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Abstract

Through the study of commemorative exhibitions ragead at the National Museum of Ireland
(Ireland) and at the Ulster Museum (Northern Ird)arthis thesis compares the changing
representations of three historical conflicts (16©0 Battle of the Boyne, the 1798 Rebellion,
and the 1916 Easter Rising). Beginning with Partitand ending with new permanent
military exhibitions in the twenty-first centuryhe research explores the ways in which the
changing representations of these conflicts stdgyethe two museums have correlated with
broader processes of mobilization of history desibto fit the needs of the present. In doing
so, the complex relationships between museums atiohal identity are explored in the two
parts of the island. The dissertation reveals hatv first, the two national museums
participated in the construction of opposed offiairratives, based on Nationalist and
Unionist interpretations of the past in Ireland &tthern Ireland. It demonstrates how these
initial interpretations of the three conflicts wagedually reassessed in response to changes
in Anglo-Irish relations, especially in connectionth the Northern Irish conflict and the
politics of reconciliation. But the dissertatiors@alexplores how the new remit attributed to
the two national museums has been shaped by thandisnof cultural tourism, marketing
strategy, and the new links with audiences, in & wWlaat has served to detach the
representations of the three conflicts from thetigal relations between the island of Ireland
and Britain in the narrow sense. The disserta@gplores the role of state actors, but is
equally concerned with role played by curators,tanians, educationalists, community
relations personnel, tourism promoters, and aué®no advancing a more ‘bottom up’ view
of the relationships between past and present.ntts eby showing how the limited
rapprochement of historical narratives that hagnaghlace in recent decades results, in part,
from the increasing need of the museums to attenkeir audiences (international tourists in
Dublin, community groups in Belfast), as well agnfr wider shifts in the relations between

the governments in Belfast, Dublin and London.
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Introduction

Museums derive their name from the ancient Greakple (theMouseion devoted to the
Muses, goddesses of inspiration of literature,re@eand arts. A sacred space, Mmiseion
was an educational institution and a source of kedge® Space and education were
connected through the presence of objects andsittis that distinguished the museum from
other sites of knowledge. Until the 1980s museurasevgeen “as neutral, authoritative and
trustworthy; an accurate rendition of the worlditasught to be understood"The study of
museums changed in the 1980s in response partthetadevelopments in the theory of
representation. This encouraged scholars to mowe & fixed analysis of images and signs to
consideration of how images and signs were gereranel mediated by social relatiohs.
What is represented, how and why, what is ignorethken for granted and not questioned,
came to be seen as central questions in cultuedysia. Applied to the study of museums, the

concept of representation allows for the analysib® links between past and present.
History, Memory, and Representations of the Past

Among the nine muses to whom thriseionwas devoted, Kleio was the muse of history.
However, the nine muses were daughter of Zeus arehddsyne who was the personification
of memory. The relationship between museums, hiseond memory has been at the centre
of important debates on the relations between padt present. The social definition of
memory emerged in the 1920s in opposition to commwep of individual memory. The
sociologist Maurice Halbwachs asserted that memay fundamentally collective and was
linked to social group$Memory has since become one of the main analyticds through
which relations between past and present are amtstMemory has come to be used in many

different versions, from collective, cultural, saicior public memory.Kervin Lee Klein goes

! Marie Bourke, The Story of Irish museums, 1790-2000ulture, Identity and EducatiorfCork: Cork
University Press, 2011), p. 5.

2 Simon J. Knell, ‘National Museums and the Natioma&gination’, in Simon Knell, Peter Aronsson, akithe
Amundsen, edsNational Museums New Studies from Around the Wor{dondon; New York: Routledge,
2011), p. 4.

% Roger Chartier ‘Le monde comme representatidmnales, Economies, Sociétes, Civilisationsl. 44/6,
1989, pp. 1505-1520.

* Maurice Halbwachd,es cadres sociaux de la mémoifRaris: F. Alcan, 1925).

® According to the field of study, scholars focusanl “collective memory”, “realm of memory”, “cultura
memory”, “social memory” or “public memory”. See Mkce. HalbwachsThe Collective Memorylrans. F. J.
and V. Y. Ditter. (London: Harper Colophon Book§50) ; Pierre NoraRealms of Memory: Rethinking the
French Past3 Vols. English ed., Arthur Goldhammer, (New Yo@olumbia University Press, 1998) ; Mieke
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so far as to state that “Where we once spoke &fHdtory or popular history or oral history
or public history or even myth, we now employ meynas a metahistorical category that
subsumes all these various terfigtom this perspective, museums may be seen ascalcr
site of memory production, since by their collesioand displays they serve to produce
memories of the past among visitdrs.

Nevertheless, contrary to Klein, some have indiste maintaining a strong distinction
between memory and history. Pierre Nora, whoseareBeabout théeux de mémoir@roved
to be a turning point for memory studies, argues tistory is inherently in conflict with
memory since “at the heart of history is a crimciglestructive of spontaneous memory ...
Memory is always suspect in the eyes of historypsehtrue mission is to demolish it, to
repress it® He underlined in the introduction tees lieux de mémoirthat unlike memory,
which is linked to particular groups, history hasuamiversal dimensiof.Objective and
universal, then, history was counterpoised to thdiplicity of subjective memories that were
deeply connected to processes of self-identificatlo distinguishing memory from history,
this approach has the merit of establishing menasryan object of historical investigation.
Stories, monuments and other cultural artefacts lmarninvestigated aBeux de mémoire
within specific collectivities. In this conceptiomuseums received attention as agents of the
creation of memory® Works on the relationship between museums and merhave
analyzed how “exhibitions ... provoke memoriés”.

Museums, however, cannot be unequivocally aligmigld memory rather than history.
Museums preserve historical collections and segikromote historical understanding, even
though the history they display differs consideyalflom academic historical writing.
Exhibitions of artefacts and historical writing dorm to different rules. Museums produce
history through the selection and display of adefaThe critical analysis of sources, which is

one of the fundamental bases of historical writignot typical of museums where texts

Bal, Jonathan Crewe, and Leo Spitzer, édgs of Memory: Cultural Recall in the Prese¢iianover, N.H.,
London, University Press of New England [for] Daouith College, 1999) ; John Fentress and Cris Wickham,
Social Memory(Oxford: Blackwell, 1992) ; Greg Dickinson, Carolai, and Brian L. Ott, edsPlaces of
Public Memory. The Rhetoric of Museums and Menmgrfalucsaloosa, University of Alabama Press, 2010).
®Klee L. Klein, ‘On the Emergence of Memory in Histal Discourse’Representation®$9, 2000, p. 128.

" Susan Crane ‘Memory, Distortion, and History ie tiduseum’,History and TheoryVol. 36, No. 4, (Dec.,
1997), pp. 44-63.

8 Pierre Nora, ‘Between Memory and History’, in PéeNora,Realms of Memonpp. 3-4. ; Pierre Nora, ed.es
lieux de mémoirevol.1, 2, 3, Paris, Gallimard, 1984-1992.

° Pierre Nora ‘Entre mémoire et histoire: la probédioue des lieux’, iPierre Nora, edLes lieux de mémoire
19 Although few museums — apart the Louvre — wereatlly analyzed within Nora’s edition of théeux de
Mémoire Susan A CranéMluseums and Memof(gtanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press, 2D00

1 John Urry ‘How societies remember the past’, im®h Macdonald et Gordon Fyf€heorizing Museums
Representing Identity and Diversity in a ChangingrM/ (Cambridge, Mass.: Blackwell, 1996), p. 50.
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were, for a long time, absent. Unlike books, museanme spaces where history is performed
and this depends on the way the spaces are desfghkseums, in other words, force us to
think more broadly about the ways in which histisrproduce.

This research is premised on the idea that meraany history cannot easily be
delineated from one another. Challenged by postemotheories, historians’ commitment to
objectivity has come under fire. For instance, HaydWhite has promoted historical
relativism by stressing the decisive role of largriand literary code$.Even though White
goes too far in his assertion of the purely diseerdimension of historical writing, it remains
true that the all-too-neat distinction between @ast present in historical narratives must be
redefined. Thus, Patrick Hutton points out thastbry seeks to reconstruct the past, but it is
prompted to do so by understandings that are robtedft-repeated habits of mind?®.
Although based on traces of the past — archivessterftal writing remains a construction
whose links with present should not be under-eséthaTheorists of the mutual influence
between history and memory point out the existerice space between memory and history,
labelled diversely according to the field of studyistorical consciousnes®y Amos
Funkenstein,mnemohistoryby Jan Assmannhistorical remembranceby Jay Winter,
mythistory by William McNeill, or history-making byorma Kaleld> The common point of
these terms is to challenge the all-too-neat distn between history and memory, and to
consider the production of historical knowledgeswmg academia. Writing about history-
making, Jorma Kalela stresses that “the knowledgweyed is not the only perspective from
which to reflect on everyday history — the functorof the various traditions,
commemorations and rituals cherished must als@kentinto account” and rightly reminds
us that “History making is a much more complicatedtter than just the disciplinary
practices™® Museums appear as major spaces for history-makimgjtheir study can help to
understand how historical knowledge is producedidat— but not necessarily isolated from

— academic circles.

12 Knell, ‘National Museums and the National Imagioat, p. 9.

3 Hayden WhiteMetahistory: The Historical Imagination in NinetebrCentury Europe1973and Tropics of
Discourse: Essays in Cultural CriticisntBaltimore: John Hopkin’s University Press, 1978)

% patrick HuttonHistory as an Art of MemoryUniversity Press of Vermont, 1993), p. xxiii.

> Amos Funkenstein, ‘Collective Memory and Histoti€ansciousnessHistory and Memory1989, I, n°1, p.
11 ; Jan Assmanriloses the Egyptian : The Memory of Egypt in Weskomotheism (Harvard: Harvard
University Press, 1997) ; Jay Winter and Emmanuehr§ War and Remembrance in the Twentieth Century
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000),.p.William McNeill, ‘Mythistory, or Truth, Myth, Hstory,
and Historians’,American Historical Review91/1, 1986, pp. 1-10 ; Jorma Kalelglaking History: the
Historian and Uses of the Pa@asingstoke, UK; New York, NY: Palgrave Macmilj&012).

16 Kalela,Making History, p. 9, p. 11.
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Use of the Past, Mobilization of History and Counstron of National Identity

Much recent work has concerned itself with the uskshe past’ Such work does not
distinguish sharply between scientific or acadenmstory and popular memory. An analytical
focus on ‘uses’ allows for a richer consideratidnttee links between history-making and
memory. Yet there are problems raised by the idehepast as ‘usable’. The formulation
implies a direct access to a past that can be aothgtreshaped. In the present work | prefer
to speak of “uses of history” since this pointshtaw history-making, rather than the past as
such, is deployed in the present. This usage has bepecially associated with scholars
concerned with the practice of history outsidedbademy. Thus Roy Rozenzweig and David
Thelen publishedrhe Presence of the Past: Popular Uses of HistorAinerican Lifein
1998!® Yet though the expression “use of history” fitsteemy own approach, it still has
certain weaknesses. First, the term does not payginattention to the different actors
“using” history. It is crucial to understand “whkgs behind the different use§*,and the
issues at stake when history is used in the preSatond, while studying the uses of the
past/history, scholars have tended to limit thaalgsis to political uses. In their introduction
to The Political Uses of the PasfErancois Hartog and Jacques Revel underline “Tia
political uses of the past have been a classicn eve&eommon, theme in reflections of
historians ever since they first took up this pasachl activity in producing a true discourse
about what time conceals from human observatfriNbnetheless, the use of history has
consequences that go beyond politics. One of thet mmoeportant uses of history in the
present, for example, relates to tourism and pepngertainment: Because of this, | prefer
to focus on what | call the process of mobilizatodristory.

The term mobilization is usually understood ast déira military process. Initially

applied to the mobilization of soldiers, the termshoeen extended in studies of the First

' For instance: Gordon S. Woodlhe Purpose of the Past: Reflections on the Usadisibry (New York:
Penguin Press, 2008); Kaleldaking History Richard Joseph Morris and Peter Charles Ehrent@uitural
Legacies of ViethamUses of the Past in the Presdiorwood, N.J.: Ablex Pub. Corp., 1990); JacquesdR
and Giovanni LeviPolitical Uses of the Past: the Recent Mediterran&periencgLondon; Portland, OR: F.
Cass, 2002); Roy Rosenzweig and David P Theléw Presence of the Past: Popular Uses of Histary i
American Life(New York: Columbia University Press, 1998).

'8 Rosenzweig and Thelefihe Presence of the Past

19 Kalela,Making Histoy, p. x.

% Francois Hartog and Jacques Revel “Historians taadPresent Conjonctureih Revel and LeviPolitical
Uses of the Pasp. 1.

L Kalela,Making History p. 154.



World War to refer to political, economic, and cuétl processes of mobilizatiéh.During
the war, societies were culturally mobilized thrbube construction and diffusion of images
of heroes, enemies, and victifisThe idea of mobilization allows us to focus on the
mechanisms and agencies which make history usabieei present; generalised talk of the
‘uses of the past’ often occludes these. Mobil@atraws attention to the fact that, as Hartog
and Revel point out, “not only powers or authostand institutions but also individuals are
constantly tempted to mobilize the cognitive, argatative, and symbolic resources of the
past”?* Similarly, John Coakley argues in a 2004 arti@etitled Mobilizing the Past:
Nationalist Images of Historythat mobilization shifts analytical attention ttee agencies,
mechanisms, and purposes of the use of hidtolry.his analysis, Coakley insists that it is
crucial to identify “guardianship over the pastgnmely “what agencies determine the way in
which the past is perceived, and what media arel wgepropagate this image through
society”?® A further advantage is that much of the work irfto the mobilization of history
deals with history teaching and public history, ahds connects to the work done by
museums.

In studying the mobilization of history, it is ressary to investigate what history is
mobilized for. Since the mid-1990s, there has bmamicular interest in the relationship of
museums to political power. This relationship asgld®een attested. A specialist of museum
studies, Eileen Hooper-Greenhill has identified Medici Palace in Renaissance Florence as
one of the earliest museums in Europe, where thaidileamily articulated their wealth and
power through the display of expensive objectsairish space$. Public museums emerged
in the eighteenth century, growing out of privatdlections often owned by sovereigns, and
were intertwined with power relations from the &% For instance, the opening up of royal
collections in the Louvre was a direct consequaridie ideals of the French Revolution. As
Sharon McDonald argues, it was “a symbolic attengptgenerate a ‘public’ — a self

identifying collectivity in which members would haequal rights, a sense of loyalty to one

22 John HorneState, Society and Mobilization in Europe During first World War(Cambridge University
Press, 2002).

% Horne,State, Society and Mobilizatiopp. 1-17.

4 Revel and LeviPolitical Uses of the Pasp. 1.

%5 John Coakley, ‘Mobilizing the Past: Nationalistdges of History’ Nationalism and Ethnic Politi¢s10:4,
2004, pp. 531-560.

%6 Coakley, ‘Mobilizing the Past’ p. 534.

%" Eilean Hooper-GreenhilMuseums and the Shaping of Knowle@gendon; New York: Routledge, 1992), 24.
% The British Museum, based on Sir Hans Sloane’eciidns, opened in 1759, and the public openinthef
Louvre was a direct consequence of the French R&eol
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another, and freedom from previous tyrannies andusions”®® Any study of museums,

therefore, has to take into consideration the cimgniistorical links between objects, power,
and public spac®

This relationship between museums and politicalgroderives in part from the fact
that representations of the past are rooted insande to bolster groups, communities or
social classe¥ But a particular focus of scholarly interest fie relationship of museums to
politics has been the sphere of nationalism. Thebilmation of history has had strong
connection with the rise of nationalism. In 1882né&st Renan defined the nation as “the
culmination of a long past of endeavours, sacrifioe devotion”. He continued: “To have
common glories in the past and to have a commdriwthe present; to have performed great
deeds together, to wish to perform still more -séhare the essential conditions for being a
people”*? Cultural institutions such as museums have bewhiwi constructing a relationship
between past and present, in mobilizing historgrigher to create the idea of a national space,
a sense of common identity, and to legitimise malitideals. National museums have been
particularly crucial in forging links between hisgaand national identity.

Since national museums are devoted to the callectireservation, and display of the
nation, their relationship with nationalism has heerceived as intrinsic. For Simon Knell,
who recently edited a collection of essays on malianuseums, the latter provide “the
scenography and stage for the performance of nofthationhood® In doing so, museums
belong to the process of constructing “imagined wamities” famously described by
Benedict Andersofi! Rhiannon Mason has written that national museuave been “acts of
assertion” of national identity. The collective work edited by Flora Kaplan in 199¢lored
the “roles of objects in national identit®. Here the focus is the creation of national

collections and national museums and the constnucti national identity. For his part, Tony

29 Sharon MacDonald, ‘Museums, National, Postnati@mal Transcultural IdentitiesMuseum and Societyt
(2003), p.1.

% The transformation of the concept of museum lresefore, been studied by historians like Dominigoelot
who analyzed the birth and development of museumiscaltural heritage in France. Dominique Pouldhe
histoire des musées de France, XVllle-XXe si@égis: Découverte, 2005).

3L Chartier, ‘Le monde comme representation’, pp.5:5520.

% Ernest Renan, ‘What is a Nation?’, 1882, quoteriell. ‘National Museums and the National Imagioat,
p. 8.
3 Knell. ‘National Museums and the National Imagioat, p. 3.

% Benedict Andersorimagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin &miead of Nationalisp{London:
Verso, 1983). Anderson considers museums as cgeatimajor “sense of tradition”. See the chaptertoe
census and the museum”.

% Rhiannon Mason, ‘Representing Wales at the MusefirVelsh Life’ in Simon J. Knell, edNational
Museums: New Studies from Around the Wdtldndon: Routledge, 2011), p.247.

% Flora S KaplanMuseums and the Making of ‘Ourselves": the Rol®lgjécts in National IdentityLondon;
New York: Leicester University PresBistributed in the U.S. and Canada by St. Mastiafess, 1994).
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Bennett has been concerned with the exploring havgemms in the nineteenth century
served “to incorporate the people within the preessof the State”. Recent studies such as
the book published by Rhiannon Mason on nationaeums in Wales approach museums as
sites where abstract concepts such as nationaarsldted “into tangible material evidencd.”
At the same time, it is important to ask aboutgbecess of national museums, compared to
other cultural institutions, in constructing antenpreting the past.

National museums are built upon the idea of trexi§ipity of the nation, and a focus
on the category of national museum should not emaphasize their apparent uniformity. In
his introduction toNational Museums: New Studies from Around the W8ithon Knell
warns that uniformity “has always concealed theural diversity which has altered and
adapted the museum to local needs”. He concludais “the emergence of the national
museum in different national settings cannot bel raa nations doing the same thifg”.
Indeed, recent studies have shown that in the xbofenational museums the ways in which
the relationship between the institution and natioientity manifests itself can vary
widely.*® Local circumstances often dictate how museums datoeexistence or the ways in
which they represent the nation in their exhibisiomhis is one of the reasons why there have
been very few comparative histories of national eomss. Most of the works have been
monographs. There is thus a need to go beyondractisns of national uniqueness by
developing a comparative approach. The collectigek published by Anne-Soléne Rolland
and Hanna Murauskaya, for example, analyzesdiffasion of the model of national
museum$! Comparative studies permit us to explore how thanging roles of national
museums depend on the local context of identitydimg, and on wider political, economic,
and cultural processes.

The present comparative research does not attenmgtamine “models” of national
museums. It is closer to two recent European rebganojects on national museums. NaMu
(National Museums) and its continuation EuNaMusr@ean National Museums) that have
proposed to “develop the tools, concepts and osg#pnal resources necessary for

investigating and comparing the major public stiuetof National Museums* The subtitle

3" Tony BennettThe Birth of the Museum: History, Theory, Politit®ndon; New York: Routledge, 1995), p.
87.

% Rhiannon MasonMuseums, Nations, IdentitiesVales and its National Museung€ardiff: University of
Wales Press, 2007), p. 75.

% Knell, National Museumsp. 6.

“0Knell, National Museums

“1 Anne-Soléne Rolland, Hanna Murauskaya (edsds musées de la natiorcréations, transpositions,
renouveaux Europe, XIXe-XXle siécle@Paris: L'Harmattan, 2008).

42 NaMu websitehttp://www.namu.se/index.php?option=com_frontpade&iid=1(last visited May 2012).

7




of EuNaMus is “Identity politics, the uses of thasp and the European citizen” and relates
directly to the research question of the mobil@atof history. Thus, the second thematic
research strand — in which the author has beenviede- isUses of the Past: Narrating the
Nation and Negotiating Conflictghe current work seeks to examine how and whipnal
museums have participated in the mobilization stdry in Ireland and Northern Ireland in
the twentieth century, and the consequences orefitesentations of the past.

History and Identity Building in the Island of lexid

The present study is a comparative history betwaennational museums in the island of
Ireland, more precisely in Dublin and in Belf&5The two museums each have a distinct
history. The Belfast Museum opened in 1832. Thelibuduseum of Science and Art was
founded in 1877 by an Act of Parliament and opdpdtie public in 1890. The two museums
obtained the status of national museum in the te#mtentury. While the Dublin Museum
became the National Museum of Ireland in 1922,BbHast Museum remained a municipal
institution until 1961 when it became the Ulster 3dum. The relation of these museums to
the ‘nation’ is particularly complex in Ireland. \Biteas the Dublin museum had a relatively
unproblematic status in relation to the Irish F&tate, the extent to which the Ulster museum
could claim ‘national’ status has been highly ceted. In Northern Ireland the nationalism of
the Catholic community is opposed by the dominaniobist majority. It is, therefore,
important to treat ideas about the relationshimateums to the ‘nation’ with care.

One major dimension of Irish history has concertiegl link between Ireland and
Britain. The historical conflicts which took platetween peoples of the two islands have
played a significant role in the construction afkhr identities. While the Anglo-Norman
invasions dated back to the eleventh century, thieésB colonisation of the island did not
become intense until the sixteenth- and seventemaritury process of Plantation. Through
this process, the British monarchs granted Englisth Scottish Protestant settlers land estates
in the Eastern and Northern parts of the islantteddnd. Through the settlement, the British

monarchs supported the constitution of a Protegtacéndancy to rule Ireland in the eighteen

43 Dublin has been the political capital of the Rejaubf Ireland, Belfast is the main city in Nortmetreland
which is also part of the United Kingdom. The Na#tb Museum of Ireland covers, since 2001, fourssite
Kildare Street division houses the archaeologiaalections; Collins Barrack, which opened in 1993,
dedicated to Arts and History. Two other divisiare about Natural History and Country Life, respwety in
Dublin and Castlebar, County Mayo. The Ulster Musewhich merged in 1998 with the Ulster AmericakiFo
Park and the Ulster Folk and Transport Museum tonfthe National Museums and Galleries of Northern
Ireland, regroups five departments: Archaeologystéty, Applied Art, Fine Art and Natural Science$ a
gathered in Belfast.
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century. Although the island of Ireland enjoyedamost autonomous parliament in the late
eighteenth century, the execute power always regdaim the hands of the British monarchs.
Following the failed Irish insurrection against & authorities in 1798, the latter suppressed
the Irish Parliament and declared the union betviestand in Britain (1801 Act of Union).

The union — in which Ireland was politically deplent on Britain — was at the origin
of opposite interpretations of Anglo-Irish relatsonTwo political ideologies developed in
relation to British political domination: Nationain and Unionism. Nationalism supported the
idea of an independent island of Ireland and malieed through two distinct forms,
constitutional and Republican nationalism. Constihal nationalism and its leading figures
like Charles Stewart Parnell and John Redmond atesinin the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries to repeal the Act of Union ® replaced by Home Rule. Conversely
Republican nationalism embodied by the Irish Rejpahl Brotherhood — or Fenians — aimed
to break free from British domination by any meaesessary, including the use of violence.
In opposition to nationalism, as a result of Plaatg part of the population in Ireland
remained attached to the links with Britain. Loy@althe British Crown, this category of the
population was mostly Protestant. These Loyalispperted the 1801 Act of Union and have,
since then, been called Unionists. The intrinsiqpagition between Nationalism and
Unionism regarding the relations between Ireland Britain and the religious distinctions
were at the core of the partition of the islanthia early twentieth century.

Nationalism materialized in several failed relwsl8 and insurrections which took
place in the eighteenth and nineteenth centdfiéis. Easter week 1916, Irish Republicans
took advantage of the First World War and the presef British troops on the western front
to organise an insurrection in Dublin, known as @##16 Easter Rising. Although the
insurrection was rapidly repressed, it contributedan increasing discontent among the
population and strengthened Irish nationalist moetetss Hence, the War of Independence
began in January 1919 and opposed the Irish ReamoArmy to the British forces in Ireland.
A truce was agreed in July 1921 and led to theatige of the Anglo-Irish Treaty on 6
December 1921. The treaty established the Irisk Btate, a self-governing dominion in the
British Commonwealth of Nations. However, the amatof the Irish Free State was
accompanied with the partition of the island ofdrel. Indeed, under the 1920 Government

of Ireland Act, two separate entities (North ancutB8p had been created on the island of

4 The two main insurrections took place in 1798 48d8. In 1798, the United Irishmen organized a lfieine
for Ireland’s independence in the wave of the poalitradicalization which spread in Europe in th&Qs.
Similarly, the Young Irelanders rebelled in 1848 tuere not more successful. Both rebellions weprassed
by the British troops.
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Ireland. Through the 1920 Government of Ireland, Airthern Ireland was provided with an
option to opt out of any independent Ireland. Tdpsion was exercised in 1921, and Northern
Ireland remained part of the United Kingdom of Grfgatain and Ireland.

Partition, therefore, created a Southern part dated by Nationalists where the
overwhelming majority of the population was Catbdfiand Northern Ireland which, in spite
of the existence of a Parliament until 1972, remdia province of the United Kingdom.
Furthermore, Northern Ireland had a majority oftestants — but with a strong minority of
Catholics — and was politically dominated by Unaisf® The dominant Unionist majority
built a Protestant State in which the Catholic miyowas excluded from government and
suffered socio-economic discrimination.

One specificity of the Ireland has been the fhat tlespite — but also because of — the
Anglo-lrish Treaty and Partition, Anglo-Irish relats remained a very sensitive issue in
twentieth century. First of all, the creation oéthish Free State in the South was based on a
major controversy. The 1921 Anglo-Irish Treaty pked the Irish Civil War (1922-1923) in
which Nationalists who accepted the conditions ddrtifon (the provisional Irish
government) fought against those (Anti-Treaty Réipahs) who intended to continue the
fight for the total independence of the whole islaAnglo-Irish relations were even more
divisive in Northern Ireland where the Catholic aNationalist minority suffered from
political, economic and cultural discrimination. nBoons emerged dramatically in the late
1960s in Northern Ireland. The denial of politidghts for the Catholics and the escalation of
inter-community tensions resulted in the outbrebkialence in the late 1960s, known as the
Northern Irish conflict. The Northern Irish contlizvas a period of sectarian and political
violence regarding the political status of Northénegland vis-a-vis Britain, and the relations
between the two main communities. From 1972, DifRate was applied by the British
Authorities in Northern Ireland in reaction to therease of violenc¥. Violence between

Republican and Loyalist paramilitary groups, andti€r troops lasted three decades and

> Protestants in the Republic have representeditiess7% since the 1960s, and have always, sindéiétar
been in constant decrease. Source: Census, Reptibigand, 1991.

% On the contrary, the 2001 census showed that 4&%he Northern Irish population had a Catholic
“community background” whereas there were only 368%961. The expression “community background” was
used by the census and is slightly different frdwa tategory used by the Irish census (confessidrg.term
community background refers to “a person's curreligion or if no current religion is stated, thaligion that
that person was brought up inCensus April 2001, Northern Ireland Statistics and ReskaAgency.
Nevertheless 53% belonged to the Protestant bagkdrol herefore the definition of the minoritieslmeland
North and South does not lie on similar figures.

" The Northern Ireland Office (NIO) was created 872 after the Northern Ireland Government was diigsb
in the face of a worsening security situation. Tdstablishment of direct rule from London saw Witlia
Whitelaw appointed the first Secretary of StateNorthern Ireland and to date, 16 MPs have seméhi$ post
over the past three decades.
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made more than 3.500 casualfi2These constant divisions regarding Anglo-Iristatiehs
lay at the base in fostering processes of mobitinatf history.

Although Stefan Berger acknowledged that it “wasrnm means exceptional”, he
stressed that the Irish case “is one of the beshterline the potency of myths in historical
culture”*® The weight of the past in the present is indeedimited to the island of Ireland
but it is true that the interpretations of the paste engendered many conflicting views. In
his introduction to the collection of essays abaatory and memory in Ireland, lan McBride
wrote “In Ireland, as is well known, the interptéta of the past has always been at the heart
of national conflicts. Indeed the time-warped chternof Irish mindsets has becomeli@hé
of scholarly and unscholarly writing®. The expressions “trapped between present and past”
or “trapped in the past” have flourished in Iriststbriography>* McBride’s expression is
considered an unfortunate one, and David Lowenightly corrects it by saying: “the Irish
do not live in the past”; rather Ireland’s histdtiyes in the present® Evidence of this link
between history and the present situation can bedan the great popular interest in history
in Ireland and Northern Ireland. John Regan refutea recent article, that public history is a
recent practice in Ireland and notes that “histdrsurveys and monographs from time to time
feature in the best-sellers’ list"The island of Ireland appears as a challenging sasly to
explore the roles of museums in mobilizing history.

Given the significance of the historical links ween Ireland and Britain in the
opposition between Nationalism and Unionism, itn@ surprising that certain historical
conflicts have been particularly mobilized. Hendais research focuses on the changing
interpretations of three Anglo-Irish conflicts.should be noted than the expression “Anglo-
Irish conflicts” is not widespread in historiograpland is rather restricted to conflicts

between British and Irish authorities. Historiangvédy, therefore, limited the association

“8 The 1998 Good Friday Agreement is considered @sfficial end of the Troubles, although other lavadks
like the 1994 I.R.A ceasefire played a major parthe conflict resolution. The Good Friday Agreemesas
signed by the Irish and British governments and tnodsthe Northern Irish political parties. Amonghet
relevant issues, the Good Friday Agreement provatedgreed version of the new political system anthern
Ireland.

9 Stefan Berger ‘On the Role of Myths and Historythie Construction of National Identity in ModernrBpe’
European History Quarterl2009 39, p. 491.

* |an McBride, ‘Memory and National Identity in Modtelreland”, in lan McBride, edHistory and Memory in
Modern Ireland (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001).. p.

*1 Andreas Hiither, ‘Trapped between Present and Raiing the 1798 Bicentenargighteen-Century studies
Vol. 38, No. 2 (Winter, 2005), pp. 336-339.

*2 David LowenthalThe Past is a Foreign CountriCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985250,

%3 John Regan, ‘Irish Public Histories as a Historagunical Problem’Jrish Historical Studies37, 146 (Nov.
2010) p. 90.
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between “Anglo-Irish” and “war” to the War of Indepdence (1919-192f)or at best to the
1913-1922 period> The term “Anglo-lrish conflict” has hardly been pdied to other
historical conflicts® Although it is true that apart from the War of éméndence, few
conflicts have opposed the Irish to British foresssuch, this research examines how certain
historical conflicts have been interpreted andesented as part of the history of Anglo-Irish
relations. Thus, certain historical conflicts hdaeen mobilized for identity building in order
to create distinctions between the Irish and thdisBr In focusing on the changing
representations of such historical conflicts, thgoctive is to understand to what extent they
can contribute to explaining the re-assessmentrafléklrish relations in twentieth century
Ireland and Northern Ireland. In order to do se@ tksearch concentrates on three main
historical conflicts: the 1690 Battle of the Boyrike 1798 Rebellion, and the 1916 Easter
Rising>’

The 1690 Battle of the Boyne (1 July 1690) followtbe Glorious Revolution (or the
Revolution of 1688) when the British monarch — @egholic James Il — was overthrown by
Parliamentarians with the help of the Protestaritiakh 11l of Orange-Nassau, stadtholder of
Holland. As such, the Battle of the Boyne belongedhe “Williamite War”, namely, the
different conflicts between William 1ll and Jamesfiom 1689 to 169%% In June 1690
William reluctantly came to Ireland to take perdodlaarge of what was now an army of
37.000 men made up of Dutch, Danish, and Englisbps>® On the other side, Louis XIV
had sent about 6.000 troops, half French, theGesthans and Walloons, to assist James. The
two armies met at the site of the river Boyne, #idiam’s victory allowed him to confine
Jacobite troops to western Ireland. Although tlseies at stake went beyond the status of
Ireland, the Battle of the Boyne has been mobilibgdUnionists in order to support the

legitimacy of the Union. Northern Irish Unionistaue continued to recall the 1690 Battle of

** Recently, Eamonn T. Gardiner published a book atimuWar of Independence: Eamonn T. Gardibeilin
Castle and the Anglo-Irish War: Counter-Insurgeraayd Conflict (Newcastle upon Tyne: Cambridge Scholars
Publishing, 2009).

% peter CottrellThe Anglo-Irish War the Troubles of 1913-193®xford: Osprey, 2006).

% Oliver McDonnagh States of Mind: a Study of Anglo-Irish conflit780-1980),(London: Allen & Unwin,
1983).

" The purpose is not, here, to detail how theselictshave been interpreted in the twentieth centurt to
explain why and how they can be analyzed.

%8 |n the 1688 Glorious Revolution, James Il (Cait)olivas ousted from power by William of Orange, the
Protestant husband of his daughter. In 1688-168%i®way to Scotland, James attempted to regaircahntrol
over Ireland. However, the Protestants who hadegathin Londonderry refused to surrender and wesgbed
by the Jacobite army. The Siege of Derry (18 AprB1 July 1689). In spite of William’s victory dagd the
Battle of the Boyne, James’ troops still occupied west of the island. William’s victory was merelymplete
after the Jacobite defeat at Aughrim in 1691 aedstivrender of Galway and Limerick.

%9 ‘williamite War’, author not mentioned, in SeanCdnnolly, ed. The Oxford Companion to Irish history
(Oxford; New York: Oxford University Press, 1998),623.
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the Boyne because they continued to find it exjpress their current predicament, that is, to

be part of a Protestant union with Britain. A véaynous example is the marching season in
Northern Ireland during which Unionists organizegukes to commemorate the 1690 Battle of
the Boyne (July 1) and the Siege of Londonderry (AugustL?

By contrast, Nationalists have focused on suceessaves of insurgency such as the
1798 Rebellion which emerged from the political icatization in Europe throughout the
1790s. The Society of the United Irishmen was ecat 1791 by Irish Protestants such as
Theobald Wolfe Tone, William Drennan, and Thomasdgell, initially to reform the Irish
political system. In the wave of the French revolut the United Irishmen radicalized and
organized the 1798 Rebellion for Ireland’s indepsrwe. In spite of the French military help
they received, the Rebellion was repressed by thistB troops in September 1798. The
struggle against British political domination haeebh mobilized by Irish Nationalists as step
in the struggle for independence. The 1798 Relrebiecame a Republicaneu de Mémoire
and Wolfe Tone’s grave at Bodenstown became atRepublican pilgrimage.

The third historical conflict this research is g with is the 1916 Easter Rising. The
Rising began on Easter Monday™April — when the rebels seized the General Pofit©f
and other sites in Dublin. Due to a lack of mijtarganization, the Rising was repressed by
April 29" and the leaders surrendefédhlthough it failed, the event had a major impaat o
the struggle for Irish independence. During tharRjisleaders signed the Proclamation of the
Irish Republic, read by Patrick Pearse in the nafrtbe provisional government. The rise of
Republicanism further resulted from the reactianghe repression by the British authorities.
The execution of fifteen leaders in May 1916 cdnitéd to the development of sympathy for
Republicans amongst the Irish population. The Risiacame a major step in the Republican
remembering of the Irish past in the twentieth egntThe Irish State organised, until the
1970s, annual official military parades to commemt®the insurrectioff. The idealization of
the armed-conflict to free the nation was intergdrwith the recollection of the conquest and
the persecution perpetrated by the colonizer.

® The failure of the Siege and the fact that thetdtant inhabitants of Londonderry did not “surmfids

annually commemorated by Unionist on 12 August.

®1 Connolly, The Oxford Companion to Irish Histonsnonymous article, p. 514. In Dublin, 64 insurgewere
killed, along with 132 crown forces and about 280lians, and extensive use of artillery devastataeth of the
city centre.

%2 |n Easter 1916, Irish Republicans organized anriestion in Dublin while most of the British trogvere on
the Western Front. After a week of struggle, tHeete surrendered. Despite the military failure, 1846 Easter
Rising was the beginning of the revolutionary perishich led to the 1921 Anglo-Irish treaty whichagted
independence to the South.
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Although the Battle of the Boyne, the 1798 Rebaelliand the 1916 Easter Rising
have been very important in the construction ofdnisal narratives of Anglo-Irish relations,
they were by no means the only critical eventsigshlhistory. We could have extended our
analysis to look, for example, at the Great Wather Great Famine. The latter, which took
place between 1845 and 1852, seared Irish cons@esisDue to potato blight most of the
harvest was destroyed, resulting in starvation. @ilkon people died and more than one
million emigrated. Although not strictly a conflittetween Irish and British, it has been
mobilized by Irish Nationalists to demonstrate hibv Irish have been victims of the union
with Britain. The representations of the Great Famare, therefore, interesting for the
research, but do not quite match the focus ofrésgarch on the representation of conflicts.
A key concern is to understand how the militarytdrg of 1690, 1798, and 1916 evolved
from being a very minor field to a dominant parttloé two museums’ permanent displays in
the twenty-first century. The first chapter, foraexple, shows how the NMI was initially
concerned exclusively with archaeology and antigsit Only gradually did a focus on

military conflicts in Ireland emerge.

1690, 1798, and 1916 in Historiography

These three historical conflicts (1690, 1798, afd6) and their relationship with identity
building have received major attention from histog of Ireland and Northern Ireland. In
particular, the interpretations of these confliatal their significance regarding the relations
between the two islands have been part of a majarrel initiated in the 1970s between
“revisionists” and “anti-revisionist” historiaris.Although the dispute has been very complex,
the crux of the problem has been the relation betvibe history of Anglo-Irish relations — in
particular those historical conflicts — and idgntiuilding in Ireland and Northern Ireland.
Revisionist historians proposed debunking mythsirish history and challenging the
nationalist uses of the past. They notably attethpte challenge the celebratory
interpretations of Republican insurrections suchthes 1798 Rebellion or the 1916 Easter
Rising®* The works have not been limited to the historimatexts of these three conflicts.

Individually, they have also been the subject ohynavorks on memory and representations.

®3 Ciaran Brady, edInterpreting Irish History. the Debate on Historical Revisionism, 1938-14Bfackrock:
Co. Dublin; Portland, OR: Irish Academic Press,4)99

® George Boyce, ‘1916, Interpreting the Rising’, George Boyce and Alan O’Day, ed3he Making of
Modern Irish History: Revisionism and the RevissriControversy (London: Taylor and Francis, 1996). For
more information about the issues at stake in ts@itical dispute, see the last section of the séahapter.
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The Battle of the Boyne has largely been studieauiyh the parades organized by the Orange
Order and other Unionist groupsThe popular memories of the 1798 Rebellion and its
commemorations also benefit from recent anaRsisterature on the memories of 1916 has
certainly been the most prolific in the last decadee the different commemorations have
been examined in the twentieth centlfty.

In spite of the number of studies about 1690,1{h@8 Rebellion, and the 1916 Easter
Rising, the mobilization of history has not reddgen touched upon. For instance, most of the
work on the historical debates and interpretatminthe past focus only on academic history.
Thus, the impact of the quarrel between revisioaistl anti-revisionist historians on the
overall history-making process is largely ignoréée do not know to what extent the debates
have migrated beyond academic circles and playedeain public sites of history-making.
Likewise, while the works on memories of conflidtem set their argument in the context of
academic interpretations of the past, they hardiplyae the bridges and vectors of
transmission. For example, the final chapter oftliKeleffery’s innovative book on the
memory of the Great War in Ireland concentrates@wmmemoration ... Irish politics and
the collective memory of the war”. The agents of tleinterpretation of the past Jeffery
examined were almost exclusively politicians, alitjo the reinterpretations of the Great War
in Ireland had been a major historiographical etiohs® It is, therefore, necessary to widen
the approach of history-making to examine the i@tahip between academic history and the
history produced in the two national museums.

Furthermore, memory studies in Ireland lack a ngaeeral approach to the relations
between past and present. Thus, very few studies fogused on the long term construction
of memory. One of the few examples is the well doeated analysis from Anne Dolan on
the commemorations of the Irish Civil War from 19832000. Through this long period, she

has been able to evaluate the profound changeesphetatiort’ The tendency even seems to

% Dominic Bryan,Orange Parades: the Politics of Ritual, TraditiondaControl(London: Pluto Press, 2000).
 Guy Beiner,Remembering the Year of the Frenchish Folk History and Social MemoryMadison:
University of Wisconsin Press, 2007); Peter CollWho Fears to Speak of ' 98(Belfast: Ulster Historical
Foundation, 2003).

" Mary E. Daly, Margaret O’Callaghan, ed$916 in 1966 Commemorating the Easter Risi(igublin: Royal
Irish Academy, 2007); Gabriel Doherty and Dermobile, eds.1916: the Long RevolutioiDouglas Village,
Cork: Mercier Press, 2007); Roisin Higgifisansforming 1916: Meaning, Memory and the Fiftidttmiversary
of the Easter RisingCork: Cork University Press, 2012); Rebecca GkédRae,Remembering and Forgetting
1916: Commemoration and Conflict in Post-Peace Bssclreland(Dublin; Portland, OR: Irish Academic
Press, 2010).

%8 Keith Jeffery,Ireland and the Great WafCambridge, UK; New York, NY: Cambridge UniversiBress,
2000).

% Anne Dolan,Commemorating the Irish Civil War: History and Memo01923-2000(Cambridge; New York:
Cambridge University Press, 2003).
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be to the reduction of time scale since recentistuldave focused on particular anniversaries
like the Golden Jubilee of the 1916 Easter Risimdl966'° Restricted in time, works on
memory are also often limited regarding the nunmiddegvents remembered. Hence, most of
the studies focus on the memories of a singulantelee the 1798 Rebellion, or the 1916
Easter Rising. This raises the question of the @alpe aspects of the mobilization of the
history of 1690, 1798, and 1916.

Scholars who have analyzed memories of theseictnflave demonstrated that there
have been no direct Nationalist and Unionist rimacounts of the same events, rather
alternative cultural codes which give rise to difi® ways of structuring historical
experience. For instance, though both Unionists [dationalists commemorated 1916, the
former remembered the Battle of the Somme wherleaatter recollected the Easter Rising.
Indeed, the First World War has also been a sulgdivisions. Ulster Unionists played a
major role during the Battle of the Somme in JUML@ in which five thousand members of
the 368" Ulster Division died during the first day of thesault. The 36th (Ulster) Division was
made up of members of the Ulster Volunteer Foraastiy Protestants who were opposed to
Home Rule. Their participation in the War — in parar the heavy losses they experienced
during the Battle of the Somme in July 1916 — haeen remembered by Unionists as
evidence of the union with Britain. On the othetesieven though almost 200.000 Irish joined
the British Army, the memory of their participatiaras kept silent in the Irish Free State as it
did not match the official discourse that placedpkasis on the distinction between the two
islands. The studies of the Irish participationtine Great War are, therefore, much more
recent’* Studies by David Fitzpatrick and later by Keitlfdlyy and John Horne paved the
way for more numerous works.

The 1916 context has somehow provided more pdisisibito analyze broader
construction of historical narratives. Edna Longkeyd more recently Guy Beiner have

written articles comparing the memories of the 1&&86ter Rising and the 1916 Battle of the

O Daly, O’Callaghan1916 in 1966 Higgins, Transforming 1916

" David Officer, “"For God and for Ulster”: the Ulsrman on the Somme’, in McBrideljstory and Memory
James Loughlin, ‘Mobilising the Sacred Dead: Ulstdnionists, the Great War and the Politics of
Remembrance’, in Adrian Gregory and Senia Pasédm reland and the Great War: a War to Unite Us All?
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2002).

2 David Fitzpatrick,Politics and Irish life 1913-1921: Provincial Expence of War and RevolutigfDublin:
Gill and Macmillan, 1977); David Fitzpatrickreland and the First World WaMullingar: Lilliput, 1988);
Jeffery,Ireland and the Great Wadohn Horne, edQur war: Ireland and the Great WaDublin: Royal Irish
Academy, 2008). See also Jane Leonard, ‘The Twafiddemory: Armistice Day and Remembrance Sunday in
Dublin since 1919, in Richard English and Grahanalkgr, eds.,Unionism in Modern Ireland: New
Perspectives on Politics and Cultur@ublin: Basingstoke, 1996); Nuala C. Johndoeland, The Great War
and the Geography of Remembran@@ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003).
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Somme and their relevance for Nationalists and tiste/®> While Longley stresses the
opposite frameworks of memories, Beiner’'s apprdaamore sophisticated. Beiner does not
compare the overall memories of the Easter Rising Battle of the Somme but their
relations with the production of “trauma” and “tmgphalism”. This present research draws its
inspiration partly from this attempt to connectregentations of the past to broader identity
building processes in Ireland and Northern IreladMidry Daly takes into account several
commemorations in the 1940s and 1990s in orderrdw cconclusion about the political
selection of historie&!

Consideration for several conflicts is further eleped in a recent book published by
Rebecca Graff-McRa€. Although the study gives more relevance to the51Baster Rising,
it is one of the few works which also consider tdomstruction of representations for 1798,
and the Battle of the Somme. In doing so, Graff-ldeRs able to draw very interesting
conclusions about the changing commemorative pestin the 19908 However, Graff-
McRae is interested in the discursive aspects nfngemorations, and underlines, therefore,
the political narratives of the past. Very little explained about the construction of
representations and the diverse actors involved. ikgtance, she does not examine the
archives of the Government Commemoration Committeieh was in charge of the official
commemorations of the 1798 Rebellion in 1998. While present research deals with the
mobilization of history, Graff-McRae analyzed thelifical narratives resulting from the
process.

The comparative analysis is also complicated dughe two spaces considered:
Ireland and Northern Ireland. While the Irish Fi®ate was granted with autonomy in the
British Commonwealth in 1921, and became the Repulfl Ireland in 1949, Northern
Ireland remained part of the United Kingdom. Ttashighly relevant dealing with official
narratives. The definition of official political matives for Northern Ireland includes views
coming from Northern Irish political parties, thethern Irish Parliament (until 1972), and
from British authorities as well. In order to oveme these obstacles and to study the
mobilization of history in Ireland and Northernlled, it is necessary to reduce the scope of

comparison. This is why, instead of exploring wipecesses in two different political

3 Edna Longley, ‘The Rising, the Somme and Irish Meyh in Ma” iri'n Ni Dhonnchadha and Theo Dorgan,
eds.,Revising the Risin{Derry: Field Day, 1991)Guy Beiner, ‘Between Trauma and Triumphalism: tiastEr
Rising, the Somme, and the Crux of Deep Memory iodbtn Ireland’, Journal of British Studieg6, April
2007.

™ Mary E. Daly, Histoire & la carte? Historical Commemoration and Modern Ireland’Binerhard Bort, ed.,
Commemorating Ireland. History, Politics, Cultui@ublin: Irish Academic Press, 2004), pp. 34-55.

> Graff-McRae Remembering and Forgetting 1916

% In particular, see the third chapter entitled “@/2998: Commemorating (Dis)United Irishmen”, pp11¥50.
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entities, this study focuses on agencies of maliibn such as the National Museum of
Ireland (NMI) and the Ulster Museum (UM).

Studying the Changing Representations of Conflicts

Work to date has focused either on the Nationaldduosof Ireland or to a lesser extent on the
Ulster Museum. Elizabeth Crook’s monograph on tlagidhal Museum of Ireland provides a
detailed survey of the NMT. She focuses on the creation of the national musanahits
connection with archaeology and antiquarians. Hemaest of the chapters deal with the pre-
1921 period. Only one short history has been phétison the Ulster Museum. Written by
Noel Nesbitt (librarian of the museum, Appendixtd}¥ history of the Belfast and then Ulster
Museum is largely concerned with institutional depenents’® More recently, Mary Bourke

— head of the Education Department at the Nati@allery of Ireland — published a detailed
book on museums in Ireland in which she presemdistory of most of the major museums
in the island since the eighteenth centiirGemma Reid wrote a very interesting chapter in
2005 about the construction of identity in the Nafid the UM during the 1990s and hers is
the work that most clearly foreshadows my &n.

Although the institutional history of the NMI anlde UM is obviously of interest, my
own research concentrates on the changing repetsars of the three historical conflicts in
the two museums. The research starts with basistigne regarding permanent and
temporary displays related to 1690, 1798, and 19h6.long history of the collections in the
two museums allows for the historical analysishaf tepresentations of the three conflicts. In
addition to the permanent collections on displag, iesearch takes into consideration thirteen
temporary exhibitions about the three conflicts.sMof these temporary exhibitions were

mounted to mark commemorations of these three dates

" Elizabeth M CrookePolitics, Archaeology, and the Creation of a NatibhMuseum in Ireland: An Expression
of National Life(Dublin; Portland, OR: Irish Academic Press, 2000).

8 Noel Nesbitt,A Museum in Belfast: a History of the Ulster Museamd its PredecessorgBelfast]: Ulster
Museum, 1979).

" Bourke, The Story of Irish Museums.

