiritual values.
support of the Catholic hierarchy, but the party endeavoured to obtain
maximum gain, in terms of publicity, from any episcopal pronouncements
favourable to the allied war effort.*” Jéréme aan de Weil has estimated that,
out of a total of twenty-seven bishops, twenty-one were in favour of the war,
three were neutral, one was ambivalent and two ‘frankly against’.** This lack
of unanimity clearly did not favour the British recruitment drive in Ireland.
Major Ivor Price, Intelligence Officer for the Irish Command of the British
army, considered the ‘lukewarm’ attitude of the clergy to be a significant
factor in the low levels of military recruitment.** John Whyte has gone
further, arguing that the ‘change in the atmosphere’ produced by the lack of a
unanimous response by the clergy ‘was part of the change in the climate of
opinion’ which made possible the Easter Rising of 1916.%

Some of those who rejected Redmond’s call were inspired by a belief
in the old adage that ‘England’s difficulty [was] Ireland’s opportunity’ and
prepared to strike in the name of national liberation. On Easter Monday, 24

April 1916, the rebels struck, declaring an independent Irish republic from the

steps of the General Post Office in Dublin. Although the rising was clearly a

! John S. Ellis, ‘The Degenerate and the Martyr: Nationalist Propaganda and the Contestation of
Irishness, 1914-1918’ Eire-Ireland 35.3-4 (2000-2001), pp. 7-33.

2 See Ibid. p. 12. for details of the use of episcopal statements in propaganda posters.

* Jérome aan de Weil, The Catholic Church in Ireland 1913-1918: War and Politics (Dublin: Irish
Academic Press, 2003), p. 12.

* Quoted in Charles Townshend, Easter 1916: The Irish Rebellion (London: Penguin, 2006), p. 143.

* Whyte, pp. 217-220.
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failure in military terms, suffering from a series of strategic setbacks at the
outset and remaining mostly confined to the Dublin area, arousing little
support amongst the population in general, it represents a pivotal moment in
Irish history that produced deep and lasting transformations, not least in the
relationship between the Church and militant nationalism.

As the rebels proclaimed an independent Irish republic ‘in the name of
God and the dead generations’,*® the voice of the hierarchy was unusually
muted. As has been pointed out by Whyte, however, due to the necessary
secrecy surrounding the planning of the Rising, coupled with its short
duration, ‘there was no opportunity for a formal pronouncement by the
hierarchy or by any of the bishops while it was still in progress.”*’ Cardinal
Logue’s reply to a message from Rome in which the Pontiff had expressed
anxiety at events in Ireland was reproduced in the press. It read simply:
‘Rebellion is over. The rebels have surrendered unconditionally. We hope
peace is now established.”*®

It was a vain hope. The British authorities, led by Sir John Maxwell,
introduced martial law throughout the country. In addition to the detention of
the rebels who had surrendered in Dublin, the British military moved to arrest
‘dangerous Sinn Feiners’ throughout the country, resulting in the
imprisonment of 3430 men and 79 women. The fact that 1424 of these
prisoners were released within a fortnight severely undermined the credibility
of the military authorities and further opposition followed the transfer of the
majority of those who remained in custody to England. The crucial factor in
the transformation of Irish public opinion, however, was the speedy execution
of the rebel leaders in the aftermath of the rising. The initial lack of sympathy
for the rebels’ aims gave way to indignation and grief at their fate as Maxwell
proceeded to try those deemed to be ‘ringleaders’ by Courts Martial,
sentencing them to death by firing squad. The secrecy that surrounded the

trials, coupled with the rapidity with which execution followed sentencing,

horrified the general population and prompted strongly worded protests from

* Quoted in Townshend, p. 160.
“7 Whyte, p. 220.
* Irish News, 4 May 1916.
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nationalist politicians at Westminster. Between 2" and 9" May fifteen men
were tried by Courts Martial, sentenced to death and executed.*

For Whyte, ‘[t]lhe most striking thing, however, about the attitude of
the Irish bishops after the rising is how few of them said anything.” He further
notes that even those episcopal leaders such as Cardinal Michael Logue who
had described the rising as a ‘lamentable disturbance’, ‘coupled their
condemnations with criticism of the methods used to restore order’.”® The
response of the hierarchy was characterised by a degree of caution and an
attempt to strike a delicate balance between condemnation of the use of
violence both against, and by, the State, that would be a recurring feature of
ecclesiastical responses to political violence throughout the twentieth century.

More important than the ‘political’ dimension from the point of view
of the hierarchy, however, were the implications for the bishops in their
spiritual and pastoral role as the executed rebel leaders came to be seen as
martyrs for Irish freedom. Reports of the executions were frequently
accompanied by accounts of personal displays of religious devotion by the
rebel leaders, many of whom had participated in the recitation of the Rosary
during the course of the rising, and who were all attended by priests before

' In the wake of the executions the Church as a whole

their executions.’
softened its attitude towards the rebels and masses were said in honour of the
dead. General Maxwell complained to the Prime Minister that the funerals
were being used as an opportunity for demonstrations in support of Sinn Féin

and Republicanism.’® In the words of Richard English:

A cult had come into existence, with a quasi-sacred quality quickly attaching itself
to the rebel leaders after the Rising had entered the popular imagination. Catholic
Ireland had found new heroes, and their celebration — unsurprisingly — possessed a
markedly religious flavour.*

The timing of the event was also conducive to the adoption of this ‘religious
flavour’. Accounts of the executions were appearing in the press at Easter, a
time when the sermons of the Catholic clergy were dominated by the theme of

redemptive suffering. Accusations from the State that religious ceremonies

“ For details of the arrests, trials and executions that followed the rising see Townshend, pp. 274-281.
0 Whyte, p. 221.

5! English, p. 274.

= Quoted in Townshend, p. 302.
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were being exploited for political purposes was to be a recurring theme with
significant implications for the bishops as they attempted to respond to the
problem of political violence from within their own community.

While Ulster was not directly affected by the events of the rising, the
executions had the same impact here as elsewhere in Ireland.” Cardinal
Logue, in his Ad Limina report to the Holy See, dated 20 December 1917,
expressed his concerns at the spread of Sinn Féin assemblies throughout the
country and was particularly grieved by the presence of members of the
clergy, especially younger priests, at these gatherings.55 The aftermath of the
Rising led to the alienation of many from constitutional nationalism. While in
its early years Sinn Féin had shared the same aim as the IPP, namely a limited
degree of independence for Ireland, it provided a political alternative for
nationalists by advocating a policy of abstention from Westminster. An
additional factor, leading to the desertion of IPP supporters, was the treatment
of Redmond by the British government during the 1916 negotiations for a new
settlement for Ulster.

In 1916 the British government was under pressure to resolve the
Ulster question, and, represented by David Lloyd George,” entered into talks
with John Redmond and Sir Edward Carson. Lloyd George attempted to
achieve a settlement through what one historian has described as ‘the method
of running with the hare and hunting with the hounds’: he convinced both
sides to accept the exclusion of six of the nine counties of Ulster from the
Home Rule Parliament, whilst simultaneously convincing Redmond that the
exclusion would be temporary and Carson that it would be permanent.”’ At a
tense meeting in Belfast on 23 June 1916 Northern nationalists agreed to
accept the temporary exclusion of the six counties by 475 votes to 265.

Clerical attendance at the meeting from throughout the six Northern counties

>3 Richard English, Armed Struggle: The History of the I.R.A. (London: Macmillan, 2003), p. 5.

= Phoenix, p. 20.

% Consistorial Congregation, 75 quoted in Bernard J. Canning, Bishops of Ireland 1870-1987 (n.p.:
[The author], 1987). p. 34.

°% David Lloyd George was a Liberal Member of Parliament who was appointed to the posts of
Chancellor of the Exchequer in 1908, Minister of Munitions in 1915, Secretary of State for War in July
1916 and succeeded Herbert. H. Asquith as Prime Minister in December 1916.

7 Maureen Wall, ‘Partition: The Ulster Question (1916-1926)°, in The Irish Struggle, 1916-1926, ed.
by T. Desmond Williams, (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1966), pp. 79-93 (p. 81).
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was ‘very considerable’ and the party leaders, Devlin and Redmond, both
arrived in the company of members of the clergy.”® When subsequent debate
in the British parliament revealed that there was to be no fixed deadline for
the inclusion of the Ulster counties in the Home Rule parliament, Nationalist
supporters felt betrayed.

In Ulster the Parliamentary Party still had a strong leader in Joseph
Devlin, and a solid support base in the North-East, but it was losing the battle
in those counties located on the border of the proposed exclusion zone. The
Catholic bishops, too, were divided on the issue. Bishops MacRory of Down
and Connor and Mulhern of Dromore were in contact with the leaders of Sinn
Féin, while Cardinal Logue was strongly opposed to their methods and Bishop
O’Donnell had acted as treasurer for the IPP and was in close contact with
Devlin. The month after the Belfast convention Bishop McHugh launched a
loosely coordinated Anti-Partition League at a meeting of politicians and
clergy from Tyrone, Fermanagh and Derry.59 The hierarchy were nonetheless
keen to maintain a united front in spite of their contrasting personal political
views, conscious of the significance of their influence. Writing to Bishop
O’Donnell on 7 June, before the Belfast meeting, Logue had stated: ‘I think
the bishops should be very cautious, otherwise they may be held up and go
down to posterity as the destroyers of the country...”®

One issue on which all the bishops were agreed was their opposition to
partition. In addition to individual statements by the northern bishops, on 7
May 1917, eighteen Catholic bishops, together with three Protestant bishops
from the Church of Ireland, signed a manifesto in which they declared their
shared opposition to the partition of Ireland.®’ This rare public display of
unity would appear to confirm J.C. Beckett’s claim in relation to the Northern
Ireland state that ‘[n]Jo one in Ireland, of any political persuasion, wanted or

welcomed it.”® The Belfast Newsletter, however, while unsurprised that the

> Irish News, 24 June 1916.

2 Phoenix, p. 36.

- Logue to O’Donnell, 7 June 1916, Armagh Archdiocesan Archive (AAA) Logue Papers, quoted in
Phoenix, p. 23.

® Irish Catholic Directory (hereafter ICD) (1918), pp. 517-518.

62 James C. Beckett, ‘Northern Ireland’, Journal of Contemporary History 6.1 (1971), pp. 121-134 (p.
124).
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Catholic bishops would sign such a letter, for ‘[t]hey are bound to place the

interests of the Roman Catholic Church above everything else’, regretted

to see that three Bishops of the Church of Ireland — Tuam, Ossory, and Killaloe —
have thought it consistent with their position to join in this anti-Ulster campaign.
Their acceptance of the Romanist view on this question will not increase the respect
in which they are held by the majority in which they live, and it is certain that it
will not alter the attitude of Ulster.®

That same year the Catholic bishops again demonstrated what Mary Harris
has described as ‘the Church’s recognition of Irish rights as a nation’” when
they assumed a prominent role in the protest against the proposed extension of
conscription to Ireland.®® The 1918 anti-conscription campaign united
nationalists, with Sinn Féin occupying a key position. The bishops fully
endorsed the condemnation of conscription, declaring it to be ‘an oppressive
and inhuman law which the Irish have the right to resist by every means that

are consonant with the law of God’.®

Despite the militant tone of this
statement, the hierarchy remained committed to the use of constitutional
means for the redress of Irish grievances. It did, however, appear to be
shifting the balance of its influential support in favour of Sinn Féin by
distancing itself from the strict identification with the IPP that had
characterised its stance on the ‘national’ question prior to the outbreak of
World War 1.

That 1t had not abandoned the party altogether, however, was
demonstrated through its support for the Irish Convention of 1917-18, an
attempt to promote dialogue between political factions on the Irish question.
At the suggestion of Lloyd George, representatives from the political parties
of Ireland and the Protestant and Catholic churches came together to draft a
settlement for the future of the country. The unrepresentative nature of the
Convention was a serious weakness, as Sinn Féin were allocated only five
seats and refused to attend. The Catholic bishops were allocated four seats,

one of which went to Bishop MacRory who, in a letter to Monsignor

O’Riordan, rector of the Irish College in Rome, admitted to having little

%3 Belfast Newsletter, 8 May 1917.

% Mary Harris, The Catholic Church and the Foundation of the Northern Ireland State (Cork: Cork
University Press, 1993), p. 69.

