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THE PARTITION OF IRELAND ’ .?
Anglo-Trish reconciliation worth while, in this

British statesmanship, even though its commitments in the
: n politics may threaten formidable inconvenience ip
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THE PARTITION OF IRELAND 4
HOW BRITAIN IS RESPONSIBLE

1. What is Northern Ireland? o
Northern Ireland is a part of the island of Ireland which was retained

as a portion of “The United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern
Ireland” when Ireland herself regained her National Independem R
It is an arca arbitrarily determined by Britain, at the instance of e
intriguing politicians who desired the mutilation of the living béd?ﬁ Rer o |
the Irish nation and the perversion of Ireland’s national destiny.
o. What is the size of this severed fragment of mutilated Ireland?
In population it includes 1,279,753 (Census of 1937) out of the total
population of 4,245,607 A S
In territory it extends over 3,351,444 acres out of the
acreage of 20,375,925. Thus Northern Ireland has roughl
onesixth of the territory and three-tenths of the po al
mutilated Ireland. It includes Armagh which has alway
seat of the Primates of the Christian Church in

Downpatrick the reputed burial placcﬂfsh ;

patron saint of Ireland. % oy i
3. What authority effected this mutilation of the
Why was it done? ' - o v

. The British Legislature effected
- Ireland Act, 1920, for which no
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TION OF IRELAND .

'a ﬁiemorandum which embod?

:by the ane Minister of Northern Ire
rliamy

n 26th April. No other agreement ;

recently been concluded with the Gove

ment reached with the Gov
_ ﬁ_nanmal matters.
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BY THE SAME AUTHOR 4
PARNELL, JOSEPH CHAMBERLAIN AND
MR. GARVIN
(Robert Hale 1938) _
“. .. It is one of the most forcible historical exposures I have evu*
read and I am not surprised that Mr. Garvin was content to attac
the author without examining his arguments or considering his doey
ments. It is written in measured and careful language, th
tinged with an engaging irony, and it gives precise details for eve
ection of its thesis. Mr. Garvin, it alleges, has for some reason or .
4 other dismissed the documentary evidence that Chamberlain
- of the relations between Parnell and Mrs. O’Shea, and as a result

leasing story. . . .
Mr. Garvin can descend from these Olympian heights
evic which refutes Mr. Harrison, we must continue
ppointment at his failure to grasp the Premie
t it was his, led Joseph Chamberlain to seek to
by the most unsavoury of political intrigues, and t
50 anxious to eulogize his hero that he was incap

X ion of the evidence.”
man, 3rd September, in ‘“A London I

1at and other extraordinary omissions given a very dubious version

importance for the study of
erlain and Parnell: momento