8 Gemma Reid, ‘Redefining Nation, Identity and Ttadi: the Challenge for Ireland’s National Museupig’
Mark McCarthy, ed.Jreland’s Heritages: Critical Perspectives on Memand Identity(Aldershot: Ashgate,
2005), pp. 205-222.
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List of Temporary Exhibitions

Date Subject Event Site

1932 1916 Easter Rising Eucharistic congress NMI

1941 | 1916 Easter Rising Banniversary NMI

1948 1798 Rebellion 150th anniversary NMI

1964 World Wars anniversarie$  25th and 50th ansaress Ulster Museurp
1966 1916 Easter Rising 50th anniversary NMI

1966 1916 Battle of the Somme¢  50th anniversary edigtiuseum
1967 McCracken exhibition Bicentenary of his birth Ulster Museum
1990 1690 Battle of the Boyne| Tercentenary Ulstas®lim
1991 1916 Easter Rising t1‘:751nniversary NMI

1998 1798 Rebellion Bicentenary Ulster Musepum
1998 1798 Rebellion Bicentenary NMI

2003 History of Conflicts Non Applicable Ulster Mausm
2006 History of Conflicts Non Applicable NMI

These multiple exhibitions are examined in ordesgsess changing representations of
the Irish past. Chapters are arranged chronoldgjcalthough thematic issues run through
them. The aim is to examine to what extent the twaseums have provided opposed
representations of historical Anglo-Irish relatioanghe twentieth century. To do so, particular
attention is paid to three categories of represems First of all, the comparison
concentrates on the representations linked to dmstrauction of the “Us” and the “Them”.
The analysis of the exhibitions considers defim$ioof Irishness and Britishness, and the
extent to which they have been re-assessed indinese of the twentieth century. | am also
interested in how key actors in the conflicts apresented. Celebratory representations of
“heroes”, inclusion of “enemies” and the definitoonf “victims” allow for an analysis of
identity building processes within the two museuf®. instance, the first chapter examines
to what extent the NMI participated in the constiarc of celebratory representations of
Patrick Pearse and other leaders of the 1916 Hasimg in the first decades of the Irish Free
State.

In addition to the actors in the conflict, the each explores the changing
representations of territory. This is another magtegory of representation through which to
assess the changing interpretations of historicadjlé:lrish relations. It is necessary to
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examine whether the exhibitions focused on onegfdtie island and whether relations with
Britain were considered. For instance, the secdrapter studies to what extent the rise of
local Ulster identity in the 1960s and 1970s lec tiee-assessment of the opposition between
Irish and British identity in Northern Ireland. lawise, the third and fourth chapters
demonstrate that the new European framework (fordihg but also for historical
representation) in the 1980s and 1990s had consegsidor the overall interpretations of
Anglo-Irish relations.

Finally, given the choice to focus on historicaintlicts, the research takes into
account representations and interpretations otifeeof physical force. In particular, the use
of physical force in 1798 and 1916 in the struggle Ireland’s independence has been a
crucial subject of debate in the twentieth centdiye current work thus examines how the
representations of conflict evolved in the couré¢he Northern Irish conflict that began in
the late 1960s. The four last chapters of the diessen show how the rise of violence in the
North, and the different attempts to create pedw@/e shaped the construction of
representations in the two national museums. Toatsgories of representation are crucial to
understanding the link between museums and natimhio understanding how the latter was
imagined.

To analyze the changing representations of 16908,1and 1916 it is necessary to
adopt an interdisciplinary approach. The history nmfiseums and exhibitions has been
revitalised by the rise of museum studies, whictpasticularly concerned with how the
display of objects and works-of-art are centrakhe creation of meaning. First evoked in
Peter Vergo’s collection of essays, the “new musggl emerged as a form of critical theory
about the construction of representations — orratgsef representations — within museufhs.
Vergo wrote in his introduction that “old museolégyas “too much about museum methods,
and too little about the purposes of museuffisThe basic challenge was to recognise that
objects do not speak for themselves; they are awmyt of strategies and reveal wider
constructions of meanings and knowledge.

Objects in museum are taken out of the contexwhich they were produced and
deployed in a new context of display. As Gaynor &@agh stresses, when objects are

displayed in the context of exhibition, they arensformed and acquire certain meanitigs.

8 peter Vergo, edThe New Museologylondon: Reaktion Books, 1989).

8 peter Vergo ‘Introduction’, in Vergd@he New Museology. 3.

8 Gaynor Kavanagh, ‘Melodrama, Pantomime or PortayRepresenting Ourselves and the British Past
Through Exhibitions in History Museumshternational Journal of Museum Management and @nship, vol.

6/2, 1987, p. 356.
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It is important to examine how museums select, ldispnd organize objects in relation to
each others, in order to how they construct widpresentations of history. The use of texts is
one way in which the meaning of objects displayed museum context is shaped. My study
thus considers titles, labels, panels and catab@separt of the displays. Nevertheless, it
museums are also dedicated spaces of display., Ithexefore, crucial to take into
consideration how space is deployed and the scepbygrthat provides objects with
explanatory frameworks. My study thus analyzes gpatial arrangement of objects, the
chronological pathways, the organization of sedjoand the arrangement of galleries in
relation to each others. For instance, chapter fiimgusses to what extent the use of audio-
visual technology in the two national museums hasted new types of representations for
1690, 1798, and 1916. The relevance of spacelyfjnalnot limited to the exhibiting room: it
includes the building as well. | argue for instamtehe final chapter that the transfer of the
historical collections of the National Museum dadléand into a military barracks in 1997 had a

major impact on the representations of the pastigeed by the museum.

The Roles of National Museums and the Constructi@dfficial History

My research is concerned with assessing how thenargtion of permanent and temporary
exhibitions can be used to analyze both the chgnigiterpretations of the past in museums
and their broader roles in constructing officiaktbry. Commemorative exhibitions are
particularly important when examining the mobilipat of history and the roles played by
national museums. Apart from the 2003 and 2006laysp every exhibition was designed in
the context of commemoration. In her recent anslgcommemorations in Ireland, Rebecca
Graff-McRae rightly points out that commemorati@orinotes the ritual of anniversaries, the
power-politics of states keen to use key historioaiments to present political advantage”.
Commemoration is thus “an invocation of the pasthia present®* She is right in arguing
that “Commemoration is itself in constant negotiati One should therefore follow her
suggestion to investigate “what is being commenedkatvhere and how? By whom is it
commemorated, and by whom forgotten? Who is exdualed marginalized and whose
interests does it serve”. On the other hand, comonaton is not only — as she studies it — “a
discourse in time and spac®&.Her discursive approach tends to downplay the tagen

involved in the process of commemoration and theutations they make and the pressures

8 Graff-McRae Remembering and Forgetting 1936 1.
% Graff-McRae Remembering and Forgetting 191®. 2, 5, 6.
21



under which they operate. For instance, while amatythe discourses during the bicentenary
of the 1798 Rebellion, she does not utilize théiges of the Commemoration Committee

that express the “voice” of the Irish governmenty Wesearch, by contrast, explores
commemorative exhibitions as processes of consbruat which many different agents were

involved.

In the book issued from the NaMu research profttnational museums, Peter
Aronsson reminds us of the need to “clarify the sgas relationship between museum-
making and state-making®.Although the nineteenth-century construction dfemions will
be taken into consideration in the thesis, my meseassentially begins with the creation of
two distinct political entities in 1920 and 1921tBdhe NMI and the UM were institutions
funded by the Irish and Northern Irish governmeriitee National Museum of Ireland
depended on the Irish Department of Education fi®&®4 to 1984, but was then transferred
to the Department of th€aoiseach(Prime Minister). Similarly, the Belfast Museum atte
Ulster Museum after 1961 depended on the Northesh Department of Education up to
1998 and thereafter the Department of Culture, And Leisuré’ Both institutions had to
deal with the state policies and | shall examine itihplications of this for their political
independence. Peter Aronsson argues that the “pmostinent option is of course ‘loyalty’,
museums acting to promote the contemporary pdliticatext as a natural, functional
response to challenges.” One of our themes will domcerned with showing how
representations of Ireland’s past have been bopndith the changing character of Anglo-
Irish relations. In thinking about the relationtafo museums to ‘official’ history, the politics
of reconciliation that emerged in response to thetiern Irish conflict in the 1970s is
central. Interpretations of the past have been ya dtement in the Northern Irish peace
process, and studies have highlighted the linksvéxt politics of reconciliation and
interpretations of the pa& However, some of this literature assumes thatrtbkilization of
history in this period was a new development, wagrestress that it was one phase in a
longer development.

8 peter Aronsson ‘Explaining National Museums: Exipig Comparative Approaches to the Study of Nationa
Museums’, in KnellNational Museums. 45.

8 One significant difference between the two insitiins was the fact that since 1972, the Ulster Muoseas all
Northern lIrish institutions, was under the ruletioé Northern Ireland Office (NOI). The NIO was deshin
1972 when the Northern Irish Government was diggblwn the face of a worsening security situation,. tBe
role of British actors will also have to be takatoi consideration in order to frame the museuncpesi

8 A recent example is Graham DawsMaking Peace with the Past? Memories, Trauma aedrikh Troubles
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2007).
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Yet as Aronsson also notes, “there are alwaysoogtifor various futures® We
should not assume that we know what ‘official’ bistis in advance or assume that it is
homogenous or assume that it always emanates frate agencies. It is important to take
museums — and not official policy — as the starpogt and to set the activities of the two
national museums in broader landscapes of histaktmy. As explained above, history-
making is a broad process which involves many diffe actors. Museums are by no means
the only places in which representations of thet pas forged. With the proliferation of
different mass media, the probabilities of compm@tibetween interpretations of the past have
increased. The roles of the two museums will thespartly compared with other sites of
mobilization of history such as other museums,visien broadcasts, historiography, school
textbooks, monuments, and ceremonies. This wilh belunderstand what has been specific
about the production of historical knowledge in the national museums in Ireland and
Northern Ireland. What | do not attempt, howevetpi measure the effectiveness of museums
in shaping public sentiment — and certainly notchynparison with other communications
media — since this would require systematic analgsivisitors’ interpretations of exhibition
for which the sources are lacking.

Although the official status of the national mussucomes from their dependence on
governments, it is worth repeating that state aigsnare not the sole decision-makers. In
Remaking America: Public Memory, Commemoration, &adriotism in the Twentieth
Century John Bodnar expresses dissatisfaction with thdoal frequent assumption that
commemorations are top-down procesSeStudying the Vietnam Veterans Memorial in the
United States, he argues that the commemorati@woie what he calls “official” and
“vernacular” memories. Although the distinctionWween official and vernacular (or popular)
memories can be questioned, his book reminds wsdmamemorations involve negotiations
and struggles between different actors. In a similay,, museums are spaces of dialogue,
disagreement, and tension between different actdrs,include directors, curators, education
and marketing officers, designers, on the one hamd outsiders such as politicians,
academic historians, school teachers, donators,mtoncation officers, and of course
audiences, on the other. The first chapter, fomgta, demonstrates that veterans played a
critical role in creating the historical collect®iof the 1916 Easter Rising at the NMI in the
1930s. Similarly, the fifth chapter shows how thdationship between museums and

8 Aronsson, ‘Explaining National Museums’, p. 45.
% John E BodnarRemaking America: Public Memory, Commemoration, &adriotism in the Twentieth
Century(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1991
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academic historians changed in the 1990s and hsahdd consequences for the ways the
past was represented.

Sharon McDonald has recently argued that “A cilugigestion for museums today
concerns their role in a world in which nation-stiatdentities are being challenged. Are they
too inextricably entangled in ‘old’ forms of idetytito be able to express ‘new’ one¥?The
globalization of cultural exchange has tended &ol I® a redefinition of national history and
national museums. In Europe, museums have beemooted with the rise of international
tourism, the process of European integration, &edinvolvement in international museum
networks” These processes go beyond national frameworkscasgte tensions within
museums that were initially conceived as devotethéonational community. Chapters four
and five explore the impact of the entry of the Rajc of Ireland and Northern Ireland —
through the United Kingdom — into the European Camity. European funding devoted to
the development of tourism and the politics of remltation in Northern Ireland has modified
the remit of the two national museums. In additio& existence of an Irish Diaspora, mostly
in North America, Australia, and Britain, has irdhced the ways in which Irish history has
been represented. Chapter four discusses to wkettexembers of the Irish Diaspora have
been involved both as actors and as a categorgpwésentations in the museums’ history-
making. One issue of the research is to deternonghat extent the new transnational
networks in which the two national museums havenbeeolved have had consequences on
the re-assessment of 1690, 1798, 1916 and the Wisterical Anglo-Irish relations.

Sources

Not surprisingly, the archives of the two natiomaliseums form a key corpus of primary
sources for this researéhl was able to consult the archives of the twoarati museums up
to 2006. Usually, since national museums are affienstitutions, the thirty-year rule
applies’ The archives of the Belfast/UIster Museum are miesk easily accessed than the

NMI's archives, since there is no database andrésearch has to be done through hard

%1 Sharon McDonald, ‘Museums, National, Postnaticarad Transcultural IdentitiesMuseum and Societyl
(1), p. 1.

2 For instance, within the International CouncilMéiseums (ICOM) which gathers museum professior@ls t
debate, in particular, about the changing rolesia$eums.

% Sjtuated in the registration department in the NN\gite at Collin’s Barracks and on the UM’s aniexultra.

% For instance, the Royal Museum of the Army and/lditary History in Brussels does not allow accéssts
archives before 1982.
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copies of selected documefit®One of the main problems with which historiansrafseums
are confronted is a lack of sources to assess |vispaesentation and spatial lay-out. My
research has uncovered some descriptions, layodsphotographs, but the corpus is
limited®® Leaflets, catalogues and other materials publigmedhe NMI and the UM in
relation to exhibition have been the most importzategory of sources used. Other sources
emanate from state agencies such as the OfficailoiicPNorks in Dublin. The Office has
been responsible for ownership and maintenanceubfiqgbuildings like the NMI. So, its
archives contain layouts and other descriptionxbfitetions arranged at the NMI. External
companies which have collaborated with the musezansalso provide visual documents like
Martello Multimedia which was responsible for audisual materials for the 1998 exhibition
at the NMI. Finally, television archivefR@dio Television Eireanin Ireland, and B.B.C
Northern Ireland) and newspapers have also beenlusegrasp the visual dimensions of
displays.

The archives of the museums provide personal filesn keepers which include
correspondence, information on the everyday maneageof the collection, and organization
of display?’ Archives from the museums’ departments of edunatiave also been useful to
grasp the mechanisms and the issues at stake intimgulisplays® The directors’ archives,
however, which are a crucial source, are not abkalaither at the NMI or at the UM. The
available sources shed only partial light on thgatiations and tensions within the museums.
First, many decisions were taken orally and hawéren transcribed. Second, although those
materials are “private papers” from the staff, tidey not always show the complexity of
negotiations. The archives do not usually mentiension between the different actors
involved in the exhibiting process. This was pdtiaffset by the use of interviews, although
these necessarily relate to the recent past.

In the South, the Department of Education’s aretigroved of limited value, but the
archives of the Parliament and the archives ofTta@iseachDepartment gave some insight
into the political uses of histoR. Of major importance are the files devoted to ddfic

commemorations. In addition to the Golden Jubile¢he 1916 Easter Rising in 1966, the

% The refurbishment of the museum during the ye@862009 and the removal of the archives did not
facilitate the research.

% For instance, the NMI does not possess any phapbgof the 1966 commemorative exhibition of the6.91
Easter Rising.

% About the NMI, Gerard Hayes-McCoy’ papers are ramailable at the University of Galway, but could he
studied. Liam Gogan’s personal archives are avail@the University College of Dublin’s archives.

% Especially Helen Beaumont's archives at the NMH Marian Ferguson’s private papers at the UM.

% The archives of the Department of Education atémthe National Archives of Ireland. They arersthin a
particular site. There is no public database arydreguest must be transmitted to the staff.
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archives of the government Commemoration Committdp to understand the construction
of official narratives for the bicentenary of thé9B Rebellion in the Republic of Ireland in
1998. This helps to set the NMI into a broader esnbf commemorations. Various reports
published by state or private agencies on the httutions have also proved very helpful.
The 1949 Bodkin report on the NMI provides manyadstabout the management of the NMI
and its collections. Likewise, many reports haverbeublished on museums in Northern
Ireland by the Standing Commission on Museum andlef&es created in the United
Kingdom in 1931. The analysis of the political maation of history in Northern Ireland,
however, was generally more difficult. For the pdribefore the creation of the Ulster
Museum in 1961, the archives of the Belfast Corjama(Belfast City Council) have been
used to examine the overall management of the mus&imilarly, for the period before
Direct Rule (1972), archives of the government Badliament of Northern Ireland provide
details regarding the roles of the Belfast and&dlsMuseum. However, after 1972 the sources
are much more occasional. Archives of the DepartraeEducation and later the Department
of Culture for the 1990s could not be examined.ilanhy, the archives of the Community
Relations Council — which played a major role ia 990s politics of reconciliation — are not

available.
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CHAPTER I: The Mobilization of History and the Opposition
between Nationalism and Unionism: the National Musem of
Ireland and the Municipal Museum of Belfast (1830st940s)

The first chapter explores to what extent Nati@mland Unionism have played a role in the
mobilization of history and in the construction lktorical collections at the Dublin and
Belfast museums. Since the Belfast Museum (BM) drdgame a national institution in the
1960s, the first chapter concentrates on the oreaind development of the National Museum
of Ireland (NMI) in Dublin, in the southern part tife island. Nonetheless, attention will be
paid to the reasons for the contrasting evolutminhe two museums which find themselves
on either sides of the border. The first sectioalslevith the creation of the collections in
Dublin and Belfast until the partition of the isthrt will, then, be explained why the history
of Anglo-Irish conflicts had a very limited imporiee in the official past. Finally, the chapter
will demonstrate how the processes of commemoratiorand the Republican veterans —
contributed to the emergence of heroic represemstcelebrating the leaders of the 1798
Rebellion and of the 1916 Easter Rising.

A) Museums, Civic Pride and the Rise of Nationalismn Ireland: From
Private Collections to Public Institutions (1830s-221)

The history of museums and collections in the mieeth century is deeply linked to the
history of nationalism and its use of the past.dits of nationalism have demonstrated to
what extent politics and representations of thet jpas intertwined® Although they all
agreed that the past is essential to nationalismy €980s studies differed regarding the
relationship between nations and nationalism. $o&ighropologist Ernest Gellner and
Historian Eric Hobsbawm presented the national @esta creation, nationalists being
responsible for the creation of nations. Gellnarasived the nation as a result of the impact
of modernisation while Hobsbawm stressed the palitlinvention” of nations. Conversely,
Sociologist Anthony D. Smith emphasized the pre-emodoundations of the nation, which

therefore existed before nationalist movementsh@lgh this has been a key debate for

19 Andersonjmagined Communitie€rnest GellnefNations and Nationalispr{London: Blackwell, 1983); Eric
J. HobsbawmNations and Nationalism(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990)thany D. Smith,
Theories of Nationalisp{London: Duckworth, 1983).
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studies of nation and nationalism, one must condidéh the national past as “created” and
“used” by nationalists. Certainly, Smith is riglt stress the unique character of regions
through language, tradition and culture. Yet, itstnalso be noted that the combination of
these characteristics is not, alone, enough toteréda nation. The notion that these
characteristics are naturally shared across aigalgpace is an invention. Having said that,
this present study considers museums’ exhibitiengsulting from a process of the necessary
construction of cultural identities as linked totioahood. Museums have been useful to
nationalists because they have translated abstwacepts into tangible material eviderite.
This comparative history of the Dublin and Belfasiseums shares, therefore, more links
with the constructivist model of nation and natisra. The collection of artefacts and the
construction of collections enable the exploraiimo which aspects of the past were used by
nationalists to construct national identity in theeteenth century.

Although the links between the museums and ndigmaare important, they have to
be historicized in order to bring to light to whekxtent the museums have taken into
consideration and translated national ideologiethiwitheir permanent and temporary
exhibitions. Indeed, museums and not nation oonatiidentity, are the starting points of this

research.

1) Protestant Ascendancy and the Birth of Collectins

Before analyzing the rise of nationalism in Irelands important to highlight the political
relations between Ireland and Great Britain. Thatiens between the two islands have a long
history of union and conflict. Although the islamd Ireland underwent many successive
invasions, the conquest of Ireland by the kingddniEwgland took place in the sixteenth
century under the reign of the Tudor dynasty. Theqoest spread from the declaration of
Henri VIII as king of Ireland in the 1530s to theeoall control of the island by James | in
1603. This conquest was embedded in the impostibiknglish law, language and the
extension of Anglicanism as institutional religiaithat is more, the conquest was associated
with a policy of land confiscation and a demograptolonisation called Plantation. Scottish
and English Protestant settlers were sent to Ildglamostly in the East and North-East to
strengthen British control. In time, settlers beeaire new local ruling elites, members of the

191 Mason,Museums, Nations, Identitieg, 75.
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Irish Parliament — based in Dublin — which answet@dhe Lord Lieutenant of Irelartd?
These Protestant elites contributed to the rissuttfiral activity in Ireland.

Contrary to the twentieth century Irish politicantext, the first Irish radicals who
may be defined as Irish nationalists were not Jdathbut Protestant. From the late
seventeenth century, Roman Catholics were exclfidaa political rights and had suffered
the Penal Laws in the late seventeenth century hiclwthey were discriminated in the
property rights®® In consequence, most of the political, culturall gmofessional elites in
Ireland in the late eighteen and early nineteemeihtuzies were Protestant Anglo-Irish. For
instance, the Society of the United Irishmen wasatad in 1791 by Irish Protestants such as
Theobald Wolfe Tone, William Drennan, and Thomasdeil, initially to reform the Irish
political system. In the wave of the French revolt those patriots radicalized and
organized the 1798 Rebellion for Ireland’s indepmrad. In response to the failed 1798
insurrection, the 1800 Act of Union (which took exff in 1801) suppressed the Irish
Parliament and the island of Ireland became path@United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Ireland until 1921-2°* In early nineteenth century Ireland, politicaloromic and social
power was in the hands of this Protestant ascegdén@was within the circles of Protestants
that the Irish cultural nationalism emerged.

The role of culture in Irish nationalism has béea subject of many investigatiots.
John Hutchinson — a student of Anthony D. Smithrguas that two forms of nationalism,
political and cultural, co-exist in Ireland. He ohefd the former as a philosophy with the idea
of a civic polity of educated citizens united bymooon laws as its ideal. It is distinguished
from cultural nationalism which perceives the stdesecondary, believing that the essence of
the nation is to be found in its distinctive cisdiion’®® In his study of Irish nationalism,
Hutchinson highlights three phases of Gaelic rdsiva the 1780s, 1830s and the 1890s,
associated respectively with scholarship, politigald mass movement&. The main
advantage of the distinction between different peasf development of Irish nationalism is
the attention paid to the initial construction ofokviedge by cultural elites. In Ireland, this

192 The Lord Lieutenant was appointed by the Britiskaznment who retained the executive power.

193 The Penal Laws followed the victory of William @fange (Protestant) against James Il (Catholichsued
by most of Irish Catholics in 1689-1691.

1% The Northern Ireland parliament came into existeincthe summer 1921, the Irish Free State onlpeghi
autonomy in 1922.

1951 particular, F.S.L LyonsGulture and Anarchy in IrelandOxford, Oxford University Press, 198792d.);
John HutchinsonThe Dynamics of Cultural NationalisrLondon: Allen and Unwin, 1987).

1% HutchinsonThe Dynamics of Cultural Nationalismpp. 13-16.

197 HutchinsonThe Dynamics of Cultural Nationalismpp. 49-50; 115-116.
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role was notably undertaken by Protestants witlarendific societies who represented
Ireland’s cultural elite.

The construction of the museum collections wasaily undertaken by members of
the Protestant Ascendancy in Dublin and Belfasthia eighteenth century through the
frameworks of learned societies. For instance, dmupnmembers of the Royal Irish Academy
(RIA), created in 1785, were from a Protestant gemind and comprised academics,
nobility, clergy of the established church and jpanentariand® The Royal Dublin Society,
founded in 1731, was committed to the developméndesign, arts and craftsmanship.
These learned societies were at the origins ofntliseums’ collections in the nineteenth
century. Regional museums were a corollary to thergence of academies and societies
which demanded space to house the specimens edlléidiere was a wish to acquire objects,
to build collections, to classify and increasinglyopen the collections to the public. In the
early nineteenth century, there were three maimapgi museums opened to the public: the
Dublin Society Museum, the RIA Museum and the DultJniversity Museum. The purpose
was a desire for culture and knowledge and a seineeal ownership in the entire island of
Ireland. The Dublin museum was born from this Pstatet scholarship. Created by
Parliament Act in 1877, the Dublin Museum was basedhe collections of both the RDS
and the RIA.

Likewise, Belfast economic development in the teéeath century was largely due to
commercial and industrial activity controlled byoRstant elites. By 1830 linen manufacture
had supplanted previous cotton industry and Belfdstcame the world’s leading
producer™®® Belfast initially made its fortune from linen, tbin the latter half of the
nineteenth century shipbuilding became the domimahistry. The Belfast elites issued from
the economic development sought to develop theur@ildimension to enhance intellectual
life, but in more local frameworks. The focus wasd on the entire island space but more
limited to Belfast and its region. The Belfast NatuHistory Society was set up in 1821 to
gather information on “zoology, botany, mineralagyd antiquities” and opened the Belfast

Museum of Natural Society in 1831

198 This privileged class consisted of about 7.000ilfies) mostly of English origin and Anglican in igibn,
many of whom were absentee landlords. Boufkes Story of Irish Museumgp. 35, 62.

199 previously known as thBublin Society for improving Husbandry, Manufacsiand other Useful Arts and
Sciencesestablished in 1731, the Society was renamed Rb&wiseorge IV became patron in 1820. John
Turpin, 'The Royal Dublin Society and Its Schoolrof, 1849-1877'Dublin Historical Record36, 1982, pp. 2-
20. The RDS played a major role in the developnwnthe National Botanic Garden (1795), the National
Gallery of Ireland (1854), and the National Librafyireland (1877).

110 A C. Hepburn ‘Belfast’, in Connollfhe Oxford Companion to Irish Histqry. 44.

111 Bourke, The Story of Irish Museumg. 129
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The work of these scientific societies took placea context of British political
domination. The development of learned societies m@& designed in opposition to Britain.
Both the RDS and RIA were thus royal societies. Riv& of “science, polite literature and
antiquities” received its royal charter in 1786ttwi(eorge Il as its patron, with a role to
“civilize the manners and refine the taste of tlewge”*? The Dublin Science and Art
Museum was created in 1877 by Act of Parliamentwaad under the responsibility of the
British Department of Science and Art (DSA) in SoWensington. Thus policies and
strategies relating to the development of the ctidas in Dublin were linked inextricably to
the British State’s vision of culture.

The creation of the Dublin Museum is evidence dfigh policy to enhance socio-
cultural education in Ireland which explains whyreed societies, as proliferators of the
British cultural status quo and perspective, resgivoyal status. In the United Kingdom,
cultural policy was linked to social and indust@velopment. In the nineteenth century, the
British authorities supported the creation of dessghools and other visual arts society in
order to enhance industrialization (for which dasigias crucial). Although the Irish
development of industry was far less advarn¢dthe new museum in Dublin was entitled the
Dublin Museum of Science and Arts, in which artsl amdustry were associated. Another
consequence of the industrial growth on culturdicgowas the rise of the middle class.
Culture became increasingly seen in the United #amg as a way to educate the middle
class. In Ireland, the 1879 University Educatiaelfnd) Act aimed at creating “a progressive
educated native middle class eager to participkg¢ethe Scots and Welsh in the running of
the British Empire'* Similarly, the creation of museums in Ireland wamsidered by
British parliamentary commissions as “part of aspiggous ‘Imperial system’ as forming ‘part
of a great system spreading over the whole kingtldMThe creation of the Dublin Museum
must, therefore, not be seen as evidence of ndisopalicy but, conversely, as the result of
the British authorities’ intention to educate awdtcol the citizens of the empire.

The creation of the Dublin Museum reflected tim&di between knowledge and power.
The use of public museums in processes of socratnaction was not new in the nineteenth

century and has been especially studied by authemred by Michel Foucault's works on

112 preface of the first volume of the RIA, quotedTiarlac O. Raifeartaigh (ed.Jhe Royal Irish Academy: A
Bicentennial History. 1785-198%Dublin, Royal Irish Academy, 1985), p. 18.

113 For most of the nineteenth century, the Irish exoy centred on the production of raw materialstfier rest
of the United Kingdom. Industry was very much liedtto the production of textile in the Northerntpand
food-processing companies like the Guiness brewery.

14 HutchinsonThe Dynamics of Cultural Nationalism, 115.

115 Annual Report to the Department of Science and 2883. XXVII, p. xxx. Quoted in Crookdolitics, p.
106.
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power, knowledge and space. An example of the ifewcault’s ideas in museum studies is
Eileen Hooper-Greenhill$Museum and the Shaping of Knowled6892). She stresses the
emergence of the disciplinary museum during the ééghteenth and nineteenth centuries and
the ways in which states began to deploy publiceaums as a means of “civilizing” their
populations:*® The concept of disciplinary museum was developethér in Tony Bennett's
“The Exhibitionary Complex” (1988) anthe Birth of the Museum: History, Theory, Politics
(1995)'*" Bennett applies Foucault's ideas about discipjinrmwer and governmentality to
the development of the public museum in the ningteeentury. He argues that at this time
the museum should be understood as an institutimwvtas designed not only to improve the
population as a whole but to encourage citizenegolate and police themselVeé8 Bennett
suggests that visitors to public museums were eaged to accept and internalize “lessons
in civic” because in the public spaces of the reeath century, the public itself was put on
display and held in perpetual tension between obsgrand being observed® When it
opened in 1890, the Dublin Museum very much issuech a political intention to stress
Ireland’s belonging to the British Empire.

The Dublin Museum was composed of collections g&tth by the Natural History
Museum, the Royal Dublin Society library, the Geptal Survey collections, the Royal
College of Science and the Royal Irish Academy. Biiéding situated in Kildare Street was
neo-classical (Appendix 5), composed of a centatlimda surrounded with a classical
colonnade. The management of the Dublin Museumeddalery similar to that of the British
Museum; the entrance was dominated by the collestiof Greek and Greco-Roman
sculptures and casts of international architectis@tures were given prominent display in the
central court of the museutff In all of these aspects, the Dublin Museum of Smeand Art
was in its first decades an imperial museum veffemint from the municipal museum in
Belfast. Although different in their scope and ssathowever, the museums in Dublin and
Belfast looked similar in their absence of natiodalology. This was about to shift due to the
rise of Irish nationalism in the last decades efitimeteenth century.

16 Ejlean Hooper-GreenhilMuseumsp. 168.

7 Tony Bennett ‘The Exhibitionary Compledyew Formationsn.4, 1988, pp. 73-102; Bennethe Birth of
the Museum

118 Bennett,The Birth of Museunpp. 59-88

119 Bennett,The Birth of Museurrpp. 67-69

120 Crooke,Politics, p. 124. The first catalogues were reprinted fthenBritish Museum.
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2) The Rising Opposition between Irish Nationalismin Dublin and Belfast Civic
Culture: the Different Involvement of the Museums

The creation of the Dublin Museum in 1877 and fierung in 1890 took place in an overall
context of increasing opposition between two idgms: Nationalism and Unionism.
Federated around the conception of an Irish idewligtinct from Britain, nationalism was
composed of two major currents. Irish Republicanigas radical and advocated the use of
force to reach Ireland’s independence. It was endobby the Fenian movement. The other
nationalist movement was more moderate, using gmedntary means to obtain British
concessions. Thus, from the 1870s onwards, thie H@me Rule Movement sought to obtain
an Irish Parliament and to repeal the Act of Uni@pposed to armed conflict which was
supported by the Fenians, Home Rulers like Ch&tewart Parnell and later John Redmond,
together with the Irish Parliamentary Party donmedalrish public life until the First World
War. Home-Rule bills were unsuccessfully proposgdhle British Prime Minister — William
E. Gladstone — in 1886 and 1893The Third Home Rule bill was enacted by Westministe
1914 but almost immediately postponed due to threak of the First World War.

The development of Irish nationalism was assodiatgth renewed political
mobilization of history. The last decades of theeteenth century witnessed a Gaelic Revival
with the establishment of the Society for the Pnest@on of the Irish Language (1877) and
the Gaelic League (1893% In addition to language, Irish nationalism used fhast to
legitimate a distinct Irish identity. Archaeologgdame an issue of tension between Britain
and Irish Nationalists, with consequences for tlepldy of collections, in particular at the
Dublin Museum. In 1896, gold objects — known as Bweighter Hoard — were found by
farmers in Broighter, County Derry, now in Northdreland. Sold to the British Museum,
they became the subject of a controversy betweerBthiish Museum and the RIX® The
RIA wanted the objects to be declared “treasureetr@nd to be re-accessioned to tHéf.
Elizabeth Crooke — who has written the only monpgrabout the National Museum of
Ireland — observes that this controversy was daatlonger trend in gathering archaeological

125

collections to support a distinct Irish nationakmdity. > Members of the RIA wanted to

121 Member of the Liberal Party — closer to the Irldbme Rulers than the Conservative Party — Gladstone
thought of the Home Rule as a reconciliation betwieish Nationalists and the British State.

122 HutchinsonThe Dynamics of Cultural Nationalismpp. 154-168

123 K. Neill, ‘The Broighter Hoard: Or How Carson Cdmghe Boat'Archaeology Irelandvol. 7, n. 2, 1993,

pp. 24-26.

124 The Broighter Hoard is a collection of first cemtgold objects of the Celtic period, ca. first ey B.C.

125 Crooke,Politics, pp. 68-99.
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develop “a characteristically Irish institution” efe the display of antiquities from the so-
called prehistoric “Golden Age” would come to there™® The Broighter Hoard was
ultimately granted to the RIA, and then to the Duldluseum. Antiquities crystallized, as in
other parts of the United Kingdom like Scotlande thising nationalist claims of Irish
scholars®’ It was in that context that the national statustté Dublin Museum was
established.

The imperial dimension of the Dublin Museum of e and Art was increasingly
challenged by Irish nationalists. Whereas in Londo& institution was referred to as the
Dublin Museum of Science and Art, in Dublin it wiasown in the Antiquities circles as the
“National Museum of Science and A% From 1890 to 1910, the museum in Dublin moved
indeed from an imperial to a national institutiorhe transfer of the management of the
museum from the British Department of Science amdté a Dublin-based department in
1899 — the Department of Agriculture and Techniostruction — and the appointment of
George Noble, Count Plunkett in 1907 as directothef museum, entailed this change in
status®>® A constitutional nationalist — in 1892 he unsusfely contested a seat as a
Parnellite Nationalist — and founding editor of thegtionalist papeHibernia, George Noble
Count Plunkett renamed the Dublin Museum. His repbrl908 stated that it was decided
that the Museum should henceforth be styled “théiddal Museum of Science and Art,
Dublin”.**° Likewise, he defended in 1912 in thMeiseum Journathe creation of a national
museum. He stressed that

No community, however small and insignificant, adess itself properly
provided for unless it has a museum. To my minduseum is more than a
system; it is part of the national life, it is axpeession of the national lif&?
He perceived the possession of a national museuavidence of the existence of an Irish
nation. The new title was, according to him, “magpropriate for the institution having
regard to its representative position in the chpisahe Museum of Ireland and the treasury of
Celtic antiquities™* The possession of Antiquities was indeed fundaaieathis argument.
He rearranged the collections according to thigndafn. In the new layout, the Irish

Antiquities collection gained greater prominences plointed out that those visiting the

126 Crooke,Politics, p. 112.

127 Mason,Museums, Nations, Identitigs. 86.

128 Crooke,Politics, p. 115.

129 5ee the list of directors, Appendix 1.

130 Crooke, Politics, pp. 137-138

131 Museum JournalFebruary 1912, p. 34. Quoted in CrooRelitics, p. 1
132 Crooke,Politics, pp. 137-138
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national museum would “hold in less consideratibe ftoreign objects that the museum
contains than the great historical series of lashiquities and the general illustration of Irish
arts and industries:* On the eve of the First World War, the Dublin Musehad therefore
evolved from an imperial institution with a neosdecal aspect to a national institution with a
particular bias towards Celtic antiquities. In ldbkan a century, the different collections
gathered by learned societies had been re-arramggadvere then mobilized to support Irish
national narratives.

A commitment to Irish self-government — even mioeéand’s independence — was not
shared all over the island and tensions emerggeécesly in the North-East. The North-East
was — even more than other regions — politicallg anonomically dominated by Protestant
families. The demographic domination was only dised by the massive arrivals of
Catholics — attracted to the strong industrial \atgti— to the city of Belfast in the mid-
nineteenth century. The resulting sectarian teissemd the rise of Irish nationalism in the
second half of the nineteenth century strengthddewnism and Unionist organizations.
Belfast emerged as the headquarters of resistanteetclaims of Irish nationalism. Sean
Connolly demonstrates that although Belfast wdk @tesented as an Irish city during the
visit of the Queen Victoria in 1849, the followitigree decades saw a perceptible hardening
of attitudes:** The politicisation of identity politics in the Nbrwas embedded in the rise of
Unionism.

Defined by its support to the union with Britaidnionism was an ideology which
mostly united Protestants in the Northern counflé® rise of Unionism was exemplified by
the development of the Orange Order. Created b lindtially devoted to the celebration of
William of Orange — from whom it took its name -et@range Order supported the political
union with Britain and fought for the Protestangitenacy in Ireland:*®> Until the mid-
nineteenth century, the Orange Order remained @marganization but growing sectarian
tensions and the Protestant fear regarding Irisiomaism enhanced its popular support. The
number of parades arranged for William of Orangédsory every 13' of July increased in

the 186043 Reflecting a more triumphant Irish nationalism evhivas gradually associated

133 Crooke, Politics, p. 138

134 Sean Connolly)magining Belfast : Political Ritual, Symbols ando@d, Economic and Social Research
Council, http://www.open.ac.uk/socialsciences/identitiesfiings/Connolly.pd{last visited June 2012).

%5 1n 1690, William of Orange, Protestant head of@rand Alliance, defeated James Il, Catholic, atBattle
of the Boyne which was a decisive step in the gieidor the throne of England. From now on, the Kiof
England would be Protestant.

1% Bryan,Orange Paradegp. 38-41.

35



with Catholicism, Unionism intensified. The lastcddes of the century witnessed a political
and religious polarization of both Irish nationalisnd Unionism.

Like Irish Nationalists, Unionists used the passtipport their political ideology. For
instance, it was in the last decade of the ningteeentury that the 1690 Battle of the Boyne
and the Siege of Derry became associated with lstiomnd Protestants’ Brian Walker
observes that “there is no evidence that it (thél®awas regarded as a great event by the
Protestants of Ulster in the late™8entury”**® Catholics were still part of the processions
arranged for the centenary of the Siege of Derry7489. This was no longer the case in the
1880s and 1890s and these events were mostly atddloy Protestant Unionists. Religious
identity became gradually associated with the opiposbetween Nationalism and Unionism.

The process of developing politics of identityBelfast was complex and gradual. As
Connolly observes “notions of Belfast as a Britisity, as the capital of a regionally
distinctive Ulster, and as an Irish city of a ureqtype coexisted and in some cases
overlapped™®® The history of the construction of the Belfast Mus's collection was
initially influenced by the rise of Belfast civiculture. The economic growth based on
production of textile and shipbuilding industryratited large numbers of people. The town’s
population rose rapidly, from 87,000 in 1851 to ®0® in 1901, to meet the needs of the
shipyards and the factories filling the townsci3e.ike other industrial urban centres such as
Liverpool, Birmingham, Manchester and Leeds, thewgng confidence in the city’s
economy became materialized in civic cultlffeBelfast was designated a city in 1888,
Queen Victoria conferred the title of lord mayor the mayor of Belfast in 1892, and the
boundary of the city were significantly extended1i®96. The Belfast Corporation, which
existed since 1613 when the town received its ehaldecame stronger in the 1890s and

began to plan for the creation of a new and moaedymunicipal home, which culminated in

137 The Siege of Derry took place in 1689 during thar Wwetween the Catholic James Il and the Protestant
William of Orange. The city, a Williamite Strongliplrefused to open the door to the Jacobite armighwh
started a siege. The inhabitants were relievedhbyDrangist troops; the episode has remained anm&af the
Catholic threat for the Unionist community and @ranemorated annually by the Apprentice Boys of {penr
August 12. The Battle of the Boyne took place tldofving year (July 1690). William’s victory is
commemorated by the Orange Order every 12 July.

138 Brian Walker,Dancing to History’s Tune: History, Myths and Pifit in Ireland (Belfast: Institute of Irish
Studies, Queen’s University of Belfast, 1996), p. 2

139 Connolly,Imagining Belfast

140 Gillian Mclntosh ‘Symbolizing the Civic Ideal: thH@ivic Portraits in Belfast Town Hall'Urban History 35,
3, 2008, p. 363.

141 See for comparative examples of other cities amth$ Simon GunrPublic Culture of the Victorian Middle
Class(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2000).
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1906 in the opening of Belfast City Hall in Done@ajuare:*? This was merely one example
of the materialization of Belfast civic pride.

Civic buildings were erected such as the Freei@uiirary in 1888 which included a
Municipal Art Gallery. This Municipal Gallery merdeawith the Belfast Museum in 1910 and
gave birth to the Belfast Museum and Art Galleryickhwas under the supervision of Belfast
Corporation** It is important to note that Belfast Corporationsacontrolled at all times by
the Unionist majority, and, therefore, strengthetieel opposition between the Belfast and
Dublin Museum. Nevertheless, the collections ofBledast Museum very much reflected the
strengthening of Belfast Corporation and the riseBelfast civic culture. Following the
merger in 1910, most of the collections and exiubg at the Belfast Museum dealt with local
art, and above all painting* Contrary to the Dublin Museum, the Belfast Museemained,
in the early twentieth century, a municipal indidn devoted to local culture. The Unionist
ideology merely appeared in the 1910s.

The gap established by the opposition betweenoNalism and Unionism in the last
decades of the nineteenth century became strongegdhe different conflicts in which Irish
were involved between 1912 and 1921. The Irish weetwveen 1912 and 1921, confronted
with three sorts of conflict: their divisions odome Rule and the union, their involvement
in the First World War and the struggle for indegemce through the 1916 Easter Rising and
the War of Independence (1919-1921). In 1912, hive Home Rule Bill was introduced®
This decision was critically contested by Unionistko intended to keep the union with
Britain. In January 1912, the Ulster Volunteer Foi¢JVF) was established and the 28
September 1912, half a million men and women sighister's Solemn League and
Covenant against Home Rule. The creation of the WMB followed by the opposite creation
of the Irish Volunteers in 1913 by Irish Nationt&disHowever, the tensions were temporarily
dispersed due to the outbreak of war in Septem®g4:1the introduction of Home Rule Act
was temporarily suspended.

In 1914, many Ulster Unionists joined the Britkhmy as a reflection of their loyalty
to Unionism, but in the rest of Ireland the issueswnore ambiguous. In August 1914, John
Redmond — leader of the Irish Parliamentary Partyated that Ireland would fight to defend
the country from invasion and would, therefore, tadte advantage of Britain’s involvement

192 Mclntosh, ‘Symbolizing the Civic Ideal’, p. 364.

143 Nesbitt,A Museum in Belfasp. 21.

144 See the appendix, the list of Belfast Museum’sitgitibns.

195 The Third Irish Home Rule Act was passed in 19a#vims suspended due to the declaration of war.
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in the war*® More importantly, after the Ulster Unionist entignt in the Ulster Division
within the British Army, Redmond urged for a similash commitment, and, on September
20", encouraged the Irish Volunteers to enlist to supthe British war effort. Most of the
Irish Volunteers followed Redmond, while a minorifgined the Irish Republican
Brotherhood as a mark of their disagreement. Irsequence, roughly 200.000 Irish fought in
the 18" and 18 Divisions between 1914 and 19%8.However, taking advantage of the
British Army involvement on the western front, aadhmumber of Republicans organized an
insurrection in Dublin during Easter Week 1916.h&ligh the rising failed and was easily
repressed by the British troops, the event had prmmpact on the struggle for Irish
independence.

This period intensified the involvement of the Datand Belfast museums in politics,
albeit in opposite direction. Noel Nesbitt stressadhis history of the Belfast Museum, that
during the First World War, “the curator (of theltast Museum) concentrated his attention
on assisting the war effort by educating the publicuch matters as food production and
hygiene”**® Indeed, an exhibition about disease during the was mounted in 1915.
Furthermore, in 1917 two exhibitions of photographpressed the museum’s mobilization.
In July, photographs lent by the Ministry of Mupits of War, “illustrate the employment of
women (...) for the effective production of war (..9 show their wonderful courage and
devotion”**° In November, “400 enlarged photographs, lent lsyghvernments of the Allied
Nations constituted a unique pictorial record of topography of the various theatres of
war”.*° These exhibitions were part of teéort de guerralready analyzed in many British
museums>!

Conversely, some members of the staff of the Dubluseum engaged in the 1916
Dublin rising. Count Plunkett who had assertedrtagonal role of the museum in 1912 was
the father of George Oliver Plunkett (who partitguhin the 1916 Easter Rising and the War
of Independence) and Joseph Plunkett, one of theéefs of the 1916 Easter Rising and

1% The Irish Parliamentary Party was formed in 188Zharles Stewart Parnell. Constitutional Naticstali- in
opposition to Republicans — under the Irish Pariatary Party endeavoured to obtain the Home Rule.

7In the recent collection of essays about Irelamdl the First World War, Philip Orr explains “Itligrd to be
exact about the number of Irishmen who served thighBritish armed forces in the Great War, giveat thany
non-lrish troops served with British regiments andnerous Irish-born men fought with other militargits
raised in places as varied as Canada and Austtdiaever, the figure of 200,000 is a useful appration.
Philip Orr ‘200,000 volunteer soldiers’, in Horr@ur War,p. 65.

148 Nesbitt,A Museump. 35.

199 A, Dean, 14th October 1928puvenir of the Openingelfast Municipal Museum and Art Gallery, Belfast
1929.

%0 bean,Souvenir of the Opening

131 Gaynor Kavanaghyluseums and the First World W4t eicester: Leicester Unversity Press, 1998).
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signatories of the 1916 Proclamation of the Irigp&blic. Count Plunkett was sent by his son
Joseph Plunkett to Europe to seek German aid apapal blessing to plan the revuit.
Accordingly, when the Rising was repressed by thretisB troops, the Director was
dismissed. Another key member of the Dublin Musewustaff was involved in the Rising.
Liam Gogan, assistant keeper of antiquities inDdlin Museum (Appendix 2), had been
elected to the provisional committee of the Irisblunteers in 1913, and appointed assistant
secretary> He also participated in the Easter Rising and thasefore suspended in 1916
and interned for three months in Frongoch, WalesoHly returned to his job in 1922 The
two museums largely mirrored the opposition betwdenRepublican commitment to fight
the British domination in Ireland while the Belfaduuseum supported the union during the
war. This contrasting path would reach officiatgsawith the partition of the island.

After the end of the First World War, in the Ded®mn 1918 general electionSinn
Fein — the party of the rebels — won a majority of sedthe representatives decided to
assemble in Dublin in January 1919 to form an Iri®@publican Parliament, declaring
sovereignty over all-Irelantf> This political manoeuvre triggered the War of Ipeiedence
(1919-1921) in which the Irish Republican Army ftwigagainst the British troops. This war
resulted in the British government introducing tevernment of Ireland Act (1920) which
implemented Home Rule while providing separateigarénts in Dublin and Belfast® It
also established a Council of Ireland, which wooNérsee certain public services that could
not be easily divided. Politicians in the southectg¢d the idea of a Dublin parliament in
favour of theDail**” and the Council of Ireland was rejected by Unitsnigho saw it as a step
towards all-Ireland Home Rule. The Act, howevem d@® described as the blueprint for
partition. The Anglo-Irish Treaty of 1921 alloweat the creation of the Irish Free State in the
South and gave Northern Ireland the possibilitppd out of the Free State. Unionists did so

in December 1922 and Northern Ireland stayed inlthiged Kingdom. The two parts of the

152 0'Connor Lysaght, D.LPlunkett, George Noble, Count Plunkett in the Papability (1851-1948), Oxford
Dictionary of National Biography online edn. Oxford University Press.
www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/54747 (last visitédne 2011).

1334 jam Gogan’, in James Maguire and James Quina,, Bictionary of Irish Biographyvol. 4, (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2009), p. 22. He resigmis position after taking part in a failed atperto secure
arms in the United States.

1344 jam Gogan’, in Maguire and Quinijictionary.

135 From this point onwards, the expression ‘all-Inelais an attributive which is associated with tibole
island of Ireland, regardless of the partition.