% ICD (1918), pp. 534-535.



confidence in its success.’® The bishop’s pessimistic prediction was confirmed
when the Convention, described in the Catholic Bulletin as ‘the new time-
killing negotiations’,*” adjourned in April 1918 without having made any
progress towards a compromise. After the death of John Redmond in March
1918 Bishop O’Donnell had acted as effective leader of the Parliamentary
Party representatives at the Convention. Although some of the party’s
supporters would apportion to the bishops a share of the blame for its decline
as a result of their willingness to collaborate with Sinn Féin, the hierarchy
was, in fact, instrumental in enabling it to retain some small measure of
representation following the 1918 elections.

For the Northern bishops in particular the stakes were high in the
General Election of 1918. In the twenty-six county area Sinn Féin was set to
sweep the board, but in Ulster the situation was not so clear-cut. Clearly more
was at stake here than in the rest of Ireland: there were real concerns that the
Sinn Féin abstention policy would leave the Catholic minority with no
representatives at Westminster to oppose the Ulster Unionists. Furthermore,
division amongst nationalists in constituencies with marginal nationalist
majorities could allow the Unionists to gain control of key electoral wards,
thus jeopardising further the position of the nationalist minority. The Ulster
bishops were acutely conscious of the minority position of their followers.
Cardinal Logue in a letter to Eoin MacNeill, a Northern member of the Sinn
Féin executive, warned him of the necessity of avoiding three-cornered
contests in Ulster ‘which would throw almost all the seats into the hands of
the Carsonites. Anyone can see that this would give the Carsonites their
strongest argument yet for the partition of Ireland’.%®

Similar sentiments were aired publicly in a collective statement
released by the bishops prior to the election, warning of ‘the mischievous

effects of division’, which would lead to ‘the almost certain partition and

% MacRory to O’Riordan, 24 June 1917, Michael O’Riordan Papers, Irish College, quoted in Mary
Harris, “The Catholic church, minority rights and the founding of the Northern Irish State’ in Northern
Ireland and the Politics of Reconciliation, ed. by Dermot Keogh, and Michael H. Haltzel (Washington:
Woodrow Wilson Centre Press; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993), pp. 62-83 (p. 65).

87 Catholic Bulletin 7.7 (July 1917), p. 405.

% Logue to MacNeill, 27 November 1918, University College Dublin Archives (UCDA) Mac Neill
Papers LA1 K/172.
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dismemberment of the country’.”” At the instigation of Cardinal Logue

discussions were held between the IPP and Sinn Féin, resulting in an electoral
pact, whereby the eight marginal nationalist seats would be equally divided
between the two parties. Michael Farrell has described this arrangement as ‘a
rather sordid deal’,70 but whilst no one could regard it as entirely satisfactory,
the Cardinal was clearly willing to use his position to promote unity amongst
nationalist leaders where he deemed the political rights of the Catholic
minority, and indeed, of the Irish nation, to be at stake.

The elected Sinn Féin representatives chose not to take their seats in
the British Parliament. Instead they set up an Irish Parliament, D4il Eireann,
at the Mansion House in Dublin and issued a declaration of independence.
Although invitations were extended to all elected Irish representatives, in
practice only Sinn Féin members attended. The inauguration of the Parliament
in 1919 coincided with the killing of two members of the Royal Irish
Constabulary (RIC) in an ambush. This killing marked the beginning of what
was to be known as the Anglo-Irish war, or the Irish War of Independence.

By the beginning of the twentieth century the Catholic Church had
become a dominant social force, with a voice in the political sphere that was
far from insignificant. Indeed, the support of the Catholic hierarchy was
recognised as crucial by those groups competing for the political allegiance of
the Catholic population of Ireland. The close connection between religious
persecution and the political, social and economic repression of the Catholic
Irish in the historical tradition of nationalist Ireland ensured that resistance to
British rule would be of a quasi-religious nature. As a result of the dominant
position of the Catholic hierarchy as leaders of the majority faith, the
religious element was to be explicitly Catholic.

Challenged to declare where a Catholic’s legitimate allegiances lay,
faced with the competing claims of ‘state’ and ‘nation’, the Catholic hierarchy
drew ever closer to the nation. The involvement of the Catholic bishops in the
political concerns of their flock caused concern in Britain, and met with a

cool response from their superiors in Rome. At the same time, the exponents

% 1CD (1919): 623 quoted in Rafferty, p. 201.
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of ‘national liberation’ were attempting to carve out spaces for action wherein
they could retain their Catholicism as a symbol of identity while
simultaneously freeing themselves from the controlling influence of the
Catholic hierarchy. Divisions between the political representatives of the
nationalist community afforded the bishops a valuable opportunity to display
leadership, and use their position to promote and maintain unity amongst their
followers. This was particularly true in Ulster, where the course of events was
soon to catapult the bishops into an even more prominent position of political

leadership.
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Chapter Two

The Bishops of Vitoria and Basque Nationalism

‘[E]l pueblo vasco se cree desatendido en sus legitimos intereses espirituales, que
han sido supeditados a los intereses politicos del Poder central, que procuraba
influir en todo sentido en la gobernacién eclesidstica, empezando por el
nombramiento de obispos.’

(Presentation by Luis de Bereciartia in an audience with Cardinal Pacelli, Vatican
Secretary of State, December 1934) :

In a document sent to Pope Pius XI in June 1935, the leaders of the Basque
Nationalist Party (Partido Nacionalista Vasco — PNV) claimed that the
bishops of Vitoria, together with other representatives of the Church, had
been either unable or unwilling to respond as they should — with impartiality
and respect — to the ‘profound social and patriotic problem’ existing in the
Basque Country.” This chapter will serve as a prelude to the analysis of
ecclesiastical responses to the Franco regime in the Basque Country, outlining
the unique features of the Diocese of Vitoria that combined to make this at
once an attractive and a challenging appointment for bishops during the
period that preceded the outbreak of the Spanish Civil War. The analysis will
centre on episcopal responses to Basque nationalism viewed against a
backdrop of changing patterns of central political authority in Spain.” The
changing political situation will be considered from the perspective of the
bishops of Vitoria as they attempted to respond to the challenges posed by the
various competing influences from both within and beyond their dioceses.

The historical image of the persecuted Irish Catholic Church sketched

in the previous chapter contrasts strongly with that of its Spanish counterpart,

' Translation: ‘The Basque people feel they have been neglected in their legitimate spiritual interests,
which have been subordinated to the political interests of the central power, which endeavours to
influence ecclesiastical governance in every sense, beginning with the naming of bishops.” Idelfonso
Moriones, Euskadi y el Vaticano 1935-1936 (Rome: [s.n.], 1976), p. 13.

* A draft copy of this document is reproduced in Moriones, pp. 82-102.

? The use of the term ‘nationalism’ to describe Basque aspirations, although more widely accepted
today, was a source of controversy throughout the period under study. It will be noted that opponents of
Basque nationalism, a category that included many bishops, referred instead to ‘separatism’. Such
language asserted the supremacy of the Spanish nation and disputed the legitimacy of Basque claims to
belong to a separate nation.
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whose association with the infamous Inquisition, created in 1478 and not
permanently abolished until 1834, generated an image of a persecuting, rather
than a persecuted Church. It was a Church that owed its influence, not to
having shared in the suffering of the ordinary people, but rather to its distance
from the people and its close links to the traditional structures of political
power. By the eighteenth century the Spanish Church was, in the words of
William J. Callahan, a ‘mirror of the extreme inequalities of a noble-
dominated hierarchical society’.4 The same, however, could not be said of the
Basque Church.

The socio-economic status of the Catholic Church in the Basque
Country clearly distinguished it from the Spanish Church and would ensure
that it retained an influence at all levels of society long after the advent of
secularisation had eroded the authority of the Church in Spain in the eyes of
the popular classes. The Basque Church was not wealthy, nor did it possess
significant land holdings. As a result, the social and economic divide
separating the clergy from the working classes, which elsewhere had led to
confrontation, and ultimately to a distancing of the lower social classes from
the Church, was absent in the region, with the clergy virtually
indistinguishable from the people in their appearance and lifestyle.’

This situation owed much to the limitations placed on the Church by
the regional Basque laws known as Fueros, and the institutions that‘
accompanied them. Davydd J. Greenwood has aptly defined the Fueros as a
fusion of provincial rights and Basque identity.® They were based on the
traditional values of Basque society, central to which was the concept of
‘Collective nobility’, identified by Greenwood as the ‘moral core of the
Basque sense of ethnic uniqueness’.” Although not unique to the Basque
region, these autonomous political institutions and distinct legal codes had

remained in place here long after their disappearance from the rest of the

“ William J. Callahan, The Catholic Church in Spain, 1875-1998 (Washington: The Catholic University
of America Press, 2000), p. 2.

5 Juan José Laborda Martin, ‘Catolicismo, industrializacion y nacionalismo en la vida politica vasca
contemporanea’ Cuadernos de Alzate 2 (1985), pp. 6-16 (pp. 6-7).
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1977), pp. 81-101 (p. 101).
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Spanish territory. The Basque Provinces were allowed to maintain their
Fueros under the Catholic Kings (1469-1516) and the Habsburgs (1569-1700)
due to their strategic importance for the defence of Spain.® This arrangement
contributed to the preservation of traditional, conservative social organisation
in this region long after this had begun to disintegrate across Spain. The
Basques believed that the egalitarian nature of their society differentiated it
from what they perceived to be a corrupt Spanish state.

Consequently, in the Diocese of Vitoria the connection between the
clergy and the people was not merely religious, but also socio-cultural.’
Virtually all members of the clergy were Basques by birth and from rural
areas where Basque culture was still dominant.'” The ‘popular classes’
depended on the clergy to act as mediators for those who spoke only Euskera
(the Basque language) and who found themselves alienated in a society
increasingly dominated by Castilian culture.'" A common national identity
thus cemented the relationship between the clergy and the people, ensuring
that the local clergy would play an active role in political matters and the
Church would be acutely affected by political division amongst its followers.

On 29 April 1862, Bishop Diego Mariano Alguacil y Rodriguez took
his seat as the first bishop of the Diocese of Vitoria at a time when major
political divisions in the Basque region were becoming apparent: in the midst
of the Carlist wars of 1833-1876, a series of conflicts originating in a dispute
over the right of succession to the Spanish throne. Following the death of
King Fernando VII in 1833, the claim of Fernando’s three-year-old daughter
Isabella to the throne was disputed by the King’s younger brother, Carlos
Maria Isidro, who assumed the title Carlos V.'* The supporters of Carlos,
known as Carlists, represented the traditionalist and absolutist opposition to

the liberal policies that were gaining prominence during the latter years of

$ Marianne Heiberg, The Making of the Basque Nation (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
1989). p. 1.

? Severiano Rojo Hernandez, Eglise et Société. Le clergé paroissial de Bilbao de la République au
franquisme (193 1-années 50) (Paris: L’ Armaban, 2000), p. 16.

' Ibid. p. 26.

"' Laborda Martin, pp. 6-7.

"> The Carlist claim to the Spanish throne would be maintained throughout successive generations of
the family of Carlos Maria Isidro. ending only in 1958 when, during the Franco dictatorship, the
Carlists recognised the son of the exiled King Alfonso III, Don Juan de Borbon.
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Fernando’s reign, summarised by Martin Blinkhorn as: ‘urbanism and
industrialism in the socio-economic sphere; tolerance, scepticism and atheism
in that of religion; centralisation of administration; and in the world of
politics, liberalism and socialism’."” In Carlism, according to Marianne
Heiberg: ‘Divine right monarchy and Catholic supremacy were combined with

> 14

the protection of traditional social order and local autonomies.” ™ The period
was thus a time of considerable political upheaval and crisis in Spain as the
nature of political leadership and the very definition of the nation were called
into question.

The conservative nature of Basque society and the significance
attached to the retention of local privilege in the form of the Fueros, ensured
that the region would be a Carlist stronghold, although the Carlist forces
failed to take control of a single city.”” Catholicism was a core unifying
element of the Carlist movement and these wars saw the Basque clergy
assume a prominent role in an anti-liberal alliance with local rural nobility
and the peasantry, providing ‘leadership and inspiration’.'® The use of slogans
such as ‘God and Fueros’ was an early indication of a link between religion
and regional autonomy, although the idea of a separate Basque nation had yet
to emerge. Nevertheless, the Church’s open involvement in this anti-liberal
alliance was to have far reaching implications. As Fernando Garcia de
Cortazar has argued, ‘[d]esde entonces el destino de la Iglesia no podria
separarse de la suerte de un movimiento — el nacionalismo vasco — que, como
ninguna otra institucién, habia ayudado a nacer y a expandir.”"”

The defeat of the Carlist forces and the consequent loss of the Basque
Fueros in 1876 paved the way for the industrial revolution, a defining event
that transformed the institutions and values on which Basque society was

founded, and brought about what Stanley Payne has described as the ‘growing

'3 Martin Blinkhorn, Carlism and Crisis in Spain, 1931-1939 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1975); p. 3.

' Heiberg, p. 37.

15 Juan Pablo Fusi and Jordi Palafox, Espaiia: 1808-1996. El desafio de la modernidad (Madrid:
Espasa Calpe, 1998), p. 45.

' Blinkhorn, p. 17.

" Translation: ‘From that moment on the Church could not separate its destiny from the outcome of a
movement — Basque nationalism — which the Church, like no other institution, had helped to emerge
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atomisation of society’.'® The anxiety produced by this change in conservative
Basque circles found its most lucid expression in the writing of Sabino de
Arana y Goiri (1865-1903), described by Payne as a product of both
traditionalism and industrialisation, since his father was a Bilbao shipbuilder
and a Carlist."” Arana is regarded as the founding father of Basque
nationalism: he was responsible for the design of the lkurrifia, the Basque
flag, and the introduction of the term ‘Euzkadi’ (modern form: Euskadi) to
designate the land of the Basques.

For Arana, the driving force behind Basque nationalism was the
conservation of the moral character of the Basques.”’ He directly attributed
the corruption and decay in Basque society to Spanish rule; only separation
from Spain and the removal of ‘anti-Basque’ elements could restore the

' In this vision of an idyllic past, central

region to its former glory.”
importance was accorded to the position of the Catholic Church. In an article
written in 1897, entitled ‘Efectos de la invasion’ (Effects of the Invasion),
Arana stressed the importance of ‘the moral and religious principles of the
Roman Church’, a fundamental component of Basque tradition.? Spain, in
Arana’s view, although supposedly a Catholic country, had been corrupted by
the ‘liberal vices’.” The faithful Catholic was therefore compelled to support
the cause of Basque independence as the only means of ensuring a moral
society: ‘;Hay otra causa tan noble y santa como la nuestra? ;Hay otra a cuyo
triunfo en Euskeria le sea permitido al catélico aspirar?”*

The slogan adopted by Arana and his followers, ‘Jaungoikua eta Lagi-
Zara’, meaning ‘God and the old Laws’, clearly demonstrated the centrality of
religion in their ideology. As Daniele Conversi has noted, Basque society was

genuinely Christian and deeply conservative in its beliefs, and for this reason

it is unlikely that a radical, secular form of nationalism would have taken root

'* Stanley Payne. Basque Nationalism (Reno: University of Nevada Press, 1975), p. 64.

" Ibid. p. 65.

0 El pensamiento de Sabino de Arana v Goiri a través de sus escritos: antologia de textos: 1893-1903,
ed. by Luis de Guezala (Bilbao: Partido Nacionalista Vasco, 1995), p. 164.

*! Heiberg, p. 50.

2 El pensamiento de Sabino de Arana, p. 170.

> Ibid. p. 167.

** Translation: ‘Is there any other cause as noble and sacred as ours? Is there any other whose triumph
a Catholic might be permitted to wish for in the Basque Country?” Ibid. p. 170.
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there, a fact Arana was aware of when formulating his ideology.25 Even the
date chosen for the foundation of the Basque nationalist party, the Partido
Nacionalista Vasco (PNV), on 31 July 1895, had a particular religious
significance, being the feast day of Saint Ignatius de Loyola, founder of the
Jesuit order. Conversi argues that several key aspects of the PNV’s doctrine
were derived directly from Catholicism, namely a belief in non-violent
methods, concern for the poor and a critical attitude towards materialism.?
The party made no attempt to hide its allegiance to the Church, declaring ‘Gu
Euzkadirentzat ta Euzkadi Jaungoikoarentzat’ (‘Ourselves for Euzkadi and
Euzkadi for God’). The influence of the Carlist slogan ‘God and Fueros’ is
unmistakeable, although Arana’s ideology had evolved beyond demands for
regional autonomy to the assertion of a separate national identity.

A further contrast with the Carlist model was the assertion by the PNV
of the independence of Church and State. Arana did not desire the political
involvement of the clergy in the movement, but he nevertheless asked them
not to oppose it, calling them to preach ‘only the Gospel’, and not
‘submission to Spain’.?’ Similarly to the case of Ireland, Basque nationalism,
from the earliest stages of its development, while maintaining a respectful
attitude towards the Church, was attempting to clearly define, or redefine, the
limits of ecclesiastical authority. While Arana and his followers undoubtedly
preferred to avoid confrontation with the Church, it was clear that they were
willing to challenge the legitimacy of episcopal interventions that extended
beyond the purely spiritual realm, asserting the supremacy of one national
identity over another.

Clerical support was nonetheless to play a fundamental role in the
growth of the movement. Anabella Barroso and Fernando Garcia de Cortdzar
have argued that in Arana’s ideology the religion of Christian salvation was
combined with a religion of socio-political liberation; this produced new

opportunities for apostolic activity which were enthusiastically embraced by a

% Daniele Conversi, The Basques, the Catalans and Spain: Alternative Routes to Nationalist
Mobilisation (London: C. Hurst & Co., 1997), pp. 61-62.

% Ibid. p. 62.

) pensamiento de Sabino de Arana, p. 171.
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section of the lower clergy.”® From the perspective of the PNV, Catholicism
served as a unifying factor, helping to minimise the impact of other
differences such as social class. As Stanley Payne has pointed out: ‘The
political life of the Basque provinces comprised heterogeneous personal and
practical interests. Their only common denominator was their Catholicism and
greater or lesser conservatism. >’

Since the ideology of Arana embraced much more than the purely
political aspects of national identity, the PNV was more than just a political
party, comprising a variety of associations and organisations, engaged in
social, cultural and sporting activities, thus enabling it to achieve a wide
support base. Linked to the PNV was the organisation Solidaridad de Obreros
Vascos (SOV) (Basque Workers’ Solidarity), a Catholic trade union founded
in 1911 with a clearly nationalist character. The involvement of the Basque
clergy in this movement enabled them to retain influence amongst the
working classes at a time when this section of society was increasingly
turning away from the Church. SOV provided an alternative means of trade
union organisation for conservative Basques opposed to the radical nature of
socialism. Its success contrasted with the failure of Catholic worker
organisations to attract significant support throughout Spain during this
period.”® Membership of SOV, however, was only open to native Basques,
thereby excluding the immigrant worker population.31 In supporting SOV, the
clergy were thus also giving their seal of approval to a movement that defined
the Basque nation according to ethnic/racial criteria.

In contrast to the lower clergy, the hierarchy was to be unwavering in
its loyalty to the Spanish monarchy, which had been granted patronage rights

over Episcopal appointments under the terms of the Concordat signed between

* Anabella Barroso and Fernando Garcia de Cortazar, ‘La Iglesia vasca y la Didcesis de Bilbao en la
edad contempordnea: Religion, politica. conflicto y tensiéon’ in Bilbao, Arte y Historia, ed. by Juan
Manuel Gonzdlez Cembellin et al, (Bilbao: [Diputacion Foral de Bizkaia. Departamento de Cultura.
1991), pp. 205-230 (p. 208).

27 Payne, p. 88.

% Juan J. Linz, ‘Church and State in Spain from the Civil War to the Return of Democracy’ in Religion
and Politics ed. by John T. S. Madeley, (Aldershot: Dartsmouth Publishing Company, 2003). pp. 353-
372 (p. 354).

3! José Luis de la Granja et al., La Esparia de los nacionalismos y las autonomias (Madrid: Editorial
Sintesis, [2001]), p. 92.
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Spain and the Vatican in 1851.%

Bishop Alguacil Rodriguez, who had been a
Carlist senator for the province of Alava, left the diocese at the end of the
conflict in 1876. His successors would prove equally willing to become
involved in political matters, but always with the clearly-defined aim of
asserting the supremacy of the central Spanish state.

Indeed, the attitude of the hierarchy to Basque nationalism at times
amounted to open hostility, as in the case of Bishop Cadena y Eleta, Bishop of
Vitoria from 1905-1913. When, on 10 October 1909, the PNV adopted the
Archangel Michael as its patron, the name of the priest who officiated at the
dedication ceremony was not released to the press for fear that it would lead
to his being punished, possibly by exile from the region.33 In a Pastoral Letter
dated February 1910 the bishop made his feelings clear, warning against the
perverse and corrupting influence of Basque nationalism, particularly on the
young.34 The Pastoral represents a clear negation from the highest authority in
the local Church of Arana’s claim that political independence would protect
Basque Catholics from the corrupting influences of Spain. That this message
was communicated by means of a Pastoral Letter is particularly significant. It
was intended to be delivered in churches, with the bishop thus emphatically
demonstrating that he was prepared to preach ‘submission to Spain’.

Bishop Cadena moved to the Archdiocese of Burgos in 1913 and was
replaced by Don Prudencio Melo y Alcalde, for whom Vitoria was his first
diocese. Bishop Melo proved less aggressive towards Basque nationalism, but
adopted a distant attitude towards priests with nationalist sympathies.” The
Basque bishops throughout this period, as in the decades that followed the
establishment of the Franco regime, could be criticised for their unwillingness
to engage in dialogue with those sections of their clergy who did not share
their allegiance to the Spanish state. However, the lack of existing
frameworks or even precedents for such dialogue between bishops and priests

prior to the Second Vatican Council of 1962-5 must be taken into account. It

2 For further details see: William J. Callahan, ‘Regalism, Liberalism and General Franco’, The
Catholic Historical Review 87.3 (1997), pp. 202-215.

33 “Proclamacion de San Miguel por el PNV (1909)°, Enciclopedia General Ilustrada del Pais Vasco
Vol. XXVIII (San Sebastian: Editorial Auiamendi, 1990), p. 314.

3 Moriones, p- 92.

35 Barroso and Cortézar, p. 209.
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must also be noted that the bishops were not the only Church authorities to be
critical of clerical actions regarded as potentially damaging to national unity
and Church-State relations. In 1913 the Papal Nuncio Francisco Ragonesi
issued this warning to the hierarchy with regard to the religious orders:
‘Vigilen el bizkaitarrismo de algunos religiosos vascongados, los cuales con
esa actitud separatista no sélo pierden el espiritu de la Orden sino que se
hacen odiosos al Gobierno y a la Nacién.”*® This rebuke was deemed by
Basque nationalists to be an unjust and humiliating attack on members of the
lower clergy by the higher authorities of the Church.”” The growing tensions
were exacerbated during the dictatorship of General Miguel Primo de Rivera
(1923-1930) as the Catholic hierarchy appeared as the firm ally of a Spanish
State that was deeply hostile to Basque nationalism.

Like General Franco after him, General Primo de Rivera, who
established his military dictatorship on 13 September 1923, was to find in the
Church one of the primary sources of legitimacy for his regime. One of the
dictator’s first actions on coming to power was to arrange an official visit by
the Spanish King, Alfonso XIII, to the Vatican.”® The dictatorship was
welcomed by the Spanish Church with members of the clergy openly
declaring their support. Shlomo Ben-Ami has concluded: ‘The Church as a
whole viewed the Dictator as homo missus a Deo [a man sent by God].’39
Bishop Zacarias Martinez, who arrived in Vitoria in 1923, responded to the
foundation of the new regime by issuing a circular containing obligatory
prayers to be said in churches ‘for our beloved homeland”.*” Primo de Rivera
was credited with having restored order and stability to the country, and
removing the liberal threat, with all the damage to the prestige of the Church

that this threat entailed. In addition to Primo de Rivera’s willingness to

% Translation: ‘Be vigilant of the Vizcayanism of some of the Basque clergy, who. with this separatist
attitude not only lose the spirit of the Order, but also make themselves odious to the government and
the nation.” Boletin eclesidstico de Vitoria, 21 de noviembre de 1913 quoted in Fernando Garcia de
Cortazar, ‘Mateo Mugica, la Iglesia y la guerra civil en el Pais Vasco’, Letras de Deusto 35 (Mayo-
Agosto 1986), pp. 5-35 (p. 11).

7 Moriones, p. 93.

* Anthony Rhodes, The Vatican in the Age of the Dictators 1922-45 (London: Hodder and Stoughton,
1973, p. 115.