1% Westminster would have maintained power on varisssies of imperial concern (such as defence and
foreign affairs)

157 First established in 191B4il Eirann is the lower house and principal chamber of tighIparliament.
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island of Ireland would, from now on, never sharailar political authorities and the two
museums would belong to distinct political authest

In conclusion, by the 1920s when the two Irishtmal entities came into being, Arts,
Natural Science and Archaeology were the major #sepof display in the two institutions.
The history of Anglo-Irish conflicts did not initlg belong to the past as collected and
displayed in the museums. The different organimafmmational in Dublin and municipal in
Belfast), the different focus of the collectionscfeaeology in Dublin, arts in Belfast) did
reveal, however, how important Nationalism and Wism had become for the two museums.
But the museums were different through their stathe Belfast Museum remained a
municipal institution linked to Belfast civic culel whereas the museum in Dublin was
supposed to represent the entire island (or tlaadshs a national entity). The history of the
BM'’s collection was entangled with the developmehthe city of Belfast and confirms the
new set of studies on the relations between “séieiculture” and “civic pride” in Belfast>®
It is also important to notice that the two museuwmese created long before the partition and
the creation of two distinct political entities. gDublin Museum as a structure was a legacy
of the British domination; the focus on the Cettitd Early-Christian periods was the result of
the nationalisation of the collections. This créesHization between British cultural policy
and Irish nationalism also explains why the Natiadaseum of Ireland existed before the

creation of the Irish Free State.

B) The Myths of the Origins, and the Role of Museum in Creating a

National History

The Anglo-Irish Treaty was signed in London on &&maber 1921 by representatives of the
British government, and envoys ddail Eireann — Irish Parliament — who claimed
plenipotentiary status (including Michael CollinsdaArthur Griffith) *>° This resulted in the
creation of the lIrish Free State as a self-govegrrdominion within the British Empire

whereas Northern Ireland remained part of the UnkKengdom. The Irish Free State had a

138 See the different projects at Queen’s Universigyfdst : Scientific Metropolis: Belfast in an AgéScience,
c. 1820-1914 ; Imagining BelfasCivic Identity and Public Space: Belfast 1800-20%@yw.qub.ac.uk (last
visited June 2012).

%9 |n accordance with its terms the Treaty needeketoand was, ratified by the members elected tin she
House of Commons of Southern Ireland and the BriarliamentDail Eireannfor the de facto Irish Republic
also ratified the Treaty.
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new Constitutiort®® Under the agreement of the Anglo-Irish Treaty, Itigh Free State was a
constitutional monarchy with a Governor-GenerdPaaliament (called th®ireachta3 made

up of two housesDail EireannandSeanad Eireann The executive authority was vested in
the King, and exercised by a cabinet called thecktkee Council, presided over by a prime
minister called the President of the Executive @durNevertheless, the signature of the
treaty and the partition of Ireland led to thehriGivil War (1922-1923) and the opposition
between Pro and Anti-Treaty sid®s.The new government of the Irish Free State (Pro-
Treaty) defeated the Anti-Treaty side in May 1928,adespite many executions and vivid
bitterness, was able to stabilize Irish politictd.|

The situation in Northern Ireland was significgndifferent. First of all, while more
than 90% of the population was Catholic in thehirfsree State, roughly two thirds of the
population in Northern Ireland in 1921 was Protesta\fter the partition of the island,
Unionism shifted from a minority ideology in theasd of Ireland to the dominant tradition in
Northern Ireland. Union with Britain, and not indgglence, was the nerve of Unionist
politicians.

Partition could therefore have had a tremendoymsaihon the cultural institutions like
museums. The National Gallery, the National Libramyd the National Museum were
amongst the services designated as the respotysibilithe Council of Ireland set up to
manage the relations between the two paftén theory, the collections from the National
Museum should have been partitioned but this negeurred. Elizabeth Crooke reveals that
the Prime Minister of the Northern parliament, Iames Craig (Prime Minister of Northern
Ireland from 1921 to 1940), was advised in Februe®21 by Sir Ernest Clark, assistant
under-secretary, that “the North should claim aeslwh the pictures and contents of museums
in Dublin (...) of these things the north ought tavats fair share, and although the matter is
not immediate, it might be well to prepare the viaya claim”!®® However when Partition
was made legally complete, the collections of tlatidhal Gallery and the National Museum
were not divided as those of the Public Recordd®ffvere. Partly as a consequence of the
absence of partition of the Dublin collections, Bedfast Museum'’s collection did not change
dramatically in the 1920s and 1930s. While the Dubuseum officially reached the status
of National Museum of Ireland (NMI) following thereation of the Irish Free State, the

1801t was enacted with the adoption of Benstitution of the Irish Free State (Saorstat Bire) Act 1922

181 The latter, led by Eamon de Valera, objected thatlrish Free State would remain part of the Bhiti
Commonwealth and refused the partition. Pro-Trdatges, led by Michael Collins argued that the Tyea
provided a useful step in Ireland’s independence.

182 Crooke,Politics, p. 140.

183 Crooke,Politics, p. 140.
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Belfast Museum remained a municipal entity untdl #960s°* This exemplified the different
participation of the two museums in the creatiomdehtities North and South.

1) Uses of History in the Irish Free State: the NMland the Presentation of a Catholic,

Rural, and Gaelic National Past

The creation of a new state may result in the naization of many national identity
narratives like monuments, ceremonies and othebsilgnThe policy regarding the National
Museum seemed to belong to this category. The maltstatus of the museum was officially
acknowledged in 1922 and the Minister of Educatlwhn Marcus O'Sullivan, commissioned
in 1926 an enquiry to research and report upomii@ purposes that should be served by the
National Museunt®® The National Museum of Ireland was made the réposiof
archaeological monuments. In 1930, the National lvleents Act was established to protect
“national” monuments in the Irish Free State. Amblagy was made a major issue and the
Act made it a legal requirement that people refietdiscovery of any archaeological object;
additionally any excavation had to be supervisedheyDirector of the National Museum of
Ireland (section 26).

The development of national identity was undemaikeother fields as well. Education
was reformed in the first years of the Irish Frémt& History became a compulsory subject in
primary schools in 1922, and the new programmeesdated in 1925 centred exclusively on
Irish history’®® In spite of these examples, history was not thes @ubject of the Irish
cultural policy. The Irish language was given acsgeplace, in particular due to its noted
rapid decline as a spoken language, by becomingtitaiionally defined as the official
“national language” as early as 1992The focus on the Irish language derived more Byoad
from new constructions of Irishness.

The Irish language was linked to the definitioraafural and Gaelic Irish culture. The
study of rural and Gaelic culture became associaiéd the development of Irish Folklore.

As Micheal Briody puts it in his survey of the hig-olklore Commission, there was in the

184 The Ulster Museum was created in 1961.

185 The details of the report will be analyzed lafeils Lithberg, Untitled report on the National Museum of
Ireland, Unpublished report, (Dublin: Ministry of Educatic1927).

186 John O’CallaghanTeaching Irish Independence: History of Irish Sdspa922-72(Newcastle upon Tyne:
Cambridge Scholars, 2009), p. 19.

167 Michael Briody, The Irish Folklore Commission, History, Ideologygetiodology 1935-197QHelsinki,
Finnish Literature Society, 2007), p. 47.
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Irish Free State “nostalgia for rural life and Baelic past™®® Folklore was recognized, in
the new lIrish Free State, as a cultural resouncérifh identity. It should be recalled that the
Irish Free State was primarily a rural country,hwitnly a small industrial base. Given the
demographic dominance of the countryside, it issupprising that the ideal of rural life was
romanticized by members of the political elite. &V associations were created for the
protection of Irish folklord®® Irish governments were fully involved in the prsse The
Minister for Education in the first years of théslr Free State was Eoin Mac Néill, Professor
of Early Irish History at University College DubliMichael Briody underlines that Mac Néill
believed that “the true basis of the Irish naticasvio be found in the remote Gaelic past and
that the language is the lifetime of nationality®.Concurrently, theCumann na nGaedheal
government sponsored the new lIrish Folklore Insiin 1930. Language and Folk studies,
more than any other fields, embodied the cultuddicp of the Irish governments in the first
decade of the Irish Free State in order to createish national identity. The initial politics of
identity focused on the origins of the nation. Gowmeents were careful to support historical
narratives designed to root the Irish State inghst. This did not change witianna Fail’s
arrival into power in 1932.

Following the 1932 general electiorisanna Fail (translated as Soldiers of Destiny)
came in power for the first timé! Founded in 1926 by Eamon de Valef@nna Fail was
the political inheritor of the Anti-Treaty factionghe people defeated in the 1922-3 Civil
Warl’? Fianna Fail was, by comparison with the former government, lmaloser to the
Republican interpretations of the relations betwéetand and England. Consistently in
power until February 1948, Eamon de Valera angaisy undertook a political radicalisation
turning the country from a constitutional monar¢bya constitutional republit’® Though the
creation of the Irish Republic only occurred in 834 theRepublic of Ireland Actame into
effect in 1949 — several measures revealed thle jriditical radicalisation in the 1930s. De
Valera immediately removed the oath of fidelitythe Crown. In return Britain put duties on
Irish imports, thus instituting an economic war.1936 theExternal Relations Aatemoved
any mention of the king in the Irish Constitutiomdathe following year a new Constitution

was proposed. The 1937 Constitution claimed jucissh over the whole of Ireland, North

188 Briody, The Irish Folklore Commissiomp. 51.

189 The Folklore of Ireland Society was founded in %% James Hamilton Delargy.

79 Briody, The Irish Folklore Commissigmp. 45.

"' The General Election was held orf"Iebruary 1932 and the new Assembly first met'dMarch 1932.

72 The Republican Party won 72 seats in 1932, agaimgt65 for theCumann na nGaedheé&hheritor of the
Pro-Treaty side and previously in government).

13 political prisoners were released, the ban orl.fRe\ was lift and Eamon de Valera made clear tlaghf
Allegiance was to be abolished.
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and South and therefore ignored partitt6hunder de Valera’'s government, the Gaelicization
of the Irish society increased.

The Irish Folklore Commission was created in 193 w&n annual budget of Ir£100
for each of the thirty-two countié$’ It was created as a State institute attached teethity
College Dublin and operated under the Departmeriichfcation. The IFC focused on non-
elite and non-urban traditions, and the lifestyiehe former rural, relatively unsophisticated,
segments of the population. The Gaelicization ef nkew state was used to break free from
the colonial past. In a radio broadcast made oRdatick’s Day in 1943, de Valera stressed
Ireland’s identity and fostered the images of aspaary in a land “whose firesides would be
the forums of wisdom of serene old agé” Under the 1937 Constitution, the Irish Free State
was renamedreland and the Prime Minister was now call@doiseactt’’ The 1930s were
marked by an official re-appraisal of the linksveg¢n the two islands which was expressed
in the wish to highlight distinctions. In order do so, another criterion was the association
between Irishness and Catholicism.

In addition to the politics of language and Gaelitture, theFianna Fail government
stood out for its promotion of the Catholic ideptiPartition had strengthened the religious
identity building within the two states. In 19262.5% of the Free State's population was
Catholic while 7% were Protestant. In the aftermaithihe Civil War, Roman Catholicism
appeared as offering a common ground to a largerihajof the population. While the
Cumann na nGaedhegovernment also participated in the promotion flash Catholic
identity — notably during the centenary of the @ithEmancipation in 1929° — the process
mostly developed under tff@ganna Fail government in the 1930s.

The Irish Catholic identity was colourfully promdteduring the 1932 Eucharistic
Congress jointly organized by th€@umann na nGaedheand following Fianna Fail
government’® The Congress (22-26 June) marked the T50tiversary of the introduction

of Christianity into Ireland by St Patrick. It rems, today, the largest public spectacle in

" 1n Articles 2 and 3 the whole Ireland formed tmational territory”.Bunreacht na hEireanrDublin, 1937.
The clash between the Irish and British governmeatsly explained Irish neutrality during the SeddWorld
War

17> Guy Beiner,Remembering the Year of the French. Irish Folk dtistand Social Memory(Madison:
University of Wisconsin Press, 2007), p. 37.

% The Irish Press18 March 1943, p.1.

7" Name of the head of certain Celtic tribes.

178 The 1829 Catholic Relief Act removed most subsshmestriction on Roman Catholicism in the United
Kingdom.

17 Roman Catholic Eucharistic Congresses are gatyeraf ecclesiastics and laymen for the purpose of
celebrating the Holy Eucharist. The first Euchagisongress was held in 1881 under Pope Leo Xlbkiy-
eight congresses have been organised by the Papahiftee for Eucharistic Congresses to increaseta®vto
the Eucharist as a part of the practice of faith.
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twentieth-century Ireland with which the Irish ®tawvas associatéd® The amount of
government archives relating to the event shows higwificant it was for the State’s self
image and it's relation to global Catholicisfil. The Mass in the Phoenix Park — where a
message from the Pope was radio-broadcast — wasdatt by over one million people,
roughly one third of the Irish population in 193aint Patrick, much more than any other
historical character had been able to mobilizenthele country. In his 1935 St Patrick’'s Day
speech, Eamon de Valera reminded people that tteliaa been a Christian and Catholic
nation since St Patrick and that “she remains ehdliat nation”*®> The rapprochement
betweenFianna Fail and the Roman Catholic Church was not better egprkthan within
the new 1937 Constitution promoted by de Valeraek¥as the 1922 Constitution was more
secular — partly because it had to be approvedrhgiB— the 1937 version moved towards a
quasi-theocratic model. The 1937 preamble invokieg ‘hame of the Holy Trinity from
whom is all authority” and article 44 recognizetétspecial position” to Roman Catholicism
as “the religion of the great majority of the o#ti's”. The “moral monopoly” of the Roman
Catholic Church derived also from its quasi mongpelgarding education. Still in the early
1990s, 2.988 of the 3.200 primary schools werebythe Catholic ChurcH? The relevance
of Catholicism in the construction of an officialsh identity belonged to a conception of
strict opposition between Irish and British. Instifiocus on the historical roots of the State, the
National Museum of Ireland had a major role to play

The National Museum of Ireland fully participated the construction of idealised
representations of myths of the origins of thearatbased on a Catholic and Celtic past. In
1926, a report regarding the roles of the NMI wasnmissioned by the Minister for
Education. Five experts, representatives of ardbgg@nd the arts in Dublin, were appointed
to consider these questiolf8.The head of the committee was Nils Lithberg, Diveof the
Northern Museum in Stockholm and professor of Rigldtudies:®® Crooke argues that “This

appointment could be regarded as another way akbrg links with Britain simply because

'8 There was even an act passed by the governmecifispity for the event. It was called the Euchtds
Congress (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act, 1932.

81 The event itself culminated with a live papal liteast from Rome on Sunday 26 June to the Irishlpeop

182 \walker,Dancing to History’s Tunep. 81.

183 A, Hyland, “Multi-Denominational Schools in the Reblic of Ireland 1975-1995”, irfEducation and
Religion conference organized by C.R.E.L.A at the Uniwgrsiof Nice, 21-22 June 1996.
http://www.educatetogether.ie/reference_articles/Re_003.html(last visited February 2012).

184 The Irish members were (Charles McNeill, exparaichaeology; Thomas Bodkin, arts; Dermod O’Brien
(Board of Visitors National Museum) and P.A. MurpMatural Science.

18 |ithberg, Untitled Report on the National Museum of Irelafitis appointment could be regarded as another
way of breaking links with Britain simply becaus&hberg was not English. Interest in folk heritagas also
keeping with the style of Irish nationalism of theriod that romanticized the rural way of life betWest of
Ireland.
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Lithberg was not English**® Lithberg’s appointment by the Irish government wadso
explained by the strong cultural influence from i&liaavian countries on the development of
folk-culture since the mid-nineteenth century ameéreair museums in the early twentieth

century*®’

Hence, according to Lithberg, a national museuwulshbe divided into three
categories: antiquities, folklore, and applied'&ft.

The report encouraged the nationalization of tHeections. Attention was drawn to
collections of Irish origin and the necessity tmme non-Irish casts from the central court of
the museum. This materialized through the majoomenendation that the archaeological
collections “should receive the most prominent posiin the Museum so that the visitor at
his first entrance should at once recognize itg (thuseum’s) national charactéf®. The
recommendation made by the 1927 Lithberg repogdite prominence to the archaeological
collections was one of the few measures strictlplemented (also because it did not cost
anything) (Appendix 75%° Artefacts such as the Bronze Algenulae theBroighter Hoardor
the Tara Broochwere set off to their best advantage, and intéedras evidence of the Irish
Golden Age. Nationalism encouraged archaeologisksak more closely at spatial variations
in the archaeological record than before in ordeddtermine cultural similarities between
sites’®® These Irish examples belonged to a wider contéxtretationships between
archaeology and nationalism in Europe as in alldtieer parts of the independent world,
including the Near East, Latin America, China amgah'®? There was political need to
demonstrate that the nation existed, and by cortsig collections of antiquities,
archaeologists helped states to develop legitim&bg. rise of nationalism allowed for the
development of antiquities collections in museudepartment of archaeology in universities
all around Europe. Although antiquities were a majiwvision of the National Museum of
Ireland, the three categories that Lithberg sumgbrs part of the set up of the national

museums did not develop similarly.

18 Crooke,Politics, p. 142.

87T, M. Owen ‘The Role of a Folk Museum’, in Alan &g, ed., The Use of the PatBelfast: Ulster Folk and
Transport Museum, 1988), pp. 75-76.

188 | jthberg, Untitled Reportpp. 6-8.

189 ithberg, Untitled Reportp. 7.

19 Nevertheless, this focus on archaeology as eviehaational identity had been already implemeigthe
staff which had vastly purchased antiquities infttst years after independence. CrodRelitics, p. 145.

191 B, Trigger, ‘Romanticism, Nationalism, and Archkgyy’ in Philip L. Kohl and Clare Fawcett, eds.,
Nationalism, Politics, and the Practice of Archamgpf, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995),
pp.263-279.

192 Margarita Diaz-AndreuA World History of Nineteenth-Century Archaeold@xford: Oxford University
Press, 2007), p. 399.
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In spite of political interest in folk studies, shiield did not become a division of the
NMI. Certainly, the 1927 Lithberg report — Lithbengas specialist of Folklore in Sweden —
deplored the fact that “the subject of Irish ettmapdpy has received but scant attentfdhbut
it was not until the 1940s, when a professionateffwas designated to work on folklife that
an emphasis was placed on collecting this matEfidllp to 1966, folklife did not have a
division and remained part of the Irish Antiquitidhis was partly due to the fact that a large
part of the folklore studies and collections foaiga oral traditions, and were not easily
associated with the objects and works of art digaaat the NMI. In 1969, a report on the
NMI even pointed out that the folklife collectiomdh never been on display and remained in
the Royal Hospital at Kilmainha™® In fact, the NMI was predominantly driven by
Archaeologists and in as much focused on its Arttegicollections. Therefore, it seems that
the close association between the state cultudadypand the museum’s display was rather
due to the long focus of the institution on thel{&hristian antiquities. Nowhere in the Irish
Free State was the focus on archaeology and atisjuas developed as in the NMI.
However, this was more due to the history of thikection than to the recent cultural policy
of the Irish governments. In mobilizing the pastie NMI took into consideration its long
tradition of collection construction. Any changetire representation of the past would be a
negotiation between present uses of the past angrévious processes of collecting. That is
why antiquities, rather than folklore, were reirded at the NMI in the first decade of the

Irish Free State.
2) The Loopholes in Irish Cultural Policy: Visual Arts and Modern History

The Irish government’s support for language arghlfolklore did not spread to other cultural
fields. Beyond the lIrish politics of identity, & important to historicize how culture at large
was considered by the governments. Although EanmenVdlera created a Department
devoted to Fine Arts when he was President of ttowislonal Government from 1919 to
1921, this Department only lasted from August 182January 192%%° This short existence

revealed the difference between Irish and Britisditions in cultural policy. In Britain,

1931 ithberg,Untitled Report

194 Report on Conditions in the National Museum ofdnel Compiled by the National Museum branch of the
Institute of Professional Civil Servants, Decemb@89.

19 Report on Conditions in the National Museum ofanel.

1% Dail debatesprivate sessions, 25 August 1921, col. 60.
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culture was perceived as a tool to educate theemassuing from the industrial revolutioH.

This was not the case in Ireland where industrcivily had been limited to the North.
Moreover, this lack of a major policy was fuelleg the economic situation. The Irish Free
State did not have the financial power to undertakg major cultural policies. For instance,
from 1924, the NMI depended on the Department afidation which was bound by the
restrictive policies of the Department of Finandehn Walsh observed in his survey of
educational policy in Ireland that the members lné Department of Education “were
completely under the thumb of Finance” and thatwas very tight where money was

concerned®®

When the Minister of Education agreed in the B®0s to implement the
recommendations made by the Lithberg committeeherrdle of the national museum, most
of the points were rejected by the Department obRte, with only three recommendations
approved because they “involved no cost to the Egobr'®® The reluctance to pay for
cultural activities — other than Irish language #msh folklore — became especially obvious
in the visual arts.

The case of the National Museum of Ireland was ®fimiof the state’s limited policy
regarding visual culture. Visual arts were indeethre than other fields, associated with
British tradition. In 1922, the Department of Ediima decided drawing would no longer be,
as it was under British rule, compulsory in primachools>’° Likewise, the National Gallery
remained several years without any director angt onlL934 a director was appointed at the
NMI.?°* Additional evidence was provided by the choicd_einster House as a site for the
new Irish Assembly. Leinster House, home of the &dyublin Society, had hosted the
Dublin Art and Science Museum and this choice reduthe space available for the new
national museum’s collections. A common assertibaué the relations between State and
cultural institutions stressed that whilst enteribginster House for the first time, lIrish
politicians turned their back on the two nationatitutions, the National Museum and the
National Library hosted in the two wings of Leinstéouse®®? All in all, cultural policy in the
Irish Free State was initially mostly restricteddoguage and, to some extent, folklore.

197 Alexandra Slabyl.'Etat et la culture en Irland¢Caen: Presse Universitaire de Caen, 2010), p. 108

198 John WalshThe Politics of Expansion: The Transformation ofi€ational Policy in the Republic of Ireland,
1957-1972AManchester: Manchester University Press, 2009) 16, 8-27.

199 Minister's memo, 3 July 1928. Quoted in Bourkesh Museumsp. 331.

2% Design was developed by British authorities topsupthe rise of industrialism and craftsmanshifab$,
L’Etat et la culture p. 122.

201 Adolf Mahr was appointed in 1934. From 1916 to498ly acting directors managed the institutiore Se
list of directors, Appendix 1.

292 For an analysis of the initial cultural policy + absence of cultural policy — in the 1920s and0¥93ee
Brian Kennedy ‘The Failure of the Cultural Republieland 1922-1939'Studies 81 (321), 1992, pp. 14-22.
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In addition to the specific hierarchy in arts efitfted within the Irish Free State, the
history of the Anglo-Irish conflicts suffered frothe political reluctance to deal with political
and military history. The focus on an Irish Goldege and on rural traditions fostered Irish
unity without rousing the divisions issued from tlvil War (1922-1923). The Irish
government was composed of tGamann na nGaedheahrty, led by William T. Cosgrave
until 1932. In spite of Pro-Treaty victory, the shi Free State was undermined by
disagreement regarding the Anglo-Irish relations. a period when the main political
divisions were still linked to the bitterness oktiCivil War, Celtic and Early Christian
heritage appeared as a safe mode of producing ungly distinct from Britain. Historical
conflicts such as the 1798 Rebellion, and even niwd 912-1923 struggle for independence
remained highly divisive in the Irish Free StaténisT partly explained why political and
military history was hardly included in official matives of the past embodied by the NMI.

The bitterness engendered by the Civil War andrtsiability of the first years of the
Irish Free State had an impact on cultural poling aontributed to the absence of a clear
political strategy regarding the use of the pasig&®ding commemorations in the early years
of the Irish Free State, David Fitzpatrick evokeschronicle of embarrassment” and the
absence of intention to come to terms with therepast. Regarding the legacy of the 1916
Easter Rising, he stresses that the competitiomdset the Pro and Anti-Treaty sides “made it
impracticable to erect a memorial acceptable tpatties”?*® The first military celebration to
commemorate the 1916 Rising occurred in 1924 (ozgdnby theCumann na nGaedheal
government) and caused rifts between the governntleatrelatives of the deceased and
virulent Republican®® Simultaneous rival Republican activities took plaand were
attended by former rebels such as Eamon de Vate@postance MarkievicZ> Following
the Civil War, any interpretation of the historidajht for independence, such as the 1916
Easter Rising was controversial and mostly avoluethe State.

The fact that the 1916 Easter Rising and the 1®23 beriod at large were not part of
the National Museum of Ireland’s collections in ##20s and early 1930s was, at first sight,
not surprising. To some extent, the consequencésioperiod — in particular the divisions
between Pro and Anti-Treaty — were still very muwtute in the Irish Free State. The

inclusion of present times was not widespread irope; the collections of the Great War at

23 David Fitzpatrick, ‘Commemoration in the Irish Er&tate: a Chronicle of Embarassment’MeBride,
History and Memoryp. 196.

294 Johnsonireland, the Great Warmp. 161.

295 Diarmaid Ferriter, ‘Commemorating the Rising, 192965: “A Figurative Scramble for the Bones of the
Patriot Dead”?’, in Daly and O’Callaghat®16 in 1966.p.200.
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the Imperial War Museum (created in 1917) were yaoch an exception. Nevertheless, the
absence of modern history at the NMI was enlargethé period following Anglo-Norman
invasions in the eleventh and twelfth centurieusfithe 1932 NMI'Short General Guide to
the National Collectionsshowed that the Rotunda and the Main Hall hosted Itish
Antiquities Collection which ran from Stone Age“tbe last period of national independence
1014-1170" (Appendix 73°® This chronological organization, the Celtic andlye&hristian
period was highly privileged at the expense of dweihg periods which included the
successive invasions of the Vikings, Anglo-Normand the Conquest under the Tudor in the
sixteenth and seventeenth centuffésModern history was totally ignored. In comparison
with other official narratives promoted in Educatiand textbooks, the absence of modern
history at the NMI was specific to this institutiofextbooks did not stop with “the last period
of independence” — namely the™2entury — but went until “the present d&$®.The 1926
programme pointed out that “Attention should bedpaspecially to the broader issues of the
period such as the struggle for national indepeceleand religious equality, and to the
struggle for the land and the languag®&'Once again, the specificity of the NMI's character
can be allotted to the history of its collectiamhériting a long focus on antiquities which was

strengthened by the official policies.

3) The Belfast Museum, the History of the City, andhe Limited Unionist Interest in
Cultural Policy

This chapter mostly concentrates on the creatiand@velopment of the National Museum of
Ireland because the Belfast Museum (BM) remaindd the 1960s a municipal institution

which focused on local history. In doing so, thelfés Museum was closer to regional
museums like the Cork Public Museum (South-Westhé®d in 1910 which told the story of
Cork’s social, economic and municipal history, adi$gplayed Cork-born painters and
sculptors*'® The Belfast Museum belonged to the Belfast cirddition also embedded in the
magnificent Belfast City Hall completed in 1906.lIBwing the city status granted by Queen

Victoria to Belfast in 1888, the plan to constraicé city hall mirrored the economic and

2% Short General Guide to the National CollectioNstional Museum of Ireland, Dublin, p. 4.

297 patrick Wallace, 'Irish Archaeology and the Redtigm of Ethnic Difference in Viking Dublin’, in Jiko
Habu, Claire P. Fawcett and John M. Matsunga, dfisjuating Multiple Narratives: Beyond Nationalist,
Colonialist, Imperialist ArchaeologiefiNew York: Springer, 2008), p. 166.

298 5econd National Programme ConfereriReport and Programméublin, Stationery Office, 1926, p. 40

29 5econd National Programme ConfereriReport and Programme. 40.

219Bourke, The Story ofrish Museumsp. 299.
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demographic growth of the city since the mid-nieetd century. The existence of the BM
was issued from this Belfast civic culture andré¢ere, differed from the nationalist tradition
in the South. Nonetheless, the study of the BM ataeals the limited politics of history
undertaken by the Unionist government after Partiti

Violence was not limited to the Irish civil war atfte creation of the Irish Free State.
One should not forget the difficult context in whidorthern Ireland was created. Several
hundreds of people were killed in Northern Ireldoedween 1920 and 1922 in sectarian riots.
The 1922 Special Powers Act suspended the normal fgocesses and gave more power to
the Northern Irish government to deal with the giothe new Northern Irish parliament,
which opened in June 1921 with a large Unionistamiyj led by Sir James Craig, had more
pressing concerns than cultural policy. As Estymaris/— one of the major Northern Irish
anthropologists, notably responsible for the dgwelent of Folk Studies — observed: “money
set aside for building cultural centres in the Hosas diverted to the more urgent needs of
civil defence; and police stations were erectededrs of museums and galleriés™”As a
consequence, the Belfast Museum suffered fromlkadapolitical interest. However, the lack
of interest revealed other considerations as well.

As stressed above, the collections of the NMI weoé partitioned in 1921 as the
Public Records were. In order to explain this fdétizabeth Crooke put forward the
hypothesis that the Northern government might hageepted financial compensation
instead™? Although she did not develop the point further didinot clarify what would have
been the origins of the funding, the minutes off&sl Corporation offer more light. In late
1929 and early 1930, the Departmental committekiloraries in Northern Ireland — Belfast
Corporation department in charge of libraries andseums — asked the Northern Irish
Minister of Finance for a government grant (£240)00as compensation for the loss of
certain public services, including the National &l of Ireland in Dublin’?*® Indeed, an act
passed by the Northern Irish government in 192%4cated £400.000 for general
compensation. Regarding this allocation, some Monthreland MPs demanded in 1929 that
the money be made available for museums as3felh 1930, the Minister responded to

Belfast Corporation that grants were already aital to other fields and that, basically, there

21 Estyn Evans, ‘Archaeology in Ulster since 1920i5ter Journal of Archaeologydl, 1968, p. 4.

212 Crooke,Politics, p. 140-141.

13 Minutes of the Belfast Corporation, 3 January 13élfast, Belfast Central Library.

214 T.G. Henderson stated to the Northern Irish gowemt that “You asked for £900,000 in respect of the
construction of schools, for teaching young men wah®going in for agriculture, and also to buildrdiries and
museums, and you were responsible for allowing tteetake £450,000 or £500,000 from you. Had youtlyat
£500,000 we would have been able to secure £10@¢0fdish our museum. But you were too soft - amat is
putting it very mildly”. (Hansard Northern Irelanti930: 46).
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was no money left. This tends to confirm the hypsth that money was accepted as
compensation for partition but that this money waser provided to the benefit of museums,
and culture at large.

This Northern Irish government’s absence of irgere funding the Belfast Museum
contrasted with the creation of a Protestant paw&torthern Ireland and the segregation of
public space. Segregation was most obvious in doeation system which was divided into
controlled Protestant schools, and maintained dshoon by the Catholic Church.
Segregation stretched over neighbourhoods, employmailtural practices and sports.
Moreover, the Unionist majority refused to ackna¥ge the nationalist minority as a
legitimate interest group. Northern Ireland becatractured geographically to guarantee a
Unionist majority in its government through gerrymdaring. For instance, the Ulster
Unionist Party created new electoral boundarieshin 1920s to ensure the election of a
Unionist council in counties where Catholics weareniajority?*> Proportional representation
was abolished by Stormont — the Northern Parliameirt 1929°*° As a consequence, the
Stormont Parliament and most of the city councitsuld remain under the domination of
Unionist political parties until direct rule in 197

The political domination of Unionism in Northerreland was linked to the support
for Protestant culture. Mirroring the increasing@sation between Irishness and Catholicism
in the South, the Northern Irish Parliament enhdritelinks with Protestantism. In spite of
religious distinctions between Presbyterians —l#ngest Protestant domination in Northern
Ireland with 390.000 members in 1926— and members of the Church of Ireland, Unionist
politicians stressed Protestantism as a criteraynuhity. James Craig spoke in 1934 of “a
Protestant Parliament for a Protestant peofifeFor instance, the links between the Northern
Irish Parliament and the Orange Order — whose parpoas initially to commemorate
William of Orange’s victory at the Battle of the B in 1690 — became stronger. July' +2
the anniversary of the Battle — was made into & lbexiday in 1925 and the parades became
rituals of the state from which Unionist politicerdrew legitimacy® During the 1933
parades, James Craig stated: “I can assure youhthgolicy of the future will be the policy

of the past, and that will be no surrender to tisentegrating forces of this country. | am an

215 Of direct consequence for the Belfast Museum Waddct that, although 25% of the population ofdtig of
Belfast was Catholic, only five per cent of the fBst Corporation — under which the museum deperdeds
Catholic in 1928. Jonathan Tongégrthern Ireland: Conflict and ChangéHarlow: Longman, 2002), p. 23.
218 John Whyte, '"How much Discrimination was thereamithe Unionist Regime, 1921-196829ntemporary
Irish Issues1983, pp. 1-36.

2" R.F.G. Holmes ‘Presbyterianism’, in Connollihe Oxford Companiom, 483.

218 Bryan,Orange Paradesp. 61.

219 Bryan,Orange Paradesp. 60.

52



Orangeman to the heart and always an Orangefairi. his 1980 book, Michael Farrell
defined Northern Ireland as “the Orange St&fé&"The 1920s and 1930s witnessed an
extension of the gap between the two parts ofglad of Ireland which supported opposite
interpretations of the relations between Ireland &mitain: nationalism in the South and
Unionism in the North.

Having been a minority on a Catholic island sitice process of Plantation in the
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, many Protestgastifiably so or not — felt themselves
under constant threat from the stronger Catholiemeas. The violence endured during
besiegement and massacres during the seventeahthigirieenth centuries became the red
thread of the Unionist historical narrative. The82&iege of Derry and the following victory
at the Battle of the Boyne were part of this gehietarpretation of the past. According to this
Unionist historical narrative, only union with Baib could secure the lives of Protestants in
Ireland. That is why the participation of Unionigtsthe British Army during the First World
War and the heavy loss they underwent at the Baftlthe Somme in July 1916 became
symbolic of their sacrifice for the uniéf? Unlike in the Irish Free State, Unionists could no
stress the Early-Christian roots as legitimacy tfegir domination. The Unionist historical
narratives rather focused on the Plantation andstieeessive historical conflicts which
marked their distinction from Irish and union wihitish. Historical conflicts like the Siege
of Derry, the Battle of the Boyne or the Battletbé Somme were annually celebrated by
different Unionist associations. However, like imetlrish Free State, the Northern Irish
government did not develop particular cultural pplregarding these conflicts. This came
from the characteristic of Unionism.

First, Northern Ireland did not break the link wiBritain in 1922. It was very
important for Unionists to stress this continuiffhe 1923 Department of Education report
pointed out that “It is obviously important thategy citizen should become acquainted with
the history of his native country, and for this pase the children in our schools should
acquire an elementary knowledge of the history @aGBritain, and of Ireland and especially
Ulster as part of the United Kingdorf® Unlike the Irish Free State, Northern Irish Uniini
politicians did not need to use the past to justifpew political status. Instead of building

new historical narratives, the emphasis was placethe British political identity of Northern

220 Belfast News Letted3 July 1933.

221 Michael FarrellNorthern Ireland: the Orange Staté.ondon: Pluto Press, 1980).

222 jeffery,Ireland and the Great Wap. 150.

223 Ministry of Education for Northern Irelan&inal Report of the Departmental Committee on tlleidation
Service in Northern Irelandl923, p. 53.
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Irish Unionists??* That could explain why, when proposals were madeatve the 12 July —
anniversary of the Battle of the Boyne — declaregtiaeral public holiday, the Northern Irish
government resisted. In July 1922 Craig statedView of the large number of existing
statutory holidays and the fact that thd 12 July has for many years been observed as such,
there does not appear to be any necessity to tekedtion suggested® Northern lIrish
Unionists did not need special politics of identitythe 1920s. The absence of politics of
identity also came from the strict opposition taibiaalism.

Unionists tended to define themselves more in teaihsvhat they were not. In
opposition to the Home Rule movement and the steudgr Ireland’s independence,
Unionists had created the Ulster Volunteer ForcE9h2 and asserted their union with Britain
during the First World War. Likewise, after Padit; Unionists did not hide their
condemnation of commemorations seen as nation&listinstance, remembering the 1798
Rebellion was, in Northern Ireland, mainly assaatvith nationalist circles. The prevalent
Unionist political parties not only refused to pagate in any commemoration of the 1798
Rebellion, but also banned most of them. In 1948jlevthe main event of the 150
anniversary of the Rebellion took the shape ofagssion along the traditional nationalist
marching-route of the Falls Road, the Unionist-duated Belfast Corporation banned a 1798
commemorative event organized at the Ulster Halln 1954, the Flag and Emblems Act
protected the Union flag wherever it flew in Nonthéreland but allowed for the removal of
the Irish tricolour if the police felt good publarder required such actiGf’ The active and

official assertions of cultural identity remainedry rare’?®

The Belfast Museum, like other
cultural institutions, received hence little attentand little funding from the government.
Financially reliant on the Unionist Belfast Corptiwa, the Belfast Museum (BM)
underwent little change in its collection until th@60s when it became the Ulster Museum. In
the tradition of nineteenth century British cultupalicy which favoured visual arts, most of

temporary exhibitions arranged at the Museum dei#tit painting in contrast with the Dublin

224 This was particular in comparison with other paftshe Commonwealth. For instance, in Australie, Eirst
World War and its interpretation as blood sacrifidayed a role in the constitution of an Australizational
identification. This narrative “became a possibletaphor for an Australian Museum. The defeat atij&dl
and subsequent slaughter in the Middle East afddance was reconstructed by a government into Itheate
triumph of ‘Australian manhood’ and the birth ofraly Australian national identity. M. Anderson aAdReeve
“Contested ldentitiesMuseumsand the Nation iustralia”, in KaplanMuseums and the Making of Ourselves,
p. 93, 100.

% Northern Ireland Parliament debates, vol. Il, iy 1922.

2% Collins, Who Fears to Speak of ‘982 70.

227 Bryan,Orange Paradesp. 69

228 A statue of Edward Carson — leader of the Ulsteiobist Party from 1910 to 1921 — was erected 83L&
front of Stormont and the silver Jubilee of Geovgeas celebrated in Belfast in 1935.
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Museum??® When the new BM'’s building opened in Stranmillisi929 — the building had
been planned in 1912 but postponed due to the wilae whole second floor was devoted to
the Art Gallery. Apart from the commemorative extidn devoted to Queen Elizabeth | in
1958, no historical display was organized before tineation of the Ulster Museum in
19612%°

Despite the absence of major change, the few s®ussmilable regarding the
collections in the 1920s and 1930s demonstrater depgport for a Unionist ideology
connected to the region of Ulstéf. The term Ulster was, for instance, much more prese
than in previous accounts of the collections. Histdly, the term derives from the Irish
Cuige Uladh meaning the Fifth of Uladh, a reference to tive fiegions into which ancient
Ireland was divided. It was composed of nine histrcounties (Antrim, Down, Armagh,
Fermanagh, Londonderry, Tyrone, Cavan, DonegalMokaghan). In addition, the term had
a political overtone. It had been used by Unionistsefer to Northern Ireland — although
three of the historical counties have been parthef South since 1921 (Cavan, Donegal,
Monaghan) — to stress the specificity of the regiothe island of Irelan* In addition to a
collection of artefacts related to the history oflfBst (on display at the first floor), the
collections included in 1929 “the Ulster Window” wwh was defined as an “embodiment of
the determination of Ulste®® The window was composed of artefacts regardingptaod
1610-1920, “the former being the year of the Plammaof Ulster, the latter denoting the
granting of self-government to Northern Ireland ening George V'2** Hence, the history
of Ulster started, according to the museum, with ¢blonization of the region by Protestant
settlers — a story that corresponded to the Untidwigsorical narratives.

To conclude, the 1920s and 1930s cultural policeasaled processes of identity
building in the two states which increasingly asated with two opposite ideologies based
on a differing perspective with regards to the tretes between Ireland and Britain.

Concurrently, the two museums were also developingry different frameworks. The NMI

229 0jl Paintings and early British Water Colours (092Nathaniel Hone’s Paintings, Irish landscapenfeai
(1925) ; Irish Portraits by Ulster Artists (192F)pdern Paintings lend by Contemporary Art Socid§30). See
Dean,Souvenir of the Opening

230 |n particular, the 1920s saw the staging of fowjan displays devoted to British and Irish painte3gee
Nesbitt for the list of exhibitions.

%1 The sole documents available are brief descriptiohits collections. The Museum Association Belfas
ConferenceHandbook 1938, publication 123; Guide to the Irish VolueteYeomanry and Militia Relics (18
and 19", Belfast Museum and Art Gallery, publication 201 1938.

%32 Brian Graham ‘Heritage Conservation and RevistoNiationalism in Ireland’ in Gregory J. Ashworthdan
Peter J. Larkham, edduilding a new Heritage: Tourism, Culture, and Itignin the new Europe(London:
Routledge, 1994), p. 141.

233 Dean,Souvenir of the Opening.

234 Dean,Souvenir of the Opening. 19.
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developed in a new nation-state with a tendencyafenono-ethnic definition of Irishness
while the BM belonged to a province of the Unitethgdom where a strong Catholic
minority opposed the dominant Unionist politicalm. The two case studies will, therefore,
provide different examples of the roles of museulns interesting to notice that historical
conflicts were neither displayed in the National?dum of Ireland nor in the Belfast Museum
and Art Gallery. In the construction of Irishnessthe Irish Free State, the mythical roots of
the nation much more than modern political and tem§i history were favoured. In the
Northern Irish settler society — where the politippwer was held by inheritors of the
Plantation — politics of identity was largely catesied unnecessary due to the fact that
Northern Ireland belonged to the broader Unitedgidom. While the situation did not change
in Northern Ireland until the 1960s, the Nationakddum of Ireland was, however, subject to
major re-arrangements in the 1930s and 1940s. 8Yatie 1940s, the NMI had a permanent
historical collection and had designed three exiois about the 1798 Rebellion and the
1916 Easter Rising.

C) The Commemorations of Republican Insurrections Bad the
Construction of Heroic Representations at the Natinal Museum of Ireland
(1932-1948)

As said above, the National Museum of Ireland fuylrticipated in the construction of
Christian and Gaelic roots of the Irish Free Sthteugh its archaeological collections. The
continuous domination of Antiquities in the NMI pnpts Marie Bourke — who recently
published the broadest survey of museums in Irelatalargue that “There was little change
at the National Museum from the time of the LithipdReport up to the Second World
War”.?* True to some extent regarding the overall managerokthe NMI, the present
analysis of the 1930s and 1940s exhibiting policgllenges Bourke’s comment. The 1930s
and 1940s were decades of construction of new mdhaistorical narratives at the NMI in
which exhibitions of historical conflicts played amcreasingly important role. While no
historical display was mounted in the 1920s, theye exhibitions — 1932, 1941 and 1948 —
contributed to the creation of its historical cotiens®® Thus in the late 1940s, the NMI

developed a permanent historical collection abloatnineteenth and early twentieth centuries

235 Bourke,Irish Museumsp. 333.
3% The 1932 and 1941 exhibitions were devoted td 816 Easter Rising; the 1948 was organized fof 8@th
anniversary of the 1798 Rebellion.
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and participated in the official celebration oftbigcal Irish insurrections. It also reflected the
changes in official policy.

The absence of interest in modern history seemetidage in the 1930s witianna
Fail's government in 1932. According to David Fitzpatriekanna Fail “was less reticent
than its predecessors (teimann na nGaedhegovernment, political inheritor of the pro-
Treaty side) in claiming the mantle of the martyr¥” Indeed,Fianna Fail set up a new
commemorative ritual on the date of the first exieris of the 1916 leaders and in March
1932 they made the graves of the leaders at Arhititeccessible to the publf@® Likewise,
with the imminence of the 20th anniversary of tkballion, theFianna Fail government
introduced in 1933 the plan to create a memoridhaiGeneral Post Office (GPO) where the
rebels took refuge in 19%8° The initial strategy of the new government regagdihe past
looked closer to the Republican group activiti€simann na nGaedheagovernment had
always refused to take part in the Republican msioas organized annually at Easter to
Glasnevin cemetery where many nationalists wereeuContrastinglyFianna Fail began
to participate in these Republican processiongarticular, in the Republican pilgrimage
organized every year at Bodenstown, where Theob¥tdfe Tone (leader of the 1798
Rebellion) was burie® This political shift contributed to new historicahrratives in the
1930s.

1) Helen Gifford-Donnelly and the Birth of the 1916Collection in 1932

The construction of historical narratives of cortBi emerged at the National Museum of
Ireland due to the commitment of Republican assiocia. The first display of artefacts
relating to Anglo-Irish conflicts — entitlddathway to Freedom took place in June 1932 and
was the result of a long 1916 veterans’ commitniememember the Easter Risiffg.Many
Republican groups presented themselves as infeofothe 1916 rebels’ creed; most were
identified with the Anti-Treaty side. One of the shamportant was the National Graves
Association (NGA) which grew from the National GesvCommittee established in 1926 and

237 Eitzpatrick, ‘Commemoration’, p. 197.

238 Ferriter, ‘Commemorating’, p.202.

239 Ferriter, ‘Commemorating’, p.202.

240 Anglican born in Dublin, Theobald Wolfe Tone wagoanding father of the Society of the United Irisén
created in Belfast in 1791. Defender of the pditigghts for the Catholics and Presbyterians raeetled to the
United States and to France to seek support falrigtepatriots.

241 Anne ClareUnlikely Rebels: the Gifford Girls and the Fight fash Freedom (Cork: Mercier Press, 2011),
p. 252.
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which oversaw lIrish soldiers’ gravé¥. Most of these groups were very active in
remembering the different Irish insurrections amel lbng struggle for independence. In 1929,
the Irish Republican Army (I.R.AJ® ordered its units to observe Easter Sunday asag b
national commemoration” for “the memory of all wigave their lives for the Sovereign
Independence of Ireland*! These Republican groups were inheritors — Fianna Fail
created in 1926 — of the Anti-Treaty side and tfegee did not recognize partition and British
authority in the island of Ireland.

The creation of aFianna Fail government, in 1932, was an initial boost for
Republican groups and associations. Symbolicallg, \tery first decision recorded in the
Executive Council minutes aftéiianna Fail took office was an order releasing I.R.A. men
held under the Special Powers Act with a free pardde election of de Valera as President
of the Executive Council initially appeared as apartunity for groups such as the 1916
Club and its secretary (Helen Gifford-Donnelly)pmmote Republican ideolod§> Cumann
Saighditir Phoblacht na hEireanior the 1916 Club, was one of the associationsetdrans
of 1916 associated with the birth Bianna Fail in 1926°*° Helen Ruth Gifford — commonly
known as Nellie Gifford — was born in Dublin in IB&nd had six brothers raised as
Catholics, and six sisters raised as Protestaltctive in nationalist politicd?’ At the core
of the 1916 uprising, she was involved in the IMglomen’s Franchise League and became
part of the circle of Countess Constance Markieiicthe years preceding the insurrectith.
Supporter of the Labour movement during the 19kXdat, Helen Gifford accompanied
James Larkin during his address to a Sackville@wd from a balcony, thereby precipitating
the “bloody Sunday” police baron charge on 31 Audi®d3%*° As a founding member of the
Irish Citizen Army, she served at St Stephen’s Grae Easter 1916 and supervised the
garrison’s commissariat in the College of Surgednslding®>° Yet, perhaps more than her

deeds during Easter 1916, her connection with gguBlican networks made Helen Gifford a

242 Johnsonireland, the Great Warp. 1565.

%3 The I.R.A initially fought during the War of Indepdence (1919-1921) against the British troopdofing
the Anglo-Irish Treaty in 1921 and the Irish CiWlar, the I.R.A split. Most of its members supportied Anti-
Treaty side. After the defeat of the Anti-Treatgtesin 1923, the 1.R.A refused political involvemémthe Irish
State and was committed to the end of Partition.

2“Quoted in Fitzpatrick, ‘Commemoration’, p. 197.

245 A biography of Helen Donnelly and her sisters tezently been published. Clatdnlikely Rebels

24%The Irish Times5 April 1926, p. 3.

247 McGuire and QuinrDictionary of Irish Biographyyol. 3, p. 398.

248 Constance Georgine Markievicz was an Irish Sinin Bed later Fianna Fail politician. Suffragettespired
by the socialist ideas of James Connolly she ppatied in the 1916 Easter Rising. She was the fitghan
elected to the British House of Commons, and wasdWr in the first Irish Republic between 1919 48@2.
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central figure. Two of her sisters (Grace and Mymnearried signatories of the Proclamation
of the Republic and Helen was the person who intted Michael Collins to Joseph Plunkett
(her future brother in law) in 1916. After beinde@sed from Kilmainham Jail in June 1916,
she fled to the United States where she marriedplo®onnelly and joined several other
women veterans of Easter Week in lecturing on tieng throughout Americ&* While
returning to Ireland in 1921, she worked at presgnhistorical records of the struggle for
independence. This was fundamental in the construof a 1916 collection at the NMI.

Through the 1916 Club, she personally contacted reegbtiated with prospective
donors, thereby amassing a substantial body ofrrabpeertinent to nationalist organisations,
the Easter Rising, and the war of independence defiarmination to remember 1916 led her
to contact the NMI. In the mid-1920s, she wrotéh® NMI, suggesting that it should mount
an exhibition about the 1916 Risifitf.She explained a few years later that she intemoled
preserve the relics of her former comrades whidah dwavived raids and searches during the
revolutionary period>® Likewise, Donnelly’s sister Grace Gifford-Plunkethe widow of
Joseph Plunkett — one of the leaders of the Riskeguted in May 1916 —, and daughter in
law of Count Plunkett — former Director of the NMIsuggested in a letter to tlsh
Independenthat a museum be established to preserve and ylisgllas associated with the
nationalist history of Irelantf* The first 1916 collection at the NMI started franveteran’s
intention to remember those who died in the Rising.