* Shlomo Ben-Ami, Fascism from above: the Dictatorship of Primo de Rivera in Spain, 1923-1930
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1983), p. 84.

“ Ignacio Villota Elejalde, La Iglesia en la sociedad espaiiola y vasca contempordnea (Bilbao: Desclée
de Brouwer, 1985), pp. 169-170.
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defend the position of the Church, he himself was, in the words of The Times’
Spanish correspondent, ‘a man with a clean record and a high standard of
morality”.*!

In the Basque Country the dictatorship was greeted with less
enthusiasm. The Decree against Separatism of 18 September 1923 augured
badly for Basque nationalists; it stated that crimes against the security and
unity of Spain would be tried by military tribunals. Political manifestations of
Basque nationalism were strictly prohibited. The Basques however were not
the main target of what The Times described as the dictator’s ‘excess of

centralising zeal’, that position being reserved for the language and customs

of his own native Catalonia. According to The Times, the Catalans

are the more disturbed by the unexpected attitude of the Directory, because the
Basques, whose language is, of course, utterly different from Spanish and from
every other language in Europe, are allowed to keep those institutions in which they
can preserve their national identity.*

It must be acknowledged, nonetheless, that the tolerant attitude of the
dictatorship towards Basque cultural activities did not extend to the Basque
language itself and restrictions were placed on the public use of Euskera. This
caused serious difficulties for the Church in its evangelising activities in rural
areas where a majority of the population did not speak Spanish, and yet there
were no protests to the regime from the hierarchy. The failure by the
ecclesiastical authorities to defend Basque language rights against ‘central
Government persecution’ during the Primo de Rivera dictatorship featured
prominently among a list of complaints submitted by Basque nationalists to
the Vatican in 1934. This failure, it was argued, endangered the faith of the
Basques.®

Bishop Martinez made no mention of the language problem in his Ad
Limina Report to the Holy See of 1927.* This is somewhat surprising since he
had in the past displayed an awareness of the linguistic diversity of his

diocese, publishing his first pastoral letter in both Spanish and Euzkera.*’ He

*! The Times, 18 September 1923.

“* The Times, 25 March 1924.

3 Moriones, p. 14.
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had, in addition, participated in Congresos de Estudios Vascos, gatherings
aimed at the preservation and promotion of Basque history and culture. The
tone and content of his interventions however, left no doubt that this support
was conditional on the absence of manifestations of ‘separatism’. Opening the
Congress of August 1926, Martinez expressed the wish that its work would
unite the Basque Provinces ‘en un mismo amor, bajo los rayos de un mismo
sol y entre los pliegues de una misma bandera, bajo el sol de Espafia y la
bandera de Espaiia’.*® The bishop had also approved the introduction of new
subjects in the Diocesan seminary of Vitoria, such as ethnology and Basque
language and literature.” While these changes could hardly be described as
revolutionary, they did expose seminarians to outside influences, from which
they had hitherto been carefully shielded, while allowing for the promotion of
an awareness of a unique Basque identity and the assertion of the importance
of its manifestations, particularly in the form of the Basque language.

Frances Lannon attributes the willingness of the new bishop to support
these innovations to his own unusual background — Bishop Martinez held a
doctorate in biology and his previous experience had been as head of natural
sciences in the Escorial, Madrid.*® Under his leadership some change was
facilitated, though not enough to satisfy those priests sympathetic to the cause
of Basque nationalism. The bishop’s loyalty to Spain was not in doubt and
was openly revealed in public declarations such as the following, made at the
inauguration of a new railway line in 1926: ‘La Iglesia pide también por
mediacién mia que por esta via férrea cruce la riqueza de la provincia, con sus
frutos, con sus industrias, pero que no cruce nunca la mercancia de la
corrupcidn, del vicio, de la rebeldia, del desorden, de las ideas separatistas.’®

For Bishop Martinez’s successors however, the seminary was to prove a focal

* Translation: ‘in the one love, under the rays of the same sun and between the folds of the same flag,
under the sun of Spain and the flag of Spain’. Boletin Oficial del Obispado de Vitoria (BOOV) 15
August 1926 quoted in Villota Elejalde, p. 178.

7 For details see Frances Lannon, ‘A Basque Challenge to the Pre-Civil War Spanish Church’
European Studies Review 9 (1979), pp. 29-48.

* Lannon, p. 37.

* Translation: ‘The Church too asks, through my mediation, that the riches of the province, its fruits
and industries may pass through this railway, but that the merchandise of corruption. vice. rebellion,
disorder and separatist ideas may never pass.” El Pueblo Vasco, 23 February 1926, quoted Villota, p.
178.
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point for confrontation between the Spanish authorities and the Basque
clergy.

Ironically, in spite of the regime’s open hostility to ‘separatism’, the
Primo de Rivera era was a period of expansion for Basque nationalism, and at
its conclusion the PNV spread rapidly through Vizcaya and Guipl’lzcoa.50
While the dictatorship had prohibited all political manifestations of
nationalism, cultural activities were allowed to continue unhindered and
Basque nationalists were able to use this period to broaden their support bases
by intensifying regional cultural awareness.”’ Crucially, SOV was also
tolerated during the dictatorship and even allowed to continue publication of
its newspaper El Obrero Vasco. The advantage of cultural nationalism,
according to Raymond Carr and Juan Pablo Fusi, was that it appealed to mass
involvement much more than the narrower intellectual nationalism and could
become a surrogate for political action when this had to be a clandestine
affair.®® It had the further advantage of appealing to the Catholic clergy,
described by Carr and Fusi as the ‘intelligentsia’ of Basque nationalism.™

The significance of this clerical involvement did not escape the civil
authorities. In 1926 Primo de Rivera sent the Marqués de Magaz as
ambassador to the Vatican with the task of enlisting the help of the Papacy in
the repression of both Basque and Catalan nationalism, since he believed that
the support of the clergy was the sustaining force behind the two
movements.”* As the Vatican could not be expected to act directly in matters
concerning the lower clergy of a particular diocese, it must be concluded that
the regime, in spite of the professed loyalty of the ecclesiastical authorities,
did not consider its influence alone sufficient to achieve the necessary

ecclesiastical intervention. The support of the Vatican was thus sought as a

means of exerting further pressure on the national hierarchy.
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The mission assigned to the Marqués de Magaz was an early
manifestation of the somewhat paradoxical situation that would emerge in a
more accentuated fashion under General Franco, where the Catholic Church in
the Basque Country was seen as being at once the principal guarantor of
legitimacy for the regime, but also a key force in sustaining the biggest threat
to that legitimacy. The simultaneous co-existence of the Church of
pacification and the Church of resistance within the Basque Country was a
source of constant tension and would become increasingly apparent during the
episcopate of Bishop Mateo Mugica (1928-1937). Upon his arrival in Vitoria
in March 1928, Bishop Miigica found himself confronted by a situation
where, in the words of Garcia de Cortdzar, many of his clergy confused the
service of the people of God with the defence of the Basque homeland.”™ A
fluent Basque speaker, but strict, conservative figure, Mugica was to lead the
diocese through years of turbulent political change.

On 14 April 1931 Spain became a Republic for the second time in its
history. Its leaders were determined to break the hold of the ancién regime,
introducing sweeping reforms of Spanish society. Foremost amongst these
was a determination to remove the Catholic Church from the public sphere.
By October, the Republic’s Minister for War had famously declared: ‘Espana
ha dejado de ser catdlica.”™ This hostile attitude, however, must be regarded
as a crucial missed opportunity. It is undoubtedly true that the Spanish
Church was closely associated with the power structures Republican leaders
sought to eliminate and that its opposition to the Republican form of
government was well known. This was particularly obvious in the case of
Bishop Mugica who made the fateful decision to intervene prior to the
elections of April 1931. The bishop issued a series of instructions entitled
Normas del obispo de Vitoria, que deben seguir en conciencia los catdlicos,
en toda lucha electoral (Norms of the Bishop of Vitoria which Catholics are
obliged in conscience to follow in any electoral contest). The document

warned that it was wrong for any member of the electorate to give his vote to

fs Fernando Garcia de Cortdzar, ‘Mateo Mugica...”, p. 11.

% Translation: ‘Spain is no longer Catholic’. Diario de Sesiones de las Cortes Constituyentes de la
Republica espanola (D.S.C.C.) 55, 26 quoted in Nicolds Gonzalez Ruiz, Azaria: sus ideas religiosas,
sus ideas politicas, el hombre (Madrid: Grafica Universal, 1932), p. 61.
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left-wing candidates with an anti-clerical agenda.’’

The emphasis on
‘conscience’ in the title effectively indicates that for the bishop the exercise
of political choice had, in this case, clear moral implications.

Redefinition of the relationship between Church and nation was thus
unavoidable in the context of the programme of reform envisaged by the
Republican government. A more conciliatory approach could have proved
beneficial to both the civil and ecclesiastical authorities. According to Gerald
Brenan, not only could the Church have provided the government with a
valuable source of support, but the government in turn could have assisted the
Church ‘to raise itself to the intellectual and moral level of Catholicism in
other countries’. Instead, ‘[t]hey preferred, in the moment of their triumph, to
throw down the gauntlet’.58 The Decree separating Church and State was
rromulgated on 23 May 1931, just nine days after the proclamation of the
Republic, a clear indication of the direction Republican legislation would
take. Under the Constitution of October 1931, Catholicism was no longer the
official religion of Spain and Article 26 introduced a series of provisions
limiting the role of the religious orders. This was reinforced by additional

items of legislation: the decree dissolving the Jesuit Order in January 1933

anc the Law of Religious Confession and Congregations of May of the same

yea '

The Catholic hierarchy was nonetheless prepared to adopt a pragmatic
approach towards the new regime. Collective pastorals of the Spanish
bishops of 1931 and 1933 encouraged respect and obedience for the legally
constituted government, and stated that while the Church was obliged to
voice its protest against secular legislation, it had at all times shown
moderation and a desire to avoid a rupture between Church and State.”” The
provisions of these pastorals were summarised by members of the Basque

clergy as follows:

57 Boletin eclesidstico de Vitoria, 15-IV-1931 quoted in Garcia de Cortdzar, “”"Mateo Mugica...”, p. 12.
% Gerald Brenan, The Spanish Labyrinth: An Account of the Social and Political Background of the
Civil War (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004 [1943]), p. 237.

% Copies of the relevant pieces of legislation are reproduced in Antonio Montero Moreno, Historia de
la persecucion religiosa en Espana 1936-1939 (Madrid: Biblioteca de Autores Cristianos, 1999), pp.
748-756.

% Text of the Pastorals in Jesds de Iribarren, Documentos colectivos del Episcopado Espafiol 1870-
1974 (Madrid: BAC, 1974), pp. 189-219.
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1. Ejercicio pleno de los derechos comunes del ciudadano para la mejora de las
leyes y de las instituciones dentro del régimen establecido.

2. No cooperar a nada encaminado a destruir por la violencia el régimen politico
existente.

3. Reparar los males que afligen con el ejemplo de las virtudes cristianas.®’

Nor did the Vatican condemn the Republican government, despite its
rejection of the Concordat. Anthony Rhodes has described the Vatican’s
reaction to the anti-clerical legislation of the Republic and the violence that
accompanied it as ‘curiously mild’, pointing out that while Pius XI did
condemn Spanish anticlericalism in his 1933 encyclical Dilectissima Nobis,
he did not condemn the Republican form of government.”

The attack on the Church by the Republican government was both
strategic and symbolic. Having come to power with a wide-ranging
programme for reform, promising to transform the lives of the working
classes, the government soon found that it could not deliver on promises such
as agrarian reform. Its programme was unavoidably inimical to the most
powerful sectors of society and it lacked the capacity for effective
enforcement since the support of the army was heavily weighted in favour of
the property-owning classes. The Church was the most vulnerable section of
the opposition, and consequently, ‘[t]he religious issue was finally chosen by
the left to cement its alliance’.®” The power of religion as a unifying force was
thus not limited to its positive application — uniting individuals as a result of
shared values — but it also had a powerful negative application, bringing
together individuals who shared a common rejection of those values.

This symbolically significant attack on the Church - associated
throughout Spain, as noted at the beginning of this chapter, with wealth and
privilege — did not have the same impact in the Basque Country, where socio-
economic and cultural divisions between the clergy and the working classes

were not so pronounced. Basque nationalists had been reluctant allies of the

%! Translation: ‘1. Full exercise of the common rights of the citizen for the improvement of the laws and
institutions within the established regime. 2. Not to cooperate with anything aimed at destroying by
violence the existing political regime. 3. Repair the harm inflicted with the example of Christian
virtue.” El Clero Vasco frente a la cruzada franquista. Documentos, (Toulouse: Egi-Indarra. 1966), p.
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pro-republican forces, initially declaring them to be ‘enemies’ of the
Church.® With the Republic now a reality that could not be avoided, however,
they opted to cooperate with the Republican government in pursuit of regional
autonomy. The particular nature of Basque nationalist politics did not permit
the Basques to situate themselves comfortably on the left-right axis of the
Spanish political system. An effective illustration of their dilemma can be
found in the address given by the PNV leader José Antonio de Aguirre to the
Spanish Cortes in 1931 in which he situated his party outside the traditional

discourse of left and right-wing politics and stressed its confessional nature:

Al colocar el nombre de Dios en la primera palabra de nuestro lema, nosotros
queremos decir que nuestro partido es confesional y en esta fraseologia de
“derechas” y de “izquierdas”, fraseologia ridicula, nosotros tenemos tomada una
posicion bien definida. Nosotros somos catélicos viriles e integrales, de un
catolicismo viril, no de una sensibleria enfermiza.®

Aguirre then went on to outline those aspects of the PNV doctrine that aligned
the party with the left-wing of traditional Spanish politics. This raises a key
issue that was to be a constant feature of the relations between Basque
nationalists and the ecclesiastical authorities — cooperation with left-wing,
Marxist factions in pursuit of common aims. Despite being at pains to stress
the confessional nature of his party, the PNV leader wished also to emphasise

the need for the separation of civil and ecclesiastical spheres of influence:

Para nosotros en esta fraseologia, a que he hecho alusién, si por “derecha” se
entiende la oposicién a los progresos legitimos de la democracia contra los poderes
absolutos, si eso es ser “derecha”, nosotros somos de “izquierda”. Si ser “derecha”
consiste en la identificacion de la religién con un régimen cualquiera y no en la
independencia de los dos poderes — eclesidstico y civil — en sus dominios
respectivos, nosotros somos de izquierda. Si por ser ‘“derecha” se entiende la
oposicién a los progresos legitimos del proletariado, llegando incluso a la
transformacion completa del régimen actual, hasta a lo que ni vosotros mismos
llegdis sobre el terreno econdémico [...] si a eso se llama ser derecha, nosotros
somos de izquierda.®

= Euzkadi, 19 March 1931, quoted in Rojo Herndndez, p. 49.

% Translation: ‘By placing the name of God in the first part of our slogan, we wish to say that our party
is confessional, and in this phraseology of “right” and “left”, a ridiculous phraseology, we have adopted
a well-defined position. We are virile and total Catholics, of a virile Catholicism, not a sickly
sentimentality.” J. de Hiriartia, ‘El caso de los catdlicos vascos’ (Paris, no date) ANSGC: F-1346

% Translation: ‘For us, in this phraseology I have referred to, if by “right” one understands opposition
to the legitimate progress of democracy against absolute power, if this is to be on the “right”, we are on
the “left”. If to be “right-wing” consists in the identification of religion with any regime, as opposed to
the independence of the two powers — ecclesiastical and civil — in their respective dominions, we are on
the left. If by “right-wing” one understands opposition to the legitimate progress of the proletariat,
arriving as far as the complete transformation of the present regime, reaching further even than you in
the economic plain, if this is called being right-wing, we are on the left.’
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The PNV could not, however, ally itself blindly with left-wing forces. The
party remained essentially conservative and traditionalist in its values and

committed to the defence of the Catholic Church:

¢

Pero si por el contrario ser de “izquierda” consiste en luchar contra la familia,
contra los principios sagrados de la Iglesia Catdlica, cuyas doctrinas nosotros
profesamos, en ese caso, segiin esa fraseologia que yo juzgo ridicula, en ese caso,
nosotros de derecha. Yo os hablo con toda sinceridad.®’

This double-affinity with elements of the political programmes of both right
and left was to present the PNV with difficult decisions as it attempted to
negotiate its regional autonomy in a political climate openly hostile to the
Church. Despite the emphasis Aguirre placed on the attachment of his
followers to the Catholic Church, the Republican authorities lost no time in
repaying Bishop Miigica for his anti-Republican campaigning. In May 1931,
less than a month after the proclamation of the Republic, he was expelled
from its borders. According to Miguel Maura, the Minister responsible,
however, the expulsion was not a reprisal for the bishop’s anti-Republican
campaigning but rather the government’s response to a refusal from the
bishop to refrain from making a pastoral visit to Bilbao, despite protestations
from the civil governor in the region that the reception planned by Basque
nationalists and Carlists was likely to provoke a hostile response from the
Lot

The secularising programme of the Republican government led to
constant clashes with its PNV allies, culminating in their refusal to vote on
the Constitution. Aguirre claimed however, in a letter to Fr. Miguel de Altzo,
dated January 1933, that he and his associates had been advised by the
‘ecclesiastical authorities’ to frame their opposition to Republican legislation
in secular terms ‘invoking the arguments of democracy, international law and
violated liberty’. They were to avoid framing the problem ‘in its religious and

dogmatic aspects’.”

%7 Translation: ‘But if on the other hand to be “left-wing™ consists of fighting against the family, against
the sacred principles of the Catholic Church, whose doctrine we profess, in that case, according to this
phraseology which I judge ridiculous, in that case we are on the right. I say this with complete
sincerity.’

% Francisco Rodriguez de Coro, Catolicismo vasco entre la furor y la furia (1931-1936) (Donostia-San
Sebastian: Eusko Ikaskuntza, 1988), pp. 64-66.

% Aguirre to Fr. Miguel de Altzo, 12 January 1933 (Copy). ANSGC: PS Bilbao Caja 10 Exp. 1.
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The Republican period was one of significant growth for the PNV as
the party doubled its share from six seats to twelve between 1931 and B
In addition, there was an increase in support for SOV, which in 1933 changed
its name to Solidaridad de Trabajadores Vascos (STV), and was led by
nationalist priests such as Policarpo Larrafiaga, Alberto de Onaindia and José
Ariztimufio.”' From this position of strength Basque nationalists began to
demand autonomy for Euskadi. The issue of autonomy was inextricably linked
to the religious question; regional autonomy for the Basques would enable
them to avoid many of the implications of the anti-clerical legislation
emanating from the Republic.”” The threat to the Catholic religion also
motivated the traditionalist Carlist forces to join with the PNV in their
demand for regional autonomy. The two sides came together in support of the
Statute of Estella on 14 July 1931, a project for Basque autonomy which
demanded that the autonomous Basque region have competence in matters of
Church-State relations and the right to maintain independent relations with
the Vatican. Once again Catholicism emerged as the common denominator
uniting the various factions in the Basque region, proving crucial for gaining
support in the staunchly Carlist region of Navarre. José Luis de la Granja has
drawn parallels between the alliance of Catholic interests in defence of the
“ueros during the Carlist Wars as a means of combating the liberal threat, and
the use of political autonomy in the Statute of Estella to defend religious
interests against Republicanism.”

The strong emphasis placed on Catholicism in the Statute was to be its
downfall. The Republican government viewed with suspicion what the Basque

socialist Indalecio Prieto famously described as an attempt to establish a

" De la Granja et al, p. 141.

" Ibid. p. 142.

™ This message was clearly expressed in the letter from Aguirre to Fr. Miguel de Altzo: ‘Si las
beatificas derechas no se hubieran opuesto al Estatuto, hoy nos reiriamos de las leyes sectarias de
Madrid. porque todas ellas entrafian un interesantisimo problema de ejecucién.’ [Translation: ‘If the
blessed right-wing had not opposed the Statute, today we would laugh at the sectarian laws of Madrid,
because they all entail a most interesting difficulty in their execution.’] Aguirre to Fr. Miguel de Altzo,
12 January 1933 (Copy), ANSGC: PS Bilbao Caja 10 Exp. 1.

7 José Luis de la Granja, ‘El Pais Vasco y la II Repiiblica espafiola: unas relaciones conflictivas. (Del
“Gibraltar vaticanista” de 1931 al “oasis vasco™ de 1936-1937)" Gernika: 50 afios después, pp. 115-126
(p. 120).
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'™ Republicans in general disapproved of the PNV’s

‘Vaticanist Gibraltar.
religiosity and stress on ethnic distinctiveness,”” and for this reason were
more reluctant to grant autonomy to the Basques than to the Catalans.’® The
Constituent Cortes rejected the Statute of Estella in its session of 25-26
September 1931 and the alliance of Basque forces fell apart when it became
clear that under no circumstances would the Republic be persuaded to give
the Basques control in the area of Church-State relations. In 1932 a more
republican, secular autonomy statute was rejected by Navarre and by Alava
the following year.

Despite the fact that Basque nationalists saw autonomy as a means of
protecting the region from anti-clericalism, they incurred the censure of both
the national hierarchy and the Vatican for their refusal to enter into the right-
wing coalition, the Confederacion Espainiola de Derechas Autéonomas
(CEDA), formed in 1933. Although the PNV shared many of the coalition’s
core conservative values — foremost amongst them respect for the Church —
the leaders of the CEDA were declared opponents of regional autonomy. The
PNV did not perceive itself to be faced with a choice between autonomy or
the defence of the Church, since, as noted above, they believed that securing
regional autonomy would enable them to achieve both aims simultaneously.
Interestingly, Bishop Mugica, who had been permitted by the Republic to
return to his diocese in 1933, defended the party, stating that a Catholic was
legitimately entitled to choose either the PNV or the CEDA.”” The bishop’s
declaration was published in the Basque press.78
The participation of the CEDA in the 1933 elections had, however,

9

been encouraged by the Vatican.’ Notwithstanding  Mugica’s

pronouncement, a Basque deputation to the Vatican prior to the 1936

7 D.S.C.C. 25, 7 August 1931 quoted in Martin Blinkhorn, ‘““The Basque Ulster”: Navarre and the
Basque Autonomy Question under the Spanish Second Republic’ Historical Journal, 18.3 (September
1974). pp. 595-613 (p. 603).

> Heiberg, p. 82.

7% Blinkhorn, p. 602.

77 A copy of the account given by Bishop Mugica in his first report to the Vatican, dated 21 October
1936, was published in El Clero Vasco frente a la cruzada franquista, p. 367.

8 See Joseba M. Goiii Galarraga, La Guerra Civil en el Pais Vasco. Una guerra entre catdlicos
(Vitoria: Editorial Eset, 1989), p. 100.

" Peter C. Kent, ‘The Vatican and the Spanish Civil War’, European History Quarterly 16 (1986), pp.
441-463 (p. 442).
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elections was refused an audience with either the Pope or the Secretary of
State. An internal PNV memorandum reveals the stated reason for this
refusal: Vatican officials were expressing their disappointment at the party’s
refusal to contest the forthcoming elections as part of the CEDA.* The
version of events disseminated in the public domain, however, — in the form
of an interview with the returning delegation members in El Dia on 28
January 1936 — claimed that the visit was an unmitigated success which went
entirely according to plan. In the interview it was claimed that Basque
nationalists had not expected to meet the Pope, who was not holding any
audiences at the time they arrived.®! A letter from party member Pio de
Montoya to a Fr. Hipdélito de Larracoechea, dated 8 February, suggests that
Basque nationalists were concerned at the potential impact knowledge of the
true nature of events might have on their supporters.82

The election of the Popular Front government in 1936 caused relations
between Church and State to deteriorate still further. Street violence and the
confiscation of Church property led the papal nuncio to fear for his safety.®
Nonetheless, Basque nationalists remained firm in their support for the
Republic, to the great disappointment of Bishop Mligica.84 While the bishop
was prepared to defend what he regarded as the legitimate right to work for
political autonomy, an alliance with the openly left-wing and anti-clerical
Popular Front could not, in his view, be justified. The widening gulf between
Basque nationalists and their spiritual leader would become increasingly
apparent when the Bishop of Vitoria joined his Episcopal colleagues in their
support for the military uprising against the Republican government on 18
July 1936.

The tensions and conflict identified during this early period are
indicative of the difficulties that would characterise Church-State relations,
and indeed internal Church relations within dioceses, during the Franco

dictatorship. The 1935 Memorandum from Basque nationalists to Pope Pius

% Informe sobre las relaciones entre Iglesia y la Repiiblica Espariola y sobre la situacion de la Iglesia
en Euzkadi durante la guerra. ANSGC: Caja 259, Exp. 3.