The example of the 1916 collection confirmed whatekican historian Jay Winter
notices regarding the role of family in war remeartme. About the remembrance of the First
World War, Winter observes that “family history amétional history came together in
unprecedented way$® To be more precise, it is also important to notfe role played by
certain members of the family. The most importayerdas of the memorialization of the 1916
Easter Rising were women. Under-represented isttd® of the National Museum of Ireland
— and other public institutions in the Irish Fraat& — women were crucial in the collecting of
artefacts since they gave many personal belongidgike Helen Gifford-Donnelly who
participated in the Rising, they were often widosisters or mothers of the rebels who died

during the insurrection. In addition to Helen GitfeDonnelly and her sister, one could

%1 McGuire and QuinmDictionary of Irish Biographyyol.3, p. 399.

252 Clare,Unlikely Rebelsp.251.

253 Nellie Gifford Donnelly, ‘Mementoes of Easter Weé&Hans for a Permanent Exhibitiohe Irish Press4,
April 1934.

%4 1Of National Interest — Museum for Ancient Relite The Editor “Irish Independent™, 7 September 692
Thelrish Independentlt is interesting to notice that Grace was daeghi-law of the former director of the
National Museum, Count Plunkett.

255 Winter and Sivanyar and Remembrance, 42.
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mention Pearse’s sister and Tom Clarke’s wife wlnwipled the NMI with a bust and a statue
respectively.

This popular quest to collect and save objects filoenRising was a broad movement
in the 1930s, in which many institutions particgzhtin March 1934, the National Library of
Ireland launched an appeal for “historical data’pneparation for a bibliography of printed
material dealing with the “struggle for nationald@pendence and the political relations
between Great Britain and Ireland to December 18Z1This was, however, not the case for
the National Museum of Ireland. The particularifytbe NMI was the initial reluctance of
most of its staff to put 1916 on display.

Dudley Westropp, Keeper of the Art and Industriali§lon of the NMI and to whom
Helen Gifford-Donnelly wrote in order to collect jebts related to 1916, did not initially
propose any opportunity for the 1916 collectiétisBorn in 1868, Dudley Westropp was
better known for his interest in Irish glass anldesi he had joined the Dublin Museum in
1899 and was Keeper of the Art Division from 198AL936. What is more, he was member
of a leading Anglo-Irish family and was memberwé British Army — as Lieutenant in th& 1
Battalion of the Royal Irish Rifle — until 1898 Although Westropp was perhaps not the best
interlocutor in the NMI, he was representative loé imuseum’s lack of interest. The 1916
Easter Rising was far from the focus of the NMllé#eGifford-Donnelly had to convince a
staff mostly originating in archaeology — includiNgestropp — which gave little credit to
modern history. Adolf Maht>° keeper of the Irish Antiquities in 1932 — and tal@ector of
the NMI from 1934 to 1939 — had even proposed that1916 exhibition be housed in the
basement, along with the uniforms of the Napole@na?® The display of the 1916 Easter
Rising did not enter his overall plans.

In spite of the museum’s reluctance, Helen Giffbahnelly’'s enthusiasm in
collecting and displaying 1916 artefacts seemetfiawe taken advantage Bfanna Fail’s
new government. When an exhibition of 1916 relitsnately opened at the NMI in June
1932, Thelrish Timesstressed that the exhibition was held “By permoissf the Minister for

?*The Irish Press29 March 1934,

%7 Clare,Unlikely Rebelsp. 252.

28 Arthur Charles Fox-DaviesArmorial Families; a Directory of Gentlemen of Cammour. (Rutland Vt.:
Tuttle, 1970).

%9 McGuire and Quinnpictionary of Irish Biographyvol. 6, p. 301. Adolf Mahr was a famous German
archaeologist, and had a major influence on tharorgtion of the museum. Sometimes called “the dratifi
modern lIrish archaeology”, he oversaw a major r@oiation of the collections in accordance with 1827
Lithberg report which had recommended promotingyvatall, the Irish antiquities.
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Education in the Irish Free Stat&" Helen Gifford-Donnelly’s biographer — Anne Clare —
argues that Gifford-Donnelly thought that the atepolitical landscape Fanna Fail being
closer to Anti-Treaty Republicans — could provider kwith the opportunity to realize her
ambition. She first approached Eamon de Valeras{@eat of the Executive Council), and
through him, the Minister for Education, Thomas fei(Appendix 4) and received their
approval. When the Minister referred her to the @uns officials, she was cordially received;
and was offered space for three large glass casdwef exhibits, but the museum would not
finance the exhibition nor provide staff for itsepentatiorf° Pathway to Freedonopened
during the 1932 Eucharistic Congress and emerggddafficulty from the museum’s overall
focus on Early Christian antiquities. The “retrosipee exhibition of 1916 relics” was only
part of the four displays arranged at the NMI fasnGress week (the three others were
devoted to the Early Christian Perid8j The museum’s lack of involvement gave free rein to
a Republican interpretation of 1916.

The popular construction of the collection by Heifford-Donnelly — for which the
museum appeared only as a host — explained why¥3B28 exhibition was a tribute to the
dead leaders of 1916. The exhibition included mpessonal belongings: Patrick Pearse’s
letters, the day-to-day diary of Commandant Josepimkett®® and other “personal relics
relating to nearly all of the most notable charet€®> Helen Gifford-Donnelly’s
membership of the Irish Citizen Army (ICA) and hemmnnection with Joseph Plunkett and
Thomas McDonagh — her brothers in law — may alsdritute to explaining why Patrick
Pears€®was not particularly put forward in the NMI's oettion. A description in June 1932
mentioned the inclusion of objects relating to maharacters without highlighting any
particular leadef®” Another consequence of Helen Gifford-Donnelly’sdlvement was the
focus on the military dimension of the Rising. TResing was defined as a military
insurrection and the exhibition included many weeapdhe Irish Times’review in June
considered a revolver used in 1916 as one of theerfmst notable artefacts of the dispf&y.

The 1932 exhibition was the first step in the cargdton of historical collections

relating to the armed struggle in Ireland. One $thdaear in mind that the presentation of

%1 The Irish Times8 June 1932, p. 13.

%52 Clare,Unlikely Rebelsp. 253.
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25 The Irish Times6 June 1932, p. 4.
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such an exhibition about a very recent event shlhistory was very uncommon in museums.
Its organization derived from an act of memoridi®aled by veterans of the Rising. Due to
the lack of archives, history of the 1916 Risinguwdomerely emerge in the 1960s and
educational textbooks ended before the struggledependence. Notwithstanding the limited
involvement of the museum in organizing the 193sldiy, the NMI was unique as a public
space devoted to the Rising. The exhibition focusedhe Republican insurrection and its
bottom-up process mirrored the popular involveméntthe construction of national
collections in Ireland since the nineteenth centang overcame the lukewarm political
involvement of the NMI. The relevance of veteranaswery similar to the overall
involvement of war veterans in the constructionotiicial narratives of the past in Europe
during the 1930s. Jay Winter suggests\War and Remembrance in the Twentieth Century
that associations of the disabled and disfiguredraes of World War | became "agents of
remembrance” in the interwar peritfd.In this same book, Paloma Aguilar shows that after
the Spanish Civil War only the nationalist veteramse recognized and their wartime service
celebrated. Those who fought on the republic's sitteer fled into exile or remained quietly
in Spain®’® Similarly in the Irish Free State, only the veteraof the 1916 Easter Rising
participated in the construction of an official pasthin the NMI. However, Helen Gifford-
Donnelly and the Republican control over the intetgtion of 1916 were gradually re-
assessed by the Irish government. It is necessagxpplore the process of transformation
from memories of veterans to an official past sugab by the Irish State at the National

Museum of Ireland.

2) Between Republican Popular Activity and Official Reluctance: the NMI and the
Debates about the Interpretations of 1916 (1932-12%

The study of exhibitions must take into consideratitheir status as result of processes of
construction. Consideration for the process hedpsinpoint negotiations, disagreements and
tensions in the construction of historical narrasivduring the 1930s and 1940s. A major
tension which would colour the twentieth centurynocoemorations of 1916, but which was
particularly vigorous in the 1930s, entailed thiatienship of the Irish governments to Anti-
Treaty and Anti-Partition Republican groups. On ¢ne hand, Republican groups celebrated

289 Winter and Sivanwar and Remembrance
210 p_ Aguilar ‘Agents of Memory: Spanish Civil War teans and Disabled Soldiers’, in Winter and Sivan,
War and Remembrance
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the 1798 and 1916 use of violence to reach indepered This was all the more relevant for
Republicans since they perceived the struggle ridependence as unfinished due to the
partition of the island and the presence of Bri@shhorities in Northern Ireland. However,
unlike the 1798 and 1916 political context, the ocoemorations in the 1930s and 1940s took
place in an independent State in which governmietttdl-at-ease with the celebration of the
historical instances of violence. Although theyetelted the 1798 and 1916 leaders as heroes
of the Irish nation, the governments refused tormte violence as a present means of action
in relations with Britain and the North. Commemaras of Republican insurrections
gradually became sites of struggle for the comfdhe interpretations of historical violence
and Anglo-Irish relations.

Pathway to Freedonbrought in large audiences. Liam Gogan, keepahenNMI,
informed Donnelly that her exhibition had “attrattan extraordinary amount of public
attention”, while theEvening Presseported that “vast throngs” of Irish and foreigsitors
had come to see the 1916 objeéétsThe day after the end of the Eucharistic Congre83
June 1932 — Donnelly wrote to de Valera (Presidénihe Executive Council) to support the
creation of a permanent 1916 collection at the KfiThe 1916 Club was again confronted
with the mild support of some NMI staff. On the ohand, the staff acknowledged the
success of the display. On the other hand, Mahlaggdl that galleries at the museum were
already overcrowded and added that it would be suite to find space for another
collection?”® Once again, the construction of the 1916 collechienefitted from the support
of the government.

De Valera transmitted Donnelly’s request to thenister for Education — Thomas
Derrig. The Minister responded in December 1933 tlemwas “aware that the temporary
exhibition of 1916 relics held in the National Muse during the past year was of
considerable interest to visitors” and that “he Wddae in favour of an arrangement whereby a
suitable selection of such relics could be prestared made available for permanent display
to the public’?”* This political commitment towards the 1916 Eafiming also materialized
through gifts from de Valera to the museum. In 1988 the 20th anniversary of 1916,

President de Valera accepted a roll of honour digipants in the Easter Rising 1916 from

21| etter quoted in Claré/nlikely Rebelsp.255:Evening Press25 June 1932.

22| etter of the secretary of the President to thpabnent of Education, 15 July 1932, S9501, NAIlpiu

213 | etter from Adolf Mahr, keeper of antiquities NMb the secretary of the Department of Education, 30
November 1933, A1/98/0006, NMIA, quoted in Anne MaRyan, Exhibiting the Irish Revolution at the
National Museum of Ireland since 193mhpublished master thesis, Leicester, Leicestavadsity, 2011, p. 29.

274 | etter from the Department of Education to thersry of the President, 11 December 1933, S95@1, N
Dublin.
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members of the various 1916 garrisons, which wag piesented to the NMI and displayed
in the central court of the exhibition space atdiil Street’® Likewise, in 1941, the
Taoiseachpresented the museum with “an important group axfuchents and other items
relating to 1916%’® Even the bust of Pearse, centrepiece of the 1@tdmemorative
exhibition related to governmental policy (Appen@®A). The plaster came from the bust
sculpted by Oliver Sheppard — Sheppard was, withe&l Power, the principal sculptor to
receive State patronage in the 1930s — commissibgetie Government and placed in the
Dail in 1939%"" While Power had been commissioned by themann na nGaedheal
government to sculpt death masks of Michael Coling Arthur Griffith (pro-Treaty side), in
1922278 de Valera asked him in 1932 to add Patrick PeaEsghal Brugha and Austin
Stack?’® The exhibition of the 1916 collection at the NMbk advantage of a new political
interest in the Rising arféianna Fails intention to enlarge the pantheon of Irish heroe

However, this political support was synonymoushviite end of the links between the
NMI and the 1916 Club which soon lost control oé tbollection. When the Minister for
Education agreed to support the creation of a peemial916 collection at the NMI, he
pointed out that “it would be desirable to havdaement from the 1916 Club indicating the
nature and extent of the accommodatitil’Precautions were also taken regarding the
involvement of the 1916 Club. The Club had pregbedopinion that a specialist should be
appointed to take care of “their” exhibition anattihe person chosen should have taken part
in the fight for freedon?® This was strictly refused by the Minister who aduhat this job
should be taken by Tomas O'Cleirigh, assistanhéArt Division?®?

Indeed, two keepers of the NMI were in chargehef design of the permanent 1916
collection. Liam Gogan was assistant keeper inAthe and Industry Department and a 1916
veterart®® As such, he supervised the collection which wasctly organized by Tomas

O’Cleirigh. A specialist in Celtic Studies, Toma&irigh was in charge of the 1936 book

2’5 Fitzpatrick, ‘Commemoration’ , p. 198.

%’ Report of the Department of Educatjdi®940-1941, Dublin, p. 44.

2’7 Sighle Bhreathnach-Lynch ‘Commemorating the HemoNewly Independent Ireland: Expressions of
Nationhood in Bronze and Stone’, in Lawrence McBriced., Images, Icons and the Irish Nationalist
Imagination, 1870-1925Dublin;: Four Courts Press, 1999), p. 156

278 Eitzpatrick, ‘Commemoration’, p. 202.

27 Jane LeonardThe Culture of Commemoration: The Culture of Wam@emoration (Dublin: 1996). Both
Cathal Brugha and Austin Stack took part in thet&aRising, the War of Independence and the CivdrW
Republicans, they opposed the Treaty and fouglt détValera during the Civil War.

280 etter 11 December 1933, S9501, NAI, Dublin.
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282 | etter 11 December 1933, S9501, NAI, Dublin. Thiss confirmed by the 1935-1936 annual report of the
Board of Visitors. Department of EducatidReport of the Board of Visitors of the National Mush of Science
and Art and the Botanic GardeBublin, 1935.
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about Irish publications sponsored by fianna Fail government®* O’Cleirigh’s link with
Fianna Failwas clearly emphasized in 1937, when he hostedeting in the Mansion House
about the Easter 1916 commemorations. He did sead of the local unit dfianna Fail?®

In spite of the Republican past of Liam Gogan,ttiread between the 1916 collection and the
1916 veterans was cut off. Helen Gifford-Donnellgsoposal to write a booklet for the
collection was vetoed by the Department of Educ&fidAlthough this could result from the
government’s wish not to involve popular organiaatin public institutions like the NMI, it
echoed a shift in the relations betwéeanna Failand Republican groups.

As leader of the Anti-Treaty side during the CWilar (1922-1923), Eamon de Valera
initially shared the Republican hostility towardie tPartition. But the situation evolved in the
1920s. Already the creation éfianna Fail in 1926, its participation in general elections
contrasted with the Republican boycott of parliatagnauthority. For instance, in 1929 de
Valera stated that “we came in here (the Parliajieetause we thought that a practical rule
could be evolved in which order could be maintainediffer from them because | had to
recognize there was somebody who would have to keggr”?®” Relations hardened in the
1930s, and from 1935 onwards Valera came to grigs thre 1.R.A. In April 1935 Fianna
Fail announced that it would no longer sell Easterekilithe symbol of “an organization of
whose methods they disapprov&®.More importantly, the rapprochement betwéganna
Fail and the Catholic Church in the 1930s opened the lgdween the government and
Republican groups. The Catholic Church had becamesasingly trenchant in its public
criticism of the I.R.A. In 1931, the Irish hierascformally condemned the IRA in a common
pastoral lettef®® On 18 June 1936, the government made an order tineleSpecial Power
Act declaring the I.R.A an unlawful association.yARepublican pilgrimage to Bodenstown —
Wolfe Tone’s grave — was forbidden in 1939.

The dissociation betwedfianna Fail and Republican groups went a step further with
the rising international tensions surrounding th&aming war. The Irish government
declared neutrality iseptember 1939, putting the Irish Free State ertts emactment of
1937 Constitution in a state of “Emergency”. In theantime, Sean Russell, I.R.A chief of

staff, put in motion a bomb campaign in the sumi@88 during which several cities in

4 The Irish Times26 September 1936, p. 7.

285 The Irish Times9 March 1937, p. 13.

286 Clare,Unlikely Rebelsp. 259

87 R. Fanning ‘The Rule of Order: Eamon de Valerathed.R.A, 1923-1940’ in John P. O'Carroll and ddh
Murphy, eds.De Valera and His TimegCork: Cork University Press, 1986), p. 161.

28 Easter Lily badges were worn by Irish Republicansonour the memory of the 1916 rebels.

289 Hubert Jedin, edHistory of the Churchvol. 10, The Church in the Modern Age, (Londonri®s and Oates,
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England were targeted and hit. The I.R.A councdlaied war on Britain in January 1939.
The threat their campaign potentially posed toammdls independence, hardened attitudes.
Although the State had gained de facto independefiee 1921, Ireland was still, in 1939,
notionally a dominion of the British Empire and @amber of the Commonwealth — although
the practical powers of Britain were negligible.

The public status did not protect the NMI from gveontroversy. Adolf Mahr —
director of the NMI from 1934 to 1939 — was borrlB87 in Austria and arrived in Ireland in
1927 to work in the NMI department of Antiquitiddahr was also the head of the Nazi Party
in Ireland. He had joined the Nazi Party in 1938 hrcame Ireland’s Local Group Lead®r.
While being watched by the Irish intelligence seeg, he went back to Germany in 1939 and
was refused his office at the NMI upon return affter war.

In reaction to the outbreak of the Second World Wi Valera declared Irish
neutrality. Amongst many things, the war revealepiawving existing tension in Irish society,
no longer directly between pro and anti-Treaty sidmit now also between government and
Republican groups. The lIrish government respondedhé imprisonment without trial of
members of the I.R.A. What was at stake in the 1880s and early 1940s in the struggle
between the Irish government and some Republicanpgrwas the interpretation of the use
of physical violence in ending both partition andtiBh authority in the North. While Eamon
de Valera had, in his 1932 inaugural speech asdergsof the League of Nation, made an
appeal for peace, Republican groups still idealtheduse of physical force.

The discrepancy regarding the notion of violence g use in politics had an impact
on the 28 anniversary of the 1916 Rising in 1941. TI$46 Veterans associatiavas one of
the main Republican groups supporting a militarisbmmemoration of the Easter Rising. Its
secretary sent a letter to the President — Douglae — in February 1941 calling on the
Government to declare on 24 April a National Hojida be designated "Irish Independence
Day" in order to "perpetuate the memory of the canocement of the final phase in Ireland's
struggle for Independence"” especially given thad1ll®harks the 25th anniversary of the
Easter Rising’* The Department of th€aoiseachnoted that the 1916 Veterans association

was one of the groups which “have openly sympathizgéth illegal armed activities in

29 Gerry Mullins,Dublin Nazi N° 1. The Life of Adolf MaHiDublin: Liberty Press, 2007).
291 | etter from Bruke to D. Hyde, 8 February 1941, BRE P 1926, NAI, Dublin.

66



England”. The letter ultimately stressed that thessociations “inspire little confidenc&®
The government intended to control the commemaratad 1916.

Although the Government had already started togreethe anniversary, the outbreak
of war modified the overall attitude towards thstirrectior?®® On 25 October 1940, Eamon
de Valera pointed out that “in present circumstanitee holding of a commemoration on
elaborate lines would not be appropriat&”In April 1941, the office of the President —
Douglas Hyde — transmitted the proposed draft ferspeech to the government. The draft
was not approved by thieaoiseachwho pointed out that “less stress might be laidrenpast
and the broadcast might perhaps be based on aaldppenity at this stage rather than on a
recital of the struggles and achievements of thet”3& Whereas the first draft mentioned
“the glorious event which we commemorate to-daydl éime association of “1916 with the
great Irish military movements of the past -159841, 1690, '98, '67 (...) all these dates
represent periods of major action against foreiggression, when the flower of the nation’s
manhood took up the sword®, the ultimate version only highlighted Irish unitythe recent
period of European war’ The public status of the National Museum contebluto limiting
the development of Republican narratives of the pad of the historical relations between
Ireland and Britain.

Nevertheless, the organization of an exhibition tfeg 1941 commemoration of the
1916 Rising connected the NMI with the tension leetw Republicans and the government.
The Irish government had planned that the tempatelay would be dismantled after a few
months. The NMI's wish to extend the exhibition wagpported by thel916 Veterans
associationwhose secretary, James Burke wrote a supportittey [®© the Department of
Educatior’™® He defended the evening opening of the exhibitaomd proposed the
“employment of Old Volunteers” — supposedly Repcdntis — in the Museufi® This
matched the Republican intention to celebrate tiseirrection but was dismissed by the
government. The exhibition was dismantled and #grenanent 1916 collection was removed
to a smaller room. Although the transition from plgp to official narratives of 1916 began as

292 Correspondence between the President’s officetl@dDepartment of th&aoiseach 23rd January 1940,
archives of the President’s Office, PRES1/P1226l, \Ablin.

293 Eerriter, ‘Commemorating’, p. 205.

294 Note from Eamon de Valera, 25 October 1940, Depent of theTaoiseachS11409, NAI, Dublin.

29 Letter from the Department of thEaoiseachto the President’s Office, 9 April 1941, archives the
President’s Office, PRES1/P1956, NAI, Dublin,.
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a collaborative effort between veterans and theegowent, the tension increased and the
NMI became part of the struggle between the Irishegnment and Republican groups. This
tension would mark every commemoration of the 1®#&ster Rising throughout the

Twentieth century.

3) Museum, Historians and Commemorations: the Strugle between Sentimentalism

and Historical Professionalization in the Construcion of National History in the 1940s

Several commemorations were arranged in the 1940eeland, for instance, for the 25
anniversary of the 1916 Easter Rising (1941), treanary of Thomas Davis’ death (1948)
and the sesquicentenary of the 1798 Rebellion (1®khversely, lesser national experiences
such as the centenary of the Great Famine, indte 1940s and early 1950s passed by
extremely quietly®® This traumatic event was, however an important gmment of Irish
history, and the cornerstone of a massive Irishgeation. Despite social and economic
conditions in Ireland slowly improving from the X®&5onwards, emigration continued, with
over three million leaving in subsequent decalde¥et, as Irial Glynn observes, “official
independent Ireland preferred to celebrate an Iesiolutionary’s heroic deeds from 1848
rather than draw attention to the much more tragents that took place simultaneously, one
hundred years before. Emigration remained too real, painful and too embarrassing a
phenomenon for official Ireland to commemorate iy anajor way™>% In as much, a major
dimension of the 1940s commemorations was the ptmiuof unity and the construction of
celebratory representations of the past.

Nevertheless, an academic professionalization sfoty also developed from the
second half of the 1930s and attempted to fightireemtality in Irish history. The late 1930s
were a fundamental period for history writing ieland®*** The modern historical profession
in Ireland emerged out of disaffection at the adfly propagated versions of the post-1922

Irish Free State and of Northern Ireland. It wasoascious reaction against the excesses of

30 Thomas Davis was the leader of the Young Irelam@ment (1840s) which wanted to repeal the Act of
Union.

%1 The Great Famine took place between 1845 and kB62land. Due to starvation, one million peopledd
and more than one million emigrated.

%92 Jrial Glynn ‘Famine, commemorations and asylumateb in Ireland conflated’, in Irial Glynn and Ja©
Kleist, eds.,History, Memory and Migration: Perceptions of thedP and the Politics of Incorporation
(Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2012), pp. 178-18

%93 Glynn ‘Famine’, pp. 177-178.

%94 See Bradylnterpreting Irish History Boyce and O’DayThe Making of Modern Irish HistonFor a critical
reappraisal of the links between Irish revisionand the Annales School, see Kevin Whelan, ‘The fewist
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68



nationalist history, then politically embodied ie Walera’s constitution that declared Ireland
as Gaelic, Catholic and indivisib¥ Irish history was to become a scientific professiBoth
the commemorative celebrations of the past and pitedessionalization of history had
consequences on the NMI which would continue tcaach laboratory for the construction of
national history.

The three main historians responsible for the mstmalization of Irish history were
Robert Dudley Edwards, Theodore William Moody andvid Beers Quinn. Trained in
London at the Institute of Historical Researchytheturned to take up positions at University
College Dublin, Trinity College Dublin and Queerimiversity respectively. In the mid-
1930s Theodore William Moody and Robert Dudley Edisaintended to bring about a
revolution in the aims, methods and style of Irigstorical writing®*® In 1938, Moody and
Edwards foundedrish Historical Studieswhich became the backbone of the movement of
professionalization. In the preface of the firspgothey listed the main tasks of the journal. A
special category was entitled “Historical Revisioms which the historians explained they
intended to refute unquestioned assumptions coimgerwell-known events, persons or
processes by means of the findings of new resédfch.

They began what Moody later called “the mental wfaliberation from servitude to
the myth” and aimed at applying scientific methodshistory by distinguishing facts from
fiction.®® The preferred mode of writing was the historicainograph based on thorough
archival research, careful contextualization, caitiquestionings, and rigorous documentation
of sources which replaced the hagiographical famusational heroes and repudiated the
teleologies of national development. It is cru¢gahighlight that Moody sketched out the two
contrary but equally destructive myths which he sawatal to the writing of Irish history —
the separatist sectarian myth, which he associaiid Ulster loyalism, and the unitary,
nationalist myth which was the hallmark of southeRepublicanisni”® One major
consequence for the production of history was thate was an explicit policy to avoid the
contemporary period as too enmeshed with partiséiigal interests and passions and which
suffered from the lack of archives to back'ft.Since very few materials were available

regarding the 1916-1923 period, new historiansrigaahis time period. As consequence, the
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NMI remained unique in its display of historicalrraives concerning the Rising which took
place precisely within this timeframe.

Although the National Museum of Ireland did notedily take part in the debates, it
was connected to the new movement through onesoketpers: Gerard Hayes-McCoy
(Appendix 2). In charge of the historical collectsodevoted to eighteenth and nineteenth
century Ireland from 1937 to 1959, Hayes-McCoy wadsljke Liam Gogan and Thomas
O’Cleirigh who had been trained in Celtic Studiadhistorian. He obtained his doctorate in
1934 at the University of Edinburgh; his researehldwith Scottish mercenaries in sixteenth
century Ireland. More importantly, Hayes-McCoy bejed to the first wave of new
professional historians. He contributed to the Llamid Institute of Historical Research
seminars where he met Dudley Edwards, TheodoreidaMillMoody and David Beers

Quinn3*

The work of Hayes-McCoy was fundamental for the INdéMhce he attempted to
challenge nationalistic interpretations in favotinwre verifiable historic facts. His work on
mercenaries as transnational actors between therefit regions of Ireland and Britain is
considered today as having “anticipated by 60 yda@snuch vaunted New British History of
the late 28 century by tracing the interconnections betweesnts/in England, Ireland and
Scotland™*? This work had a major transnational dimension aag hence very useful in
this study of the representations of historicahtiehs between Ireland and Britain.

The shortage of surviving documents about the 428@ 1940s makes it difficult to
fully appreciate the crucial role Hayes-McCoy playe building historical narratives at the
NMI. However, it seems that he participated in ¢lverall design of the historic collections.
Hayes-McCoy was also a specialist in military igtand a founding member of tivilitary
History Society of Ireland™ This played a role in the construction of narmsiwf historical
conflicts at the NMI — distinct from the focus orelG@c and Early Christian periods. His
interest in military history had notably materialzthrough the collection of artefacts relating
to the 1798 Rebellion. He gathered many artefazspecially pikeheads of the reb#fs.
Hence, most of the artefacts about the 1798 Rebellthich were part of the permanent

historical collections would from thereon out catsof muskets, bayonets, pistols and

1 McGuire and QuinrDictionary of Irish Biographyyol.5, p. 875.

12 McGuire and QuinrDictionary of Irish Biographyyol.5, p. 875.
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pikeheads™ To some extent, the collection of weapons creheti916 veterans was carried
on through Hayes-McCoy's military interest.

In addition to this military field, Hayes-McCoy waalso responsible for a more
historical approach to the overall collection. 1858, he observed that “When the ‘1916
Collection’ was begun in 1935 sentiment playedrgdagpart in the accumulation of material
and its layout on exhibition. Perhaps inevitablgrgonalities were allowed to influence the
acceptance of items, and, less justifiably, théectbn which was formed was looked upon
as a memorial of the dead rather than an ordinarsenm collection®*° Although he was not
in charge when the 1916 collection was first esthbld and arranged at the NMI, he adopted
more rigid rules and direction for the collectioaridg his term as keeper. For instance, in
1950 he rejected the offer of a lock of hair belaggo the nationalist icon Thomas Ashe on
the grounds that it was “almost altogether sentiaied'’ Hayes-McCoy was also responsible
for the creation of the eighteenth and nineteemthtwries historical collections in the late
1930s.

The creation of the eighteenth and nineteenthuciest historical collection in 1935
and its development could be seen as a mark ofddlslp€oy’s link with Irish new historians
who avoided contemporary subjects. This collecti@as divided into twelve sections from
the OId Irish Parliament (mostly members and spmakethe 1750s and 1760s) to Charles
Stewart Parnell, leader of the Home Rule movementhe 1880s'® While Gogan and
O’Cleirigh engaged exclusively with 1916, Hayes-MgCollected, arranged and dealt with
artefacts from earlier periods. He was particulatientive to the other historical periods to
counterbalance the previous prominence given t®.1B811939, Hayes-McCoy complained
to the secretary of the Department of Education ‘e section concerned with the.8nd
19" centuries and the 1916 collection (...) are at preseused in different parts of the
museum which interferes with their sequential cti@ra and lessens their educational
worth”.*'® Hayes-McCoy was in favour of the promotion of bigtal narratives — from the

eighteenth to the early twentieth centuries — astdime mere emphasis on the recent period of

315 Historical collection description made on the occasion of the 1798 IRebexhibition, A1/140/007, NMIA,
Dublin.
316 Ryan,Exhibiting the Irish Revolutigrp. 35.
317 Ryan,Exhibiting the Irish Revolutigrp. 35.
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McCoy, keeper of the historical collection, prolyabn the occasion of the 1948 commemorative exbibiof
the 1798 Rebellion, undated document, A1/140/00MIA\ Dublin.
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struggle for independence. In order to do so, baasted in the same letter to the Minister for
Education, the creation of a historic museum —rdisfrom his own institution — which could
host the entire historic collectiGA’

His wish for historical narratives also shaped @t#1 commemorative display
organized for the 2%anniversary of the 1916 Easter Rising and for tvime was, with Liam
Gogan, responsibf&! Until 1941, the 1916 collection had been a patehwaf various
artefacts. The collection was a work in progressthas staff continued to add what the
museum was receiving to the display. Due to a aberbf space, every artefact was kept in
an exhibiting room. With no label, these artefagtse expected to speak for themselves. In
1941, for the very first time, artefacts of the &9dollections were selected and arranged
according to a coherent design. Unlike the previdisplay, the exhibition started with
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries historical d¢paeknd of Irish nationalism. In as much,
this exhibition demonstrated a more historical apph of the past at the NNA? When the
25th anniversary exhibition was dismantled, a langenber of the objects continued to be
displayed in a room off the central court. The ‘tdiecal Room”, as Hayes-McCoy created it,
amalgamated the “Easter Week” collection with hist@bjects from the 18th and 19th
centuries, so that that undue emphasis on therHisiag as a single historic event no longer
permeated??

In spite of Hayes-McCoy's efforts, the results thie professionalization of the
collections were not fully convincing to all. In49, Thomas Bodkin — former Director of the
National Gallery and a member of the 1927 Lithbmygqmittee — wrote a very critical report
on the NMI. He highlighted that the 1916 room wksfdly arranged but that the “objects
exhibited are trivial or ridiculous and owe theiclusion to misconceived sentimentalifg*.

He remarked that although the displays in the r@panned three centuries, the room was
still known as the “1916 Room” and he highlightda tdanger of viewing Irish history
through the prism of a single event. One reason tas professional historical narratives
clashed with the commemorative practice of cel@hngatational heroes.

In addition, the new historical exhibition whiclpened in April 1941 for the 35

anniversary of the 1916 Easter Rising was very mafthenced by the present-day focus of
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the celebratory commemorations. On the one hangesd®cCoy had succeeded in adding
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries collectionsvaver, the latter collections were arranged
in the rotunda, the entrance of the museum (AppeRi?® The photographs of the Rotunda
and main hall show to what extent the eighteenthraneteenth century were merely — from
the chronological and spatial points of view — amaduction to the main event that was the
1916 collectiort®® Indeed, a 1940 internal note pointed out that fte collection (18 and
19" century) is to be regarded as a kind of prolegantenthe 1916 collectior?’ Modern
Irish history continued to be oriented towardselient commemorated. The use of the phrase
“prolegomena” not only demonstrated that the 19diection was the end of the story, but
also emphasized that the past was being reintexptbtough the prism of the recent struggle
for independence. Liam Gogan, head of the Art axdidtry Division acknowledged that the
overall restructuration of the historical™L@&nd 14" collection in 1940 was “initiated as a
memorial gesture in connection with the 25th amsiay of 1916"*?® This memorialization
of 1916 also contributed to the celebration of ferepresentations.

To some extent, the heroic representations deffinggd to the use of artefacts. The
National Museum was an object-oriented site of gmetion. This approach was revealed by
the use of the term “relics” to describe the cditet of Pathway to FreedomAlthough not
particular to the NMI, this showed how objects weomsidered a means to connect people
with the leaders of the past. Similar to the Clarsdefinition, the “relics” had either been in
contact with, had been worn or used by or belongegically to the 1916 rebelé’ The use
of the term revealed how central the bodies ofitkargents were to construct the collections.
Like the development of relics in Christendom, these gave a new authority to the NMI
which became a temple to the dead leaders. Ustibffening of Kilmainham Jail in 1966 —
where the 1916 leaders were executed — the NMIdwarhain, together with the cemetery at

Arbour Hill and Glasnevin, the only sites for Repcdn pilgrimage. Photographs of school
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to the leaders. Press cuttingTie Irish PressJune 1937, included in Liam Gogan’s papers, LA3%; UCD
archives, Dublin.
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visits in 1941 show how these pilgrimages to thelNire based on the visual contact with
“relics” of 1916 dead leaders. The omnipresenc&adics” or “personalia” resulted from the
collecting policy. Most of the artefacts of 1916dhzeen donated by family membét& As
the family members often received access to theopat belongings of the dead leaders,
initial donations reinforced the focus on “perséaiatather than institutional documerits.In
addition to this structural definition of objectbe heroic representations derived also from
the spatial design of the 1941 exhibition.

Among the diverse 1916 leaders, Patrick Pearsepadgularly celebrated. In 1941,
the visitors entered the main hall through a poréiad had an instant view of the core of the
exhibition, “an imposing bust of Padraig Pearseoseta tall white pedestal” (Appendix 9-
A).**2 The first leader executed in May 1916, Pearsebwsh Commander in Chief of the
Easter Rising and one of the seven signatorielseoPtoclamation of the Irish Republit.He
was also a literary man, teacher at St. Enda Scpoet and defender of the Irish language.
These attributes made him the voice of the Eaggndr as well as an idol for Republicans.
Representations of Patrick Pearse were also mueh t&n for other leaders of the 1916
Rising like James Connolly.

James Connolly (1868-1916) was one of the Irigkdées during the Easter Rising and
was executed in May 1916. Importantly, he was askey figure of socialism in early
twentieth century Ireland and Great BritdfiHe had founded the Irish Socialist Republican
Party in 1896 and played a major role in the 1@&4out in Dublin. Part of the Irish Citizen
Army (ICA) — initially composed of trade-union velteers — Connolly commanded ICA’s
forces during the 1916 Rising. The role played mnlly and the ICA in 1916 was well

represented among the artefacts collected by Heifard-Donnelly in 1932 since the latter

330 Joseph Plunkett's mementoes, rosary beads anérgragk were donated to the museum by his vilifee
Irish Times 31 December 1938, p. 4.

31 For further examination of donators, see the nkapter about agents of remembrance..

%32 The Irish Times19 April 1941, p. 4. This was confirmed by oneoiyraph of the exhibit taken by the
museum staff from the main entrance which demotestréhat, from the entrance visitors had a viewhefbust

of Patrick Pearse on a pedestal. Photo of the &QHibition, A1/99/003 and A1/99/004, NMIA, Dublin.

333 The main issue has been to determine whether @geadership in 1916 represented a failure arcaess.
With the spread of historical revisionism in the708 and 1980s, the considerations for Pearse became
representative of broader interpretations of th&6l&aster Rising as a “bloody sacrifice”. Althoutitese
debates would mostly take place after the 1960s, répresentations of Pearse in the NMI revealed the
mechanisms of construction of national historicarratives. Two innovative works contributed to the
reappraisal of Pearse’s activity in 1916. Frandiavs ‘The Canon of Irish History: A Challeng&tudies Ixi,
1972 and Ruth Dudley EdwardBatrick Pearse : The Triumph of a Failuyrd.ondon: Victor Gollancz, 1977).
The interpretations of Pearse’s involvement in Hester Rising became symbolic of the debates batwee
revisionists (very critical towards Pearse) and-aatisionist historians (more positive regardingaPse and the
overall Rising) n the 1980s and 1990s.

%4 He was involved in the Scottish Socialist Federatind the Independent Labour Party created in 11893
Britain. He moved to Ireland in 1895 and becameetacy of the Dublin Socialist Club.
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had been part of the Republican and socialist grivgmy items were related to the ICA
(uniforms in particular) in the 1932 displ&y. The context was different in 1941: the
exhibition was no longer designed by ICA veteramd the Irish government had been wary
regarding the development of socialism in the 1930ke focus on romanticized
representations of Patrick Pearse was much lessoeersial.

The way Pearse was represented in the 1941 disgeagaled a heroic and
romanticized rendition. The bust was made by Oli8aeppard and commissioned by the
Irish government®® Pearse sitting on his pedestal was not presestedvictim, executed by
the British, but rather as a victorious figure. hVa faraway expression — the slightly upward
tilt of the head and gaze further add to this lestance — Pearse was dressed as a Roman
emperor whose laurels and toga thrown loosely atdha shoulders gave him an even more
epic an classical heroic quality. Placed imposirgiya three-meter-high pedestal especially
made for the occasion at the centre of the maik tha& 72 cm-high plaster of Patrick Pearse
could be seen from anywhere in the hall (Append%)$®’ The bust was not intended to be
contemplated as anything other than an artefacigesiits position prevented public
contemplation on equal terms. The bust did not lthgesame purpose as any other object. It
was intended to give an overall aura to the hatim& flowers were placed around the
pedestal, adding to the glorificatidif.

This glorification of Pearse was not new in Irelaand mirrored a broader plan from
the Irish government to create national heroesistance, whefianna Fail came to power
in the early 1930s, it commissioned busts of thEsl@aders> Textbooks had also presented
Pearse in heroic features. In the 1930s, handouts the Department of Education instructed

teachers to emphasize “outstanding personages™snking incidents” in the struggle for
independenc&?® The notes for teachers highlighted the “contineityhe separatist idea from
Tone to Pearse” which embodied the history of theggle for independencé® In presenting
heroic representations of Pearse, the NMI was mesgroducing what had been done in

other cultural narratives in the 1930s. This cardion of representations during the

335The Irish Times6 June 1932, p. 4.
3% Eor a survey of Sheppard’s works, see Sighle Bhneah-Lynch, ‘Commemorating the Hero’, pp. 158-164
and John TurpinQliver Sheppard (1865-194,1(Dublin: Four Courts Press, 2000).
%7 The staff had to climb a stepladder in order tate bust, Photo of the 1941 exhibition, A1/99/C&1
A1/99/004, NMIA, Dublin.
:z: Ibid. although another interpretation could be the esjshon mourning.

Ibid.
%0 Quoted in F. T. Holohan, ‘History Teaching in thish Free State 1922-193Hlistory-Ireland vol. 2, 4,
winter, 1994.
1 \bid. p. 27
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commemoration of 1916 contributed to explaining whiyes-McCoy’s intention to
challenge sentimentalism had a limited impact. T®&1 exhibition was not the only example
of the impact of commemorations on the museum®hdcal collections.

As a national institution, the NMI was involved ather official commemorations in
the 1940$* In addition to the exhibition arranged for thé"2fniversary of the 1916 Easter
Rising, the National Museum of Ireland participaiadthe 158" anniversary of the 1798
Rebellion for which parades and rallies were orgeahi‘practically every weekend from June
to November®*® In the 1790s, in the wake of the French Revolutiad its influence over
Europe, Irish radicals gathered and formed thee®paif the United Irishmen (1791). Mostly
made of Irish Protestants and influenced by FremthAmerican Republicanism, the Society
called for political reforms and more autonomy fioe Irish parliament. The outbreak of the
war between France and Britain in 1793 contributethe radicalization of the movement.
The United Irishmen were in contact with Frenchotationaries who attempted to land in
Ireland in 1796 (General Hoche’s expedition). Theited Irishmen ultimately asked for
Ireland’s independence. The Rebellion began in W&98 and mostly spread in Antrim and
Down (North-East), and Wexford (South-East) whée hattles took place. Because most of
the leaders of the United Irishmen had been adest®ublin in March 1798, no insurrection
took place in Dublin. Although French troops landedhe West of Ireland in August 1798,
the Rebellion was already repressed by the Britisbps in September. In spite of its failure,
the Rebellion was celebrated in Ireland as thé lattirish Republicanism.

In 1948, the exhibition was part of the Dublin wed# commemoration organized for
the 150" anniversary of Theobald Wolfe Tone’s death. Thénnaasociation in charge of the
commemoration was the Dublin Committé&éThe commemoration took place in an overall

context of a promotion of Republican ideology. Ttith Government of Ireland — or more

%42 \While the commemoration of the Great Famine whsiakey affair, the centenaries of the death of ffas
Davis attracted considerable public attention. @ogtto the 28 anniversary of the 1916 Easter Rising, the
commemorations of Thomas Davis was safer for tish lgovernment regarding the Republican idealinatib
the use of physical force in relations with Britaln the 1840s, Thomas Davis was the leader ofyieng
Ireland movement which wanted to repeal the Adtnfon. Presenting a romantic picture of Irish nadilism
and being Protestant, he preached unity betweemo(@z and Protestants since being Irish resuledprding

to him, from the willingness to be part of the Hrigation. Daly, ‘Histoire a la Carte?’, p. 36. Tfmal
commemoration of the centenary of the death of Td®bavis lasted five days.

%3 Collins, Who Fears to Speakf, 58.

%44 presided over by John Breen, from the Labour RartyLord Mayor of Dublin in 1948 and 1949, the Db
committee was composed of the Dublin branch of@88eCommemoration Association, some executivesef t
Anti-Partition Association and members of the NWlemorandum sent by the committee to the NMI, Cellin
Who Fears to Speakp, 58. For the Dublin Branch: Bob Lambert (Chairijpa@eorge Meyler and Seamus
O’Farrell; for the Anti-Partition Association : Madhi Quinn (Chairman), Desmond Crean and Maire
Comerford. For a more detailed survey of the coitemjtsee, Collind/Vho Fears to Speak? 67.
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commonly known as the First Inter-Party Governmetit was responsible for the 1948
Republic of Ireland Act!® The State of Ireland officially became a RepubfiicAlthough
mostly a symbolic act, the creation of the Repubfitreland contributed to the re-emergence
of debates about Irish Republicanism during theroemoration of the 1798 Rebellion. Both
the 1941 and 1948 exhibitions at the NMI were sHape the heroic representations of the
Republican insurrections.

The 1798 Rebellion had been part of the permahisirical collection arranged by
Hayes-McCoy in the late 1930s. Hayes-McCoy coli@ecteany artefacts, especially pikeheads
of the 1798 rebel¥'® Three cases were devoted to the 1790s and the R@B&llion in the
permanent eighteenth and nineteenth centuriesctiotle One concerned “relics” of Theobald
Wolfe Tone, Napper Tandy, Lord Edward FitzGerald ather United Irishmef’ The two
other cases displayed the 1798 Rebellion and westlyrabout the battles which occurred in
Wexford. It is interesting to highlight that theegt men of the 1790s like Wolfe Tone and
other United Irishmen were distinguished from th®& Rebellion itself whose artefacts —
mostly military artefacts of the rebels such askets bayonets, pistols and pikeheads — were
gathered in two different glass windows. Only memtof “insurgents” appeared in the guide
relating to the two cases on the 1798 Rebefli8rViore than any heroes of the 1798
Rebellion, Hayes-McCoy had stressed the militasgdny of 1798 instead. This shifted due to
the sesquicentenary of the 1798 Rebellion in 1948.

In 1948, the focus on the United Irishmen camemfréwo aspects of the
commemorations: the focus on Dublin city and thgoimement of the Anti-Partition
Association. In 1948, the NMI worked in collabooatiwith the Dublin committee for the
commemoration of the 1798 Rebellion. Liam Gogan tewreo John Breen after the
commemorations that “you are to be congratulategyaur successful Chairmanship of the
Commemoration Committee ultimately responsible thoe exhibition”>®* Indeed, a draft

written by the Dublin committee was sent to the ewns keeper to make clear what the

35 The government was appointed in February 1948imridded the left-leaning Republican ParGlann na
Poblachta led by Sean MacBride. The Republican Party wag maich in the minority in the coalition led by
Fine Gaeland the Labour Party (main opposition partieBiemna Fail). It was replaced in June 1951 Byanna
Fail Government.

%6 gigned by the President on the 21 December 1848nie into force on 18 April 1949.

%7t repealed the External Relation Act which, irB&9declared the King of the United Kingdom exegsithis
authority.

%8 A1/140/001, NMIA, Dublin.

%9 Historical collection description made on the occasion of the 1798 Rebexhibition, A1/140/007, NMIA.
%9 A1/140/007, NMIA.

%1 | etter from Liam Gogan to John Breen, undaiieid,
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objectives of the commemorations wéte.This included a clear focus on the United
Irishmen. The committee publisief: Who Fears to Speal® leaflet in which it explained
the need to celebrate “the heroes of '98"who “vignga an Irish Republic as independent of
Empire as the newly freed United States of Amerarad as truly devoted to liberty and
democracy as the French Republicans of their &&yThe focus on the United Irishmen and
the birth of Irish Republicanism contrasted witl thilitary history of the battles in Wexford
that Hayes-McCoy had aimed to establish in the paent collections.

The fact that the NMI was in Dublin, the politicalpital, had considerable
consequences for its representations of 1798. 38,1Dublin was the “dog that did not bark”,
in other words, no insurrection had taken placthencity due to the arrest of the leaders of
the United Irishmen. One way, for the Dublin Cormieet to link the capital with the 1798
Rebellion was to focus on the United Irishmen. dates of the 1948 commemoration — 14-
21 November 1948 — matched the anniversary of Whtfiee's death (10 November 1798).
In his speech opening the 1948 commemorative exdribof the 1798 Rebellion at the NMI,
John Breen, Lord Mayor of Dublin, asserted withhestasm that the Society of the United
Irishmen was “the greatest revolutionary assoaiafieland ever had® He then added
“While there were great men among the United Irishmlone himself was outstanding in
that he was the personification of the moven@ntindeed, the participation of the NMI in
the Dublin week of commemoration underlined — muebre than within the permanent
collections — the relevance of the 1798 leaders.

In addition, the Dublin Committee proposed anotpelitical mobilization of the
United Irishmen. The most striking recommendatiomswio “Assert the right of the Irish
Nation to be united within its national territorghus linking our most important modern
problem with the political ideals and objects of tinited Irishmer®®. The emphasis on the
reunification of the two Irelands was related te #iguments supported by the Anti-Partition

Association some of whose representatives weregbdne Dublin Committed”’ Indeed, the

%2 Memorandum sent by the committee to the NMI, AD/D87, NMIA.

53 Quoted in CollinsWho Fears to Speakf®?. 62. The reference to the United States and Rr&spublicans
was a direct link to Wolfe Tone who emigrated tonfer after the Society of the United Irishmen waar®ed in
1794 and was also responsible for the French immbnt in Ireland in 1796 and 1798.

*4 Draft of the speech given by the Lord Mayor"2@ovember 1948, sent at Liam Gogan, Keeper of ths A
and Industry Department, A1/140/007, NMIA.

%5 |pid.

%3 Memorandum sent by the committee to the NMI, AD/D87, NMIA.

%7 public Record Office of Northern Irelanbhtroduction to Cahir Healy paperdelfast, November 2007, p.
17. Created in 1945 by Northern Irish national{#tseld its first annual meeting in 1947), the ARartition
League was a political organization based in Northesland which campaigned for a united Irelamdpther
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memorandum sent by the committee to the NMI stcks3be Anti-Partition Association
cannot regard the commemoration as an end in.it§hlE, it considers, is an occasion on
which to express and strengthen the general detation that the Partition of Ireland should,
in justice, cease®® The Anti-Partition Association was the Southerppgrt organization of
the Anti-Partition League which tried to make thwel eof the partition a priority measure in
Irish and British politic$® In order to do so, the Anti-Partition League utesifact that most
of the United Irishmen were Protestant as a cotargument to Partition. In the
memorandum sent to the NMI, the Anti-Partition Agsation stressed that “By recalling the
generous enthusiasm which gave rise to the Unitskdnhen movement among the Protestant
and Presbyterian communities, and by paying speoiabur to the patriots of those faiths, it
would wish to stress the impossibility that anyigielus section could ever live in fear in
Ireland”3®° The narrative on the 1798 union between Protestmd Catholics — which was
rhetorical since many Protestants had also fougltounter-rebellion troops and within the
Orange Order — was supposed to make partition abhtenAt any rate, the focus on the
United Irishmen during the 1948 commemorations Iteduin a shift in the museum’s

collection on display, from the Wexford militarysunrection to the heroic United Irishmen.

Conclusion of Chapter |

Long-term and multifaceted history is crucial inngeating a broader understanding the
construction of representations and its links withtional identity. It appears that the
collections of the NMI and BM were born in similadearned societies led by Protestants
during the eighteenth century. In spite of thigorj however, the two museums have become
gradually — though remarkably — distinct. This elifihce derived from the application of
contrasting frameworks of representations — Beléast all-Ireland in Dublin — and from the
political mobilization of history linked to the asof Nationalism and Unionism. In the 1940s,
the narratives and status of the two museums teflaébe creation of two distinct parts in the

words, for the end of the partition. B. Lynn, ‘TAati-Partition League and the Political Realiti€fsRartition,
1945-1949’ Irish Historical Studiesvol. 34, n.135, 2005, p.321.

%8 Memorandum sent by the committee to the NMI, AD/D7, NMIA.

%9 |n January 1948, the Anti-Partition League orgedia rally in Dublin to challenge Eamon de Valerei
Taoiseachto put forward the issue of the partition. Furteacouragement had come with the electoral success
of the Labour Party in Britain in 1945. Not only svlhere a Unionist perception that Labour couldb®otrusted

in maintaining Northern Ireland’s constitutional git@n, but its commitment to a socialist programuofe
economic and social reform caused alarm to the Héomt Ireland cabinet. Moreover, in 1945, a group of
sympathetic Labour MPs came together to form whaialme known as the “Friends of Ireland”. Lynn, ‘The
Anti-Partition League’, p. 324.

30 Memorandum sent by the committee to the NMI, AD/D7, NMIA.
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island of Ireland. The South had become an indegr@ndtate while Northern Ireland —
dominated by Unionism — had remained in the UnkKedydom. The analysis shows that the
support for Nationalist and Unionist ideologies hamhtributed to the organization of the
collections. The fact that Northern Ireland wall pairt of the United Kingdom explained the
absence for the need to build a new cultural idenkn the south, the new Irish Free State
needed historical narratives to legitimize its origThe National Museum of Ireland was
imperative to providing these narratives by focggn the Celtic and Early-Christian roots of
the nation. Irishness was associated with the eltural and Catholic past. As a
consequence, the historical narratives promoteth&\NMI concentrated on the Irish Golden
Age.

Generally, this chapter shows why the represemsitimf historical conflicts (1690,
1798, and 1916) were very limited in the two museunihe museums’ support for
Nationalism and Unionism did not initially materzd in exhibitions of historical conflicts. In
Northern Ireland, despite the celebration of theg8iof Derry, the Battle of the Boyne and
the Battle of the Somme, the Belfast Museum hapdbposed similar representations. The
absence of politics of identity resulted in the enpronounced focus on arts and Belfast local
interest in the BM. The long focus of the Dublin $&éum on archaeology made the promotion
of more recent historical narratives difficult. Thenstruction of historical collections at the
NMI — and the representations of historical comdlitke 1798 or the 1916 Easter Rising —
remained a minor field in the museum and was mueeconsequence of the commitment of
external actors.

The progressive construction of historical collexet at the NMI challenged the strict
opposition between official and popular narratiséshe past. The 1916 collection at the NMI
resulted from the personal commitment to veteragnddden Gifford-Donnelly who, amongst
others, played a major role in the memorializatafnthe event. Similarly to what was
happening in Europe around the First World War, ghgpose of the veteran supporters was
to celebrate their fellow 1916 rebels and to previdem with a space in the Irish official
pantheon. This veteran involvement explains thatiseental” selection of the initial NMI
collection as well as the consequent the heroicesgmtations of the Republican leaders. The
memorial tribute to the Republican leaders wasymdsiuring commemorations in the 1940s.
The official commemorations acted as a processitobduction into heroic narratives at the
NMI which had so far focused on displaying Antidgst

The birth of the Irish Free State took place iroatext of deep division regarding the

links between Ireland and Britain and the use oferice to end the British domination. Any
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commemoration of Republican insurrections like 1898916 was controversial as it related
to the present partition of the island and the ipts&Republican use of violence to end it. The
most active actors in remembering 1798 and 191& \Ra&publican groups who denied the
existence of the Partition — and therefore of tloatlsern State as well. Officially
remembering 1798 and 1916 bore the threat of ifgyator the Irish State. In contrast with
the anti-partition Republican intention to celebréte 1798 and 1916 leaders as heroes and
symbols, of the use of physical violence against Bhitish authorities in Ireland, the Irish
governments increasingly challenged the paralledsvd between the events commemorated
and the present situation. For this reason, theuBlman attempts to build celebrative
collections of conflicts at the NMI were challengby a lukewarm official support. This
resulted in the fact that the NMI's focus on araslagy and antiquities went unchallenged for
most of the twentieth century. In Northern Irelatite political use of the past became much
more important during and after the 1960s throdghwider development of the local Ulster
identity.
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CHAPTER II: National Museums and the Re-assessmenbf
Anglo-Irish Relations: the Creation of the Ulster Museum and the

Isolation of the National Museum of Ireland (1962-278)

Unlike many Western states, the Republic of Irelasid not experience economic
development until the 1950s. Partly explained bypitlicies of protectionism — established by
de Valera in the 1930s — the Republic was stillarmdned by major emigration: the
population fell to an all-time low record in 1962.1 million)*** The situation only
improved in the 1960s which was a period of majsn@mic shift in the Republic. This
economic development matched a re-appraisal ofelagions with foreign countries. In the
late 1950s, under the influence of the economidtsatretary of the Department of Finance
T. K. Whitaker, the Republic of Ireland startedatmandon its protectionist economic policy.
The Republic joined the World Bank and the Inteoval Monetary Fund in 1957 and
removed the Control of Manufactures Act which hadtricted foreign investmeft® The
country’s policy shifted from protectionism to freade, a shift which was also expressed by
the process of admission to the European Econommn@unity, requested in 1961 (but
denied in 1963). Both the Republic and Northertaitd — through the United Kingdom —
joined the European Community in 1973. The econaymisvth reached 4% a year between
1959 and 1973 and contributed to social changes.

The standard of living went up by 50 percent andgestion decreased reaching
European averag&® This shift was symbolic of a new era of domestealopment and re-
assessment of Irish identity. The deregulationrishleconomy in the 1960s took place in a
general context of a redefinition of Irish Cathatientity. In the wake of the Second Council
of the Vatican, the Irish government debated ablo@itpossibility to making divorce legal in
Ireland®®* In 1972, article 44.1.2 of the Irish Constitutianich gave Catholicism “special

position” was removed. The “moral monopoly” of tBatholic Church in the Republic of

%1 Joe Leejreland, 1912-1985: Politics and SocietfCambridge; New York: Cambridge University Press,
1989), p. 315.

%2 Denis O’Hearn;The Atlantic Economy. Britain, the US and IrelarfManchester: Manchester University
Press, 2011), p. 132.

%3 ee, Ireland, 1912-1985p. 359.

%4 Thomas CauvinThe Catholic Church and the Irish Constitution: @avmental Policies, 1965-197Rlaster
Institute of Political Studies (Sciences-Po, Partigpublished, Paris, 2002.
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Ireland began to become increasingly conte¥te@ihe social changes and economic opening
contributed to the re-definitions of the links witlorthern Ireland and the United Kingdom.

On 15 January 1965, newspapers in Ireland and Biorthreland highlighted an
unexpected event. The day before, Sean Lema%aoiseachof the Republic of Ireland
(Appendix 4) — had gone to Belfast to meet Tergdiéeill, Northern Irish Prime Minister.
This first meeting between Irish and Northern Irpblitical leaders since 1921 mirrored a
period of improvement in the political relationstieen the two parts of the islaffif. This
improvement was facilitated by the Labour Partyisval to power in London in 1964. The
Labour Party had traditionally been more distantrfrthe Northern Irish Unionist political
parties. Both Lemass and O’Neill symbolized — tmmecextent — a generational shift. While
his predecessor — Basil Brooke — left his officatat age of 75, O’'Neill was 49 when he
became Prime Minister in 1963 (Appendix 4). Bori.amdon 1914, he had not witnessed the
political upheaval between 1912 and the 1921-18%8 n Northern Ireland. In the Republic,
a new generation came to power as well. Sean Lemas$0 when he becaraoiseachn
1959 and replaced the seventy-seven year old Ealaovialera as leader éfianna Fail
Significantly, Jack Lynch, who replaced Lemass %@, was the first leader &ianna Fail
who had not participated in the 1916 Easter Rising.

However, notwithstanding these political similaagj the two parts of the island were
on different paths. For instance, in 1973, bothRlepublic of Ireland and Northern Ireland —
through the United Kingdom — joined the Europeaorteemic Community; but they did so
with unequal enthusiasm. It was noteworthy that &%he Irish population voted favourably
in May 1972%°” whereas in the June 1975 referendum, Northerariceturned to have lower
support within the United Kingdom for remainingtime European Community® Northern
Ireland was, in the 1960s, polarized by internatta@an tensions. In order to fight
discrimination mostly undergone by Catholics, cixights movements emerged in the mid-
1960s. The Northern Ireland Civic Rights AssociatiNICRA) was created in 1967 and
included a prominent Catholic majority. It did rezll for an end of the partition but for the
end of social injustices in housing, employment gmditical rights. Four main types of

discrimination were at stake: discrimination in kimg, in jobs (particularly in the public

%5 Tom Inglis, Moral Monopoly: the Catholic Church in Modern Irisociety (Dublin; New York: Gill and
Macmillan; St. Martin’s Press, 1987).

%6 To O'Neill’s invitation to Belfast in January 1966emass responded by an invitation in Dublin ibrgary
1965. Similar meetings took place in 1967 and 18&8veen O’Neill and Jack Lynch, névaoiseach

7 http://ec.europa.eufireland/ireland_in_the_eu/iddex.htm(last visited March 2012).

%8 |n Northern Ireland, 52.1% were in favour, while ®% in the United Kingdom, 58.4% in Scotland, 84.i®
Wales and 68.7% in England.

84



sector), gerrymandering of electoral boundariesi abuses of civil power, in the use of
legislation backed by a sectarian auxiliary pofimee 3°

Northern Ireland was still based on a prevailingddist majority embodied in the
Ulster Unionist Party (UUP). In opposition to thesikcrights movement perceived as a
nationalist threat, the Ulster Volunteer Force (JWas created in 1966 and contributed to
the increase of violence. Heightened violence duNihCRA demonstrations in 1968 and the
riots during the Battle of the Bogside in Londonglgfl2-14 August 1969) finally plunged
Northern Ireland into mayhem. The spread of vioderms a means of action and
communication in Northern Ireland had a tremendoupact on political systems. The
Northern Irish Assembly was suppressed and dirdet applied in 1972 after the Northern
Ireland (Temporary provision) Act. With the abadaiti of the Northern Ireland parliament in
1973, responsibility for policy laid with the Bsti government in London. The Secretary of
State for Northern Ireland was nominated by theti®ri Prime Minister and assumed
authority over the provinc&? Violence which broke out in the late 1960s andeldsover
thirsty years — known as the Troubiiés- contributed to the development of a sectariait ci
war3"?

The 1960s economic, social and political changes dunsequences for Anglo-Irish
relations and the construction of identities indrel and Northern Ireland. One of the most
interesting examples of the redefinition of natiodantity was the development of historical
revisionism in the Republic of Ireland. Certaintbrsans endeavoured to reappraise lIrish
history in less divisive interpretations. Linkedttee professionalization of historians which
had taken place since the 1930s, the new historiazadled revisionists — have had a major
impact on the interpretations of the past in Irdlabike the new historians in the 1930s,
revisionist historians intended to debunk natiomgths in Irish history. A core interest of
their work was the revision of the history of Angdteh relations in less nationalistic ways. In

doing so, they challenged openly the use of thé¢ ipasonstructing national ideology in the

39 G. Gudgin ‘Discrimnation in Housing and Employmemider the Stormont Administration’, in Patrick J.
Roche and Brian Barton, ed3he Northern Ireland Question: Nationalism, Unionignd Partition(London,
Ashgate Publishing Ltd, 1999), p. 98.

370 He was assisted by state secretaries in the Nartheland Office (NIO), in charge of coordinatifinctions
previously occupied by the Northern Irish governtnen

31 Other terms such as ‘war’ or ‘conflict’ have baeses.

372 The approximate three decades of violence whigaién the late 1960s, and which were commonly know
as the “Troubles”, opposed various political anditary groups — essentially Republican and loyalistvith
police and later military forces, over the constitoal status of Northern Ireland. Punctuated bydets and
assassinations, bombings and other terrorist dctsotence, the “Troubles” were not a uniform petiand
would need more contextualization throughout thaptérs dedicated to the 1980s and 1990s. In deimgit
will be possible to assess the changing impachendpresentations of the past.
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Republic of Ireland. This cultural example demoatsts how crucial the study of historical
narratives from the Dublin and Belfast museumsytisil

This chapter aims to compare the construction gfesentations of Anglo-Irish
conflicts from the two national museums. For thstftime, the two museums had similar
“national” status and mounted commemorative exioibg of historical conflicts such as the
1798 Rebellion, the 1916 Easter Rising, or the World Wars. Nevertheless, the two
museums participated in differing ways to the tefipretation of the history of the Anglo-
Irish relations, and through it, to the definitiohidentities. This chapter will, therefore, first
concentrate on the new roles of the Ulster MuseuM)(in representing the past, and then
explore to what extent the National Museum of ndl@articipated in the general reappraisal

of Irish identity.

A) The Ulster Museum and the Construction of Ulsteilocal Identity

In 1961, the municipal Belfast Museum and Arts &gliwas renamed Ulster Museum with a
“national” status’® At first sight, this shift seemed surprising sirtbe Unionist political
majority was constructed in opposition to natiosali In her study of national museums in
Wales, Rhiannon Mason convincingly argues thatténe “national” should be used with
precaution. As a historian, it is crucial to exaenihat the term “national” meant and how it
changed over time. One should ask oneself what snakenuseum “nationaf’* Before
analyzing which narratives the Ulster Museum (UNM)moted, it is necessary to explore the

different discourses on the national dimensiorhefmuseum.

1) The Ulster Museum’s Links with Regional Studies

The use of the term “Ulster” for the new nationalsaum was controversial at the onset as it
referred to different spaces according to histbcaolitical traditions. Historically, the term
referred to nine counties (Antrim, Down, ArmaghrRanagh, Londonderry, Tyrone, Cavan,
Donegal, Monaghan), and was often used by Unionisttead of the name Northern

373 Museum Act (Northern Ireland) 1961 was voted invilmber 28 1961. “The Museum Bill (Northern
Ireland) setting up Belfast Museum and Art Gallasya national institution had its third readinghia House of
Commons at Stormont on October28961 (...) The Act was placed on the Statute Book2®rNovember
following”. Ulster Museum Repqri962-1963, p. 3.

37" Mason,Museums, Nations, Identitigs, 29.
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Ireland®” In response to the creation of the Republic oflafré in 1949, serious
considerations were (unsuccessfully) made by thghdm Irish government to switch the
name of the province from Northern Ireland to UistEhe term “Ulster” was utilized by
Unionist groups like the Ulster Volunteers (milif@unded in 1912 to fight the Home Rule),
political parties like the Ulster Unionist Partypuinded in 1905, or paramilitary groups like
the Ulster Defence Association, founded in 1971 TUike stressed an Ulster identity different
from the rest of the island; either due to the omigth Britain or due to a regional specificity.
This regional identity derived first from scholarstudies which developed in the
1920s and 1930s. This was particularly importartherise of geography and anthropology
in Northern Ireland. Regional studies were assediawith the work of Estyn Evai&
Influenced by Vidal de la Blache and the Frenchggaphical construction of the concept of
region, Evans was appointed at Queen’s UniversiffaBt (QUB) in 1928 to develop a
department of geograpiy’ His view was revolutionary in portraying the isaof Ireland.
Evans focused on a “common groutid”and not on the Anglo-Irish economic and religious
hardships’® Dealing with people, Evans highlighted common waf/ife and tradition§®°
For him, Ireland was an exception in Western Eurgpet “has preserved to a remarkable
degree the customs and social habits of the prastridl phase of western civilisatioff* In
doing so, Evans promoted a vision of Ireland apgéresimilar to what folk studies and
Eamon de Valera himself proposed in the 1930s. Mewd-vans argued that, in addition, the
common traditions in Ulster differed from the restreland®? Based on his works regarding
megalithic culture, he underlined the cultural sf@ty of Ulster. Although his definition of
Ulster as distinct was used to depict him as ateUlsationalist, Brian Graham observes that

Evans’ work on Ulster was more complex and whilenpoting Ulster regional originality,

375 It was used by Unionists to refer to Northerndrel although three of the historical counties v of the
Republic of Ireland (Cavan, Donegal, Monaghan). ®aham “Heritage Conservation and Revisionist
Nationalism in Ireland” in Ashworth and LarkhaBujilding a new Heritagey. 141.

378 For a survey and interpretation of Evans’ worleg Brian J. Graham, “The Search for the Common Gtou
Estyn Evans’ IrelandTransactions of the Institute of British Geograph#®.2 (1994) 189-190.

377 1t was the third department of geography in théi®r Isles after Liverpool and Aberystwyth. M. 8to
‘Review of Emir Estyn Evans and Northern IrelantheTArchaeology and Geography of a New Statel. A.
Atkinson, I. Banks, J. O'Sullivan, eddlationalism in ArchaeologyGlasgow: Cruithne Press, 1996), pp. 111-
127

378 Estyn Evanslister: the Common GroundMulingar: Lilliput, 1984).

379 Bigand, ‘How is Ulster’s History Represented inrthern Ireland’s Museums?'.

380 See for instance Estyn Evarssh Heritage: the Landscape and the People areirthiVork 1942; The
Personality of Ireland: Habitat, Heritage and Hisyp 1973;UlIster: the Common Ground 984.

%1 Quoted in M. McManus, ‘Some Notions of Folklorejstdry and Museum Interpretation: A Time for
Reappraisal?’, infrevor Owen, edFrom Corrib to Cultra. Folklife Essays in Honour éian Gailey The
Institute of Irish Studies, QUB and the Ulster Fatid Transport Museum, 2000, p. 20.

32 M. Hill “Regions. Identity and Power: a Northemeland Perspective” in Donal O’ Drisceoil, (e@llture in
Ireland Regions: Identity and PowédBelfast: Institute of Irish Studie$993), pp.72-82.
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acknowledged a pluralistic view of culture whichntrasted with the exclusive narratives of
union promoted by Ulster Unionists Evans’ construction of Ulster as a social anduralt
unit amply influenced the development of culturedtitutions in Northern Ireland.

The principal manifestation of Evans’ work wasthe development of ethnology and
folk studies on Northern Ireland. Whereas histamnyparticularly regarding politics and war,
rather stressed key events and great men, on théamd, the divisions between nationalist
and Unionist traditions, the study of ordinary peogdraditions and ways of life allows
ethnologists, geographers and folklorists to emigkasimilarities on the other hand. The
links between Queen’s and the Belfast Museum (BMg¢ame stronger when the latter
reopened in 1929 in its new site at Stranmillis &Roelose to the University. Ethnology
became a new field at the BM in consequence afdtg collaboration with the Universif§?*

In the 1930s, in order to keep up with the develepirof the Irish Folk Commission in the

Irish Free State, Evans requested the supporteofNibrthern Irish government to promote
folk studies at Queen’s University and to use pathe Botanic site of the Belfast museum as
facilities. The relevance of folk studies grew stger at the BM. In 1949, George Thompson,
Evans’ student, became keeper of Antiquities amh@&jraphy at the Belfast Musedf.

The development of folk studies became strongethm 1940s and helped the
development of a regional Ulster identity. As Tdgnnett observes the development of folk
museums took advantage of the post-war intereghen“daily lives, customs, rituals, and
traditions of non-elite social strata” which promgta “flurry of new museum initiative§®®
The development of folk studies spread in the WhKengdom in the 1940s and the Welsh
Folk Museum was created in 19%8.In the 1950s, Northern Ireland was, with Britaimda
Scandinavian countries a major space of developruvenfolk-life.*® In Northern Ireland,
Evans helped to form the committee on Ulster Fifék-and Traditions in 1953, later to
become the Ulster Folk-life Society, which broutia Ulster Folk Museum into existence in
19583%° The creation of the Ulster Museum in 1961 wadfitdesely linked with the Ulster

33 “Inconsistently, given his efforts to reduce thergeived impact of Celtic civilization upon Irelgriivans
held - as we have seen - that Ulster was the mtetsely Irish of all the islands regions, afaetorecognition
that the island constituted one socio-cultural uradbeit far from homogeneous - rather than the tistinct
entities of the Ulster nationalist.” Graham, ‘Thea®h for the Common Ground’ pp. 183-201.

4G, B. Thompson, “The Road to Ballycultréri, Owen,From Corrib to Cultra p. 8.

%85 Owen,From Corrib to Cultra

3% BennettThe Birth of the Museunp. 109.

%7 Rhiannon Mason ‘Nation Building at the Museum oélgh Life’ Museum and Socie8005, 3(1), p. 23.

%8 G. B. Thompson ‘The Welsh Contribution to the Depenent of the Ulster Folk Museunstudies in Folk
Life, (London: Routledge, first edition 1969, 1977), p-32.

39 |ocated in Cultra, County Down, seven miles edsBelfast, the Ulster Folk Museum merely opened in
1964. It became the Ulster Folk and Transport Mosgu1967.
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Folk MuseumWilfred Seaby — appointed Director of the BM in B35 had a very important
role in the creation of the Ulster Folk Musetithin 1953, he openly raised the question of an
open-air museum and suggested that “such a museigit ive regarded as of national
interest and worthy of financial assistance frora Morthern Ireland government” This
resulted in a committee set up by Northern Irelargivernment in March 1954 and a report
supporting the idea of an open-air folk museum ovéber 1954. The links between the
two museums were such that, Thompson, keeper oigéiies at the Belfast Museum,
became the first director of the Ulster Folk Musenm 958. Importantly, the rising issue of a
national Ulster Folk museum took place simultangousth the development of the Ulster
Museum project. In 1953, Seaby not only raisedréhevance of a “national interest” for an
open-air museum, but also contacted the governrteerdbtain a grant for the Belfast
Museum’s building®? This initiated the shift from a municipal Belfaguseum to a national
Ulster Museum.

In conclusion, the initial move towards a natiohdster Museum was due to the
development of regional studies in which Northeeldnd emerged as a province. The 1958
Ulster Folk Museum (Northern Ireland) Act estabéidithe institution to preserve, study, and
illustrate “the way of life, past and present, ahd traditions of the people of Northern
Ireland” 3% Rising museum activity took advantage of scholargrest in people and popular
culture. The focus on folklife also permitted thmliy to avoid the divisive events of political
and military history such as the Anglo-Irish cociffi. As the focus on rural and Catholic
traditions in the South, folk studies were safer bwld regional unity in the North.
Nonetheless, unlike nationalism in the South, thetdd regional studies did not intend to
create national unity distinct from Britain. Initiaissued from academia, the regional focus

was rapidly used and interpreted by the new palitievelopment of Ulster Unionism.

2) Terence O’Neill's Political Promotion of Ulster Local Identity: a Limited Re-

assessment of the Links with Britain

Until the 1950s, the Northern Irish government wa$ committed to the development of
local studies. The creation of the Ulster Folk Musg(1958) and the Ulster Museum (1961)
expressed a new political interest in Ulster ladaintity. In 1957, the Belfast Museum had

390 5ee the list of directors, Appendix 1.

391 Nesbitt,A Museum in Belfasp. 45.

392 Neshitt,A Museum in Belfasp. 48.

393 Thompson ‘The Welsh Contribution to the Developtratthe Ulster Folk Museum’, p. 30.
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asked the Department of Finance for a grant to ¢etaghe museum’s building. Terence
O’Neill — Minister of Finance from 1956 to 1963 esponded that the grant could not be
allotted as long as the institution was a municipaseum but that “if the museum (...) could
be regarded as a national one, the Government warllgkrepared to consider accepting the
whole or substantial part of the financial respbitisy (£420.000)"*** The Belfast
Corporation committee saw this move favourable @uthe “growing congestion in the all
too inadequate display and storage spdteThrough thel961 Museum Acthe Belfast
Museum not only changed its name but also itsipalistatus as the institution passed out of
the hands of Belfast Corporation. A Board of Trastevas created with eight members, four
appointed by the Minister of Finance, three by Bedfast Corporation and one by Queen’s
University. This did not change the ruling polilicaajority of the museum since both the
Belfast Corporation and the Northern Irish governmeere run by the Unionist partyf
However, the interest from the government, andartiqular from O’Neill, in the creation of
a national museum must be examined. In June 196kilDopened the Museum Bill saying
that “Today | have for the consideration of the B®Uegislation to establish a national
museum and art gallery®’ It is necessary to examine the ways in which thsteld Museum
was defined as national institution.

The creation of the Ulster Museum was based onipheliscales: the city, the
province, and the United Kingdom. In 1959, Teredleill wrote to the Northern Irish
Prime Minister — Basil Brooke — that the “natiorshtus” of the museum “will make it
possible to have in our capital city an institutimfna size and status more fitting to our needs
as a separate are®® Although the museum shifted from a municipal téiorel status, the
Belfast civic culture remained an important featubering the Museum Bill, O’Neill stated
that he hoped “the people of Ulster will grow tqegxiate it in the years ahead and that we
shall now be able to hold our heads high in the faiccities like Edinburgh and Cardift®?
The comparison with Edinburgh and Cardiff demonsttdahat the history of Belfast was still
relevant to understanding the development of theemn.

O’Neill’'s mention of Ulster as “a separate area’swary ambiguous. To some extent,

it raised questions about the existence of Ulsédionalism. The term “Ulster nationalism”

z:‘s‘Minutes of the Belfast Corporation, 17 Novembeb1,Belfast, Belfast Central Library.
Ibid.
%% Obviously, some differences existed between théowa Unionist political parties: Ulster Unionisaiy,
Protestant Unionist Partgfc
%7 Terence O'Neill, Museum Bill, 29 June 1961, Hads&tormont Papers.
3% | etter from Terence O'Neill, 2 February 1959, CAB/123/1, Public Record Office of Northern Ireland,
Belfast.
399 Terence O'Neill, Museum Bill, 29 June 1961, Hads&tormont Papers.
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had its roots in the mid-1940s, when William FréderMcCoy — Ulster Unionist and
member of the Northern Ireland Parliament — begadadubt the safeguarding of Northern
Ireland’s status which depended only on the BriBsiliament. However, in spite of the links
established by Terence O’Neill between a nationadenm and Northern Ireland as being “a
separate area”, the Ulster Museum was not desiga@dchallenge to the union with Britain.

Born in London of a prominent Ulster family, Teren®©’Neill had come to Northern
Ireland after the war in 1945 where he had a vescassful career in the Ulster Unionist
Party. Having failed to obtain a seat at Westmmste became member of Stormont in 1946
and then Minister of Health and Local Governmert EBhnister of Education and Minister of
Finance. He ultimately was Prime Minister of Northdreland between 1963 and 1969.
Unionist, O’Neill was similarly leader of the Ulst&nionist Party from 1963 to 1969. His
attachment to the union could not be doubted. Hdenwear in November 1964 that “Our
constitution does not make us, nor do we wish ta beparate state. We wish to be British in
every sense of that word® The contradiction in O’Neill's approach to theKinbetween
Northern Ireland and the United Kingdom may be ax@d by the fact that, in 1964, he
addressed the Commonwealth Society in London amdariocal Northern Irish public. In
spite of O’Neill’s ambiguity regarding “separatigtiis position was symbolic of a change in
the Unionist ideology and broader European regipoécties.

The period of O’'Neill's premiership (1963-1969) wase of growing interest in
“regionalism” throughout Britain, and Europe atgar Whereas, in the United Kingdom, the
post-war Labour government had been committed totralezed planning and the
nationalization of major industries, regional qimss came back onto the political agenda
from the late 1950s onwaf& Minority languages in the UK, France and Spairogejl a
revival. In lieu with historic national identitiethere was a revival of nationalist movements.
The most prominent were in Scotland, Wales, Catal@md the Basque Counff} In
Northern Ireland, O’Neill believed that devolutiavithin the United Kingdom had by no
means run its full course, and that some furthesisuee of freedom of action was inevitable.
He pointed out in 1965 that “this is an age of eeglism (...) within Great Britain, we will
see further measures of decentralizatifd”He supported, hence, the development of

regional government. It was in that framework ti@iNeill understood the association

490 speech at the Royal Commonwealth Society, Lond@h,November 1964. Terence O'Neillllster at the
CrossroadqLondon: Faber, 1969), p. 79.

401 Michael KeatingThe New Regionalism in Western Europe: TerritoRaistructuring and Political Change
(Cheltenham, UK; Northampton, Mass.: E. Elgar, )988. 42-47.

02 Keating, The New Regionalismp. 54.

403 Court Ward Unionist Association, Belfast, 18 O@ph965. O’'Neill,UIster at the Crossroads, 86.
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between Ulster and nation. Thus, in the debateswdaty the Museum Bill, he argued that the
Ulster Museum would “play a role of ever-increasingportance in the national life of the

Province™** Like for the Ulster Folk Museum, the Ulster Musewms about people in the

province of Northern Ireland as part of the widentedd Kingdom. This positive assertion of
local identity was linked to the Union but was ro&nd this contrasted very much with the
previous Northern Irish policies — limited to tha@idn. The claim that Northern Irish identity

was richer than the simple assertion of the Unievealed the traditional tension between
local and British construction of identity in thanited Kingdom.

O’Neill's speech was an example of the complex troision of Unionist ideology
and the early signs of change in the 1960s. Briesh&n and Peter Shirlow observe “the
contested and incoherent nature of Unionism andnihiéple resistances emanating from the
fragmentation of what is often portrayed as a mitiiol cultural identity”*®®> The
“fragmentation” of Unionism stemmed from the temsidgegarding both the religious identity
building among Unionists and the relations betwBéster and the United Kingdom. About
the latter, Jennifer Todd argued in the late 198@s$ there have been two major traditions
within Unionism: Ulster Loyalist and Ulster Briti$f® For Ulster Loyalist, Ulster
Protestantism is a focal point for identity, Biti;mifluence being a secondary consideration.
In contrast, for Ulster British it is Britain whichecomes the centre of influence. This
inherent distinction between Ulster and Britishntiiy was not specific to Northern Ireland
but was — to some extent — common to the otherBmagiish parts of the United Kingdom.
Like Todd in her argument concerning Ulster, DeBgédsom underlined in 1985 the internal
tensions in the construction of Welsh identity re§jag the historical links with Englarfd’
He distinguished three categories in Welsh identitifro GymraegWelsh Wales and British
Wales?’® These divisions are one of a number of other tirast within Welsh national
identity which occur along the fault-lines of large, geography, class and ethniéiThe
relative tensions between local and British idgnivere therefore not uniquely attributed to
Unionism. However, after having deconstructed thmeobist identity building process, it is

necessary to historicize the changing balance.

404 Terence O’Neill, Museum Bill, 29 June 1961, Hads&tormont Papers.

%% Brian Graham and Peter Shirlow, ‘The Battle of ®@mme in Ulster Memory and IdentityRolitical
Geography21, 2002, p. 881.

4% Jennifer Todd ‘Two Traditions in Unionist Politic@ulture’, Irish Political Studie2, 1987, pp. 1-26.

407 Quoted in Mason “Nation Building at the Museunélsh Life”, p. 24.

%8 The former, found mostly in the North-West, wasdzhon traditional Welsh culture, Welsh language an
was dominated by the Welsh Nationalist Party. Téeord, in the South, had been more impacted bystridl
activity and English. The latter, in the Easterrt pad therefore closer to England, was totally lApgone.

%% Mason “Nation Building”, p. 23.
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Without opposing too much Ulster Loyalist and Ulstritish tradition between
Unionism — since both could co-exist — it couldasserted that Northern Irish Unionism had
been dominated, at least until the 1960s, by theeUIBritish tradition. During the Home
Rule crises and the Irish Revolution, Ulster Unstsiunderlined the historical links with
Britain in order to challenge the idea of Irelandslependence. In the first decades of
Northern Ireland’s existence, Unionists were fastl foremost British and this explained the
relative lack of interest in the Belfast Museum dinél overall construction of local identity.
The context in the 1950s and 1960s was differedt@iNeill argued for more independence
within the United Kingdom. In doing so, he reflattn upsurge of interest, among Unionists,
in local culture. For instance, while analyzing atss in history teaching in Northern Ireland,
Karin Fischer demonstrates that some Unionist deplaunched a campaign in the 1950s to
support the teaching of Ulster history in statersmoed school§® As early as 1949, the
Unionist deputy Morris May asked for compulsory tefshistory to be taught in schodfs.
New textbooks giving more space to Ulster histogravrecommended by the Minister for
Education in 1958 Although their interest was first and foremostistinguishing Ulster
history from Irish history taught in the Republibe upholders of a local history exemplified
the new strength of the Ulster Loyalist tradition.

As it has been said, O’'Neill’'s interest in locavd®pment matched an overall rise of
regional policy in Europe. His appeal for regiopatriotism derived from the association of
civic responsibility and entrepreneurial initiativeccording to O’Neill, strong local society
would contribute to Ulster economic developmentisas especially expressed through the
programme of Ulster Week. It was launched by O’Naill964 in Britain (Nottingham) and
was intended to help sell Ulster “goods outsideNofthern Ireland”. It highlighted Ulster
agricultural goods, Ulster manufactures and Ulstarism industry*** This intention to sell
goods and the image of Ulster in Britain was asgedi with positive local narratives. The
slogan chosen by O’Neill — “Ulster can make it"xpeessed a much more active definition of
an Ulster identity than within previous Northerrslir governments. In 1967, the concept of
Ulster Weeks was transferred to Northern Irelarftusl the “civic weeks” (translation of the

Ulster Weeks in Northern Ireland) were organizedBgifast. During his opening speech,

410 Karin Fischer/'histoire & I'école en Irlande, 1920-1996npublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Caen,
2002, p. 145.

“I Northern Ireland House of Commons Debatésl. 33, col. 556, April 5th 1949.

412 Fischer ’histoire & I'école en Irlandep. 202. These textbooks were : |. Herrikiistory of Ireland Belfast,
W.M. Mullan & Sonb, 1951, 1st edition, London, 193R. Clarke A Short history of Ireland from 1485 to the
Present Day(London: University Tutorial Press), 1941.

“13 Civic Lunch, Nottingham, 26 October 1964. O'Nélilister at the Crossroads, 148.
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O’Neill pointed out two different guidelines forishprogramme: “Tell the people” and
“Involve the people®!* In Ulster, the message was hence intended to (thitepeople” to
increase the participation in the local economicettgoment. O’Neill's conception of “the
people” revealed a change in the community relatemwell.

Terence O’Neill’'s politics of local identity alseelated to community relations. In
1966, he explained that the contention between tte traditions “prevented us from
mounting a united effort to surmount other socia aconomic problem$™® In order to help
local economic development, the Northern Irish Ieriklinister stated in April 1967 iffthe
Timesthat “Lord Craigavon’s remark about ‘a Protest@atliament for a Protestant people’
(...) had some relevance in its historic setting led troubled twenties, but it is no more
representative of the present spirit of Ulster Wiso politics”**® In 1968, O’'Neill went
further by saying that out “of all the issues whadnfront a modern government, the terms
‘Catholic’ and ‘Protestant’ are not really relevafit’ At first sight, it was true that O’Neill
followed a different approach regarding the reladidetween Nationalists and Unionists in
Northern Ireland. In 1964, he had visited a Cathstihool — the first visit of a Northern Irish
Prime Minister to a Catholic school — in Ballymonegounty Antrim. Likewise, he
remembered in his 1972 autobiography that he hpdritsa lot of time during that election
(1965 general election) canvassing in Catholic Rratestant houses in Belfast where trouble
has since erupted. In both | had a tremendous tiec&'® Although he idealized the
situation, it remained true that increasing ligraswshed on community relations under his
government. The Ministry of Community Relations amkde Community Relations
Commission were created in 1969 to enhance theimeta between Nationalists and
Unionists. Nevertheless, O’'Neill's policy regarditige improvement of community relations
should not be over-emphasized.

The Catholic community was still suffering from segation and discrimination. The
voting system in Northern Ireland was still largaslggregated. O’Neill remained an ardent
Unionist and never challenged the union. The alitife in Northern Ireland was still highly
dominated by Unionists and the Community Relatipokcy was exclusively undertaken by
the Unionist government. The Unionist monopoly bkde policies and the Unionist

incapacity to deal with cultural aspects of commyumelations were, according to David

414 Opening of the Belfast Week, 1967, O'Nelilister at the Crossroadp. 151.

415 Conference, Corrymeela, 8 April 1966. O'Nelllister at the Crossroadg,. 113.

“1° O'Neill, Ulster at the Crossroadg,. 125.

“" The Irish Association, Belfast, 19 February 1988\eill, Ulster at the Crossroads, 130.
“8 Terence O’Neill Autobiography, l(london: Hart-Davies, 1972), p. 75.
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Bloomfield, reasons for failur®® Change remained often more rhetorical. To somengxt

O’Neill's support for Community Relations was maaeresponse to the rising civil rights
movement — the creation of the Northern Irelandl@ights Association (NICRA) — and the
call for ending segregation. Criticized by the MNatilist community for being mostly

rhetorical, O’Neill's policies were also challengdy some Unionist groups. At large,
Unionists remained unconvinced regarding the needeform community relations. The
limited impact of O’Neill's community relations pgoy revealed how divisive religious issues
were in Northern Ireland.

Challenges to O'Neill's policy appeared among Umstsrand revealed a second main
division within Unionism: religious identity buildg and anti-Catholicism. Tension within
Unionism was clearly embodied in the oppositionieein Terence O’Neill (member of the
Church of Ireland) and the Reverend lan PaisleyegByterian). A church minister, he
founded the Free Presbyterian Church of Ulste9iil]l which was extreme in its hostility to
the Roman Catholic Church, in particular througk thitriolic anti-Catholic” Protestant
Telegraph he founded in 1966° Paisley openly criticized O’Neill's expression of
condolence on the death of Pope John XXIIl in 1968 again when he visited a Catholic
school in 1964. In 1988, as member of the Euroftaiament, Paisley opposed the speech
of Pope John Paul Il and shouted “I denounce yothasAntichrist"*?* He embodied the
increase of sectarian tensions and the rejectiomnyf form of political compromise in
Northern Ireland. A vivid symbol of this was hinrelwing snowballs at Terence O’Neill and
Sean Lemass during their historical meeting in 1$&bsley arranged counter-demonstrations
in opposition to civil rights marches in the secdralf of the 1960s, supported preferential
treatment for Protestants in employment, and foég@dom for Orange parades.

Initially limited to his religious preaches, Paigke opposition to O’Neill’'s policy
obtained a major political basis in the second bfthe 1960s. Paisley founded the Protestant
Unionist Party (1966-1971) and later the Democrétigonist Party (DUP, 1971) which
became a major challenge to the so far dominantetJlsnionist Party. Based on “urban
working classes and rural evangelical’, the DUP lsgtimed O’Neill’s failure in uniting
Unionism, and to a wider extent, people in UI4tér.

In conclusion, Terence O’Neill’s policy contributémithe rise of local development in
Northern Ireland, using regionalism to support lasnomic development within the United

“19 David Bloomfield,Peacemaking Strategies in Northern Irela(Basingstoke: Macmillan Press, 1997), p.52
42| ee, Ireland, 1912-1985p. 427.

421p_Boyer, in H. J. Hillerbrand, edEncyclopedia of Protestantiswol. 1, (London: Routledge, 2004), p. 126.
422 Alvin Jackson, “Democratic Unionist Party”, in Gaolly, The Oxford Companiom, 148.
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Kingdom. O’Neill’s policy marked a shift in the laeice between Ulster Loyalist and Ulster
British traditions within Unionism, but also coriuted to the split between moderate and
more radical approaches of Unionism in Northerdaivd. O’Neill's emphasis on local
identity allowed for the rise of cultural policyoim which the Ulster Museum was an
example. The creation of the Ulster Museum exprefise initial political need to materialize
an Ulster local identity. Nevertheless, due to dyeace regarding community relations and
the political definition of the union with Britaimny strong political mobilization of history at

the Ulster Museum appeared limited.

3) Representing Unionist Historical Narratives thraigh Commemorative Exhibitions at
the New Ulster Museum (1962-1967)

How far, if at all, did the deepening splits witHimionism in the 1960s influence museum
practice at the Ulster Museum (UM)? Did O’Neill'solgy of seeking to promote
reconciliation between the two communities have ampact on the construction of
collections and exhibitions at the UM? It is quatehallenge to study the exhibiting policy of
the UM in the 1960s and 1970s, as very few docusnemair(’>® It is thus important to take
into consideration as many exhibitions as possvten assessing representations of the
Anglo-Irish relations at the UM. At the same timaes should bear in mind Rhiannon Mason’s
warning, made in relation to the National MuseumsWales, that “while it is certainly
possible to identify dominant discourses at workimseum representations, there is a danger
of reading museums as too internally coherent,utitary in their meanings®* It is thus
important to consider the exhibitions of the UM a@socesses in which different
representations of Unionist reality may have cdexlis

The few materials concerning the 1960s series bib&ions arranged at the UM
demonstrate that the institution was associatel Witionist narratives of history. It staged
an unprecedented number of exhibitions in thisgaeriwhile only two commemorative
historical exhibitions were designed by the Belfdsiseum (BM) between 1929 and 1960, at

2 The sources utilized are roughly similar to thased for the previous chapter, which looked atBheand
Dublin Museum. However, it is important to notetttfze Ulster Museum’s archives are seriously incletep
Very few documents remained from the period befthre 1978 creation of the Local History Gallery.
Nevertheless, information about the constructiorepfesentations in the two museums was found ¢urdents
dealing with the new roles of the museums and ttedations with other sites of knowledge productidhis
permits a broader examination of the roles of @onal museums in the three decades under survey.

24 Mason ‘Nation Building at the Museum of Welsh Ljfe. 19.
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least five commemorative displays were mounted etwl962 and 1967° These included

a Golden Jubilee display for the 1912 signing & tister Covenants in 1962 another
display about William of Orange in 1962, two exhidms about the World Wars and the
Battle of the Somme in 1964 and 1966 respectiadywell as one commemorating the birth
of Henry Joy McCracken (196" Concurrently, as the Ulster Museum became a reition
institution, it modified its exhibiting policy angrovided new sorts of displays. This
multiplication of commemorative exhibitions at thiM was accompanied by a change in
topics addressed, with the history of politics arais becoming much more important for the
UM that it had been for the Belfast Museum. ThisWlliam of Orange who was the key
character of the Orange — and Unionist — traditioNorthern Ireland, participation in the two
World Wars was presented by Ulster Unionists adenge of their union with Britain.

The first two displays — in 1962 and 1964 — wer®uhbcharacters and events
traditionally celebrated by Unionists in Northemeland. In 1962, William of Orange’s
exhibition focused exclusively on his life and hascession to the British throne. The
framework of reference was Britain and the islahtteland was not mentioned. For instance,
nothing was displayed about the Battle of the Boyhech was yet a major step in William’s
ruling over the British Isle$®® The UM stressed the traditional British identitly Wdister,
called Ulster British tradition by Jennifer Todd.ikéwise, the 1964 commemorative
exhibition of the two World Wars concentrated oe #llied troops and their opposition to
Germany**® No major distinction was made between the differparts of the United
Kingdom in their fight against Germany. British tioiy was displayed in the Ulster Museum
which therefore fully supported the Unionist intextation of the historical conflicts as
symbols of the union.

The organization of temporary exhibitions at the diing the 1960s was shaped by
the collaboration with Unionist agencies. In JuB6Z, the UM collaborated with the Orange
Order to mount an exhibition of its “relic§® This dependence on external agencies was
partly due to the lack of collections. This wastjarttarly visible when it came to representing

42> One commemorative exhibition was arranged in 1f@84he Silver Jubilee of the opening of the Museum
and Art Gallery. Another exhibition was mountedl®b8 about the “Elizabethan Ulster” in November8,3he
400th anniversary of the accession to the thror@uafen Elizabeth I. See NesbAtMuseum in Belfasp. 46.

426 The Ulster Covenant was signed by half a millidrmen and women in September 1912 in protest agains
the Third Home Rule bill.

42" Henry Joy McCracken took part in the 1798 Rebellio

%8 See the William memorial exhibition’s materialchives of the Local History Department, Ulster Muise
cultra.

429 lster Museum Repqri964-1965, p. 7.

430 Belfast TelegraphJuly 5th 1967.
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the First and Second World Wars. When dealing wigse topics the UM relied broadly on
external loans and collaboration with expétsEor example, the 1964 exhibition about the
two World Wars “was chiefly drawn from the intetiegt collections of two or three local
enthusiasts*>? The bulk of items exhibited came from the collestdf two private collectors
— Gerard and Peter Leslie — who had exclusiveliects#d about the 3BUlster Division and

who were ultimately in charge of the exhibition iges™?

Ulster Unionists had played a
major role during the Battle of the Somme in JUMLG in which five thousand members of
the 36" Ulster Division died during the first day of thesault. The 36th (Ulster) Division was
made up of members of the Ulster Volunteer Foraastiyn Protestants and against the Home
Rule. Other lIrish fought in the 10th (Irish) andtidlrish) Divisions who were mostly
members of the National Volunteers, Catholic andawour of the Home Rule. In addition,
the Ulster Museum requested help from a former negrobthe British Army, the Brigadier
Dyball, member of the 107th (Ulster) Infantry Brifgawhich traces its historic title back to
the First World War when the Brigade was a compbmérthe 38" Ulster Division. The
extension of the framework of representation — fitbe Belfast to the Ulster Museum — was
therefore monopolized by Unionism. The nationatustabf the UM was, initially, driven by
the historical union between Ulster and Britain. iWthe 1916 Easter Rising collections
became the core of the historical collections inblby the World Wars obtained similar
status at the Ulster Museum.

In this context, it is important to notice an ieasing focus on Ulster as framework of
representation. It first appeared for théhmmiversary of the Battle of the Somme in which
the death of thousands of Ulster Unionist soldveas defined by the Unionist Lord Mayor of
Belfast — and asserted in the commemorative bogkielished by the City Council as wéfl

e485

— as a “sacrifice®®® made by the 36Ulster Division whose “heroism will never be fottgm

so long as the British Commonwealth lagf’Nonetheless, the issue commemorated by the

431 See the correspondence between Nesbitt (assistaper), Seaby (Director) and the various instnsi
lending items. William Memorial Exhibition’s archeg, World Wars Exhibition’s archives, Battle of themme
Exhibition’s archives, UMA, Cultra.

432 lster Museum Repoft965-1966.

433 Ulster Museum Reporl965-1966. The latter was consulted several tiames that was in charge of
measurements, arrangement of items and writinglwls. The Two World Wars Exhibition’s archives;taves
of the Local History Department, Ulster Museum, t&ul See also the letter from the director to Pkéslie.
Letter from Seaby to Leslie, 9th July 1964, The TuWorld Wars Exhibition’s archives, UMA, Cultra.

434 Commemoration of the Battle of the Sombmoklet published by the City Council, 1966,Tihe Somme
Exhibition, UMA, Cultra.

43> Belfast Telegraph30 June 1966, p. 7.

43¢ Belfast Telegraph30 June 1966, p. 7.
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UM’s exhibition was not the British involvement ihe two World Waré>’ Displayed from
July ' to September' the exhibition emphasized the Ulster regimerastiice (Appendix
9-B). The third panel was entirely devoted to “sosteries of outstanding heroism of
individuals”**® The Museum report stressed that “The theme of éRkibition was
particularly the part played by the ®@Ulster) Division in the initial attack on 1 andJaly
1916”**° Any artefact which did not focus on the"3Blster Division was removed by Noel
Nesbitf*° — the librarian in charge of the display and o thcal history collections since
February 19637 This was done to the detriment of thé"16 the 16" Irish Divisions which
also fought in 1916 but which were mostly composédCatholics**? The UM provided
therefore heroic Unionist narratives of the Firsbd War very similar to those highlighted
in the Belfast News Lett&F in July 1966 for which “The pain caused by theslo§ so many
young lives can never be fully assuaged, but &t leigtory can testify that their courage and
their sacrifice were not in vaif** The narratives produced for the 1966 exhibitiaghsly
differed from those merely promoting British idéptin 1962 and 1964.

In 1966, the emphasis on the™®Blster Division was explained by the fact that it
belonged to an Ulster identity. The Museum repoguead that “the exhibition attracted a
great deal of attention, owing no doubt to closd affectionate links which many Ulster
people still preserve with men of the Ulster dieigi** This association between Ulster and
the 38" Division was the traditional mark of a politicalsdourse that excluded Catholics
from the Ulster past. In addition, it matched tlevrrole of the museum in representing the

whole province of Ulster. Although the focus on tdtswas partly due to the event

37 The title of the display was accordingly “The Batbf the Somme”. Texts and panels from the 1966
exhibition, The Battle of the SomimgMA, Cultra.

438 Texts and panels from the 1966 exhibitibhe Battle of the SommigMA, Cultra.

439 UlIster Museum Repqri966-1967.

40 Noel Nesbitt was formerly a classics teacher. tds,wot surprisingly — given the Unionist orieruatof the
Ulster Museum — Protestant ; he came from a Baftikbol and was linked to a Presbyterian Club. “Geem
Library to Museum”, inThe Northern Whig2 February 1960. As librarian, this Belfast nees interested in
local history, and published a book on Belfastdrigin 1969, see Noel Nesbhifthe Changing Face of Belfast
(Belfast: Ulster Museum, 1969).