81 A copy of the article in question has been reproduced in Moriones, pp. 156-159.

8 Letter reproduced in Moriones, pp. 160-162.

%3 Kent, p. 443.

% Garcia de Cortézar, ‘Mateo Muigica...”, pp. 15-16.
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XI, alluded to at the beginning of this chapter, cites Bishop Miigica as the
only incumbent of the See of Vitoria not to adopt an unjust attitude towards
Basque nationalism. His predecessors, it was claimed, conducted themselves
at all times as employees of the Spanish government, rather than bishops of
the Catholic Church.® While his loyalty to Spain was no less than that of his
predecessors, Migica had shown greater understanding in his approach to
Basque nationalism and local culture. The experience of the Second Republic
demonstrated that the bishop was not opposed to the demand for autonomy in
principle; his support for the PNV was rather conditional on the nature of the
alliances it formed. This was to prove the critical stumbling block in the

breakdown in relations that followed the outbreak of the Spanish Civil War.

% Quoted in Moriones p. 91.
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Chapter Three

The Catholic Bishops and the Northern Ireland State (1920-1927)

‘S’il est une Eglise dans la catholicité ou I’Episcopat réalise dans sa plénitude la
devise, proclamée par le Pasteur supréme du ministére des dames ... “Je suis le Bon
Pasteur ... je connais mes brebis et mes brebis me connaissent,” c¢’est I'Eglise
d’Irlande; il n’y en pas une seconde qui, a ce point de vue, soit son égale.’

(Letter to Cardinal Logue from Belgian Bishops in response to statement by the
Irish Bishops of 19 October 1920)'

The emergence of the Northern Ireland state against a backdrop of violence,
division and uncertainty ensured that the Catholic hierarchy would assume a
dominant position within the minority Catholic community during the period
1921-1972. It will be argued that while the task of political leadership was
cagerly embraced by the Catholic bishops, it was nonetheless one they could
not -usily have avoided. The partition of Ireland had left political leaders
divided and lacking a coherent strategy at a time of crisis for the Catholic
community in the North, and ecclesiastical leaders frequently stepped into
this void, using their influence to seek redress for Catholic grievances.

This chapter will examine the response of the Northern bishops to the
formation of the Northern Ireland state, with particular reference to the issue
of political violence. The early 1920s was a turbulent time for the bishops as
they sought to maintain the balance between support for the assertion of
national rights and condemnation of violent actions. Finally, the chapter will
begin to analyse the question of Catholic alienation from the Northern Ireland
state, which would cause the minority to seek solutions to their grievances
within their own community. The impact of the practical initiatives engaged
in by the bishops on behalf of the Catholic minority will be examined. It will
be argued that the prominent role of the Catholic hierarchy proved to be a
source of cohesion and continuity within the Catholic community at a time of

rupture and insecurity.

" Translation: ‘If there is a church in the Catholic world where the Episcopate in its entirety lives out
the formula proclaimed by the supreme Pastor of the ministry of souls ... ‘I am the good shepherd, ... I
know my flock and my flock know me’, it is the Irish Church; no other is its equal in this respect.’
Letter to Cardinal Logue from Belgian Bishops in response to a statement from 19 October 1920, ICD
(1921), p. 562.
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Having publicly voiced their support for the cause of Irish unity and
independence, the Catholic bishops found themselves at the centre of the
controversy when the Irish Republican Army (IRA) initiated a campaign of
guerrilla warfare against the British forces in Ireland. Opponents of Irish
nationalism would attribute to the Catholic hierarchy a measure of
responsibility for the Irish War of Independence or Anglo-Irish War, of 1919-
1921. The bishops, however, while they continued to be both critical of the
record of British rule in Ireland and supportive of Ireland’s right to
independence, were appalled by the deeds and tactics of the IRA and greatly
frustrated by what they regarded as a misrepresentation of their position. This
view was clearly expressed by Cardinal Logue in a letter to the Bishop of
Nottingham, dated 20 December 1919: ‘Another favourite theory in England,
.. 1s that if an Archbishop or Bishop points out the causes of all this disorder
and tries to have those causes removed, the conclusion is at once drawn that
he sympathises with murder.’”

While the Catholic hierarchy, and the Cardinal in particular, were
strongly opposed to any kind of ‘disorder’. in the changed climate of post-
1916 Ireland the bishops were not prepared to ally themselves with the British
state against Irish nationalists. Instead, the analysis they offered of the
violence presented Britain’s role in Ireland as the root cause. In addition to
their speeches and declarations, the Catholic bishops enlisted the help of the
press in asserting their right to speak out against British ‘misgovernment’,
while repeating their condemnation of violence and disorder. In January 1920
the text of the Cardinal’s letter, quoted above, appeared in the Irish News
under the headline, ‘Cardinal Logue’s strong reply to British Attack’. In the

letter the Cardinal explained the position of the bishops as follows:

The wish to have an end put to misgovernment, which lies at the bottom of all the
evil, gives no ground to infer that there is any sympathy with or want of reprobation
of the unfortunate crimes to which misgovernment leads.”

On 27 January the Irish Bishops made a collective statement ‘on the State of
the Country’ in which this analysis of the causes of the ‘dreadful confusion

and disorder’ was made explicitly clear. The violence, it was argued, was a

*ICD (1921), p. 500.
* Irish News, 5 January 1920, p. 5.
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direct consequence of ‘the principle of disregarding national feelings and
national rights, and of carrying everything with the high hand, above the head
of the people’.” Asserting a claim to act as interpreters of national feeling, the
bishops were using the powerful influence of their collective voice to ensure
that the demands of the nation were heard.

In July 1920 the issue of Catholic insecurity in the North gained
renewed prominence. The killing of an Ulster-born member of the Royal Irish
Constabulary caused outrage in Belfast and Protestant workers in the
shipyards forcibly expelled their Catholic colleagues from their jobs.
Although ostensibly aimed at Sinn Féin supporters, in reality all Catholic
workers and even some Protestant trade unionists were affected by the
expulsions. With employers refusing to take preventative action the
expulsions soon spread to other industries, including engineering and building
works, and extended beyond Belfast to other towns such as Banbridge and
Dromore.” Violence was also raging in Derry where nationalists had
succeeded in gaining control of the Derry Corporation and electing a
nationalist mayor in January for the first time in 230 years. Loyalists
expressed their frustration through an outburst of sectarian violence which
resulted in 18 deaths. Six civilians had been killed in a gun-battle between the
IRA and British troops in the grounds of St. Columb’s College, a Catholic
school.® Angry mobs also attacked Catholic-owned premises and the property
of the Catholic Church across the North and there were large-scale evictions
of Catholics from Protestant areas.

Not only did the British government appear to be unwilling to take
measures to protect the Catholic population, but in some areas British troops
actually went on joint patrols with members of the Ulster Volunteer Force
(UVF).7 The situation deteriorated further with the creation of a Special
Constabulary in September 1920, which many UVF members joined.® In the

same month the D4il, in an effort to support fellow nationalists in the North,

“ICD (1921), p. 548.

> Michael Farrell, Northern Ireland: The Orange State (London: Pluto Press, 1976), p. 29.

% Ibid. p. 26.

7 Ibid. p. 30.

¥ Michael Farrell, Arming the Protestants: The Formation of the Ulster Special Constabulary, 1920-7
(London: Pluto Press, 1983).
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introduced a boycott of Belfast-produced goods, which was to remain in
effect until attacks on the Catholic population ceased.’ In October the bishops
issued a statement condemning the conditions experienced by Catholics in the
North, declaring that ‘only one persecuting section can be found among the
Irish people’.10 Extracts from the statement were reproduced in the Protestant
Belfast Newsletter under the headline ‘The Rebel Hierarchy’."'

Statements from the bishops in support of the rights of the Irish nation
were frequently interpreted in the Newsletter as an endorsement of
Republican violence. The paper also echoed condemnations of the bishops
that had appeared in the British press, such as the following warning issued to

the hierarchy by the London Morning Post:

The principle of authority on which all States — and all churches, let Rome note —
rest is being vigorously and treacherously challenged, and until it is completely and
securely vindicated there can be no peace in the world. The Roman Catholic Church
is proud of its discipline and the imposing structure of its world-wide dominion.
Let it, then, remember that condoning rebellion and quibbling with moral law may
in time wreck the organisation on which it has lavished such jealous care.

Apparent, in this extract, is a belief that the Church had a moral obligation to
side with the State in the interests of preserving order. If the Church nurtures
rebels, it argues, those rebels will then turn on the Church when the
destruction of the State is complete. While the Irish bishops may have shared
this analysis prior to 1916, however, it was now evident that popular support
for British rule in Ireland was an unattainable goal and that the Church would
have little to gain from an alliance with the State.

Secondly, the statement is indicative of Protestant perceptions of the
Catholic Church and ‘the imposing structure of its world-wide dominion’. The
accusation that the bishops had not done enough to prevent violence
frequently stemmed from an over-estimation of the extent of ecclesiastical

authority, amounting to a belief that the Catholic hierarchy could command

’ Bishop MacRory would later say of the boycott that ‘he regretted that it should be necessary to resort
to such a weapon’, but that the boycott had its origins in the denial to Catholics of ‘the right to work
and live’. In the bishop’s view, ‘[tJhat was the most extreme form of boycott.” Irish News, 20 June
1921.

"YICD (1921), p. 558.

. Belfast Newsletter, 20 October 1920.

' Belfast Newsletter, 22 November 1920.
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total obedience, and that if the bishops wished to stop the violence they need

only say the word:

The Catholic bishops as a body ... have thrown their whole influence on the side of
the rebels, and they have made no effort to restrain them from murder. They could
control them if they wished, and as they decline to do so, they cannot free
themselves from blame for the campaign of assassination.'

The British authorities, in an effort to negate the unsatisfactory response of
the Irish bishops to the conflict, turned their attention to Rome. It had long
been felt in Ireland that the stance adopted by the Vatican to events in that
country was too favourable to the British point of view. It was argued that the
Pope, the Secretary of State and other influential figures took all their
information on Irish affairs from British sources.'* Since Ireland at this time
had no official representative at the Vatican, both political and ecclesiastical
leaders depended on the same source of information, the rector of the Irish
“ollege, Monsignor John Hagan, an astute character with an in-depth
understanding of the highly complicated workings of Vatican politics. In a
letter to Bishop O’Donnell, Hagan described how the particular nature of
Vatican politics makes informal channels of communication very important,
with the result that certain offices carry more significance than may
immediately be apparent because of the level of contact with high-ranking
officials that they entail."” His own position clearly exemplified this point.
Hagan was in regular contact with both leading political and ecclesiastical
figures, informing them about happenings in Rome, warning them about
potential crises and advising them on the best course of action.
Unsurprisingly, the British strategy in Rome was centred on achieving
a Papal condemnation of Sinn Féin. The correspondence of both political and

ecclesiastical figures in Ireland conveyed concern that pressure was being

13Belfasz Newsletter, 23 November 1920.

'* See for example the view of Monsignor Hagan, Rector of the Irish College: ‘My great difficulty lies
in the fact that the Cardinal Secretary is altogether in the hands of the British...’. Hagan to O’Donnell,
13 August 1923, Armagh Archdiocesan Archive (AAA) O’Donnell Papers. A particular source of
bitterness was the coverage of events in Ireland by the Italian press. This was especially offensive in
the case of the Osservatore Romano, the semi-official organ of the Vatican, as expressed in a letter
from Hagan to Cardinal Logue in February 1921: ‘We also pointed out to him that our country was the
only one with regard to which the ‘Osservatore’ depended altogether on Masonic-Freemason sources
for its news....". Hagan to Logue, 9 February 1921, AAA Logue Papers.

' Hagan to O'Donnell, 10 January 1924, AAA O’Donnell Papers.
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exerted on the Pope by the British to this end.'® Clearly a condemnation of
Sinn Féin would have serious implications not only for Irish nationalists but
also for the hierarchy, many of whom openly supported the party, whilst
others, despite their reservations, had collaborated with them on issues such
as the anti-conscription campaign of 1917. When, in May 1920, Hagan
received word of the preparation of a condemnation of Sinn Féin, he urged
Séan T. O’Kelly, former diplomatic representative of the Republic in Paris, to
request an audience with the Pope and present him with a Memorandum
outlining the position of Irish nationalists."’

The Memorandum complained of the treatment of Ireland in the Italian
press, reminded the Pope of his declarations on the rights of Poland and the
obvious parallels with the Irish situation, stressed the strong position of Irish
Catholics in the United States, Canada and Australia, and warned of the
possible repercussions in these regions of any actions on the part of the
Vatican seen to be unfriendly to Ireland.'® O’Kelly in his audience with the
Pope found him to be sympathetic to the cause of Irish nationalists and
supportive of their right to independence, but he advised them to be careful of
their weapons and methods.'® All seventeen Irish bishops present in Rome at
the time for the beatification of the Irish martyr Oliver Plunkett reported the
same satisfaction” and no condemnation was issued by the Vatican. Indeed
the Pope’s public statement during the ceremony approximated very closely to

the views expressed in the conversation reported by O’ Kelly:

The present hour is, indeed, one in which Ireland needs altogether peculiar help
from on high that she may be enabled to attain the goal of her just aspirations
without the violation of a single duty.”

This statement is clearly intended as a caution against the use of violence, and

yet the Pope refrained from elaborating on exactly what Ireland’s ‘duties’

' See for example letter from Bishop Fogarty of Killaloe to De Valera warning that vigilance was
necessary. Fogarty to De Valera, 25 May 1920, University College Dublin Archives Department
(UCDA) De Valera Papers, P150/1331.

"It is interesting to note that a draft Memorandum drawn up by Hagan was rejected by O'Kelly who
was appalled by the ‘directness of the language and sentiments expressed’. Dermot Keogh. The
Vatican, The Bishops and Irish Politics, 1919-39 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1986), p.
40.

" Memorandum par Séan T. O’Kelly, 18 May 1920. UCDA De Valera Papers, P150/731.

' 0’Kelly to Frank Walsh. 12 July 1920. UCDA De Valera Papers, P150/731.

20 O’Kelly to De Valera, 29 July 1920. UCDA De Valera Papers, P150/731.

2 ICD (1921), p. 519.
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were in this regard, preferring perhaps to leave the question of more concrete
condemnations to the national hierarchy.

The Irish bishops meanwhile, including Cardinal Logue and Bishop
O’Donnell, demonstrated their support for Irish independence by their
attendance at a reception hosted by O’Kelly with the Irish flag on display and
the singing of nationalist songs such as the ‘Soldier’s song’ anthem. O’Kelly
later reported: ‘There was a great row raised in the English “House” over this
and even the Pope had a good deal to say about it when I last saw him.’** The
open support of the Irish bishops contrasted strongly with the ambiguous
attitude of the Vatican. When De Valera suggested that O’Kelly return to
Rome as diplomatic agent to the Vatican he refused, stating that he believed
the Vatican would refuse official recognition to Ireland which ‘would only
play into the hands of our enemies unnecessarily’.”> Revealing of the
complicated nature of Vatican politics is the advice offered to O’Kelly by
Monsignor Hagan, who suggested that the Irish should avoid sending a
representative while Vatican policy remained favourable. If the attitude of the
Vatican became hostile, Hagan argued, Ireland should then send a
representative and demand recognition. This recognition would almost
certainly be refused for fear of giving offence to England, but the demand
would place the Vatican in the difficult situation of having to publicly declare
itself unwilling to recognise the Irish representative.*

On 27 January 1920 the Irish hierarchy had reiterated its opposition to
partition, declaring that the only way to ensure peace was to allow ‘an
undivided Ireland to choose her own form of government’.25 The call was not
heeded by the British authorities however, who introduced their own proposal
for a resolution in the form of the Government of Ireland Bill in February
1920. The Bill provided for the establishment of a separate parliament in
Belfast, a measure that had long been opposed and feared by nationalists,
particularly in the North, and by the Northern bishops. Two separate

parliaments would thus be created, with a ‘Council of Ireland’ coordinating

*2 O’Kelly to De Valera, 29 July 1920. UCDA De Valera Papers. P150/731.

* O’Kelly to De Valera, 10 October 1920. UCDA De Valera Papers, P150/731.
24 s

“ Ibid.

»ICD (1921), p. 549.
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matters of common interest. When the Bill was passed by the British
parliament on 23 December 1920, it was clear to the nationalist community of
the North and their ecclesiastical leaders that a Unionist Parliament in Belfast
was a reality they would have to face.”® On 15 December, in a letter to The
Times, Cardinal Logue had expressed the view that the Bill promised ‘very
little, if any, healing effect’ and criticised the lack of protection for the

Catholic minority:

Judging from past experience, this Catholic minority has much greater need of
protection than Protestants, not only in north-eastern Ulster, but in any part of
Ireland. This is not even-handed justice, and is likely to sow the seeds of much
future trouble.”’

The Cardinal’s letter effectively encapsulates the response of the Catholic
hierarchy to the creation of the Northern Ireland state — the very act of its
foundation was an injustice against the Catholic minority. This would have
far-reaching repercussions in terms of perceptions of its legitimacy. Before
the new government had even become operational the Catholic bishops were
expressing fears for the safety of their people. Relations between Church and
State thus began in mistrust and suspicion.

Following a further British attempt to secure a Papal condemnation of
Sinn Féin in February 1921, De Valera appealed to Archbishop Hayes of New
York for support, stating that such condemnation would be ‘for Britain a
victory such as she has not achieved even by the victory of the great war. It
will be a blow to Ireland that will rend her asunder, and then the enemy can
do with her what she wills’.*® In the same month Monsignor Hagan wrote to
Bishop O’Donnell that the Vatican atmosphere was becoming ‘charged with
anti-Irish electricity’.29 The following April however, the Pope wrote to
Cardinal Logue and sent a contribution to the Irish White Cross Association,
set up to provide relief to those affected by the violence.” This letter was

regarded as a major diplomatic achievement for Ddil Eireann and its content

* The Constitution of Northern Ireland being the GOVERNMENT OF IRELAND ACT, 1920 (Belfast:
Her Majesty’s Stationery Office, 1956).

*" The Times, 15 December 1920.

* De Valera to Hayes, 2 February 1921, UCDA De Valera Papers, P150/1095.

* Hagan to O’Donnell, 12 February 1921, AAA O’Donnell Papers.

* Benedict XV to Logue, 27 April 1921, AAA Logue Papers.
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caused some displeasure amongst English diplomats.’’ In the letter, read at
masses on 22 May, the Pope declared the neutrality of the Holy See and called
on ‘English as well as Irish to calmly consider whether the time has not
arrived to abandon violence and treat of some means of mutual agreement’.32

The Anglo-Irish war ended in October 1921 and negotiations began
between Dublin and London. This was welcomed by the Catholic hierarchy
who had long been calling for a truce.”® Indeed, Bishop Mulhern of Dromore
had been instrumental in setting up these negotiations, passing on to De
Valera a letter of invitation from the British Prime Minister David Lloyd
George on 25 June 1921.* The opening of the negotiations prompted the Pope
to send a telegram to King George expressing his happiness and his hopes for
an end to the ‘age-long dissension’. This telegram was released to the press
by the British Foreign Office on Wednesday 19" October, together with the
King’s reply:

I have received the message of your Holiness with much pleasure, and with all my
heart I join in your prayer that the Conference now sitting in London may achieve a
permanent settlement of the troubles in Ireland, and may initiate a new era of peace
and happiness for my pf:ople.35

The publication of this correspondence prompted De Valera to send a
telegram to the Pope challenging King George’s assertion that the troubles
were ‘in Ireland’ and that the people of Ireland were °‘his’ people. The

concluding paragraph read:

We long to be at peace and in friendship with the people of Britain as with other
peoples, but the same constancy through persecution and martyrdom that has proved
the reality of our people’s attachment to the faith of their fathers proves the reality
of their attachment to the national freedom, and no consideration will ever induce
them to abandon it.*

= Keogh, pp. 70-71.

*2ICD (1922), p. 592.

3 See for example Bishop McHugh of Derry’s Lenten Pastoral of February 1921: ‘Why a truce should
not be proclaimed, and an effort made to have peace established on the broad principles of the Gospel,
if Justice is to govern the relations between England and Ireland, is a thing I cannot well understand.’
Irish News, 7 February 1921.

3 Oliver P. Rafferty, Catholicism in Ulster 1603-1983 (London: C. Hurst & Co, 1994), p. 206.

% Text of both telegrams in Supplement to Irish Bulletin Vol. 6 No. 6 Thursday 17" October 1921.
Weekly review of events in Ireland No. 30 (October 16" to October 22", 1921) UCDA De Valera
Papers, P150/1364.

* Telegram from De Valera to His Holiness Benedict XV, 20 October 1921. UCDA De Valera Papers,
P150/1364.
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De Valera’s message to the Pope was clear: the unwavering loyalty of the
Irish to their Catholic faith, in spite of persecution, was equated with their
attachment to their national identity; as they had not abandoned one, so they
could not be forced to abandon the other. A section of the island’s Catholic
population, together with their bishops, would nonetheless feel that they had
been abandoned.

The Catholic bishops did not attend the official opening of the
Northern Ireland Parliament on 22 June 1921 by King George V, despite an
invitation to Cardinal Logue. The Catholic nationalist population of Ireland
did not accept the new state as legitimate, and this attitude was reflected in
the stance adopted by their ecclesiastical leaders. On the day of the King’s
visit the Irish bishops issued a statement from their June meeting that
condemned ‘the sham settlement devised by the British government’ that was
‘rightly’ spurned by their people.37 Nor was the new state regarded as
permanent, but rather as a transitory reality that would ultimately be replaced
by a more satisfactory long-term solution. This view gave rise to the adoption
of a non-recognition policy whereby Catholics would withhold their
cooperation from the State in its initial stages, a stance that was supported by
the Catholic hierarchy.

While the national question was evidently of considerable importance
to the Catholic hierarchy, the primary concern of the bishops during the
period analysed in this chapter was, unquestionably, the immediate welfare of
the Catholic minority.38 In the words of F.S.L. Lyons, the reaction of northern
Catholics to the creation of the new regime was one of ‘stunned disbelief,
mingled with acute fear for their own safety’.39 This insecurity was not of
course confined to the Catholic community. The leaders of the new state were
acutely aware of the overwhelming opposition of the majority of the Irish

people to partition and the fact that the confines of the state had been

> Irish News, 22 June 1921.

* “In defiance of Ireland, a special Government has been given to one section of her people remarkable
at all times for intolerance, without the slightest provision to safeguard the victims of ever-recurring
cruelty; and a Parliament of their own is set up in their midst after a year of continuous and intolerable
persecution directed against the Catholics of Belfast and the surrounding area at a time when the
campaign of extermination is in full blast and a public threat is uttered to leave the Catholic minority at
the mercy of the Ulster “special constables™.” Statement of the Irish Bishops. 22 June 1921. Ibid.

¥ Francis S. L. Lyons, Ireland since the Famine (London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson. 1971), p. 711.
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carefully constructed so as to guarantee them a majority. The Catholic
minority in Northern Ireland was thus viewed as a threat, and this attitude
permeated all aspects of official policy. The position of Catholics as
unwilling citizens of a State to which they were openly hostile made
protection for their rights difficult to secure. The situation was exacerbated by
the fragmented nature of the political leadership of the nationalist community
in the North and the outbreak of civil war in the South.

On 6 December 1921 the Anglo-Irish Treaty was signed, granting
Ireland Dominion status in place of the desired Republic.*’ Political
representatives were to be obliged to swear an oath of allegiance to the British
crown. Partition was effectively confirmed when the unionists of the North
were permitted to opt out of what was to be known as the Irish Free State, and
retain the parliament in Belfast provided for by the 1920 Government of
Ireland Act. Any hopes that this Treaty represented the beginning of a new
peaceful era in Irish history were short-lived. The Treaty was rejected by De
Valera, who issued a statement six days later saying that Ireland was not
bound to accept it."! Meeting the following day to consider the terms of the
Treaty, the Irish Bishops declared that the responsibility for deciding the
destiny of Ireland lay with Ddil Eireann and expressed the certainty that its
members would ‘have before their minds the best interests of the country and
the wishes of the people to whom they and we happily belong”.*

Northern nationalists felt particularly betrayed as none of the
negotiating delegates were deemed to be sufficiently aware of their situation
and there had been no attempt to consult with them throughout the course of
the negotiations. The Catholic bishops emerged as the most influential and
prominent defenders of Northern nationalists, sending a delegation to meet
with Arthur Griffith, a member of the Sinn Féin negotiating team, in
December 1921. Assurances were given that adequate safeguards for the
northern Catholic minority would be inserted into the Treaty.*’ Nationalist

hopes rested on the provision in the Treaty for a Boundary Commission to

=R summary of the terms of the agreement was published in ICD (1923), p. 536.