1 For instance, he asked the Imperial War Museunntgbiootographs concerning the™8lster Division.

Letter from Nesbitt, 8 May 1966,The Battle of the Somme exhibitid#iMA, Cultra. He endeavoured to link
clearly the different maps with the activities det3@" Ulster Division only. Letter from Nesbitt to Evans
(private donator), 21st March 196fe Battle of the Somme exhibiti&fMA, Cultra.

42 \While the 36th (Ulster) Division was made up ofmfrers of the Ulster Volunteer Force, mostly Praieist
and against the Home Rule, other Irish fought & 18th (Irish) and 16th (Irish) Divisions. They weanostly
members of the National Volunteers, Catholics anfdvour of the Home Rule.

“43 One of the three main Northern Irish newspapéesBelfast News Letter was probably the most favierto
the Unionist political parties.

4“444|ster Remembers”, in thBelfastNews LetterJuly 1rst, 1966, p. 4.

44> Ulster Museum Repqri966-1967.
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commemorated — not the First World War but theipaldr Battle of the Somme — it was re-
asserted the following year for the commemoratibHenry Joy McCracken.
From 25 August to 30 September 1967 an exhibiti@s wn view at the Ulster

Museum for the bicentenary of the birth of Henry JécCracken*®

Born in Belfast, Henry
Joy McCracken was a Presbyterian who became mewibéne Society of the United
Irishmen in 1795. In 1798 he was one of the leadéthe revolt in Antrim; he was made
prisoner, court-martialed and hanged in Belfastl@dnJuly 1798. In comparison with other
events staged at the UM during the 1960s, the Mmerds exhibition attracted little
attention®*” However, the 1967 exhibition contrasted with thevjpus exhibitions which
expressed a very Unionist version of the past. yi8ay McCracken, as United Irishman and
part of the 1798 insurrection, was more celebrdigdRepublican groups. In 1967, the
RepublicanBelfast Wolfe Tone Sociepublished a special leaflet dedicated to the Udnite
Irish and entitledHenry Joy McCracken and his Tinf88 No ambiguity was left concerning
McCracken’s belonging to the United Irishmen and hadical political ideals to reach
Ireland’s independence. The organization of antetbn devoted to a United Irishman at the
Ulster Museum looked, therefore, surprising andi@wy to its Unionist narratives.

One of the reasons for mounting the McCracken etxtib was that, unlike the
previous displays, the UM was not collaboratingwiinionist groups like the Orange Order
(1967) or British Army veterans (1964). The 196moeemorative exhibition was exclusively
mounted by Noel Nesbitt. A Belfast Protestant cajrfiom a Baptist School and linked to a
Presbyterian Cluf® Nesbitt was interested in local histdf}.His interest in local history
influenced the way the 1967 exhibition was arrangdue display was “designed to give
some indication of Belfast’s radicalism in the 13%Md to illustrate what the city looked like
and what it produced in the late™8&nd 19" centuries”®* News covering the opening of the
exhibition showed that the exhibition was composetivo maps of Belfast — 1791 and the

“present day” — with various sites related to Masken, of engravings of Belfast in the 1770s

4% Minutes of the Board of Trustee®eptember 21st 1967, UMA, Cultra.

44" This event has actually remained unknown, alsmfroost of the literature dealing with the commertiores
of the 1798 Rebellion. For instance, Peter Collwgvey of the 1798 commemorations in Ireland aodié¢rn
Ireland does not mention its existence. ColliWo Fears to Speak of '98'?

4“8 HeatleyHenry Joy McCracken and his TiméBelfast: Belfast Wolfe Tone Society, 1967), p. 5
4“49«From Library to Museum”, irhe Northern WhigFebruary 2nd 1960.

450 He published a book on Belfast history in 1969shit, The Changing Face of Belfagh 1959, he had
compiled A Bibliography of Ulster Directories- Ulster being in that case the historical ninenties — for a
competition held by the Northern Branch of the hilyr Association. D. Armstrong, Belfast and Ulstére8t
Directories, Guide and Directory, Library and Infation Service Council, 2008.
http://www.liscni.co.uk/docs/Belfast_and_Ulster e&itir Directories.pdf [duly 2011]. p. 5.

“*The Irish Times25 August 1967, p. 11.
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and pictures of the city in the 189898 Hence, the attention focused on the local framkwor
namely the city of Belfast, more than the genemaitext of insurrection in Ireland in the
1790s. As far as the remaining materials demomsttdenry Joy McCracken was hardly
represented as a member of the Society of the tivitthmen whose political activity led to
the 1798 Rebellion, but rather as a “local” radidalthe display, various items relating to
McCracken’s life were displayed, such as his umifoor a ring containing a lock of h&ir.
As far as the bulletin news aridhe Irish Timeshowed, no weapon — a sign of the military
insurrection — was on vief#* The display did not support the Republican nareatif 1798 as
being an insurrection for Ireland’s independence gmomoted rather the social and local
dimension of the revolt. The exhibition was evidetitat, in spite of the shift from municipal
to national status, the Ulster Museum still incldidepresentations of Belfast civic identity.
The construction of local history collections ae tbM also contributed to the re-
definitions of community relations in Northern Bed — Catholic Nationalists and Protestant
Unionists — and indirectly the interpretations aigho-Irish relations. In 1967, Noel Nesbitt
was interviewed about the McCracken exhibition asled whether he had “worries about
political reaction” — in other words, about the grtial Unionist criticisms towards the issue
on display. He answered “not really” and gave sexyganation. He highlighted that the UM
had just arranged an exhibition about the Orang#&eOf1967) and could therefore “not be
accused of being partial®® Indeed, at the request of the Orange Lodge of &elgethe
Orange historical exhibition was arranged at thetésIMuseum to coincide with the Triennial
Meeting of the Imperial Grand Orange Council heldBelfast on 10 and 11 July 1987
While contrasting the two exhibitions, Nesbitt ackhedged the association which could be
made between McCracken, the 1798 Rebellion and hMort Irish nationalists. More
importantly, he introduced the notion of balancéween the two communities evoked by
O’Neill in his community relations policies. The refrom municipal to national museum
encouraged the UM to explore the relations betwbentwo main communities. Although
this did not disrupt overall support for Unionisiiraised new possibility of representations.
The consideration for community relations reveatk$e links between the UM and
O'Neill's policy of Ulster identity. In addition tcommemorative exhibitions, in 1967 the

UM organized the “Civic Week” — 20 May/17 June —idg which various events related to

452 RTE Bulletin News, 1967Henry Joy McCracken: Bi-centenary Exhibitioh12 minute, N379/67B, RTE
archives, Dublin.

%3 |bid.

454|bid andThe Irish Times25 August 1967, p. 11.

*>RTE Bulletin News|bid.

458 lster Museum Repqri967-1968.

101



local history were staged’ Two exhibitions were mounte@fowth of a cityandA hundred
years of Ulster landscapeand future developments for Civic weeks werenpéal?® This
was a concrete consequence of O’'Neill's policy loe Wister Museum which served as a site
of display for the Prime Minister’s support for &daevelopment. Similar links appeared in
the following years. In December 1968, Terence @INegan his campaign for the Golden
Jubilee of the creation of the Northern Irish Ramlent (1921-1971). For that purpose, a
festival was intended to unite Ulster populatiorister 71%°° The idea was based on a
positive history of Ulster to contrast with the meeconomic difficulties of the late 1960s.
O’Neill stated in 1968 that:
In that year Northern Ireland will celebrate itsttb@nniversary ; 50 years of
challenge and difficulty and occasional disappogmnim but also 50 years of
splendid achievement, of growing prosperity, of anging opportunity (...) |
should like to see 1971 becoming Ulster's Year asstertainly as 1967 was
Canada’s Yeaf®
The government suggested using the Ulster Folk Brhsport Museum and the
Ulster Museum as focal points for this 1971 Jubiféerhe UM was amply bound to the
political need to develop local identity in orderfoster economic development. This resulted
in the development of local history at the UM. TI868 Ulster Museum report recognized a
new interest in “local historical nature” and “lddastory”.*® In consequence, a keeper (Dr
Alan McCutcheon) was appointed for Technology aonddl History in 1965. A geographer
from QUB, McCutcheon had been directing an offisiatvey of the industrial archaeology of
Northern Ireland for the government. From 1965 868 he was still employed by the

Ministry of Finance'®®

This also demonstrated the links between the Mantlrish support
for local identity and the development of a locetdry division at the UM. An independent
Local History gallery opened later in 1978. Nevel#lss, the political development which had

been at the origin of the support for local histargs overwhelmed by the rising sectarian

4" For instance, an exhibition entitled “A HundredaYef Ulster Landscape” was on view. Ske Minutes of
the Board of Trustee4967, UMA, Cultra.

58 Minutes of the Board of Truste® March 1967, UMA, Cultra.

459 Several names were proposed by the government ittearformed in 1969 : Ulster Jubilee, Come to &Hst
Year, NI-Land 71. For a survey of Ulster 71, selid@i McIntosh, “Stormont’s lll-timed Jubilee: Thdister 71
Exhibition” New Hibernia Reviewol. 11, n. 2, Samhradh/Summer, 2007, pp. 17-39.

%0 Copy of Terence O’Neill’'s House of Commons (NIpeph 17 December. 1968, “Come to Ulster” Policy and
General File (hereafter abbreviated as CTU), PRANE/1/9. Quoted in Mclntosh, “Stormont’s Ill-timed
Jubilee: The Ulster '71 Exhibition”.

481 McIntosh, “Stormont’s lll-timed Jubilee: The Ulst&1 Exhibition”.

462 Jlster Museum Repqri 968, p. 21

453 Nesbitt,A Museum in Belfasp. 53.
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violence which burst out in 1969. The Ulster Museemtered into three decades of violence

known as the Northern Irish conflict.

4) The Ulster Museum in the 1970s: Local History dung the Northern Irish Conflict

The riots which resulted in the late 1960s fromgtraggle between the civil rights movement
and the Unionist counter-demonstrations began egaf sectarian violence and intense
political instability. The fight between RepublicfProvisional I.R.A and Official I.R.A) and

%4 (Ulster Volunteer Force and the Ulster Defenceadigion) paramilitary groups

loyalis
fostered the gradual involvement of the Britislopre and political power. British troops were
deployed on 14 August 1969 during the Battle ofBlogside in Londonderry. Requested by
the Northern Irish parliament in order to restorden and initially mostly welcomed by
Catholics as a way to secure their neighbourhotb@sBritish presence in Northern Ireland
rapidly became a source of controversy. The invokmet of the British Army in the shooting
of Nationalists during a civil rights demonstration Londonderry — known as the Bloody
Sunday, 30 January 1972 — exacerbated the poiitistlbility of the province.

The Northern Ireland (Temporary Provisions) Actlia72 introduced direct rule in
Northern Ireland. The Northern Irish Parliament \waspended and the Secretary of State for
Northern Ireland — a British Cabinet minister —laged the Northern Irish government. As a
consequence, the association between the Northedand government and political
Unionism (in particular the Ulster Unionist Partyhieh had been in government from 1921
up to direct rule in 1972) no longer existed. Dinede brought the end of British laissez-faire
and the British government increasingly took parthe management of Northern Ireland.
The various attempts to restore political authositliike the 1973 Sunningdale Agreements
between the British government, the Irish governnss Northern Irish political parties —
proved to be unsuccessflif. One consequence of the sectarian violence andtdire was
the changing status of the Ulster Museum. Prewousle Northern Irish Department of

Finance controlled, through nomination, the museuBovard of Trustees. With direct rule,

4 The term “Republican” and “Loyalist” refer to thadical sections of Nationalists and Unionists who
supported the use of physical force either to artd protect the Unionist domination in Northeralénd.

%> The Sunningdale Agreement planned the creatioa @balition government in Northern Ireland and a
Council of Ireland with members from the two partshe island.
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supervision passed into the hand of British autlesri This shift expressed the end of the
unilateral political domination of Unionism in Nagrn Ireland'*®

It was impossible for the Ulster Museum to staylyfudside from the context of
sectarian violence. Harold Blair — a 35 year oldt&stant electrician — was killed in 1976 by
an I.R.A bomb in the UM’s neighbourhood. The attemdk place a block away from the UM;
on Landseer roatf’ Nevertheless, it is extremely difficult to assteseventual impact of the
sectarian context on the overall management o/ttle What can be noted is that the context
entailed cautious policies. Anthony Buckley, forncarator of the Ulster Folk and Transport
Museum remembers that this was a time when “home® Wweing nightly raided, when
rioting was an everyday occurrence, and when eigisesand gunfire regularly rattled the
windows”*°® As a public building, the UM could not have ignotis threat and organized a
Bomb evacuation drill in September 19?1 The necessity of this was underlined when the
Ulster Museum's entire collection of costume arxtiles was destroyed in 1976 in the
bombing of Malone House, on the outskirts of Be/fagere it had been storéd.Although
the bombing, claimed by the I.R.A, was apparentlgnded against the House and not the
museum’s collections, it revealed the difficultipessed by the Northern Irish conflict for
maintaining the cultural heritadé" It became clear that public space in Northerratrdlhad
become the subject of a bitter struggle betweeremists from both side$? It was also true
of Dublin where Nelson’s pillar was destroyed bypRiglican dissidents in March 1966, the
explosion at Wolfe Tone’s grave in Bodenstown i894.@nd the destruction of Wolfe Tone’s
statue at Stephen’s green (Dublin) in 1971 by tlsted Volunteer Force.

The dramatic rise of violence is of course reldtethe drop in visitor rates to the UM
which declined from 120.000/130.000 in the mid-196©91.000 in 1969. However, after the
peak of violence in 1972 attendance began to recosaching 215.000 in 1974 and staying

466 Accordingly debates about admission charge in 1@k place in the House of Commons. House of
Commons debates, 6 February 1973, Hansard HC, B&B294.

487 http://cain.ulst.ac.uk/cgi-bin/AHRC/names.pl?suresalair&forename=Haroldlast visited April 2012).

%8 Anthony Buckley, “Cultural Heritage in an Oasié @alm’. Divided Identities in a Museum in Ulsteiity
Ulrich Kockel, ed. Culture, Tourism and Developmefitiverpool: Liverpool University Press, 1994),%81.

49 Bomb evacuation drill, observations on practic&eptember 1971, Local History Gallery, UMA, cultra

47%1n 1970 the National Trust leased it for their digaarters and the Ulster Museum housed their castum
collection there.

"1 Malone House was erected on the site of a vemnsite 17th century fort which was called CastlenCar
Freeston Castle, but there are no remains of theersinfort now to be seen. The Georgian mansiorsbavas
built in the 1820s for William Wallace Legge, a gperous Belfast merchant who had inherited theoanding
land in 1821.

4’2 The Remembrance Day bombing (also known as thesktien bombing) took place on 8 November 1987 at
the town war memorial; eleven people were killedhmsy Provisional Irish Republican Army attack.
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close to 200.000 in the late 197630n 28 June 1971, the UM opened its new building in
Stranmillis creating 74.000 square feet of exhibitspacé’? The cost of the extension was
£800,000. A few months later, in 1972, a sectiomotkd to Local History opened. The
section depended on the new department of Techyolaigal History and Numismatic and
was composed of one keeper, Alan McCutcheon, osistast and two research assistdfits.
The growth of the local history collections conwduand resulted in the creation of an
independent Local History department in March 19Vi8is creation was supported by the
new director of the UM — and former keeper of tlweal history collection, Alan
McCutcheor?’® So, although the UM had to deal with the threawiofence in Northern
Ireland, it was able to pursue the developmentcdll history initiated in the 1960s.

To some extent, direct rule and the involvement Boitish authorities in the
management of Northern Ireland had enhanced thed Identity policy. For instance, the
Ulster Defence Association (UDA) was a paramilitagnoup founded in 1971 partly in
opposition to the British policy in Northern Irethnt was to wage a twenty-four year military
campaign against the Provisional Irish Republican)my Yet, the group also openly
questioned the union between Ulster and Britain ditd not reject the possibility of an
independent State of Ulster. The UDA promoted astddlnationalism based partly on the
theory of “the Cruthin’” Developed by lan Adamson in the early 1978she theory of the
Cruthin was based on the emergence of an Ulsteti§itccultural narrative which was
viewed, notably by the UDA, as an alternative tat thf the Celt§’® According to Adamson,
the Cruthin were originated from what is now Saatlaand were the original inhabitants of
Ireland. In this model, the Celts — who arriveetat were invaders and not the native Irish as
Irish nationalism had contrarily stressed. Likewisecording to Adamson, the Scottish
planters who migrated to Ulster in the sixteenthtasy were, therefore, not colonials, but
merely reclaiming their ancestral homelands. AltiftotAdamson’s theory received little
academic support, its political use expressed #ve dnionist interest in building historical

local narrative'®

473 Ulster MuseumAnnual Reports

47 Newspaper cuttings, 10 June 1971 (unknown origiogal History Department, UMA, Cultra.

47> Nesbitt,A Museum in Belfasp. 54.

47® Nesbitt,A Museum in Belfasp. 70.

477 Mairead Nic Craith,Plural Identities, Singular Narratives: the Case Nbrthern Ireland (New York:
Berghahn Books, 2002), p. 93.

"8 lan Adamson was member of the Ulster UnionistyPartd former Lord Mayor of Belfast. He was also
founder chair of the Ulster-Scots Language Society.

479 |lan AdamsonThe Cruthin: a History of the Ulster Land and PeBelfast, 1974.

480 Stephen Howelreland and Empire: Colonial Legacies in Irish Hisy and Culture (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2000), pp. 96-98.
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Unionist historical narratives continued to be egsed, among other sites, at the new
Ulster American Folk Park created in 1976 in Omg@ounty Tyrone) as part of the
American Bicentenary celebrations. The park wastl/to Ulster-Scot emigration to North-
America and consisted of two halves, one devotedJlgier, the other to the American
conclusion of the trans-Atlantic journey. Visitocsuld follow the thread of the Mellon
family, who had left Ulster in the nineteenth cemtand founded the bank dynasty in the
United Stated®! The choice of representing the Mellon family wast soincidental. In
addition to being one of the main funding comparfmscultural projects promoting the
Ulster narrative; the Mellon family was of Protegtdlister-Scott origin. One of the purposes
of the Ulster American Folk Park was to countetabak the view that emigration to North
America had strictly been limited to Irish Cathslf€> The Ulster American Folk Park
intended to recall that the first wave of emigmatiwas composed of Protestant Scot-Irish
from the North. A key person in the establishmefttlte American Park was Eric
Montgomery. Montgomery, a Unionist and informatiofficer in the Northern Ireland
administration actively worked on the developmehthe Ulster identity’®> The focus on
local history spread in Northern Ireland and iniéed at the UM.

In 1978, the UM opened its Local History gallery€Tiirst novelty was the creation of
a clear historical narrative: the Ulster Story. &@rigers built a storyline and a path that could
be followed?** Ulster's history began with an introduction areellvdelimited. Ulster was
initially defined as a regional entity and geognapmd in as much representations of
landscapes welcomed the visitor. Eighty slides iolex views of the six historical counties
composing Ulster and Donegal - politically a coumriythe Republic of Ireland. These six
counties included Antrim, Armagh, Donegal, Fermdnagown, Tyrone and Derf?®> The
relevance of geography to introduce Ulster’'s histmeflected Estyn Evans’ influence on
building a regional definition of Ulster. This regial presentation of Ulster gave space, for

the first time, to events traditionally seen ag pathe Nationalist historical narratives.

“81 Stephen Brown and Anthony Pattersmagining Marketing: Art, Aesthetics, and the Avgatde (London;
New York: Routledge, 2000). p. 151.

482 The Mellons came from Ulster and Thomas Mellonl@8 1908) was born in Ulster, in County Tyrone] an
emigrated with his parents to Pennsylvania. Andyy®a “National Museum in Northern Ireland”, repéot the
EuNaMus projecthttp://www.ep.liu.se/ecp/064/026/ecp64026.(idét visited April 2012).

483 Andy Sawyer “National Museum in Northern Irelandteport for the EuNaMus project:
http://www.ep.liu.se/ecp/064/026/ecp64026.pdf

84| ocal History Gallery, layoyt1977, archives of the Local History DepartmeritJA] Cultra.

85 Among the eighty slides, eleven were about couiifsone, ten about county Antrim, ten about county
Armagh, twelve about county Down, seven about cplr@rmanagh, nine about county Donegal and twelve
about the city of Belfast (Belfast being dividedvaeen counties Antrim and Down).
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As far as the archives show, the 1978 gallery vines first display composed of
representations of the 1798 Rebell{8hFor instance, a reproduction of Thomas Robinson’s
Battle of Ballynahinc{Appendix 9-L) — a major battle during the 1798RBi#on — was put
on view for the very first time in Northern Irelaftl And although the 1967 display devoted
to Henry Joy McCracken dealt partly with the ovierntext of the 1798 insurrection, it
hardly went beyond Belfast frontiers. In as muat 1878 exhibit, while still adopting a local
prism, made a clear effort to tell a much more cletepstory. Hence, even though the gallery
began with a case devoted to H. J. McCracken; &tilliDrennan, Wolfe Tone, Thomas
Russell and William Orr were represented as #&llmportantly, the exhibition was careful
not to support the Republican narratives of 179& fbcus on Ulster enabled the Museum to
skip the insurrection in Wexford where the role @dtholic priests had been strongf&r.
Conversely, the staff was very careful to add sestin which the two main traditions could
recognize their heritage. On the one hand, thaoseeicknowledged 1798 as “the birth of
Republicanism®® On the other hand, two other sections dealt Mtlitia andYeomanry
that is, the 1798 counter-rebellion troops.

The introduction to Republican insurrections in tloeal History gallery also had an
impact on the UM’s representation of the 1916 HaRising. The section abotRartition
included both the construction of politiddhionismin the North and th&916 Easter Rising
from which a copy of the Proclamation of the Refilas displayed centralfy* Although
texts emphasized the constitution of the U.V.F nmban the Easter Rising, no judgmental
statements were made in the exhibition text orldisget-up. As far as the archives of the
UM indicate, this was the first time the 1916 EafResing was included in the permanent
collections as a distinct event of Ulster histdryfront of the artefacts devoted to the 1916
Easter Rising, the staff had installed artefacteualihe 1912Ulster Covenantand the
constitution of thdJ.V.F (Ulster Volunteer Force). Hence, the constructibma local history
gallery was based on the opposite display of hesdbiconflicts which had been associated
either with the Unionist or the Nationalist tradits.

88 This novelty was confirmed by the general useepfoductions instead of artefacts.

87 The Battle of Ballynahinch marked the end of tfi@8 Rebellion in the North. Rebels led by Henry kben
were defeated by British troops. The original ceggs part of the President of Ireland’s persondkctibns in
Dublin.

“88 All major figures of the Society of the Unitedshimen.

“89 Insurrection in Wexford was indeed the principahé of contention between Nationalists and Unisnihe
latter considered the insurrection in Wexford ag@es of sectarian massacres of Protestants.

49| ocal History Main Display Area, p. 2, archives of the Locabtdry Department, UMA, Cultra.

491 Case J.2 on thd.V.F was directly followed by J.3 on ttigaster Risingand the rise of Sinn Feifrawing of
the casesarchives of the Local History Department, UMA (a1
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The 1978 gallery was marked by a plethora of nmjlitaistory through sections about
theWar of the Two King§1690), thel798 Rebellionthe 1912JIster Covenanand thel916
Easter Risingand, regrouped in a last section, the “Militarytidity including the First and
Second World War#?? This was the first time, one of the two nationais@ums on the island
of Ireland had presented such a rich history ofl&sgsh conflicts. The fact that the conflicts
were either displayed with their nationalist anglalst sides (like the 1798 Rebellion) or
facing an opposite interpretation of Anglo-Irishatens (the 1916 Easter Rising in front of
the 1912 Ulster Covenant) indicates that the irsgdaepresentations of wars came from the
museum’s intention to give space to both the hisabfights against Britain and the union.

This shift was undermined by the overall suppont fimionism. The permanent
display was entitled “Ulster story” and retraced thister history — significantly so — from the
sixteenth century until the present time (1978)The initial panel stressed that “From 1593
to 1603, the final contest between Gaelic Ireland #he Tudor conquerors was fought
out™®* The 1601 Battle of Kinsale in which O’Neill anisSpanish allies were defeated
“meant the end of the Gaelic lordshif8” The Battle was the final episode of Ireland’s
conquest by the Tudors. Thereby Ulster’'s histolyeta with the submission to the English
crown. Ulster history began, thus, with the birfrBoitish authority in Ireland. The political
conquest was immediately followed by the “Plantatiof Ulster (section 4). The text panel
asserted that “Land, the basis of society, mugjien to Protestant immigrants who would
be loyal to the interest of Englantf® The chronology of the exhibition therefore reproeti
a Unionist version of the past.

Likewise, although the 1916 Easter Rising was presk the text panel set it into the
historical construction of Unionism. The sectionswaalled “Conflicts” and dealt with the
1910-1925 period, that is, from the election ofilaekal government and the Unionist reaction
to the development of Home Rule, until the IrishuBdary Commission in 1928’ In

contrast to the sole paragraph devoted to the Esder Rising, the text panel began with

492 The last section was composed of uniforms of Irefiments in British Army. Local History, Main Qikgy
Area, Description, archives of the Local Historydaegment, UMA, Cultra.

9% O’'Neill and Tudor, Secrets of Ulster, the Fligltthe Earls, Plantation in Ulster, Settlement, @uuity,
Early 17" century, Sir Arthur Chichester, Rebellion, Cromiwéhe Covenant of 1641, the War of the Two
Kings, Poor and Plenty, Economy, Emigration, Lingtsh Volunteers, Independence, James Hope, Hiiliti
Yeomanry, Daniel O’'Connell, Famine, Young Irelakthme Rule, Land, Partition, Police, Military Hisyor
List of sections, 1977, archives of the Local HigtDepartment, UMA, Cultra.

4% Texts and labels, ¥SDecember 19786bid.

% bid.

“Cbid.

497 The Commission met to define the exact delimitatiitween the Irish Free State and Northern Ireland
“Conflicts”, text panel of the 1978 display, arcbésof the Local History Department, UMA, Cultra.
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three paragraphs devoted to the development of dismo in the 1910s. Gemma Reid
therefore concluded that “Catholic and Nationalistitors tended to view the exhibit as
Unionist biased**® Although Republican insurrections and nationatisvements like Home

Rule were part of the display, the overall legitopa@f the Unionist domination in Ulster did
not seem to be challenged. The 1978 gallery wasebelt of twenty years of Ulster local
history development challenging the sole existeAcwhile not the supremacy — of the
Unionist tradition.

To conclude, the Ulster Museum came from and dmritd to the development of
studies and politics of local identity. Its creati@and the development of local history
collections expressed the rise of what JenniferdTealls the Ulster Loyalist tradition within
Unionism. This process of constructing Ulster idgnt or ulsterization — led to the result
that, for the first time, the two museums in Bedifasd Dublin had similar status. The creation
of the UM had major consequences on the mannemiolwthe past was portrayed. Its new
national status and its association with Unionisimnpted the UM as equivalent in status
with the National Museum of Ireland in the Souththe 1960s, the UM focused on the Battle
of the Boyne and the World Wars while the NMI ligdtits narratives to the Republican
insurrections of 1798 and 1916. While acknowledgihg Union’s ties with Britain, the
Ulster Loyalist tradition concurrently worked attdevelopment of local economic, political
and cultural structures. This fostered the actiegetbpment of cultural institutions fully
devoted to Ulster Unionism in the 1960s and 19T@s. national status of the Ulster Museum
was initially imagined through the need to buildiomal unity within the United Kingdom.
The UM was, therefore, still promoting the dominpalitical discourse, did not give space to
the minority Catholic tradition. The two nationauseums in Dublin and Belfast promoted
therefore clearly opposing positions regarding lthke between Ireland and Britain. At the
same time, while the Ulster Museum benefited fromfagourable context of local
development, the National Museum of Ireland inaregg appeared to be isolated from the
various debates regarding national identity arghlhistory.

98 Reid, “Redefining Nation, Identity and Traditiorg, 215.
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B) The Reasons for a Decline: the National Museunt déreland Disconnects

from the Debates Regarding Irish National Identity

As in Northern Ireland, the 1960s was a crucialadecfor the re-assessment of Irish identity
also in the Republic of Ireland. The decade waskethrby a changing official policy
regarding Anglo-Irish relations. Sean Lemass hathoed Eamon de Valera as both leader of
Fianna FailandTaoiseachn 1959. Lemass’ policy contrasted with de Valsra particular
regarding economic relations with Britain. Whereds Valera had drastically limited
economic relations with Britain, Lemass was favbleao the opening of the Republic of
Ireland’s market to international investment. Tiadicy notably materialized through tourism
and industry. Unlike the Ulster Museum the Natiddalseum of Ireland did not participate in
the various debates. The NMI’s isolation from tligedent national narratives contributed to

the explanation of the overall decline of the ington in the construction of Irishness.

1) The National Museum Confronted with the Rise ofNew Republican Sites of

Celebration

The struggle between anti-partition Republican geoand the Irish government came from
the disagreement regarding a major issue. Whethdittish Revolution end? Did it stop with
the Anglo-Irish Treaty and the creation of the HriBree State — as the Irish government
asserted — or was it an unfinished issue due t@#mttion and the presence of British troops
in Northern Ireland, as the Republicans argued? déimtes had been undermined in the
1950s due to the partial disappearance of Repuboaups.

In reaction to the launch of the Border Campaigril®56 against different British
targets in Northern Ireland by the I.LR.A, the Rdmutlof Ireland’s Fine Gael/Labour
government (in power from 1954 to 1957) arrestecstmad the I.R.A’s leadership. The
following Fianna Fail government (in power from 1957 to 1969) was evesreractive,
interning I.R.A members which weakened the Repahliarmy. The Border Campaign was
officially called off in 1962 and contributed toetldivision of the Republican movement. The
1960s marked a split in the I.R.A. Some I.R.A chife Cathal Goulding attempted to lead
Republicanism towards more social issues and Matksories. In 1969, the I.R.A split
between the Official I.R.A — led by Goulding — atite Provisional I.R.A. The fall of

Republican support was also expressed during thergkelections.
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Notwithstanding its political decline in the Repalof Ireland, diehard Republicans
remained active. This was patrticularly obvious tigimout the Golden Jubilee of the 1916
Easter Rising, in 1966. For instance, Republicaaeewesponsible for blowing up Nelson’s
pillar in Dublin in March 1966°° Granite pillar topped by a statue of Horatio Nalsio was
erected in 1808 in O’Connell stre&.In March 1966, former I.R.A volunteers led by Joe
Christle, planted a bomb which destroyed the upéfrof the pillar’®* An Phoblacht’s(the
official newspaper ofinn Feinclose to Republican ideology) May 1966 editoriada clear
that:

Irish revolutionaries cannot adequately pay thespect to the memory of their
predecessors until that time when the enemies oftraditional aspirations
have been toppled from power in Irelatid.

In spite of this vivid example, Republicanism abulot be restricted to the use of
physical force. Indeed, participation in the GoldRribilee was rather embodied in the Old
I.R.A which had no direct link with contemporaryolénce whatsoevel® This organization
was associated with — and initially mostly composéanembers of — the Irish Republican
Army which had fought during the War of independe=nd919-1921) and should be
distinguished from the I.R.A involved in Northernsh violence. They participated in the
commemorations of the 1916 Easter Rising in 19@6&lllinot do so through the NMI, as the
1916 Clubhad done in 1932. Although the NMI arranged a cemarative exhibition, other
sites attracted the attention of the Old I.R.A. fidhe main commemorative projects in
which the Old I.R.A became involved was the resioraof Kilmainham Jaif® It was
located in West Dublin, first opened in 1796 andclioned as an active prison until 1922,

The prison was a place of imprisonment for Iriskripts during the repression of the 1798,

99 Member of the Royal Navy made famous by his victorer Napoleon’s troop in Trafalgar in 1805.
%0 sackville Street until 1924. O’'Connell street isklin main street, especially with the General Foffice
where the rebels took refuge in Easter 1916.
1 Joe Christle was one of the leaders of the segmmbration of the I.R.A, in the 1950s. Thinking the
leadership of the I.R.A too conservative, Christkes dismissed in 1956 and took with him several e of
the I.R.A Dublin’s unit. They organized themselvésked up with other dissidents and, in Novembgb4,
began their own campaign by blowing up five custdwmits along the border. Robert WhiRyairi O Bradaigh :
the Life and Politics of an Irish RevolutionafBloomington: Indiana University Press, 2006)58.
92 An PhoblachtMay 1966.
%3 Many Republican groups claimed to be the legitéviaheritors of the original Irish Republican Armho
fought during the War of Independence (1919-1921).
*% Eric Zuelow ‘Enshrining Ireland's Nationalist Hisy Inside Prison Walls: The Restoration of Kilrzam
Jail’, Eire-Ireland, vol. 39, fall-winter, 2004, pp. 193-194.
%% The vast majority of convicts who passed throuigé prison were confined there for assault, burglary
shoplifting, rape, highway robbery, murder, bigansgitle stealing, and other such “common” crimese S
Zuelow “Enshrining Ireland’, p. 186.
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1848 and the 1916 uprisindf In particular, it was the site of the executiontheé leaders of
the Easter Rising in May 1916. It was thereforeagomsite for the history of the Anglo-Irish
conflicting history. After several failed projectfie restoration of the site began in the late
1950s — the Restoration Society was founded in 1958Pat Cooke — former director of
Kilmainham Jail — stressed, prominent among thenKihham Jail Restoration Society were
veterans of the period 1916-1924 Interestingly, Helen Gifford-Donnelly — who hadeleat
the origins of the 1916 collections of the NMI —swvalso involved in the Restoration
Society’®® This revealed a shift of Republican interest frdre NMI to more recent site
dealing with Republican history.

The Jail reopened for the Golden Jubilee of theteEaRising in April 1966 and
proposed an exhibition which, according to Pat @o8&ft no doubt as to the nature of the
building as a shrine to patriotic sacrifice, andd@sed the tradition of physical force
resistance to British Rule in Irelant® In his opening speech, Eamon de Valera — now
President of Irelad® — encouraged donations of historic material tartéinham Jail, and
said he knew of “no finer shrine” for relics of tliish Revolutior** Previously destined to
the NMI, the donations of artefacts to Kilmainhaai were symbolic of the shifting authority
in housing the “relics” of 1916. In a 2004 emaigHr Joye — keeper in the Arts and Industry
department of the NMI — confirmed this view and aidsed the 1936-1966 period as the
“golden period” for collecting on the Irish Revalut at the NMI and regretted that “from
then on it would appear that more material wenth® Kilmainham Jail than the national
museum™*? It was indeed true that, in comparison with theripg of Kilmainham Jail in
1966, the space granted to 1916 at the NMI appesassy limited. Since the 1941
commemorative exhibition had been dismantled frbm ¢entral hall, the 1916 collections
were moved to the 1916 room — a small adjacent re@nd were not re-arranged until 1966.
The NMI's focus on antiquities contrasted with t#hrnd new site of the Kilmainham Jalil
entirely devoted to the 1916 Easter Rising. Hemdele the NMI's historical collections had
been inspired by Republican agents of memoriabratike the 1916 Club in 1932 or the

°% Cuimhneachan, 1916-1968.Record of Ireland’s Commemoration of the 1916ngj<Dublin, 1966, p. 29.
%7 pat Cooke, “Kilmainham Gaol : Interpreting Iristafidnalism and RepublicanismQpen Museum Journal
electronic journal, vol. 2, 2000. This was confidney the work of Eric Zuelow on the Restoration i8tc
Zuelow “Enshrining Ireland”, p. 193.

% McGuire and Quinn, edDictionary of Irish Biographyyol. 3, p. 398.

°%9 Cooke, “Kilmainham Gaol”

*19 The President of Ireland is the head of the Stte. powers of the President are mostly ceremoBiinon
de Valera was President from 1959 to 1973.

1 Kilmainham - Opening of Memorial Museum’, RTE Lkiry and Archives,
www.rte.ie/lawebl/Il/ll_t06_schedule_a.html, (lassited March 2012).

*12 | ahr Joye, note, 1 June 2004, A1/04/063, NMIA.
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Anti-Partition Association in 1948 for the commertoon of the 1798 Rebellion, it appeared
much more disconnected in 1966. In addition to #hdt, the NMI suffered from a lack of

official support from the Irish government.
2) The NMI's Incapacity to Attract Official Support

By 1958, there had been a growing awareness afripertant role that tourism could play in
stimulating the lagging economy, especially follogiithe publication of th@rogramme for
Economic Expansiont® The number of international tourists coming to fRepublic of
Ireland increased significantly, growing from 94100to 1.944.000 from 1960 to 198%5.
International tourism raises the important issuéheflrish Diaspora. Little has been devoted
so far in this research to the Irish Diaspora,egithis actors or as subjects of representations.
Issued from emigration — in particular during tlieeianath of the Great Famine — there is a
significant Irish Diaspora in Britain, the Unitedafes, Canada, Australia and South Affia.
The history of Ireland is composed of a large nekwmetween the island and its Diaspora.
The political links between the Irish government ahe Irish Diaspora in North America
were especially well established during the 192t$ #930s. Mary Daly notices that W.T.
Cosgrave, who was President of the Executive Cooifithe Irish Free State from 1922-32,
broadcast a St. Patrick's Day message to the UrStates in March 1926, several years
before King George V began his annual Christmasadwasts to the British Empit&
However, by the late 1930s Britain also had becdh®& dominant destination for Irish
emigrants, and by 1950 there were more peopleisif ttescent living in Britain than in the
United States®’

In the new Irish economic policy in the late 19%0&l 1960s, Britain became a major

partner. A crucial point was that the overwhelmmgjority of tourists in Ireland were from

13 The Programme supported a move away from protestipolicies established in the 1930s to attrartifn
investments.

14 Bill Carter and A. J Parkedreland: a Contemporary Geographical Perspectifteondon; New York:
Routledge, 1989), p. 303.

1> The Great Famine (1845-1851) was one of the mashtatic events in Irish history. Mostly due to fraato
blight (potato disease), around 1.5 million peogiled on a population of 8 million, and 1 million grated,
mostly to the United States and Canada, the meusufad destinations amongst emigrants. P. L. Kdkand
N. J. Farley “The Irish Diaspora”, in Melvin EmbeCarol Ember, lan Skoggard, edsEncyclopedia of
Diasporas (New York: Springer, 2005), vol. 1, p. 125.

*1% Mary Daly, “Nationalism, Sentiment, and EconomiB&lations between Ireland and Irish America in the
Postwar Years'Eire-Ireland, 37:1/2, 2002, pp. 74-91.

17 Between 1951 and 1961 over 400,000 men and woneebedieved to have emigrated from Ireland, buyonl
62.400 went to the United States. Daly, “Natiomali§entiment”, pp. 74-91.
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mainland Britair?*® In 1960, 827.000 out of the 941.000 tourists cdroe Britain while
there were only 69.000 tourists from North AmertaGiven this dependence on tourism
stemming across the Irish Sea, Zuelow (2004) argluasit is hardly surprising that Irish
tourist promoters have not gone out of their wagitgphasize the history of hostile Anglo-
Irish relations’?® Indeed, as early as 1925 the Irish Tourist Assiotiaspoke of “new and
stronger ties of friendship” between Ireland andl&nd, already drove the recent conflict out
of sight. Zuelow clearly demonstrated how “actesti or projects that would dredge up
memories of past Anglo-Irish hostility or contemggr political problems were avoided by
the semi-state tourism organizeré”.For instanceBord Failte — the Irish Tourist Board
created in 1955 — maintained this distance by sigrknentioning Kilmainham Jail or any
related revolutionary sites or events in the paxéts tourist magazine until the 19803.
Zuelow’s argument could be challenged for two reasd-irst, part of the figures
about British tourism in Ireland dealt with Irishigrants returning home for holidays.
Second, although less numerous, the Northern AmeriDiaspora received increasing
attention from Irish authorities. The rise and doration of transatlantic air flights in the
1950s and 1960s contributed to new interest dideatenternational tourism. Daly points out
that Pan American Airlines submitted in 1951 pr@t®do Sedn Lemass, the Minister for
Industry and Commerce, who was responsible forigouand transport, aimed at the possible
organisation a festival devoted to Irish tourismnirthe United State$® The festival was
known asAn Tostaland opened in 1953. Importantly, as part of thenojeceremonies, de
Valera laid a wreath at the 1916 memorial at Arbblill (where 14 of the 1916 leaders
executed by the British troops had been buriedyrbeattending a memorial mass for the Old
IRA. The North American Diaspora was eager to fiewses of Republican conflict, as an
important part of their cultural heritage. Thus,enrhe visited Ireland in 1963, even John F.
Kennedy went to Arbour Hill, laying down a wreathttee Memorial Park. Although nuanced
considering tourism activity, it remains true thie Irish government also aimed to
ameliorate economic activity with Britain, as itsvaoing with the United States and Canada.
The Taoiseachworked at better economic links with Britain. HardVilson, British

Prime Minister and leader of the Labour Party, pteg the opening of trade negotiations,

*18 British were Ireland’s single largest tourism netrkvalued at some £24.3 million annually in 19620ted
in Zuelow, ‘Enshrining Ireland’p. 198.
%19 Carter and Parkelreland, p. 303.
20 7yelow, ‘Enshrining Ireland’, p. 182.
*2L 7uelow, ‘Enshrining Ireland’, p. 183.
22 7elow, ‘Enshrining Ireland’, p. 201.
2 Daly, “Nationalism, Sentiment”, pp. 74-91.
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which culminated in the Anglo-Irish Free Trade Agreent in January 1966, considerably
improving relations between the two countries. Theroved relations were most apparent
with Northern Ireland. As said above, Lemass anNedl met in January 1965 to discuss
practical cooperation, notably about tourism. Iy 1963, Lemass had recognized that the
Northern state existed through the free will of thajority of its peoplé®* It was in this
context of improvement, that the Golden Jubilethef1916 Rising was organized.

An official commemoration committee was set up amdsided directly by Sean
Lemass and a commemoration programme was establahearly as November 1982.
After the destruction of the Nelson’s pillar by Répcans in March 1966, the Irish
government banned the playing of 1916 rebel somyspwnsored radio programnté$.n
contrast with the Republican celebration of theuirmsction, Lemass intended to use the
commemorations as evidence of Ireland’s modermnatistead. Diarmaid Ferriter asserts in
his social history of Ireland that:

individuals like Lemass had different conceptiorishow the commemoration
should be used from traditionalists like de Valared Frank Aiken. Lemass
tended to focus on the idea of providing anothgroofunity to emphasize a new
era of national development, rather than simply tfaglitional reiteration of
Pearse’s rhetorit’’

In February 1966, Lemass presented the commermoras an opportunity to “further
enhance the status of our nation in the eyes ofvibréd, emphasizing both our pride in the
past and confidence in our futurg®. Lemass preferred to highlight Ireland’s economic
development and less the use of physical forcengl@:lrish relations.

The improved relations between Irish and Britishveyoments also materialized
through the return of objects and remains from Itigh struggle for independenc®. To
some extent, the NMI took advantage of this newtipal and economic context that had
emerged between Dublin and London as well. In 1268hony Lucas, director of the NMI,

wrote to his counterpart at the Imperial War Musenrbondon, seeking to borrow on a long-

24| ee,Ireland, p. 367.

2 Daly and O’Callaghart,916 in 1966p. 22.

%26 Mary Daly “Less a Commemoration of the Actual Asréments and more a Commemoration of the Hopes
of the Men of 1916”, in Daly and O’Callaghak916 in 1966p. 22, p. 73.

2" Diarmaid FerriterThe Transformation of IrelandDublin: Overlook Press, 2007), p. 564.

*8The Irish Indepedent.2 February 1966.

°® For instance, Harold Wilson accepted the returthefremains of Sir Roger Casement — who playedjam
role in 1916 — to the Republic of Ireland in Felyuh965. Roger Casement was a British diplomat jeieed
the Irish patriots, notably by being the connexiith Germany. Captured and sentenced to death 116 he
was buried in 1916 in the prison cemetery wherbdtkbalso been hunged (Pentonville prison, near dwiondis
body was repatriated for State funeral, with fuilitary honours in Glasnevin cemetery.
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term basis a number of items relating to the 1915608, including a flag flown by the rebels
over the General Post Office (headquarters ofébels in Easter 19183° The Imperial War
Museum initially rejected the request. Nonethelastgrventions from the office of the
Taoiseachsecured the full transfer of the flag to the NWH.Lemass wrote personally to
Harold Wilson, who subsequently arranged for thwaurre of the flag to Ireland with
authorities at the Imperial War Musedii.The flag was, henceforth, and as a result of
economic relations, included in the NMI permaneftl@ collections. In the new 1966
permanent collection, the NMI did not provide angesial design for the objett
Conversely, the booklet produced by the governm@ressed that it was the “Centrepiece of
the exhibition”** The government made clear the Flag was returnedthby British
government. At the opening of the exhibition, thénister of Education, Patrick Hillery
highlighted once again that the flag was “restaredreland by the generosity of the British
government®® Its presence was represented by the Irish governae a symbol of the

improved political relations between the two goveemts>3°

Although limited to just one
particular instance, the different relevance giterthe flag and, through it, to Anglo-Irish
relations mirrored the different priorities the NMhd the Irish government were each
highlighting. The fact that the Irish governmentdsed on future economic development,
representations of Irish dynamism and good relatiaith Britain resulted in a certain
isolation of the NMI with official policy.

The 1966 exhibition mounted by the NMI to match @elden Jubilee was — much
more than the 1941 display — a minor event in theral commemoration of 1916. The
commemoration committee of the government chaisetldmass did not mention the project

to the NMI before May 1965’ Even then, the archives of the committee only ienthe

%30 etter from Dr. A.T. Lucas, Director of the Natidduseum to Dr. A.N. Frankland, Director Imperialaw
Museum, 12 November 1965, A1/094/005, NMIA, Dubl@uoted in Ryan ‘Exhibiting the Irish Revolution’,
note 99.

%31 |n February 1966, the Irish ambassador in Lond@ Molloy — informed the Minister for External Asififs
(Frank Aiken) — that “the Imperial Museum was agmteed some time before by the National Museum in
Dublin with a request that the collection (incluglithe flag) presented in 1937 to the Imperial Warsbum be
returned in time for the forthcoming 1916 commentioraceremonies”. Letter from G. Molloy to Frankkén,
14 February 1966, 97/6/532, NAI, Dublin. In Febgya®. Molloy — Irish ambassador in Britain — infagththe
Irish government that the Commonwealth Relationic®f with whom he had been in contact, handledgsbee
with the Imperial War Museum. Letter from G. Mollay4 February 1966bid.

32 Ta0iseach wrote to Wilson for its returihe Irish Times1 April 1966.

3 The Flag was part of the case 9, on the side ofathe room. Oliver SnoddyGuide to the Historical
Exhibition Commemorative of the Rising of 19I&ublin: National Museum, 1966).

°34 Cuimhneachan, 1916-196& Record of Ireland’s Commemoratiqn 48.

% The Irish Times13 April 1966, p. 11.

°% Similarly, the flag and the good relations betweBnblin and London were put forward in the
commemoration booklet published by the governmei6, Cuimhneachan, 1916-1986Record of Ireland
°312000/14/69, NAI, Dublin.
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fact that the Department of Education was “in towelth the National Library and the
National Museum®*® This did not mean the Irish government had noucalt project
regarding the Golden Jubilee, but simply that thdl Nvas not among the major sites of
commemoration. In addition to the traditional pasdiuring Easter week, the government
oversaw the opening of the Garden of Remembrammeated in Parnell Square, Dublin, the
garden was dedicated to all those who perishetiancause of Irish freedom — organized a
commemoration concert, an exhibition at the Natli@wllery of Ireland, a historical pageant
and a television programm& Much more than would have been at the NMI, thengitbn of
the government was focused on displaying art gafler

More than the NMI, the art exhibitions designedhat National Gallery of Ireland and
Municipal Gallery matched Lemass’ plans for the ooemorations?° Lemass’ personal taste
played a relevant role. Brian Kennedy stressed #r&g held a very important place in
Lemass’ conception of the future of Irish soci¥tyThe Taoiseachconsidered arts as a pillar
for the development of leisure in Ireland, the egsion and development of which is often a
sign of an improved economic standing of a couatrgity.>** What is more, the exhibition at
the National Gallery of Ireland was equipped wigwrtechnology. The exhibition used — and
this novel in the Republic of Ireland — audio-g@dad the Gallery made it a key element of
its advertisement’® Likewise, the Municipal Gallery of Modern Art opsh its
commemorative exhibition on 12 April. Its booklaghlighted that “Most of the exhibitors
(...) had no personal recollection of the Rising" The display was voluntarily expressing
“modern” views on 1916. As the booklet continued,would have been feasible, but not
particularly original or imaginative, to have ddpit the events of 1916 in a conventional
style reminiscent of the nineteenth-century pasiert it was evident that the exhibitors were
modern in outlook and style even when treatingrohstorical subject®® It was clear that
Lemass, along with the gallery, was aiming to dngh identity a fresh coat. Opened by the

Taoiseachthe exhibition displayed “the art competition®sgored by the Commemoration

>%2000/14/69, NAI, Dublin.