“'ICD (1923), pp. 537-538.

“ICD (1923), p. 538.

= McHugh to Byrne 18 December 1921. Dublin Archdiocesan Archives (DAA) Edward Byrne Papers.
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agree the location of the North-South border. It was believed that, following
consultation with the local population in border areas, this would reduce the
area of Northern Ireland so as to make it unviable, thereby forcing the
unionists to accept inclusion in the Free State.

On 7 January 1922 the Treaty was ratified in the Ddil by just 64 votes
to 57, revealing the depth of division surrounding the issue. The Catholic
bishops, while far from satisfied with its terms, had urged acceptance of the
Treaty in their Christmas addresses. The only alternative, they argued, was
chaos. Bishop MacRory, who had openly and publicly attributed Ireland’s
troubles to the denial of her national rights,** declared. ‘I see no hope but in
working on the lines of the Treaty’.” On 1 January 1922 Cardinal Logue
stated that the Treaty ‘seemed to give everything substantial which was
necessary for the welfare and progress of the country’, describing it as ‘the
only hope for the peace, tranquillity, and welfare of Ireland’.*® The influence
of the Catholic hierarchy proved to be vital for securing acceptance of the
Treaty in the Northern counties. Eamon Phoenix has argued that MacRory’s
pronouncement in favour of the Treaty was influential in Antrim and Down.
and the efforts of Bishop McHugh in Derry were instrumental in preventing
the Sinn Féin dominated Corporation from declaring its allegiance to the D4il,
thereby jeopardising the position of the city.’” The bishops were, however,
unable to prevent the outbreak of a year-long civil war between supporters
and opponents of the Treaty in the South in the months that followed.

While the Irish Civil War had considerably less impact in the North-
East than other parts of the country, since it was fought mainly over the issue
of the political status of the twenty-six county state, it did divert the attention
of Southern political leaders away from the question of partition and the
concerns of the Catholic minority in the North. The Catholic bishops quickly

emerged as the main spokesmen for their communities, bringing their

* See for example the sermon given by Bishop MacRory in St. Patrick’s Church, Belfast, 27 March
1922: ‘If they were to find the cause of the present deplorable condition of their country they must, Dr.
MacRory said, go further back than the last year or two, and find it in the age-long denial of their
unquestionable rights.” ICD (1923), p. 531.

“ICD (1923), p. 540.

*ICD (1923), pp. 541-542.

7 Eamon Phoenix, Northern Nationalism: Nationalist Politics, Partition and the Catholic Minority in
Northern Ireland, 1890-1940 (Belfast: Ulster Historical Foundation, 1994), pp. 161-168.
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concerns to the attention of political leaders. The acceptance of the
hierarchy’s leadership in the North contrasted with the situation in the South,
where the condemnation by the Catholic bishops, first of the anti-Treaty
forces, then of the government policy of executions, caused political leaders
to question the right of the hierarchy to interfere in political matters.

A joint Pastoral Letter of the Catholic hierarchy of 22 October 1922
condemned the campaign of the anti-Treaty forces as murder, since it was not
supported by any legitimate authority. Those who participated in it could not
be absolved in Confession or admitted to Holy Communion. Furthermore, it
condemned attempts to silence the pastoral office of the bishops through
‘calumny and intimidation” and accused Republicans of slandering the
priesthood of Ireland by ‘suggesting a cabal amongst them to browbeat their
Bishops and revolt against their authority’. In addition, the bishops drew
at ‘on to the position of the Catholics of the North, stating that they were
particularly vulnerable to violent reprisals for Republican actions.*
Republicans however remained defiant, responding to the Pastoral in a
communication of 31 October in which they stated that it had been resolved
that De Valera would make representations to the Vatican protesting against
‘the unwarrantable action of the Irish hierarchy’. The bishops, it was claimed,
were ‘using the sanction of religion to enforce their own political views and
compel acquiescence by Irish Republicans’.* The attempt to end the conflict
by invoking the authority of episcopal office had ended in failure.”® It was a
failure the bishops would bear in mind in future dealings with Republicanism.

The anti-Treaty forces in their opposition to the hierarchy accused the
bishops, somewhat unfairly, of accepting the partition of Ireland.”’ While it is
undoubtedly true that the Irish Bishops had encouraged acceptance of the

Treaty as the best means of securing a lasting peace, they were far from

*ICD (1923). pp. 608-613.

¥ 1CD (1923), p. 593. Information regarding the organisation and text of the appeal is located in
UCDA De Valera Papers, P150/1654 and P150/1655.

%% John Newsinger for instance has argued: ‘This condemnation in no way weakened the faith of devout
Catholics like de Valera or undermined their political resolve. Hundreds of republicans remained in
arms until the cease-fire order of 24 May 1923, and in the general election in August Republican
candidates polled nearly 300,000 first-preference votes or 27 per cent of the total poll.” John
Newsinger, ‘Revolution and Catholicism in Ireland, 1848-1923°, European Studies Review 9 (1979),
pp. 457-480 (p. 457).

° Memorandum entitled ‘Quotations from Irish Bishops’, UCDA De Valera Papers, P150/1653.
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satisfied with its terms. As previously noted, the bishops in general, and those
in the North in particular, had frequently expressed their opposition to the
partition of the country and their concerns for the welfare of the Catholic
minority in the North. With their political leaders divided and lacking in
direction, it was the Catholic hierarchy who would step forward to act as
spokesmen for the grievances of that community.

Insecurity, in various forms, was prevalent amongst the Catholic
community of the North in the years that followed the establishment of the
Northern Ireland state. In the case of the border counties, for instance,
economic uncertainty was a major concern, with trading districts cut off from
customers and suppliers.”® Belfast Catholics were undoubtedly in the most
vulnerable position of all. The hardship resulting from the shipyard
expulsions was intensified by sectarian violence, which saw many driven from
their homes and countless others murdered.” The violence that accompanied
the birth of the new state appeared to justify the fears expressed by the
Catholic bishops in their opposition to partition. Catholic enclaves in Belfast
were attacked, homes were burned and the occupants driven out, and with the
machinery of law and order entirely in the hands of their political opponents it
appeared Catholics had nowhere to turn for protection.

Bishop MacRory had helped set up the Catholic Protection Committee
to assist the expelled Catholic workers, estimated in 1920 at a total of 10.000
men and 1,000 women of whom 9,000 would remain unemployed for the next
few years.54 On 22 April 1922 the committee’s chairman, Father Bernard
Laverty, sent a strongly worded telegram to Winston Churchill (then Colonial
Secretary) claiming that Belfast Catholics were ‘being gradually but certainly

exterminated’ and that the Northern Government was either ‘culpable or

°2 See for example Mulhern to Dunne, 1 December 1925, DAA Edward Byrne Papers: ‘The alleged
boundary in this neighbourhood cuts off from Newry Market district some of her best customers..."

>3 The total of those killed in Belfast between July 1920 and June 1922 has been recorded as 455 (of
which 267 were Catholics, 185 Protestants and three unascertained), with over 2,000 people wounded.
G.B. Kenna, Facts and Figures of the Belfast Pogrom 1920-1922, New edn ed. by Thomas Donaldson
(Dublin: O’Connell Publishing Company, 1997), p. 101. Writing in the Preface to the new edition of
this work Andrew Boyd has noted that G. B. Kenna was a pseudonym for Fr. John Hassan, curate of St.
Mary’s, Belfast, during the period and that, ‘[i]t is believed that the book was withdrawn on the day of
publication in 1922 or soon afterwards. The Catholic Church authorities in the North of Ireland and the
Government of the Irish Free State feared it would cause an upsurge of the sectarian violence that had
begun in 1920 but which had shown signs of subsiding in the late summer of 1922" (p. 3).

>* Farrell, Northern Ireland: The Orange State, p. 29.
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inefficient’.”> The following month the committee sent a further telegram

giving details of the number of dead and injured, which concluded simply:
‘Position of the Catholics desperate’.56 A key aspect of the hierarchy’s
strategy in attempting to address Catholic grievances was to appeal to the
British government to take responsibility for the actions of the Belfast
authorities.

The work carried out by the committee, under the auspices of the
Catholic hierarchy, did not meet with unanimous approval. For some, such
initiatives unduly extended the influence of the hierarchy in the community.
According to Michael Farrell, the Catholic Protection Committee was ‘the
mouthpiece of the Bishop’.”’ In April 1922, a Belfast Sinn Féin
representative, Dr. McNabb, accused Fr. Laverty of going behind the back of
the Free State Government in setting up the Catholic Protection Committee, at
a time when that government was engaged in negotiations with the Unionist
authorities. Questioned about the view of the bishop, McNabb replied: ‘He is
one of the biggest sinners of the lot.”>®

The lack of effective Sinn Fein organisation in Ulster, however, meant
that the most important link between the Dublin government and the Catholic
minority in the North was the Catholic hierarchy. As Mary Harris has
observed: ‘This consultation indicates a recognition of the bishops’ long-
standing links with politicians and the Church’s experience in dealing with
Catholic grievances.”” Throughout this period the Catholic minority in the
North had been gradually losing faith in the Free State government. This was
largely due to the fact that Collins had entered into a series of pacts with
Craig without prior consultation with the Northern nationalists. The outcome
of these pacts had been disappointing and Joseph Devlin and his supporters

resented the fact that Collins was regarded by both London and Belfast as

% Text of the telegram reproduced in ICD (1923), p. 563.

%% ‘Belfast Pogrom’ National Archives, Dublin S 1451.

°7 Farrell, Northern Ireland: The Orange State, p. 62.

*¥ Minutes of meeting of Northern Advisory Committee, 11 April 1922, National Archives, Dublin
S1011.

o Mary Harris, ‘The Catholic Church, Minority Rights and the Founding of the Northern Irish State’ in
Northern Ireland and the Politics of Reconciliation, ed. by Dermot Keogh, and Michael H. Haltzel
(Washington: Woodrow Wilson Centre Press; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993), pp. 62-
83 (p. 68).
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spokesman for northern nationalists.®® The Catholic bishops sought to
overcome this divide by using every opportunity at their disposal to ensure
that the particular situation of Northern nationalists was taken into account by
Free State leaders.

Furthermore, it is undeniable that interventions from the bishops could
often have greater efficacy than those of political leaders. This was frequently
demonstrated by Bishop MacRory. Since the conditions experienced by
Catholics in Belfast represented much more than a purely social problem,
being rather a multi-faceted issue linked to questions of security, identity and
political rights, MacRory’s efforts on behalf of those affected took many
forms. He used his influence to appeal for financial aid, both in Ireland and
abroad, and these appeals served as damning propaganda against the Unionist
government. Such interventions represent an early attempt to raise the issue of
the plight of Belfast Catholics in an international context, embarrassing the
Belfast and London governments. In his statements Bishop MacRory was
unequivocal in his criticisms of the Unionist regime and its treatment of the

Catholic minority:

Almost ten thousand Belfast workers have been for months deprived of their
employment simply because they are Catholics. Thousands of others, being
Catholics, were the first to be dismissed owing to the prevailing slackness of work.
The Government out-of-work allowance has for some reason so worked up to the

N . 61
present that these Catholic victimised workers are excluded from benefit.

The bishop’s analysis of the problem as religious persecution is clear:
Catholic workers have been ‘victimised’ because of their religion. This
victimisation was compounded by the violation of their national rights as
Irishmen. The bishop added that his diocese was ‘no longer in Ireland; not
even in Ulster, for that historic province has been mutilated, but in the
nameless Satrapate made up of the six amputated counties’.®

A similar sense of religious persecution, combined with the violation
of national rights, was present in the hierarchy’s response to the issue of
policing. The ‘Specials’ in particular were regarded as a hostile force,

accused of actively participating in acts of violence and intimidation against

S Phoenix, p. 200.
' ICD (1922), p. 508.
% Ibid.
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Catholics. Once again Bishop MacRory was at the forefront of the campaign
for justice for the minority in the area of law and order. MacRory’s diocese
of Down and Connor suffered a disproportionate amount of sectarian
violence, often culminating in brutal murders. In ma<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>