3% For a description of each project, see the boopldtlished by the Department of External Affairs.
Cuimhneachan, 1916-196&.record of Ireland.

>4 Opened in early April, the exhibition provideddahgh busts and paintings an interpretation of Ihistory. It
put on views “scenes from battles or military ergygagnts which took place in the course of Irelarstfaggle
for freedom from the period of the Norman invasioGtiimhneachan, 1916-196&8,Record of Irelandp. 52.

*41 Brian KennedyDreams and Responsibilities, the State and the iArtadependent Ireland(Dublin: The
Arts Council, 1990), p. 133.

*42 KennedyDreams and Responsibilitigg. 1

*3The Irish Times27 July 1966, p. 6.

>4 bid.

> bid.
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Committee™*® Contemporary arts contributed to making the gglletore “modern”, a
relevant aspect of Lemass’ policies. This overalinnterest in visual culture was expressed
in 1967 when one of the most important Irish exivbs of contemporary art was mounted in
Dublin. Rosc '67displayed the works of fifty of the most importdnternational artist3*’
This modernity contrasted with the NMI which hadmayed more or less the same artefacts
since the 1930s and where the use of audio-visghhblogy was totally absent. Unlike other
sites like Kilmainham Jail, the National Gallery bEland or the Municipal Gallery of
Modern Art, the 1916 collection — and the NMI aigla as we will see below — was seen as
old-fashioned.

The gap between the NMI and new technology coufb dle seen through the
development of television programmes. Althoughil had been one of the main medium
for commemoration of 1916 in 1941, the context wamificantly different in 1966. In
addition to art galleries, the NMI was confronteithwthe rise of television. Since 1961, RTE
(Radio Teilifis Eireanj had been broadcasting in the Republic of Irefdfidiccording to
Mary Daly, for many Irish people, “the 1916 jubilees commemorated not by parades or
pageants, but on televisio®®® Many programmes were indeed devoted to T816-or
instance, the RTV guide produced for 1966 EasteeRMea special commemorative edition
of the TV guide — sold over 250.000 copigsThis was more than the overall visitors for the
NMI for the year 1965-1966 (173.86%F One particular broadcast, entitléasurrection,
received a great deal of attention in the goverrnal@ommemoration booklét® Produced
by Hugh Leonardinsurrectionwas broadcast on R.T.E each night during Easteek/18666
and attempted to give life to the Risitid.Insurrectionwas described in the government

> |pid.

*¥7 Slaby, L'Etat et la culture en Irlandepp. 131-133. The two first chairs of Art histoppened at Trinity
College and University College Dublin as well.

> The 1966 Irish TAM survey of that year estimathdtt55% of homes in the state had a television (#%
urban areas and 37% in rural areas), Daly and Gi@la&n,1916 in 1966p. 161.

%49 Daly and O'Callaghar,916 in 19662007, p. 21.

0 RTE’s commemoration of the golden jubilee yeararewith a series of 19 Thomas Davis lectures euititl
Leaders and Men of the 1916 Risimg Radio Eireann. The series ran until May andufeat some of the most
respected historians of the time with F.X. Martm&éng as consulting editor. James Plunkett, Ce&Bleott and
Aindrias O Gallchébhair had been conducting inemg with survivors of the 1912 — 1922 period. Mtivan
seventy veterans gave interviews to RTE eitheh@irthomes or in studidR TV Guide(Dublin, 1966), 8 April
1966.

1 RTE Library and archivesyww.rte.ie/laweb/Il/ll_t06_main.htnlast visited July 2011).

%52 |nstitute of Professional Civil Servantséntas Misaem d’Eireann — Museum Service for Imlabublin,
1973, p. 32. | thank Ragdhall O’Floinn for his h&ddinding this reference.

*33\Whereas three pictures accompanied the sectiaut #mMuseum, seven were devoted to Insurrection.
** Already in 1959, George Morrison, an Irish direc@ssembled historical footage of the events suding
the Easter Rising iMise Eire.lt was released at the 1959 Cork Film Festivaduliveyed Irish political changes
from the 1890s to 1918.
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leaflet as telling “the day-by-day story of the IR@; it added that “over four hundred troops

. reenacted the event on the sites of the 191he$d3>® The RTV guide defined the
broadcast as “a dramatic reconstruction of the tsvehEaster Week as it might have been
seen by an Irish television service at the tif8"The comparison between the NMI's
exhibition and the TV programmes is certainly di&d since the two media functioned
differently, but it was nonetheless true that tbeegnment preferred to support programmes
and sites of display which appeared more “modend perhaps had a farther reach, in this
case, those which employed new technology. Theiaffipreferences derived from a re-
assessment of Ireland’s development in the 1960we norientated towards the future
development than the conservation of the past. Mogte than the roots of the state — which
was the focus of the official cultural policy inetl930s and 1940s — the government aimed at
stressing the potential of the Irish nation. Intcast with the commemorative events quoted

above, the NMI's exhibition was more defined by twauty than by change.

3) From the Celebration of Irish Heroes to the Stoy of Irish Nationalism: 1966’s New

Permanent Exhibition at the National Museum of Irebnd

For the Golden Jubilee of the 1916 Easter Risimg, NMI re-arranged its historical
collections which had been on display since 194dpgkhdix 9-C). However, unlike the 1941
display, the 1966 exhibition was not designed i@ ¢entral hall of the museum but in an
adjacent room. Moreover, the display arranged Fe Golden Jubilee remained mostly
unaltered until its re-arrangement in 1991 for #&" anniversary of the Easter Rising.
Although the lack of space for display could beoked as a reason, the absence of change
also came from the still marginal attention givenntodern history. Anthony T. Lucas —
director of the NMI from 1954 to 1976 — was much renanterested in folklore and
archaeology, especially for the early Christiariqre’ In 1968, he published a short booklet
about the National Museum in which he stressedttieinstitution was first and foremost a
site for preserving artefact® Exhibitions were secondary. Hence, Oliver Snodidygharge

of the 1966 commemorative exhibition, explainecaminterview that the director had little

%% Cuimhneachan, 1916-1966,Record of Irelandp. 74.

% RTV GuidgDublin, 1966), 8 April 1966, p. 6.

%" He published several works, among them, AnthonliEas, ‘The West Cross, Monasterboice: a Noteaand
SuggestionJournal of the County Louth Archaeological Socidi®, 3, 1951, pp. 123-125; Anthony T. Lucas,
“Souterrains: The Literary Evidenc8ealoideas39-41, 1971-1973, pp. 165-191; Anthony T. LucB®gasures
of Ireland. Irish Pagan and Early Christian Abublin, 1973.

%8 Anthony T. LucasThe National Museum: Its Place in the Cultural Lifethe Nation (Dublin: An Roinn
Oideachais 1968).
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interest in the Rising®® That was true that Lucas did not regard 1916 aodemn history as
particularly relevant for the museum. In the 19G&MWet, Lucas dealt with the various
collections of the museum but did not mention tB&6Lcollection. Historical collections at
large were absent from Lucas’ depict®3fThis partly explained why the 1916 collections
underwent no major change in the 1960s and 1970s.

In many aspects, the exhibition reproduced thattomal history of Irish nationalism
and was composed of the same artefacts (Append@¥ ®imilar to the 1932 and 1941
temporary exhibitions, the 1966 NMI display focusedstly on the 1916 Rising. Apart from
a few mentions of the context of the First Worldi\thae participation of Irish soldiers in the
British Army was still largely ignored. Similarlyotprevious displays, personalia received
major attention. Oliver Snoddy, in charge of théibition, advocated a personality-focused
display in the planning stages, suggesting thataige cases at the front of the exhibition be
filled with “personalia” such as the barrister'sgnand gown of Patrick Pear¥®.In the final
design, nearly half of the exhibition cases weneegiover to individual leader§® This
emphasis on individual contributions resulted isemtimental presentation of the Rising,
reflected in Minister Hillery’s speech at the openbf the exhibition when he commented on
“the immediate poignancy of the personal relicshe men and women who have become
part of Irish history®®® In spite of this continuity, the exhibition expsesl a certain degree of
change in the way Anglo-Irish conflicts were regresd.

The close analysis of the display reveals a manddd celebration of the past. First of
all, as mentioned above, unlike in 1941, the 19@@etion was not arranged in the central
hall of the museum but in the adjacent room it badupied since its transfer in 1941. The
overall vision of the collection was therefore muess impressive than it was in the previous
commemorative exhibition when the centre of themromas occupied by a pillar on which
Pearse’s bust was placed. Moreover, Anthony Ludiasctor of the NMI, wrote to Snoddy in
1966 that “Equal emphasis must be scrupulously mgite all the major personalities
involved”>® This equal emphasis challenged the heroic reptatiens of particular leaders.
According to the layout of the 1966 display, Peanse no central positiofi> The 1916

%59 Bhreathneach-Lynch, “Revisionism, the Rising, &epresentation”, p. 95

%9 ucas,The National Museum

%61 | etter from Oliver Snoddy, Assistant Keeper Artsdandustrial Division to Keeper, Art and Industria
Division, 3 December 1965, A1/65/0006, NMIA.

*%2 There were twenty-four cases used in the exhibitind cases 15-24 were devoted to personalitids @sic
Sean MacBride, Con Colbert, James Connolly and RGgeement. Snodd@uide to the Historical Exhibitian
%83 Exhibition tells story of the RisingThe Irish Times13 April 1966.

%54 | etter from Lucas to Snoddy, 3 May 1966, A1/74/00MIA.

*%> Snoddy,Guide to the Historical Exhibitian
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leader benefited, as others, from a case windowhwvas the last one on the wall devoted to
leaders.

In comparison with the 1941 display, a statue omT6larke was addeti® Tom
Clarke was one major character of the 1916 Eassind? one of the seven signatories of the
Proclamation of the Republic and was executed e-fikarse — on 3 May 191%8.Although
impressive in its size — roughly 2.5 meter highhe statue did not produce the same
heroization as Pearse’s bust in 18%lin her study of the Irish Public Sculptures, Judiill
wrote about that, in this statue, Clarke was “pnésgt as an old man, exhausted but still a
committed man, his clothes hanging loosely, bupisiting arm firm”>*® According to Hill,
Clarke’s physical condition came not merely fromctacern to produce a realistic account »
but was also “understood to be a result of Britisktreatment®’® Portrayed as a young man
turned into a classical hero — with the laurel wmsaf the winner — the 1941 Patrick Pearse’s
bust contrasted with the old Tom Clarke depictetthwrdinary clothes more representative of
nineteenth century Republicans than a classicab. hbr spite of the presence many
memorabilia and Clarke’s statue, the overall exigbiwas rather marked by a shift from
heroic representations to the history of nationalis

The previous relevance given to heroic represemstiof the 1916 leaders was
challenged by a new focus on the narration of te.Certainly, Antony Lucas, the director,
had no particular interest in 1916, but his wayn@naging the museum did face certain
repercussions. He suggested to Snoddy that thes giduld “form a potted history of the
events of the week which could be read as a whatelligible in itself, independent of the
matter set out in relation to the individual case$he director insisted that enough

°%® The statue was the plaster copy of a bronze stsigned by Albert Power in 1940 and sculpturedisy
son — James — in Limerick in 1956. John Turpin V@&l Sheppard, Albert Power and State Sculptural
Commissions"Dublin Historical Societyvol 55, spring 2002, p. 45. On Albert Power arttbihas Clarke’s
statue, see also Sighle Breathnach-Lynch, “Exetut€he Political Sculpture of Albert G. PowerEire-
Ireland, 29, 1, Spring 1994, pp. 44-60. In Limerick, stamglagainst the side of the plinth, the statue pdirat
the 1916 Proclamation — of which Clarke was a smyya— decorated with laurel wreaths, a flamingtoand a
snake (supposedly meaning the victory over foreider). Judy Hill,Irish Public Sculpture: a History(Dublin:
Four Courts Press, 1998), p. 175.

%7 Born in 1858, Thomas (or Tom) Clarke had beengesithe 1870s, a member of the Irish Republic
Brotherhood and linked to the Fenian movementénUhited States. Tom Clarke emigrated in the Un8tades

in 1880 after his involvement in riots with the jgel in Dungannon. He became member ofGhen na Gael-
sister organization of the Irish Republican Brotlwerd — through which he participated in the bombing
campaign in England. Arrested and tried in Engl@nti883, he was sentenced to life imprisonmente&ssd in
1898 after fifteen years of imprisonment, Clarkdezhback to the United States, and only came hatieland

in 1908 and became a major figure of the Irish Répan Brotherhood.

%8 |reland, documentary film, Vincent Corporation Producti@yblin 1967, minutes (18-20), AA 424, Irish
Film Archives, Dublin. The film dealt with majorudistic sites in Ireland contained footages abbatNIMI.

%9 Hill, Irish Public Sculpturep. 175.. Indeed, having been sentenced to imprisanrim the 1880s, Tom
Clarke’s health was undermined and this was somgthibert Power intended to represent.

"0 Hill, Irish Public Sculpturep. 175.
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information should be given to “piece the storyethgr’>’* An article reviewing the display
in Thelrish Timeswas accordingly entitled “Exhibition tells the stof the Rising™’? In
line with the work of Hayes-McCoy in the 1940s d@b0s, this interest in telling the story of
the past was associated with the challenge ofreentalism. Anthony Lucas informed Oliver
Snoddy, who was in charge of the guide of the 1&&ctions, that “there should be no trace
of ‘emotion’ in thought"® He recommended that “everything must ‘from firstlast’ be
treated utterly coldly and objectively, as if oneresdealing with geological facts™

Lucas was a specialist of folklore and archaeol@gpecially for the early Christian
period. This may explain his association betweetohy and geology. But the emphasis on
facts revealed also a wider reconsideration offaste. Unlike the descriptions of the 1930s
and 1940s exhibitions, artefacts were not, in 19@6ined as “relics”. More than the sanctity
of artefacts, attention was paid to the narratamed understanding of the past. For instance,
the 1966 commemorative exhibition was composedgoifecantly fewer items than the 1941
display. This was a consequence of the more seleiction of the objects, supported by the
director®>” According to Snoddy, the director had instructéah o drastically reduce the
amount of material on show and to produce a cat&ag which a strictly factual account of
the event was convey&® The wish to challenge the celebration of the past motivated by
a focus on educational policy which brought theljwakion of a guide of 1916 collection§’
The 1966 guide served for the display and includadap of the various sections, and an
explanatory text for each ca¥&.Although the text panels were only introduced 891
rearranging (for the rearrangement of the gallehg,1966 organization of the display was a
step forward in providing texts as a pedagogicgraach to the collections. Indeed, the
changing representations of 1916 within the NMI eveery similar to what took place in
history teaching.

Compared with previous decades, the 1960s withessiedmatic change in politics of

education. Similar to the NMI's approach, histoeathings drew much more attention to

"1 | etter from Lucas to Snoddy, 31 May 1966, A1/7&0GAMIA.

"2 The Irish Times13 April 1966, p. 11.

>3 Born in 1911, leading ethnologist, and folk stsdiBresident of the Royal Society of Antiquariesrefand,
A.T Lucas was director of the NMI from 1954 to 19T@tter from Lucas to Snoddy, 3 May 1966, A1/74/00
NMIA.

™| etter from Lucas to Snoddy, 3 May 1966, A1/74/008IA.

>5 Booklet published by the director about the rdléhe museum in 1968. LucaEhe National Museum

°% See, the interview of Snoddy in Bhreathneach-LyfRhvisionism, the Rising, and Representation9%.
7 |t was only the second time a guide to the cdbest was produced, and the first time it was devatethe
historical collections. The first guide to the eaflions was published in 1932.

"8 Although the guide did not seem to be ready fer apening of the exhibition. Indeed, the Directentsa
correcting draft to Snoddy in May 1966, one morftarahe opening, A1/74/005, NMIA.

122



facts while importance was taken away from a fomoudrish heroes in history textbooks. In
1963, the Irish government publishEdcts about Irelandhat would be edited eight times by
2001°"° This was due to an overall reconsideration forube of education. The publication
in 1958 of the government White Paper on EconomxipaBsion led to the first economic
programme and changed attitudes to economic angstinal development. The aim of the
programme was to prepare Irish industry, commenk agriculture to meet the economic
demands of the European Community. As John Coolabatended, “economists were now
emphasizing education as an economic investmentth wiecessary “returns on
investment®® From the 1960s to the 1980s, a range of investgdtodies examined and
reported on many facets of the educational systéin. 1965, a History Syllabus Committee
was set up to review the secondary school histgigais which had been used since 1941.
Instead of political and military history, emphasias put in the new 1971 history curriculum
for primary schools and this focused primarily ogial, cultural and economic histoty

In the 1973 history textbook entitldde Educational Company’s History of Irelantd
was regretted that “in the past, the writing ohrihistory for school was (...) obsessed with
the Anglo-Irish struggle®®In his study of Anglo-Irish relations in Irish t#wooks, Brian
Mulcahy argues that there was a move away from dlaification of violence to
constitutional leaders like Parnéif. Likewise, James Bennett observes that 1972 Hugh
O’Neill’'s New Course in Primary Historgromoted much less celebrated images of Patrick
Sarsfield, Irish leader during the Siege of Limkty William of Orange in 1698 To some
extent, the National Museum of Ireland was pad bfoader re-appraisal of the celebration of
the Irish past in official narratives. Although tN&I was not the major site of governmental
support in 1966, the representations of 1916 weflaenced by the need to move from a
glorified memory of the Rising to more factual radives of the past.

In this overall reinterpretation of the glorifieat of the past, one reason for the NMI's

move from heroic representations to the educahoough Irish story was new consideration

|t was re-edited in 1965, 1969, 1972, 1978, 13885, 1995 and 2001.

%0 John CoolahanThe ASTI and Post-Primary Education in Ireland, 99®84 (Dublin: Cumann na
Meanmhuinteoiri, 1984).

%81 For instance, the Investment in Education team,@bmmission on Higher Education, the Committee on
Reformatory and Industrial Schools. See John, Gawidrish Education: its History and StructuréDublin:
Institute of Public Administration, 2002), p. 131.

°82 Deptartment of EducatioRules and Programmes for Secondary Schools 1970-{9udblin: 1971), p. 12.

°83 Quoted in Fischet, histoire a I'école en Irlandep. 352.

%8 Mulcahy, Brian J. “A Study of the Relationship Wween Ireland and England as Portrayed in Irish-Post
Primary School History Text Books, Published Sia®22, and Dealing with the Period 1800 to the Rese
Ph. D. dissertation, University of Hull, 1988. Qedtin Fischerl 'histoire a I'école en Irlandep. 465.

%85 . Bennett, ‘History Textbooks in Primary Schdolshe Republic of Ireland, 1971-1993ideas42, summer
1994, pp. 26-38.
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for its public. The need to tell the story of 1946s legitimate, according to Lucas, because
many visitors now knew little about the events.reguired Snoddy to be particularly careful
to “provide a background intelligible to the perssho knows little or nothing about the time
and the event®® The Rising had occurred fifty years before andgcimmore than for the
1941 display, a significant number of visitors 866 had not experienced the Rising and
needed more information. The disappearance — parttae 1960s — of the witnesses of the
Easter Rising questioned the distinction betweedividual memory and history, and
consequently the use of historical knowledge tdamrphe past. Lucas wanted to provide a
history of the Rising since the direct memory wadirfig away. The need felt by the NMI, and
particularly its director, to include artefacts gmatagonists in a story of 1916 indicated that
the simple displays of artefacts were no longefigaht, and that visitors needed some re-
contextualization.

The need to provide a story for those who knettélior nothing about the time and
event” also resulted from a new category of visitofFhe director argued about the 1916
collections that “visitors from abroad will of caar know little or nothing about the social
and political background of the tim&* By 1962 tourism revenue had indeed reached nearly
forty-seven million pounds and was climbing rapidiyery year® No figure is available
regarding the foreign visitors to the NMI in the608 but the 1972 Museum'’s report foresaw
that “in the expanded geographical context of Eeyaur cultural institution will be invested
with a new and heightened relevand® This echoed the particular political context oé th
early 1970s, when the Republic of Ireland and tmitdd Kingdom entered the European
Economic Community®® Although it was only in its infancy, consideratior an audience
not assumed to be homogenous but as plural “auek&rme “voices” started to play a role in
exhibiting policy®®*

Thus, the NMI was still, in the 1960s, clearly mating a nationalist history of Ireland
which ignored the historical links with Britain (k& through Unionism or through the
participation of Irish soldiers in the First WoNtlar). The NMI and the UM were promoting
opposite versions of the past in the 1960s. Iresgfitthis continuity, the framework in which

the NMI represented Anglo-Irish conflicts had shdftand no longer celebrated Irish heroes as

%86 | etter from Lucas to Snoddy, 31 May 1966, A1/7&0EMIA.

%87 | etter from Lucas to Snoddy, 31 May 1966, AL/7&0EMIA.

%% Eric Zuelow, Making Ireland Irish. Tourism and National Identigince the Irish Civil War(Syracuse:
Syracuse University Press, 2009), p. 74.

*® Board of Visitor,Annual Report1971-1972, Dublin, p. 4.

% Both entered the E.E.C in January 1973.

91 Ejleen Hooper-GreenhilMuseums and the Interpretation of Visual Culfufleondon, Routledge, 2000), p.
143.
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it did in 1941. Following the work of Hayes-McCay challenging sentimentalism, Anthony
Lucas attempted to produce more factual narrat¥éise past. It is relevant that the challenge
of heroic sentimentalism was no longer due to tiieience of historiographical trends, as
occurred with the professionalization of Irish br&ins in the 1930s, but rather due to the
overall management of the institution. The re-ajgateof mythical representation of Pearse
and other Republican leaders came from a needapt ade museum to its new and diverse
public of Irish and foreigners. This need would dree stronger with the rise of international

tourism in the 1990s.

4) The National Museum, the Northern Irish Conflict, and the Revision of the Past

In comparison with the temporary and permanenthkatibins arranged by the UM between
1962 and 1978, the display proposed by the NMIretfenuch fewer novelties. At large, the
museum was still dominated by archaeology and dlleations of Antiquities. The new field
in which the National Museum launched itself in th®860s and early 1970s was the
archaeology relating to Vikings. Previously and piesthe relevance Vikings had had in
Ireland, notably founding Dublin in the t"l‘Ocentury, the topic had failed to gain much
attention>®® The first excavation started in Dublin in 1961 amds led by Marcus
O’hEochaidhe (government department of the Offitéablic Works) at Dublin castle. In
1962, the National Museum of Ireland began its cagwp of excavation with Brendan O’
Riordain and Patrick Wallace — two future directofsthe NMI — at High Streef® From
1962 to 1981, the NMI was at the core of the extiamavorks>®* In the middle of the 1970s,
Wallace was very involved in the controversy oveoddf Quay, site of Viking excavation
where the Dublin City Council planned to constritsstnew headquarter. On 23 September
1978, twenty thousand people demonstrated agdiespitoject, starting from the National

Museum. The only concession made was the posgibilitarry out excavation§> For this

%92 Dublin was founded twice over by the Vikings: fies a longphort or permanent trading-cum-piraticae in
the 840s, and secondly from about 917 as a defetwl@d — ordin Patrick Wallace, ‘The Archeology of
Ireland’s Viking-Age Town’, in Daibhi O’ Croinin, &, A New History of Ireland: Prehistoric and Early
Ireland, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008), p. 8Uaitil the 1960s, Vikings were considered as foreign
who settled in town, whereas archeology tendeddad on early Irish society, familial and rural.

%93 Breandan O’ Riordain was director from 1979 to 4%hd Patrick Wallace was director from 1988 to
February 2012.

%% High Street, Winetavern Street, Christchurch Plaoe Wood Quay.

%% 3. Bradley,Viking Dublin Exposed: The Wood Quay Saffaublin: O'Brien Pr, 1984) ; Patrick Wallace,
Viking and Norman Dublin: The Wood Quay excavati¢bsiblin: 1985).
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excavation, the museum established Wallace asrtjecp leader?® The different remains of
the Vikings began to be episodically displayedhatiational Museum. The Celtic past began
to make room for displays on the Viking contribusoto Irish culture. This involvement of
the museum demonstrated a re-appraisal of theanamld ethnic definitions of Irishness as
hermetic to invasions, but also that the focus artdrest of the museum still lay in
archaeology. In contrast with the Antiquities collens, the modern historical collections
benefitted from limited attention, and the NMI rane aside from the consequences of
historiographical debates.

The politics of identity and the interpretations lokh history in the Republic of
Ireland underwent the consequences of the outboéakolence in Northern Ireland. The
intervention of British troops in the North was ee@d in the Republic by a rise of anti-
British feelings. The British embassy was, for amte, burned onRebruary 1972, three days
after Bloody Sunday. Violence in the North resultedhe increasing challenge in addressing
the historical use of physical force in Irish histoConcretely, the Northern Irish conflict
contributed to the move from ethnic to state natiem and the academic revision of Irish
history.

In 2001, Desmond O’Malley and Tom Garvin emphasizéheir essay “Redefining
southern nationalism” the development of more pistrananifestation of Irish nationalism
since the 1950s. John Regan goes further and pitspthie specificity of southern nationalist
ideology®®’ He argues that, in the 1970s, “the epicentre ef ghuthern state’s creation
narrative slowly migrated between from 1916 to I928 other words, “the 1922 state
increasingly, though never completely, replaced tleolutionary republic as the
geographical medium for examining twentieth-centtirgland’.”®*® The commemoration
policy of the Irish government confirmed this arsady The worsening of the situation in the
North encouraged the Irish government to contre@nemore strictly the commemorations of
the past. The threat posed to the stability of Swathern state resulted, after the 1969
outbreak of violence in the North, in the suspemsad the parades organized for the

commemorations of the 1916 Easter Rising. Instdfath® 1916 Easter Rising, the Irish

%% T F. HeffermanWood Quay: the Clash over Dublin’s Viking Pggtustin: University of Texas Press, 1988),
p. 42.

97 John Regan “Southern Irish Nationalism as a HisabProblem”The Historical Journal 50, 1 (2007), p.
200.

% Regan “Southern Irish Nationalism”, pp. 216-217.
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government intended to commemorate the end of the &% Independence and the Truce
signed in 192%%°

The government set a Committee to organize thenplgnand carrying out of
ceremonies in July 1970 for the commemoration efi®21 Truc&® The event was the only
example of commemoration related to Anglo-Irishftiots until 1991 (the 78 anniversary
of the 1916 Easter Rising). The commemoration ef1821 Truce mirrored a wish from the
Irish government to move from the commemoratiorcarfflicts to the commemorations of
the formation of the State. Careful attention wagl oy the government, and the Committee,
to avoid division during the 1971 commemorationse Tommittee wanted a booklet for the
commemoration and added that it would be highlyesirdble that it should contain any
exaggerated statements about engageri®nfsie Committee stressed that, in response to the
Republican emphasis on the role played by the I.R.Ahe War of Independence (1919-
1921), it was “necessary to balance this by inthgathe political moves centred on mansion
House — the correspondence with Lloyd George, mgetivith Unionists and agreement for a
truce”®®? In other words, more than the Republican army, @w@nmittee insisted on
highlighting peace and the political agreenf@it.The Committee considered the
commemoration of the 1921 truce as “a counter ® divisiveness of the individual
commemorations arising® Limiting the divisiveness was more important thaatebrating
any individual or particular event.

In the context of sectarian violence in Northermgdnd, it was also important not to
undermine relations with Britain. Anglo-Irish andoth-South relations were the subtitle
given by the Secretary of the Department of Tfamiseachto his note about the truce
commemoratioi® He explained that the 1921 truce should be celethras “an event of
great magnitude in the history of Anglo-Irish redas” and “the first positive beginning of
understanding by Britain that the conquest of irdlavas neither possible nor necessary”. At

any case, he concluded, this should “do no damagestgovernment’s present general policy

9 Began in January 1919, the War of Independendeviet! the Irish Republic’s declaration of indepemcke

It opposed the Irish Republican Army to the Brittshops. Both sides agreed on a ceasefire — oe truon 11
July 1921, followed by the Anglo-Irish Treaty in &anber 1921.

9 The committee was composed of a small number fops involved in the War of independence together
with representatives of four Government Departmebétter of Jack LynchTaoiseach to the Major Roger
McCorley, 27 Bealtaine, 19750th anniversary of 1921 Truce (1972002/8/425, NAI.

69119 April 1971, 2002/8/425, NAI.

692 Anonymous note, 1970, 2002/8/425, NAI.

693 A peace conference was held at Mansion House {B)utrh 8 July 1921 where Eamon De Valera accepted a
invitation to meet the British Prime Minister in ihdon.

604 Anonymous note, 19780th anniversary of 1921 Truce (1972002/8/425, NAI.

895 Note from O’Sullivan, 22 January 1971, 2002/8/428.).
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of reconciliation”®® The rise of sectarian violence in the North hagtefore encouraged the
Irish government to move from the 1916 commemonatie the parades were banned in 1971
— to the commemoration of historical “good relagomwith Britain through the 1921 Truce.
Likewise, John Regan notices that while the Iriskkegnment organized no commemoration
for the 60" anniversary of the 1916 Rising in 1976, “cabirepers relating to the foundation
of the Free State were released” and “providedtimary sources necessary for institutional
histories of state formation that centred around0t2.®®’ In spite of this example, John
Regan’s argument on the move from the commemoratid®16 to the creation of the State
— and therefore the move away from the historical of physical force — did not date from
the 1970s. As it has been demonstrated above, tive mas initiated in the 1960s through
Lemass’ re-appraisal of Anglo-Irish relations. Ttleange was initiated in the 1960s and
amplified by the escalation of violence in Northéneland.

Historical revisionism was driven by the wish tdodek myths of Irish histor§’® As
explained in the previous chapter, it had its rootghe 1930s in the work of the new
historians. However, for some decades, the worasitisued from the professionalization of
Irish history had a limited public impact. The erapls of revisionist historians on empiricism
and heavily archive-based accounts of the pasttive@segacy of the professionalization of
Irish history undertaken in the 19308 The attacks of revisionist historians concentrated
the symbols of nationalist interpretations of tlestplike the 1916 Easter Rising. Already in
1948 Francis X. Martin had undertaken a histormatvey which challenged the heroic
interpretations of the leaders of 1#t8He did so in thérish Historical Studiesthe journal
founded by Moody and Edwards in 1938 as the bddiseonew professional Irish history. In
1963, Hayes-McCoy, former keeper of the NMI's higtal collections, condemned the
nationalist tendency of certain school textbookd elaimed that “Such are the books that,
forty years after, still trumpet for the revoluticas though nothing happened in a century but
the work of Tone, the Young Irelanders the Feniamd the Irish Republican Brotherhood,

and as though that century could go on fore$€rThis approach challenged the Republican

69 Note from O’Sullivan, 22 January 1971, 2002/8/428.).

97 Regan, “Southern Irish Nationalism” p. 221.

% The term is somehow misleading since all histariane somehow revisionists by challenging previous
accounts and interpretations. Bratiyerpreting Irish History Boyce and O’DayThe Making of Modern Irish
History.

699 Stephen Howe argues that this came from the fattthe pioneer ‘revisionists’ did not attempt mmaj@rks

of synthesis or popularization, while Irish Hist@i Studies itself long excluded contributions orentieth-
century topics. Stephen Howe, “The Politics of bligtal 'Revisionism': Comparing Ireland and
Israel/PalestinePast & Presentn. 168, 2000, pp. 232.

®1% Francis X. Martin, “Eoin MacNeill on the 1916 Rig", Irish Historical Studiesvol. 11, 1948.

®11 Gerard Hayes-McCoy, “A Defect in Irish Educatioblhiversity Reviewvol. 3, n. 4, 1963, p. 20.
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celebration of 1916 for the Golden Jubilee. In 1966the Golden Jubilee of the 1916 Easter
Rising, historians were very much involved in radind television programmes. A new
television series callefihe Course of Irish Historpegan in 1966 and was edited by Francis
X. Martin and Theodore W. Moody? As a member of the Radio Eireann Authority, Moody
expressed his concern that “all aspects of thenRishould be taken into account, and it was
agreed that in presenting the clash of idealism endtions, the programmes should be as
balanced as possibl&* The challenge to the celebratory version of 19 éhiese historians
somehow matched the official reluctance to undeentie Anglo-Irish relations. Similarly to
the official policy, historical revisionism grewrghger in response to the Northern lIrish
conflict.

Historical revisionism was largely stimulated bye tkonflict in Northern Ireland,
although the most famous revisionist works appeanmg in the 1980s with widely read
overviews written by Joe Lee or Roy FostérAs Michael Laffan notices “historians who
examined the long-term significance of 1916 inhrlastory were forced to view it in the
context of the 1970s and 1980%°. Revisionist historians became increasingly critica
regarding the results of Republican violence inshrihistory. Revisionism became
fundamental in the reappraisal of Anglo-Irish caniihg history. Although he was not a
historian, Francis Shaw’s article on 1916 expresseasing challenges of the celebration of
the 1916 Rising. Written in 1966 for the Golden ilaey the article was only published in
1972, after the death of the autfith.Shaw openly criticized Patrick Pearse and the
veneration of violent resistance; he claimed thet had done much to ensure the permanence
of Partition®’ The publication of Shaw’'s work in 1972 revealedvhibe interpretations of
1916 and political violence had shifted in justeavfyears. Revisionist historians interpreted
the 1916 Easter Rising more as a short-sighteddsliigesture on a part of a minority of
Republicans rather than a heroic eV&fiPerhaps the most critical view of Patrick Pearas w
published by Ruth Dudley in 197% Although not particular to Ireland, the spread of
historical revisionism constituted a step in thaesgethat the Rising was not only seen as

®12 The series dealt with Irish history from pre —tdii times up to the present and finished withebate
between the contributors involved.

13 RTE Archives, ‘Authority Minutes,” 30 July 1965,uoted in www.theirishstory.com/2010/11/18/a-tv-
pageant-%E2%80%93-the-golden-jubilee-commemoraitidite-1916-rising/# _ednl(last visited July 2011).
%1 | ee,Ireland ; Roy FosterModern Ireland, 1600-1972.ondon, Pinguins Book, 1988.

®15 Michael Laffan “Insular Attitudes: the Revisiorssand their Critics”, in Ni Donnchadha and Dorgan,
Revising the Risingy. 111.

616 Shaw, “The Canon of Irish History”.

617 Ferriter, The Transformation of Irelang. 747.

®18 See Laffan “Insular Attitudes”.

®19 EdwardsPatrick Pearse
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counterproductive but could also appear as beisgorsible for the social, economic and
political failure in the Nortt??°

While revisionist historians were critical regamgliphysical force and Republicanism,
they appeared more willing to stress multicultwraliin Irish history. Stephen Howe, in his
comparison of Irish and Israeli revisionism contetidat “(Irish) ‘Revisionism’, in its more
directly political aspects, has sought to quespioar definitions of nationality, to liberalize it
or substitute ‘civic’ for ‘ethnic’ conceptions, ntd supplant it altogether®! Revisionism
describes indeed a historiography which soughepdace a monolithic Gaelic, Catholic and
rural representation of Irish-Ireland with thataotulturally more diverse or plural sociéfy.

In the history of conflicts, one of the major comgences was the rediscovery of Irish
participation in the First World W& In the South, the Irish contribution to the Figorld
War had largely been silenced by dominant Republicaratives in the 1930s. The history of
the Irish soldiers in the ¥0and 18 Irish division had become, according to Francis X.
Martin, “the Great Oblivion®®** Written in 1967, Martin’s article dealt with thact that, far
from being honoured as returning heroes, the mesnbethe 18 and 18 Irish Divisions
were a distinct embarrassment for the Irish goverms) and later foFianna Fail which
participated in the silencing of their history. Thee of historical revisionism has therefore
been crucial in the interpretation of historicalgharIrish relations. It notably contributed to
changing the definition of Irish cultural heritage.

Brian Graham demonstrates how historical revisioniafluenced the definition of
heritage in Ireland and enlarged the number of@steworthy sites. He notices how the rise
of revisionism contributed to the rediscovery of Aamglo-Irish heritage in the Republic of
Ireland®® This shifting definition of national heritage isrfdamental for the study of the
national museums. However, the links noticed byh@ma between revisionism and the
definitions of cultural heritage could not be exted to the National Museum of Ireland. The
National Museum lacked conviction in the revisioh Insh national history. Historical

revisionism’s arguments were in opposition with wii@e NMI had displayed since the

20 This Irish historiographical trend was part of edrler current of reappraisal. Indeed, criticalifmss
against nationalist history and use of violencenation building process were not particular todnel. Anti-
Vietham War organizations, peace movements andtecanlture spread broadly in the 1970s.

%21 Howe, “The Politics of Historical ‘Revisionism’hp. 227-253.

%22 However, the notion that there was a school ofohisal revisionists trying to replace old naticsal
orthodoxies with an alternative framework is oveslynplistic. The unity of historical revisionism sanainly
claimed by its challenger.

%23 For a complete study of the remembrance of theiGi&r in Ireland, see Jefferyeland and the Great War
624 Erancis X. Martin, “1916 — Myth, Fact and Mystergtudia Hibernican°7, p. 68.

625 Brian Graham “Heritage Conservation and RevistoNiationalism in Ireland” in Ashworth and Larkham,
Building a new Heritage
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1930s. In spite of Hayes-McCoy’s position as keeperthe historical collections, the

permanent exhibitions had been tainted with a natistic sentimentalism which was hard to
shake. Structurally, the critical revision of natib history supported by revisionist historians
was also problematic in a public space such as\#t@nal Museum of Ireland which had

proposed heroic representations of the past. Aicakitanalysis of narratives and

representations in museums would merely appear thiéh new museology in the late

1980s%® Notwithstanding the fact that national museumseheertainly never been places
where critical analysis of national history couldsi#y be undertaken, there are specific
reasons that explain the gap between the NMI avidiomist historians. The main barrier was
certainly the keeper in charge of the historicdlleations.

Gerard Hayes-McCoy left the National Museum in 1888r a twenty year career as
keeper of the historical collections. He becamefgasor of Irish history at the National
University in Galway where he met Oliver SnoddyHayes-McCoy supervised the research
of Snoddy who, after having written a master thesishe Irish Revolutionary Movements in
1963°?8 defended his thesis drhe Irish Volunteers of 1786 1965°° Previously, Snoddy
had become, in 1963, assistant keeper at the NBllramained in charge of the historical
collections until 1989. The resemblance with higesuisor and predecessor at the NMI went
no further. Snoddy was a poet, founder of the ghilig houseCoiscéim— which published
Irish books — and was president of the Gaelic Leaghich promotes the Irish language in
Ireland from 1974 to 1978° Unlike Hayes-McCoy, Snoddy was involved in natiésta
circles.

Snoddy’s support for Irish nationalism was well egsed in the 1970s during the
debates on the European integration, and generalskepticism throughout the European
Community. He campaigned against the Republic efahd’'s entry into the European
Economic Community in 1972. He defined the possdrigy as a “second act of union”, in
reference with the 1800 Act of Union which suppeesthe Irish parliament and made Ireland
part of the United Kingdorf! He argued that “many of the arguments being used in

favour of E.E.C membership were echoes of thosd hgeadvocates of the Union in the last

626\/ergo, The New Museology

%27 Oliver Snoddy often used his Irish name: Padra@n@daigh.

%28 Oliver P. Snoddyirish Revolutionary Movements 1913-19{Bublin: University College Dublin, 1963).

629 Quoted inlrish Historical Studiesvol. 15, n.57, 1965, pp. 70-73.

%30 Snoddy became Chairman @fédhanna Tepa Gaelic League imprint, before taking it oved annning it
himself asCoiscéim a major publishing outlet for writing in Irish ithe 1980s and 1990s. Amongst his
collections of poetry ar€umha agus Cumanf1985),Cul le Cul (1988), andd Pharnell go Queeni€l991).
Rex(1981) was a novel arldnda (1987) a work of short fiction.

%31 Oliver Snoddy, inThe Irish Times5 May 1972.
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year of the eighteenth centur§> Snoddy’s interventions were motivated by his wish
defend national independence. According to himntloge towards the European Community
was similar to the development of historical remssm. In 1976, he stated that some of the
revisionists “especially those whose anti-natisralivas informed by a certain inter or supra-
nationalism seemed to echoed part of the Europeiiication theses®** Snoddy was indeed
an ardent critic of revisionist historians. In 196% attacked Francis X. Martin’s article
“1916 — Myth, Fact, Mystery” in which Martin chatiged the traditional link between the
Rising and Ireland’s independent& Snoddy published his major challenge of revisionis
1991. The book, entitle@odfathers of Revisionism 1916 in the Revisiongtdd, was very
critical of Martin and Shaw’'s interpretations of 185> Snoddy appeared as a major
supporter of anti-revisionism. His position in bistal debates was fundamental since
Snoddy was in charge of the 1966 exhibition arrdrigethe NMI for the Golden Jubilee. He
was also responsible for the 1916 collections umsildeparture in the late 1980s. Snoddy’s
criticism of historical revisionism strengthenea thap between the museum and academia.

This would only change with the development of anfpost-revisionism in the 1990s.

5) The National Museum under Criticism

The isolation of the NMI from official, modernizingolicy and the trend of historical
revisionism contributed to the general decline lid museum. The decreasing role of the
National Museum of Ireland in representing Anglishr conflicts — and the 1916 Easter
Rising in particular — since the 1940s did not oodyne from the discrepancy between the
museum’s narratives and the major re-interpretatioinnational identity in Ireland. It also
resulted from internal limits. This limit has bestnessed throughout a multitude of different
reports.

From the late 1940s and throughout the 1970s, tMd Nnderwent increasing
criticisms which challenged its ability to presardtional history. This was pinpointed by
different reports. In 1948, Thomas Bodkfh who had been requested by fFeoiseachto

%32 Oliver Snoddy, ifiThe Irish Times23 October 1971.

633 Oliver Snoddly, ifiThe Irish Times28 May 1976, p. 11.

634 padraig O Snodaigh, iFhe Irish Times28 August 1969, p. 8; Martin, “1916-Myth, Factystery”.

%35 Oliver Snoddy;Two Godfathers of Revisionism: 1916 in the Revisid®anon (Dublin: Fulcrum, 1991).

%3 Former Director of the National Gallery of Irelarthomas Bodkin was Professor of Fine Arts and @e
of the Barber Institute in the University of Birnginam. He was director of the National Gallery eland from
1927 to 1935
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undertake a review of the Museli asserted that “the national museum to the cassitbw
to-day presents the appearance of an old marime, sto junk house, filled with beautiful
things, but cluttered up with other rubbish” and€g/thing seemed to have been treated in
much the same way as an auction room on the Quays Friday afternoon®™® About the
1916 collection, he wrote that “These things wezally disintegrating rubbish, and should
not be put on view in great quantities in a pulpiaseum.®®® Bodkin asked, then, for the
transfer of the 1916 collection into a brand newseum devoted to Irish Military History
under the control of the Department of DefeffCeThe transfer was not agreed by the
government but it mirrored a strong challenge te thuseum’s authority in storing and
displaying history.

In February 1952, a deputation with B. ButleFianna Fail TD for Dublin South —
was received by th&aoiseachJohn Costello. Butler suggested that the St Endlaibg —
where Patrick Pearse had taught — be used “to hitves@916 Exhibition at present in the
National Museum®** The project was intended to render the building ia permanent
“Memorial to the Pearse Brother¥™ Contrary to Bodkin’s proposal for which no docurmen
reveals any further consideration, the Pearse Miamgproject attracted thdaoiseacls
attention. He subsequently discussed the mattér thé Minister of Educatioff> The main
argument for not supporting the project further Wdobbe found in the Last Will and
Testament of Pearse’s mother. She had statedhthaiuilding should be “a Memorial for her
two sons, Patrick and William”, “purely as a Menabdriall the furniture to be left as at
present®* As the secretary of the Department Tdoiseachargued, the transfer of the
collection “would be to make the house a memomakhe Rising and not to the Pearse
brothers only?** The display of the 1916 collections at the NMI weé without challenge
and did not appear as a major success story. Funtitiecisms emerged in the 1970s but were

more related to the general management of theutisti.

%37 The report was dated B3®eptember 194Richard Mulcahy’s paperP7/C156, University College Dublin
archives.

%3 The Irish Times18 February 1948, p. 5.

%39 a letter to th& aoiseacthe made his thought clearer in stressing that %omproportion of the objects are
trivial or ridiculous”. Copy of the letter of Bodki 11 July 1949 Richard Mulcahy’'s papersP7/C156,
University College Dublin archives.

%40 Copy of the letter of Bodkin, 11 July 194Richard Mulcahy’s papers?7/C156, University College Dublin
archives.

%41 Summary of the meetingecretary of the Department of the TaoisedehFebruary 1952, 90458, NAI.

%42 Summary of the meetingecretary of the Department of the TaoisedehFebruary 1952, 9045B, NAI.
64315 February 1952, 9045B, NAI.

64414 February 1952, 9045B, NAI.

64521 April 1952, 9045B, NAI.
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The Government did not ignore the Museum’s staffkng conditions. In 1970 and
1971, several interventions and debates took piabeth theDail and Senate. In June 1970,
the Fine Gaelsenator John Kelly stated: “The working conditiaisprofessional staff are
deplorable. (...) About two years ago | was coneldichrough the basement under Merrion
Street and | saw there in dust and cobwebs itemshwirecalled having seen as a child when
my father took me to the museum. They are now atehto the basemerft® Several
features demonstrated that the NMI had indeed Hepreciating in its ability to represent the
nation. For example, the number of visitors halbedween the early 1930s and the early
1970s%*” The fall started in the second half of the 19408 the lowest figure was reached in
1964 (153.000). Part of the worries about the dectif the NMI came from the exhibition
space. The area open to the public fell from 88 <f\@are feet in 1920 to 57.000 in 1§74,
Likewise, the space allotted to office and colleeti accommodation lost 18.500 square
feet®* The 1969-1970 Board of Visitors report uncomprongjly affirmed that it reflected
“poorly on us as a nation that our National Coltacs (...) fared far better at the hands of the
former alien governments, under whose influence there, than they have under our own
governments®>° The comparison made with reference to the Ulsteséim was unflattering
to say the least, especially since their numbesisifors had grown from 114.000 to 215.000
from 1960 to 1974>' As a consequence/result, an article asserted d@rrigh Timesin
December 1974 that “comparisons between the SouttiNarthern Ireland (...) can point to
the splendid example of the Ulster Museum whichwg recent extension is now one of the
best equipped of its kind in these islands”. It veagn suggested that, due to the lack of
space, some collections should be transferred lfad3£>>

Further criticisms emerged with the publicationreborts in 1970, 1973 and 19%74.
The first one was requested by the Museum'’s disdiffito inform the government about the
poor conditions in which they had been working. Tkecond rather concerned
recommendations for a better management of th@utish. Likewise, in 1974 an inquiry
was set up by the Arts Council to “clarify the sition in the various arts in the Irish Republic

(...) and to make recommendations with a view to inglphe Arts Council to formulate its

%% |rish Parliamentary debateSenate debate¥olume 68, col. 511, 11 June, 1970.

647.389.300 people visited the NMI in 1932, only 1680n 1969. See Appendix 10: visitors.

%48 Museum Service for Ireland Bookl&ublin, 1973

%49 Nigel Monaghan, “The National Museum of Irelaniii’ Neil Buttimer, Colin Rynne and Helen Guerin, eds
The Heritage of IrelandCork, Colin Press, 2000).

50 Board of VisitorsAnnual Report1969-1970, p. 3.

61 See the Appendix 10.

852«A Living Museum”, inthe Irish Times4 December 1974, p. 11.

853 Institute of Professional Civil Servant Reportl®i70; Museum Service for Ireland Booklet in 1973.
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future programmes®* Vividly, the report stressed that the museum loag 'been subject of
strong criticisms for its conservative policiesyibg displays and the general inadequacy of
the service it provides. Such criticisms are undedily justified”®>® These reports fostered
many articles in newspapers regarding the pooritqual the national institution. Several
articles in the 1970s noted that the National Musef Ireland had become “a national
disgrace®® “Wanted: a Museum Director with Ided3" “What's gone wrong with the
museum?®® “Is the museum worthy of our past?’ The NMI and the UM contrasted not
only through the opposite ideologies they were s by also due to their contrasting
activity.

To conclude, the Republic of Ireland was, like Mert Ireland, marked by the re-
assessment of political ideologies and the reinégaions of Anglo-Irish relations. The main
difference was that the NMI did not participatetie various debates about Irishness and
Anglo-Irish history. The NMI was built on a longatlition of archaeological collections and
on an ethnic definition of the nation. While of&€ipolicy regarding Anglo-Irish relations
changed tremendously in one decade (1960s), the ddMt not keep up with the pace. For
instance, when the Irish government decided, fer fitst time, to commemorate the 1921
Truce, the NMI was unable to provide historicallectlions to support the new official
narratives. In March 1971, Colonel Brennan, chamrmfithe government committee, visited
the NMI but “found that there was no worthwhile eva&l for photographic reproduction
available there”. Merely, “Mr. Snoddy, Assistanteker had been instructed by the director to
prepare a script for a booklet to be issued fresctmol”®®° Although Snoddy had theavoir-
faire to publish a commemorative booklet, the museunarasnstitution did not have the
potential to handle such an exhibition. This exangémonstrates that museums (perhaps
even more so national museums) were, during th@sl96ore reactive than proactive in the
change of national history. Even the Ulster Musewad to rely on external collections to
arrange commemorative exhibitions about the Worlard\in 1964 and 1966. The different
between the NMI and the UM was that the latter i8ased from the re-assessment of local
history and Ulster identity. Therefore, it receivefficial support. Official support, as

mentioned earlier, was not the case for the NMI.

854 J.M Richards, edProvision for the Arts(Dublin: The Arts council / The Calouste GulbarkiFoundation,
1976), p. 5.

%% Richards, edProvision for the Artsp. 35.

%% Ann Crookshank “National Museum: National Disgracene Irish Times5 September 1975, p. 14.

657 C. Shield, “Wanted: a Museum Director with Idedsibernia, 21 May 1976, p. 29.

%58 M. Heron “What's Gone Wrong with the Museum™he Irish Independen®5 July 1973, p. 10.

59 E. Shanahan “Is the Museum Worthy of our PastAg Irish Times5 November 1975.

%50 Notes of the Committee, 29 March 1980th anniversary of 1921 Truce (1972002/8/425, NAI.
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The history of Anglo-Irish conflicts was increasymghallenged both by the Irish
government which preferred emphasizing the new getadions with Britain, and revisionist
historians who aimed to revise nationalist histand ethnic identity in Ireland. Already
undermined by the domination of archaeology, tlstohical collections of the NMI suffered
from a lack of interest. The 1916 permanent cabest arranged in 1966 remained on display
for twenty-five years without change. The 1960s &48d0s saw a dramatic loss of influence
by the NMI in establishing an official history ofadern Ireland. Having compared the
participation of the two national museums, the Uil dhe NMI, in the debates about the
construction of identity in the Republic and in M@rn Ireland, it is now necessary to
appraise the historical narratives promoted withhe exhibitions mounted by the two

museums from 1962 to 1978.

Conclusion of Chapter I

The comparison of the National Museum of Ireland #me Ulster Museum reveals new
similarity in the 1960s. Both parts of the islanolwnhad national museums which, among
other fields, specifically displayed historical reives. The main reason of this
approximation was the enlargement of the scopemesentation in the new Ulster Museum,
from a municipal to a national framework. In spfethis similar status, the term national did
not have the same meaning in both museums. TheaXptessed the traditional definition of
an Irish ethnic nation distinct from Britain. Comsely, the UM was issued from a regional
definition of Ulster as part of the United Kingdom.addition to these different definitions of
the nation, the two museums had followed opposyteganhics. In the 1930s and 1940s, the
National Museum of Ireland had, contrary to thef&@sl Museum, played a significant role in
defining national history. The situation was sonweheversed in the following period when
the UM was more linked to the re-definition of idignin Northern Ireland. The UM was
developed with the starting point being the redgfin of Anglo-Irish relations within
Unionism in which the Ulster Loyalist tradition gkd an increasing role. The UM and the
local history collections materialized the Unionisted to promote an Ulster local identity.
The NMI was much more isolated from the debateandigg national identity.

The changes in Nationalist and Unionist ideolodiad contrasting consequences in
the two national museums. Representations of itsdloAnglo-Irish conflicts were granted a
significant position in the UM’s permanent and temgry exhibitions. This derived from the

Unionist intention to develop local identity ancethwareness of the presence of two major
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traditions in Northern Ireland. The 1978 Local idist gallery presented therefore sections
about 1690, 1798, 1916 and the two World Wars. Situation in the Republic of Ireland was
different and the NMI's historical collections seiféd from a lack of official interest, itself a
consequence of the reluctance to stress Anglo-hisstility. This official policy and the
development of historical revisionism contributexl & general move away from military
history.

The contrasting evolutions of the two museumshim 1960s and 1970s foster more
general questions about the role of museums ingihgrsocieties in a world that moved
away from the acute focus on national state bugldit®o one wherein supranational and
international characteristics played an ever irngrearole. In comparison, the role of the
Ulster Museum was clearer and more easily reach@hle UM was issued from an academic
and political upsurge of local identity narrativebereas the NMI had been constructing its
collections for a long time when the debates reggrdrishness and the national past
appeared in the 1960s and 1970s. While the UM oed the initial policy on local identity
throughout the 1970s, the NMI had to undertake magaptations. For instance, regional
studies in Northern Ireland were easily includedha 1978 Local History gallery but it was
much more difficult for the NMI to adopt historicakvisionism which was deeply
challenging to nationalistic history. The gap bedtwethe two museums increased in the
1980s. As a consequence, the two institutions hady \different positions for the
Tercentennial of the Battle of the Boyne in 199@ #me 7% anniversary of the 1916 Easter
Rising in 1991.
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CHAPTER Ill: Museums and Identity Building during t he
Northern lrish Conflict: Commemoration of the Battle of the
Boyne and the Easter Rising (1990-1991)

By the late 1980s, Northern Ireland had become anthe major battlefields of terrorist
violence against the armed forces of the state urofie. And sectarian violence divided
nationalist and Unionist communities even more. fibpes for a rapid victory against British
troops in the early 1970s of I.R.A military leadeshad faltered. The paramilitary group
evolved towards a strategy of “Long War” and thealepment of political activity through
Sinn Fein The relations between Republicans and Britisbgsoworsened in the late 1970s
and early 1980s following the Hunger Strike movemah Maze Prisof® Initiated by
Republican prisoners to obtain political statug thunger strike movement increased the
tension between Nationalists and British authaiend attracted international attention to
Northern Ireland®® In 1984, a bomb exploded at the Brighton Hotel neh#largaret
Thatcher and other members of the Conservativey Remte meeting. On 8 November 1987, a
bomb from the Provisional I.R.A exploded at Enrllski during the Remembrance Day
ceremony and killed 11 people, mostly civiliansct@8gan murders were not limited to
Republican activity, and loyalist groups amply jmaptated in the bitterness of the conffiét.

In parallel with sectarian violence, the Britishtlarities — and to some extent the Irish
governments — became increasingly involved in sgp&isolution to the conflict.

In order to restore peace, British authorities iined their conception of the conflict
and gave more and more space to the Irish governitoateal with the overall management
of Northern Ireland. The Irish government was iegitto participate in the Sunningdale
Agreement in 1973 and in the 1985 Anglo-Irish Agneat. The 1985 treaty gave the Irish
government an advisory role in Northern Ireland’anagement. Although the Agreement
failed to bring an end to violence in Northern &l — the two Unionist political parties
strongly rejected the involvement of the Irish goweent — it mirrored the new cooperation

between British and Irish governments in dealinghwihe Northern Irish crisis. The

%1 prison closed to Lisburn (Northern Ireland) wherembers of Republican and loyalist paramilitaryup
were jailed.

%2 The political status of the Republican prisonemd been removed in the 1970s. They were now defised
ordinary criminals. In order to retrieve their sigt Republican prisoners (the most famous was B@&#dnd)
initiated the dirty protest and later hunger stike 1980 and 1981.

%3 0On 17 May 1974, the Dublin and Monaghan bombing4.dyalists caused the death of 33 civilians in the
Republic of Ireland.
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collaboration was limited to certain issues, butadntributed to the re-evaluation of the
relations between the Republic of Ireland, Northieetland and Britain. It is interesting to

investigate to what extent these political relagi@maped the re-evaluation of the historical
Anglo-Irish relations.

It was in this context of re-definition of Anglodh relations that two major
commemorations took place: the tercentenary oBttle of the Boyne (1990) and the"75
anniversary of the Easter Rising (1991). While rtipailitical power in Northern Ireland had
been contested by direct rule, Unionists were amapociated with the memory of the 1690
Battle of the Boyne. The Battle of the Boyne ane thctory of William of Orange
(Protestant) over James Il (Catholic) were intagatéby Unionists as symbol of the union
between Ulster Protestants and Britain. Most fartlypevery 12 July, the Orange Order has
celebrated the defeat of James Il at the handsiliiV Ill. The rules of the Order stressed
that “We also associate in honour of King Willialh Prince of Orange, whose name we bear
as supporters of his glorious memory and the teligion by him completely establishetf*
William’s victory was, for Unionists, the succedseligious freedom and parliamentarianism
over the despotic rules established by the Cattigines IP®> More importantly, William’s
victory and the following discrimination of Catholilandowners had contributed to the
Protestants’ domination in Ireland. Hence, KingyB# the nickname of William of Orange —
had been the subject of many glorifying repres@naton the murals in various loyalist
neighbourhoods. Bill Rolston points out that, desphe arrival of new paramilitary topics
and figures in the 1980s, representations of Kingidth victoriously crossing the Boyne
remained a crucial image in the Unionist repertiirthe 19908°°

While mountingKings in Conflict: Ireland in the 1690®r the tercentenary of the
Battle of the Boyne, the Ulster Museum (UM) wasrdiiere confronted with a surfeit of
celebrations and a long-term association betweerBtttle and the Unionist communffy.
The Ulster Museum welcomed 50.102 visitors for ¢léibition. To some extent, the figure
was disappointing; for instance, the exhibition athhe Spanish Arma8® mounted in 1988

%4 Quoted in J. Simms, ‘Remembering 16SMidies 1974, p. 241.

%5 James Il of England (1633-1701), was the last @&thing of England, Scotland and Ireland from 568
1688. His support for absolutism was associateld ib-Catholics policy.

%% Bill Rolston, Drawing Support. Murals in the North of IrelandBelfast: Pale Publication, 1992),
introduction.

%7 Kings in Conflict: Ireland in the 1690was a temporary exhibition organized for the Teteeary of the
Battle of the Boyne and remained five months owvé the Ulster Museum (UM), from April to Septembe
1990.

%8 The Spanish Armada was the Spanish fleet thaedsabainst England in 1588 with the intention of
overthrowing Elisabeth | of England. After sevephdts to overthrown Elisabeth I, Philipp Il of Spaico-
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attracted twice this number of visitdf§.However, Kings in Conflict appeared as a crucial

example of the reinterpretation of the past in Nem Ireland. A.T.Q. Stewart, a well-known

historian of Ulster, underlined the issues at stalstagingKings in Conflict He wondered
How could an exhibition on this scale be mounteitheut offending the
sensibilities of one side or the other in Ulstetseply divided society, and
without igniting a major controversy of an all téamiliar and dreary kind?
How might it be designed both to challenge, andame way relate to, the
vigorous street culture of Belfast, where, on ganid and ceremonial arch, the
same historical events are colourfully depicted rasent episodes in the
‘Troubles'%"°

The fact that the organization of the exhibitioarstd in 1985 — therefore in the
context of the Anglo-Irish Agreement — gives eveorenimportance to this commemorative
exhibition in order to explore the links betweee folitical context and the reinterpretations
of Anglo-Irish historical relations. It is also imgant to notice that, even though the
exhibition was designed for the commemorationhefBattle, its scope went beyond the year
1690. It is, hence, necessary to discuss the ggnife given by the museum to this conflict
in the 1690s.

To some extent, the 1991 design of a commemoraxhebition at the National
Museum of Ireland (NMI) was more traditional. Eltit The Road to Independencihe
display was a re-arrangement of the 1916 collestiariine with the 7% anniversary of the
Rising, like it had been done in 1941 and 1966.nBW®ugh the exhibition emerged as a re-
arrangement, it is necessary to examine to whatnéxhe political context brought new
interpretations of the Risingings in Conflictand Road to Independenceere the first
commemorative exhibitions arranged by the two mafionuseums since the 1960s. Their
simultaneity and the fact that they dealt with magwents for Nationalist and Unionist
versions of history encourage questioning the gagtion of the two national museums in
constructing official past in the early 1990s. Hoee the differences between the two events
commemorated and the ways they were displayed dmmtlbe ignored.

Firstly, the UM’s display was a temporary exhihitiarranged for the tercentenary of

the Boyne whereaRoad to Independenaeas designed as the new permanent exhibition of

monarch of England until the death of his wife Maiy 1587 (imprisoned by Elisabeth and sentenoedktth),
launched an expedition to invade England.

%9 General Information on the Museums and GalleriedNorthern Ireland, General and major exhibition
figures, 1988-1997, undated, Local History Departiisearchives, UMA, Cultra.

670 A.T.Q. Stewart, “Kings in Conflict: Exhibition Re@w” Irish Arts Review Yearbopld991-1992, pp. 152-
153.
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the historical collection®* More importantly, the two exhibitions dealt witkery distinct
events. The Battle of the Boyne was a typical seagrth century military event and opposed
roughly twenty-five thousands Jacobftégo thirty-six thousand Williamite¥> On the other
side, the 1916 Easter Rising was a much more cesirievent’* At European scale, the
importance of the Battle of the Boyne came fromfet that it was the first proper victory
for the League of Augsburg against Louis X4%.In Ireland and England, it marked the end
of James’ hope of regaining his throne by militargans, and virtually assured the triumph of
the Glorious Revolution. Regarding 1916, althougthad a major impact on politics in
Ireland, its relevance on the European scene wated. Although the distinctions have to be
taken into account, they do not prevent a compaasgessment of the two exhibitions. The
point is not to compare 1690 and 1916 but to exployw the commemorations prompted
redefinitions of historical Anglo-Irish relations.

The apparent traditional support of the two natianaseums for opposite Unionist
(Battle of the Boyne) and Nationalist (Easter Riyimarratives was, in fact, much more
complex. This chapter will, first, demonstrate htve changes of interpretations regarding
the 1916 Easter Rising within the NMI derived ménan new museological practices than
ideological commitment. The second section arghes the UM was at the core of the
redefinition of identities in Northern Ireland thugh policies of multiculturalism. The UM
was a laboratory for challenging myths regarding 1690s and for setting the historical

narratives into a broader European past.

®"1 The different status had major consequences omrdenization of the displays. For instance, it wasch
easier for the UM to secure loans for displays tlwarthe NMI which mostly relied upon/ had to relpon its
own collections. As temporary exhibitions are magstricted — and therefore more flexible — in tleeigd and
theme under survey, the UM had a structurally bethance at obtaining both new loans as well as ide®as.
The temporary exhibition may allow for more inndvat techniques and scenography than permanent
exhibitions which are designed to stay rather stagfor longer periods of time. The different statill have to

be considered in the overall comparison.

672 Including 6.000 French troops.

673 The Battle resulted in approximately two thousamd two hundred casualties, 1.500 Jacobites and 750
Williamites.

674 Republicans — mainly the Irish Republican Brotleedh and the smaller Irish Citizen Army — organizetd
insurrection which was limited in space, time amngnber of rebels. In spite of skirmished in counfiésath,
Galway, Mayo and Wexford, most of fighting took ggain Dublin. Although the accounts may vary, rdygh
one thousand and two hundred rebels participatticiftaster Rising. Le&gland, p. 25.

675 Known as the Grand Alliance after England joinkd League in 1689, it was formed in 1686 by Emperor
Leopold | in order to defend the Palatinate frora #rench threat. The League — and later Allianogas
composed at various times from Austria, BavariaarBlenburg, England, the Holy Empire, the Palatjnate
Portugal, Savoy, Saxony, Spain, Sweden and theedfitovinces.
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A) The Representations of the Easter Rising duringhe Northern Irish
Conflict: Ideological Continuity and New Exhibiting Practices at the

National Museum of Ireland

1) Remembering or Silencing 1916? Academic and Pitial Debates in the 75

Anniversary of the Easter Rising

The 7% anniversary of the 1916 Easter Rising was markgddbbates about the
appropriateness of a commemoration of the insuoreavhile Northern Ireland was going
through sectarian violence. In academia, thesetédelhead their roots in the development of
historical revisionism. As mentioned in chaptehi@torical revisionism which emerged in the
1960s had become the dominant historiographicalentiin the 1980s. Major revisionist
histories of Ireland were published in the 1986 IRoy FostersModern Irelandwhich
highly criticized the nationalistic history of leeid. About the 1916 Easter Rising, Foster
stressed the decision to rebel in spite of theaodst of military defeat, was the result of the
romantic Republican traditioH® Although less critical in his interpretations bétRising, Joe
Lee (whose history of Ireland published in 1989espd as another major revisionist work)
underlined the “hastily rearranged insurrectiordue to the interception of German weapons
by British troops — and “proved to be a militarggllant but hopeless enterprise in the face of
superior force®®’” The critical view of the 1916 insurrection spreaith the progress of
historical revisionism. The domination of histoflicavisionism was such that Roy Foster
could write in 1986 that “We Are All Revisionist’® In spite of what Foster's assertion
seemed to indicate, revisionism had remained fikdd. The frame of revisionism became
clearer due to the intense debates which emergeéldea¢nd of the 1980s with what was
defined as neo-traditionalism, anti-revisionismater as post-revisionism.

The challenge to revisionism was embedded in BrendBradshaw’s article
“Nationalism and Historical Scholarship in Modemneland” published in 1989 in thieish
Historical Studie$”® The core of the debate focused on nationalismAargdo-Irish historical
relations. Historian of early modern Ireland at @aishge, Bradshaw portrayed an Irish past
in which national consciousness dated back to ‘gesha millennium before the onset of

676 Foster Modern Ireland 1600-1972

677 ee, Ireland, 1912-1985p. 25.

678 Roy Foster “We Are All Revisionists Nowltish Reviewn°1, 1986, pp. 1-5.

679 Brendan Bradshaw, “Nationalism and Historical Satship in Modern Ireland”|rish Historical Studies
vol. xxvi, n° 104, November, 1989, pp. 329-351.
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modernity”®®® Contrary to revisionists, Bradshaw not only undetpd the existence of
national consciousness but also considered itragtiing the Irish people needed. According
to him a national master-narrative was a “benefitegacy” which had to be sustained. At the
centre of his theory was the criticism of the |ldegn British domination, the “legacy of
oppression” and the fact that the Irish had suffei@ many centuries. Accordingly, he
discerned in revisionist historiography a failure ¢éngage with “the phenomenon of
catastrophic violence as a central aspect of thtotyi of conquest” and to “marginalize a
central dimension of the Irish historical experieh®! Hence, the challenge, by revisionist
historians of the Irish national narratives, wasisidered as an attempt to rehabilitate the
British presence in Ireland, its proponents suppgrof the suffering and oppression in
Ireland’s past and apologizing for the role playsdthe oppressof§? So, the opposition
between revisionism and anti-revisionism centredh@ninterpretations of historical Anglo-
Irish relations.

The debates about the history of Anglo-Irish reles grew as the commemorations of
1916 drew near. The second phase of attacks oaoribat revisionism did not come from
historians but rather from literary and culturatics such as Seamus Deane, Luke Gibbons or
Declan Kiberd®® These authors attacked the supposedly revisibissbrians’ objectivity,
detached from the politically biased Republicaridnig®®* Seamus Deane argued that “There
is no such thing as an objective history, and thereo innocent history. All history and
literature, as far as | understand them, are foohsnythology”®®® This mirrored the
relativism embodied by Hayden Whyte's work on kteire and histor§?® Deane argued in
1991 that “historians do not write about the pé®ty create the past by writing about®f”.
Revisionist historians’ claim for objectivity wadallenged by the Irish expression of a

broader literary turn in which history was firstdaforemost a process of writing. Centred on

%% Brendan Bradshaw, “Nationalism and Historical Satship”, p. 345.

%1 Brendan Bradshaw, “Nationalism and Historical Sarship”, pp. 339-341. For more argumentation from
Bradshaw, see Brendan Bradshaw, “Revising Irishtdrs, in Daltun O Ceallaigh, edReconsiderations of
Irish History and Culturg(Dublin: Leithmas, 1994).

%82 Kevin Whelan, “The recent Writing of Irish Histdr CD History Review1991, pp. 27-35.

%83 Seamus Deane, “Wherever Green is Read”, in DHuattta and Dorgan (edsRevising the RisingSeamus
Deane,Strange Country: Modernity and Nationhood in Irig¥riting since 1790 (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1997) ; Luke GibbonsTransformations in Irish CulturgNotre Dame: University of Notre-Dame Press, 1996
Declan Kiberd]nventing Ireland: The Literature of the Modern Mat, (London: Vintage, 1996).

%84 A major argument for revisionist historians haeéo debunk nationalistic myths and to producéstoty
distinct from political narratives.

%% Deane, “Wherever Green is Read”.

%86 \Whyte, Tropics of Discoursep. 121.

%7 Deane, “Wherever Green is Read”, p. 101.
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the relations between history and discourse, tlasenof criticisms was also related to the
Anglo-Irish relations.

Interestingly, while the birthplaces of Irish rei@nism were at least as much at the
London’s Institute of Historical Research as theyrevin Dublin, anti-revisionism centred on
Derry in Northern Ireland. The core of anti-reviggl criticisms came from post-colonial
associations such as the Field Day associatioatemtein 1980 and initially constituted of
playwrights and actors. Field Day was associateti wie Nationalist cause and aimed at
highlighting the Catholic culture in Northern Irath and providing counter-hegemony to
British cultural imperialism. Declan Kiberd, in hisvn Field Day pamphlet, pointed out the
“imperialist nature of the British presence in &medl” and the fact that Britain still “occupies”
Ireland in form of the support of the “régime” ofster Unionisnt?® In relation to the South,
Field Day stressed how the South had forgotteRégsublican past. This was crucial because
Field Day not only directed its criticisms towanewisionist historians but also against the
Irish governments which had contributed to forgettine Rising. As a consequence, the 1991
publication of Field DayRevising the Rising’hich supported the commemoration of the 1916
Easter Rising and became a landmark in anti-revisianterpretations of the pa&f. In the
collection, Declan Kiberd attacked the historicadathe political oblivions of 1916 that
Deane explained by the development of revisionianireéland. The latter wrote that the
Rising “has been so effectively revised that it" 7&nniversary is a matter of official
embarrassmenf® It was true that the Irish government had a vénjtéd involvement in
the organization of the P5anniversary of the Rising in 1991, symbol of aitjmal intention
not to revive controversies regarding the use gsal force in Anglo-Irish relations.

The 75th anniversary of the 1916 Easter Risind 991 did not witness a major
involvement on the part of government but did répeditical tensions. The commemorations
suffered from a lack — in comparison with the 1966lden Jubilee — of official support.
Unlike in 1966, no commemoration committee was Lgetby the Irish government. The
government merelynnounced a “list of special, and national ceree®nd mark the 75
anniversary of the 1916 Rising” in February 18¥1lt had an impact on the funding
allocated to the Museum. Asked about the amoumhariey spent for the commemoration,
Charles HaugheyTaoiseach responded that Ir£2.000 had been allocated tdvilngeum®®?

%% Declan Kiberd Anglo-Irish AttitudesField Day pamphlet 6. (Derry: Field Day, 1984), pp-18-24.

%89 Ni Dhonnchadha and Dorgan (ed&Rvising the Rising

%0 Kiberd “The Elephant of Revolutionary Forgetfulsgg. 9; Deane, “Wherever Green is Read”, p. 91.
%1 The Irish Times21 February 1991, p. 2.

%92 The authenticity of this statement could not bevpd
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This was a meagre sum in comparison with what tls¢etUMuseum received in 1990 from
the Northern Ireland Department of Education fae thesign ofkings in Conflict®®® The
limited involvement of the Irish government in tA8" anniversary of the Rising came from
the Northern Irish political context.

Thus, the main change influencing the commemaratiothe Easter Rising in 1991,
compared with 1966, was the flare-up of paramifitaolence in the North. The Provisional
Irish Republican Army had claimed to be the trueenitor of the 1916 Republicans and the
I.LR.A which fought in the war of independence. Imst context, it was difficult to
commemorate the 1916 Easter Rising and the ushysigal force without being accused of
condoning the violence of the Provision&t5In 1991, Joe Carroll argued Thelrish Times
“that Fianna Fail (in power since 1987) has gone ‘revisionist’ o846 and has problems in
celebrating the 7% anniversary”. Comparing the meagre involvement tbé 1991
Government with the 1966 Golden Jubilee, he expthithat in 1966 “there was no
Provisional I.R.A and no rivals for the chief's Rigtican cloak™®® Although the absence of
Fianna Fail’'s rivals for the “Republican cloak” in 1966 was wgoa since Lemass was also
involved in a struggle with certain Republican grda control the interpretations of 1916 — it
was true that the 1991 Government was particulzalytious not to appear supportive of the
use of physical force. The politics of commemonadiof 1916 were, in 1991, similar to what
had been undertaken since 1969 — the annual pai@adég anniversary of 1916 were banned
in 1971 — and silence was preferred to troublesconememorations.

Dublin was European capital of culture in 1991 amahy events were designed to
mark this honouf®® The Irish government understood the commemoratiwinthe 1916
Easter Rising as part of this wider process. Chafl@ughey informed the Parliament in 1990
that the NMI's exhibition to commemorate the Risingl991 would be part of the “special
events to mark Dublin's honour as Cultural CapitalEurope for 1991%%7 Likewise, in
February 1991, in response to a question aboutrgment participation, he stressed that “it
is the year in which Dublin is the European CityQaflture. In the case of the latter there will

be a wide programme of events connected with thétnaany of them will relate to the 1916

%93 As seen below, the Department provided £95.00€horganization okings in Conflict

69 Charles Townshendaster 1916: the Irish RebelliqChicago: Ivan R. Dee, 2006), p. 352.

69, Carroll, “1916 Commemoration Opens a Pandora’ Brhe Irish Times9 March 1991, p. 5.

6% |n 1991, a touring exhibition presented the Ca#tsx “unifying European Culture”. The subtitle loé display
was “The Origins of Europe”. Likewis8ord Failte the governmental institution in charge of tourisralped to
build an interpretative centre in 1993 entitlédide Fieldsn County Mayo as a “home of the first Europeans”.
M. Kneasfsey “The Cultural Tourism: Patron Saintrefand ?”, in KockleCulture, Tourism and Development
%97 |rish Parliamentary debatd3ail debatesCharles Haughey, 13 November 1990, vol. 402, k8.
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anniversary®® Supporting the links between Ireland and Europs, i 1991, much safer

than the organization of major commemorations diggrthe use of physical force against
British authorities in 1916. However, to say thHastmeant the Irish government “had gone
revisionist” was debatable. While revisionist higias were critical regarding the Rising, it
seemed that the Irish government did not go thaafa merely refrained from putting too
much funding and investment.

The position of the Irish government contrastedhwiRepublican groups which
attempted to “reclaim the spirit of 1916” by seftinp a group with this name. Robert
Ballagh, an Irish artist and president of the inéldnstitute for Historical and Cultural Studies
which promotes Republicanism, became the leadéneofyroup. As he explained, “In early
1990, a group of concerned citizens, aware thagtivernment seemed determined to ignore
the anniversary, decided to take steps to inswtlle event would be properly celebrated. |
decided to sign up to this initiative which took itstitle ‘Reclaim the Spirit of Easter®®
Indeed, a committee was established in Decembed 488 organized a week of activity on
Easter, 1996° The movement's aim was to challenge what it sathawfficial oblivion of
1916. The 78 Anniversary Committee stated that its aims weeel6pk at the ideals of the
1916 Rising and relate them to the situation iah@ today” as well as to “To celebrate
being Irish and demonstrate pride in our histdfj"Reclaim the Spirit revealed the intention
of certain Republican groups to demonstrate thaemce in the North should not prevent the
celebration of Irish historical insurrections. Teelebration of 1916 heavily contrasted with
the official narratives but also with revisionisstorians. Ballagh claimed that:

The British occupation of Ireland down the centsirias once seen as
exploitative and repressive. However, accordinggeponsible’ historians, this
British presence in Ireland should be seen as amwfalsenign generosity. We
should accept that the United Irishmen were faahtmgots and the 1798
rebellion was a sectarian blood bath; that the fi@mvas simply an accident of
nature and that (...) the Easter Rising was an urssacg, even ungrateful, orgy

of violence, as the British were on the point aling national democracy?

%% |rish Parliamentary debated3ail debatesCharles Haughey, 27 February 1991, vol. 405,1802.

%99 Robert Ballaght “1916 and all that — a Personairidie” in The 1916 Rising: Then and NoReapers from a
conference held at Trinity College, Dublin on 21da2? April 2006, organised by The Ireland Institated
Dublin University History Society [http://www.theirelandinstitute.com/institute/p01
ballagh_memoir_page.html] (last visited January201

" An Chaisc 1916, Newsletter of ‘Reclaim the Spaft Easter 1916’ Festival, (Dublin: #5Anniversary
Committee of 1991, March 1991).

91 An Chaisc 1916, Newsletter of ‘Reclaim the SpifiEaster 1916’ Festival.

92 Ballaght “1916 and all that”
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The movement expressed what Field Day had opptmsedvisionism, and Declan
Kiberd was invited in April 1991 to talk about “181the literacy legacy**® Reclaim the
Spirit was one of the main organizing agencies daftural events during the 1991
commemorations. In addition to the series of lexguit organized an exhibition of paintings
devoted to Constance Markievicz in April 1991 a ttabour History Society and a multi-
screen video presentation — Seven steps to 19@i6heilobby of the General Post Officé.
The association between the commemoration of 1@t6Labour reflected how significant
socialism had become in Irish Republicanism. In1860s, under the guidance of figures like
Cathal Goulding, Republicanism in the North shifethphasis on socialism and Marxist
analysis of Irish history. In 1974, the Irish Rejpcdn Socialist Party was founded by former
Official I.R.A members, in connection with the hisSocialist Republican Party that James
Connolly (one of the leaders of the 1916 EasteinB)jshad created in 1896. In the Republic
of Ireland, the late 1980s witnessed the rise opuRécan socialism embodied in the
Workers’ Party’s success at the 1989 general eles{?®> Robert Ballagh and Reclaim the
Spirit belonged to this rise of Republican socralisin 1996, they participated in the
commemoration of James Connolly; Ballagh desigimeddover image of James Connolly
Memorial Unveiling brochuré®® The commemoration of the 1916 Rising in the 1990s
fostered, therefore, many academic as well asiqallidebates regarding the past to be
remembered.

To conclude, the debates which took place indle 1980s and early 1990s regarding
the suitability of commemorating the 1916 Eastesii®) while sectarian violence was still
endemic in Northern Ireland were not new and redatihe divergence between certain
Republican groups and governments to control tterpretations of the past in the 1940s and
1960s. The 1991 commemorations were particulathé dense that, in comparison with
previous major anniversaries, the Irish governnves$ now much more hostile to some of
the Republican interpretations of Anglo-Irish redas. It should not be forgotten that the Irish
government had been, since the 1985 Anglo-Irishefgrent, involved in the political
management of Northern Ireland. This can, of cquseattributed in the explanation of the
lack of official involvement. In as much, mountiagcommemorative exhibition in 1991, the

museum could not expect major support from thé lggvernment.

93 An Chaisc 1916, newsletter of the ‘Reclaim theriSpf Easter 1916’ Festival.

7941916 Anniversary Committe§ouvenir Programme, Reclaim the Spirit of Easter6l ®ublin 1991.

%5 |ssued from Sinn Fein, the Workers Party was ekt 1970 (renamed Workers Party in 1982). In 1989
became the fourth political party in the Republidreland with seven seats at tbail.

%8B, TrenchJames Connolly, Memorial Unveiling Brochufgublin, May 1996.
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2) The Organization of The Road to Independence in a Context of Limited Official

Involvement

The 1916 Room closed in September 1987 and, atutset, it was not intended to produce
any new exhibition but only to “clean the dust, gidighting and paint walls®” It was only
six months after the closing, in February 1988 thaltn Teehan, keeper in the Arts and
Industry department, wrote to the Director thatvuld not think that it should remain static
forever. Therefore | suggest that a new presemtatie considered for 1991 — the™75
anniversary of the Rising™ This suggestion was immediately supported by ®I&®oddy,
assistant keeper who had been in charge of the t6lléctions since the 1960%. John
Teehan sent the proposal to the Secretary of tipafireent ofTaoiseachin July 1988 for a
new exhibition for the 7B anniversary of the Rising® This correspondence reflected the
new links between the NMI and the government. lddeence 1984, the NMI was no longer
under the supervision of the Department of Eduodbiat of the Department of tH&oiseach
Although it was intended to be connected with tB8 @nniversary of the Easter Rising, the
new exhibition was more the result of an interralrrangement of the collections (as had
been the case in 1966).

The re-arrangement was undergone without consiglethe debates between
revisionist and anti-revisionist historians regagdinational history. The only mention of
academic historians in the early 1990s related tchi®l Kenny's publication of a booklet
devoted to the 1916 exhibitios. Kenny explained to the editor that he sent a dmfta
lecturer in UCD who specializes in 1916” and tthet katter made “two very minor point§*

All in all, the NMI hardly collaborated with acade@rhistorians. One reason had been the
object-oriented displays arranged by the institusmce then. Exhibitions were about objects
much more than about history. For instance, the Nidunted the 1979 exhibition dedicated
to Irish Silver and the 1983 exhibition dealinglwitolunteers’ Glasses. As the fields covered
by these displays indicate, the exhibiting poli€éyree NMI remained, in the 1970s and 1980,
broadly defined by its focus on artefacts and thevalent interest in archaeology. The

museum needecbnnoisseursspecialists of material culture and not historians

97| etter from John Teehan to Patrick Wallace, 18r&aty 1988, A1/88/027, NMIA.

98| etter from John Teehan to Patrick Wallace, 18r&aty 1988, A1/88/027, NMIA.

99 etter from Oliver Snoddy to Patrick Wallace anthd Teehan, 19 February 1988, A1/88/027, NMIA.

10| etter from John Teehan to the Secretary offiaeiseach26 July 1988, A1/88/027, NMIA.

" Michael Kenny had replaced Oliver Snoddy as ke@peharge of the 1916 collections in 1988/1989.

"2 Letter from Michale Kenny, 21 April 1993, A1/93®1INMIA. Unfortunately, the letter does not mention
either the lecturer contacted or the issues intgqres
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Even though the NMI did not participate in the amadi debates regarding
revisionism and the history of Anglo-Irish relatgrthe correspondences revealed internal
debates. As demonstrated above, Oliver Snoddy Iohgs anti-revisionist arguments.
Nonetheless, he left the NMI in 1988 and did n&etpart in the re-arrangement of the 1916
collections in 1991. Michael Kenny and John Teelare responsible for the new permanent
exhibition and evoked a different approach for 891 exhibition. Michael Kenny was
assistant keeper in charge of the 1916 collectrdnge John Teehan was head of the Art and
Industry department, to which the 1916 collectidmsonged® Although Kenny was
ultimately in charge of the organization of the 13Xhibition, Teehan worked on the initial
project. He had sent out a proposal to the Departrae the Taoiseachin 1988 and was
involved in the general organization of the exhibitThat is why most of the documents in
which he appeared were about the overall narratofethe displays. Teehan and Kenny
expressed contrasting feelings regarding how tlsegieould be represented.

The aspect Teehan was particularly eager to dewskp the challenge of insular
Republican interpretations of the 1916 Rising. ldafed out that “while the rising should be
presented in all its reality, it must none-the-lappear as the historical event that it is and in
no-way as a ‘glorification’ or ‘incitement to viaiee’ at this time”** His suggestion to not
glorify the past materialized through his wish tdagge the representations in the display. He
argued that the permanent exhibition “should caxrous international aspects, such as the
Irish in America, in Australia and in the armiesRiftain and other European countri€s®.
This was a radical move in comparison with the l@soarratives provided so far at the NMI
where the history of Irish outside Ireland had riyoseen ignored. Likewise, he wrote to the
Department of th&aoiseactthat “the display could begin with the TZentury”, considering
notably the 1690 Battle of the Boyne as part of hfstorical “movements and occurrences
(...) which have brought the country to the preseamttj. In order to do so, he encouraged
the collaboration with the Ulster Museum. He asskrih his letter to the Department of the
Taoiseachthat “As this exhibition (the permanent exhibifiowould have an all-lreland

compass and would take account of the evolvingipalisituation in the North, | suggest that

"3 Kenny was initially interested in Irish silver aftish coinage and had worked, since 1975, on ttieation
of metalwork, scientific instruments, coins and miedTeehan was member of the Dublin Goldsmith Gaomgp
and his publications demonstrate rather an intdreshaterial culture. See John Teehdhe Company of
Goldmiths of Dublin Exhibition(Dublin: National Museum of Ireland, 1987). Hesn@sponsible in 1988 for
the NMI's involvement in the Dublin Goldsmith exitibn at the Ulster Museum. NMI’s archives, A1/8840

14| etter from Teehan to the Secretary of Tra@iseach26 July 1988, A1/88/027, NMIA.

"5 Memento from John Teehan, 26 September 1990, AIGSONMIA.

1| _etter from Teehan to Kenny, 17 October 1988, A1I85, NMIA.
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the Ulster Museum could be invited to cooperdtéTeehan proposed therefore a totally new
territorialization of the past on display at thetidaal Museum.

Teehan’s proposals also touched upon the abserrepmaisentations of “enemies”. In
1990, he wrote to Wallace (director) that the muoseshould ask “London” for a loan of
uniforms, especially for the Black and Tans and ifaes.”*® The Black and Tans and
Auxiliaries were paramilitary groups used by thetiBn troops in the War on Independence
between 1919 and 1921. They became famous foradhtsrof violence against Irish civilians
and became symbolic of the harsh British repressiolieland. The keeper explained his
proposal by writing that he thought “the ‘enemy”*@pposition’ should also be represented in
the exhibition”’*® This intention to include “the enemy” was a vesmnproposal regarding
the representations of Anglo-Irish relations. Teehaconception for the new permanent
exhibition was revolutionary for the National Musewand contrasted with what Oliver
Snoddy had proposed already in the 1960s. Had h&ehaguments been implemented, the
NMI would have undertaken a major ideological sh#garding the definitions of Irish
history and the Anglo-Irish relations. Nonethelessghan appeared isolated at the NMI
which, somewhat unsurprisingly, would mostly folldWichael Kenny’'s more traditional
vision of the past.

In 1997, Sighle Bhreathnach-Lynch interviewed Mihidenny in order to decipher
the way 1916 was presented in the National Mus&irRemembering this meeting, she
states that Kenny was at heart supporting “aniisrenism” and intended “to redress the
balance™?! This statement should be taken with much precautids very difficult to assess
this statement for several reasons. First of alichslel Kenny has not kept much of his
correspondenc&? Moreover, as keeper of the 1916 collections he meshe one in direct
correspondence with the Department of Tla@iseach- Teehan was. Therefore, he did not
need to justify or explain the design of the digplawriting. More importantly, it does not
seem that Kenny was as much involved in histornigddates as Bhreathnach-Lynch claims.
Kenny's positions were actually nuanced and he rbtl take publicly position against

historical revisionism. In an interview with Anneade Ryan in July 2013 Kenny did not

"7 etter from Teehan to Kenny, 17 October 1988, A1185, NMIA.

18 | etter from Teehan to Wallace, 12 December 19909&/108, NMIA. The document does not make clear
which institution in London John Teehan was refegri

"9 etter from Teehan to Wallace, 12 December 199098/108, NMIA.

20 Bhreathnach-Lynch “Revisionism, the Rising, angiiReentation”.

2L personal interview with Sighle Bhreathnach-Lyridiarch 2010, Dublin.

22 The archives of the NMI contain very few of hig$.

2 Anne-Marie Ryan has been curator at Kilmainharh aaid wrote a master thesis dissertation on tH6 19
exhibitions at the National Museum of Ireland.
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acknowledge any involvement. He “identified the malifferences between the 1966
exhibition and the 1991 exhibition as mostly reigtto developments in museum practit&.”
He highlighted the diminution of artefacts, the gurotion of text panels and not ideology as
the reasons for any change.

It was yet true that Kenny differed from Teehan.iM/feehan emphasized the need
not to celebrate the use of physical force, Kertingssed instead his “great respect” for the
period’® Kenny explained in the exhibition leaflet that th@16 Easter Rising “was not an
unplanned rebellion of dreamers and poets as isbagetimes been portrayed”, notably by
some revisionist historians. He also pointed oat tthe general perception of it as a hopeless
and foolhardy undertaking, however, is very muawlisdom of hindsight*2® While Teehan
stressed the need to collaborate with the UM angite more space to events outside the
history of Irish Republicanism, Kenny seemed mardérnie with the traditional conservatism
of the National Museum. Hence, although the muséaoch no major links with academia,
there were internal debates regarding the reprasens of 1916. These debates did not rely
on the suitability of commemorating 1916 but on plessibility of enlarging the exhibition to
include the *“others” and the potential consequenaesthe displays. Nevertheless, the
organization of the 1991 exhibition was shaped iy dverall nervousness regarding the
commemorations of 1916.

The debates regarding the representations of 1@16é mot limited to the staff of the
NMI and also came from the public status of the enns. As said above, between 1984 and
1992, the NMI was under the direct supervisionhaf Department of th&aoiseact?’ It is
difficult to explore in detail relations betweenetiMuseum and the Department of the
Taoiseachwhose archives for the period are not availdfflédowever, given that the Irish
government was reluctant to celebrate the 1916eE&3sing in 1991, it is probable that the
rearrangement of the 1916 collections for th8 @Bniversary engendered “nervousness about
certain aspects of the exhibitioff® The expression used by Anne-Marie Ryan perfeciiyss

up the situation in 1991.

24 Ryan, Exhibiting the Irish Revolution. Note 119.

2> Memento, 29 September 1989, A1/89/045, NMIA.

26 Michael Kenny,The Road to Freedom. Photographs and Memorabitienfthe 1916 Rising and Afterwards,
(Dublin: Country House, 1993) pp. 5-6. Bhreathnagheh quoted instead “the general perception @sita
hopeless and foolhardy undertaking (...) merits rergiration”. The term “merits re-examination” couldt be
found in the booklet and may result from an untquete. Bhreathnach-Lynch “Revisionism, the Risiagd
Representation”, p. 96.

27 Before 1984 it was under the supervision of thepdbenent of Education. In 1992, it moved to the
Department of Arts, Heritage and tBaeltacht

28 The common 30 year rule applied.

2 Ryan, Exhibiting the Irish Revolution. p. 46.
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This nervousness first emerged through the padliattantion paid to the exhibition. In
1988, John Teehan sent a proposal for the new #héition to the Secretary of the
Taoiseach® As far as the NMI's archives show, this had natrbdone for the 1941 or 1966
previous exhibitions. This may have been the camsecg of the newly emerging dependence
on the Department of th€aoiseach More particularly, two issues brought about a#fic
worries. Interviewed by Sighle Bhreathnach-Lynchghdel Kenny explained that he initially

3

planned to entitle the exhibition “The Struggle fadependence™! Indeed, in September

1989, Michael Kenny wrote a memo for the progrdsthe staging entitled “1916: Struggle
for Independence™? However, the title was ultimately changed and dieplay was called
TheRoad to IndependenckKenny explained that the change of title resuftech the fact that
he had encountered objections from “civil servamikd pointed out that the word “struggle”
was too strong> Patrick Wallace (director) pointed out that theilcservants proposed “The
path to independence” inste&d.In other words, civil servants aimed at downplayihe part
played by the use of physical force against Brifainachieving independence; in as much,
the title was smoothed out, from a struggle toth pad, ultimately, to a road.

Kenny and Wallace remained unclear about the itewnti these “civil servants”.
Kenny could not, in the interview, remember theleritity or departmerit®> Besides, no
tangible evidence from the museum’s archives cdwddfound regarding governmental
pressure. Of course, this sort of communicatiorwbeh the museum’s staff and “civil
servants” may have been done orally and not haee kegistered or kept (above all since the
archives about the 1991 exhibition are far from ptate). In fact, while answering a question
about the “disagreements he had with politiciavggllace mentioned that views expressed
by departments were more often those from civiVaets’® This is interesting because he
added that influence was more clearly felt whenNhseum was, from 1984 to 1992, under
the direct supervision of the Department of fremiseach The most credible assumption
regarding the pressure to change the title of 884 exhibition would therefore be that these

“civil servants” belonged to the Department of Tramiseact*’

730 etter from Teehan to the Secretary of Tamiseach26 July 1988, A1/88/027, NMIA.
31 Bhreathnach-Lynch “Revisionism, the Rising, angiReentation”.
32 Memento from Michael Kenny, 29 September 1989881045, NMIA.
73 Bhreathnach-Lynch “Revisionism, the Rising, angiiReentation”.
734 patrick Wallace “Preface”, in CrookBplitics, Archaeologyp. vii. Personal interview with Patrick Wallace,
Dublin, November 2008.
% personal interview with Michael Kenny, October 20Dublin.
7% personal interview with Patrick Wallace, Janua0$@ Dublin.
37 yet, the Office of Public Work — whose architecisaresponsible for the design of the exhibitiorould also
be one possibility.
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The second issue of tension was the inclusion afpass in the display. Although this
issue had never been the subject of any disputberpast, the staff evoked a context of
tensions. Interrogated about the 1991 controverdiesdirector did not initially mention the
title of the exhibition but the presence of weaponthe display® In a letter the keeper sent
to the director in 1989, Kenny wrote that “It isngly impossible to tell the story of an armed-
rebellion without guns®®° This suggested that the presence of weapons inetlvepermanent
display was debated. Little evidence remains alimeitcontroversy regarding the display of
weapons in 1991. The only element found in the mmnée archives deals with a 1989 report.
Writing to the Director in September 1989, John higee informed the Director that an
inspector visited the display and expressed a femcerns about several artefatfsThe
1990 meeting minutes revealed that the worries akoait the guns on displ&¥

It turns out, the inspector was not asking for ¢cbenplete removal of the guns — this
was in anyway not his role — but rather wishedueggion the conditions of security for such
artefacts. Nevertheless, the staff understood st tha issue at stak& Kenny argued that “It
is simply impossible to tell the story of an arnretiellion without guns**® Likewise, John
Teehan wrote that “the guns are very much parhefdvents covered by the present and
earlier exhibitions and that fact must be refledtedhe display”* This might have been
evidence of deeper tensions, not stated in thetemriteport. It is extremely difficult to
interpret this controversy which may ultimately babeen a minor technical problem.
However, the simultaneity of this tension with tbHessagreements about the title of the
exhibition strengthens the hypothesis of an officéuctance to highlight the historical use of
violence during the 75anniversary of the Easter Rising. Moreover, thapeas intended to
be on display were those on view until 1988 whendhllery was closed for refurbishment.
Kenny wrote to the Director in September 1989 tttay are the same guns which have been

on exhibition for twenty five years and are mouriteéssentially the same manné&f® Until

738 personal interview with Patrick Wallace, Janua0$@ Dublin.

39 Report from Kenny to Wallace, 29 September 198988/045, NMIA.

40| etter from Teehan to Wallace, 14th September 188889/045, NMIA.

"1 Meeting Minutes22 March 1990, A1/89/045, NMIA. Four points weliscussed: “these guns were at serious
risk”, “their presentation was inviting to a thiefthe method of protection now applying would het tolerated

in any gun-shop in town” and that “it seemed to himany of the guns could be used and he pointedheut
implications of this should they be stolen. Letbsm Teehan to Wallace, 14 September 1989, Al/&B/04
NMIA.

2 This was due to the unilateral rejection of gunsdification; the staff refused to dismantle sometpaf
them. The only solutions were either to change dbmplete system of security, especially changing th
windows, or to simply remove the guns.

43 Report from Kenny to Wallace, 29 September 198988/045, NMIA.

44 _etter from Teehan to Wallace, 14 September 188289/045, NMIA.

4> Report from Kenny to Wallace, 29 September 198988/045, NMIA.
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1991, security had never been an issue of tenBiamletter he sent in response to criticisms
about theRoad to IndependencEenny contended that he had been “accused (... Eioigh
‘pro I.R.A’ for including ‘too many weapons™?® This mirrored the general context of the
commemoration in which the comparison between @&61Easter Rising and the present
Republican involvement in paramilitary activitiesswnderlined.

This context of nervousness about the display &peas contrasted with the official
views in the 1960s. In 1966, the display of weapmteived radically different feedbacks
from the Irish government. Minister for Industryda@ommerce, Patrick Hillery, in his 1966
opening speech, stressed that:

the weapons they (rebels) used ... tell their ownyswf the shifts and

subterfuges forced upon the fighters to obtainattmes vital for their struggle.

These arms are in themselves eloquent of the uhegtie of the contest and
of the tremendous courage of those who embarked pd

In conclusion, while mounting the 1991 exhibitidhe NMI did not receive major
support from the government. The issues regardiaditie and the display of weapons could
render one to think that the Irish government cdrthe scope of the exhibition. Importantly,
the National Museum of Ireland was not politicaipcouraged to reinterpret the past.
Political commitment in the form of the Irish gomerent’s participation in processes of
reconciliation could have encouraged the NMI tovpie a revision of the past; however, in
1991 the government played the card of low-key cemorations of the Republican
insurrection instead. It will be seen below thas ttontrasted greatly with the politics of the
past in Northern Ireland.

3) The Display of Traditional Artefacts Relating to 1916 Leaders in an Enlarged
Historical Context: Multiple Narratives of the Anglo-Irish Relations in The Road to

I ndependence

As a mirror of the overall organizationhe Road to Independendil not really contrast with
previous permanent displays. In an article pubtisheThe Irish Times Nuala O’Faolain
described the re-opening of the collectiéfisShe wrote that “Last week the room was
reopened, bright and modernised (...) The same atsefae there — guns, uniforms, flags,

748 | etter from Kenny to Lynch, undated, A1/90/108, M\
"7 The Irish Times13 April 1966, p. 11.
48 Nuala O’Faolain (1940-2008) was an Irish writed gournalist (editorialist ahe Irish Timegrom 1986).

155



death-masks**® This description of the collection was indeed guitcurate. Michael Kenny
acknowledged that there had been no inaccuratéi@ukland “the only items removed were
those which | felt trivialized an exhibition andpariod for which | have great respet®.
Although the permanent exhibition was renamed ai$ witimately a mere re-arrangement.
The main focus of the exhibition was still the 1R®&ing. A rotunda was designed
(Appendix 7) at the centre of the room and depithedProclamation of the Republ&nd an
enlargement of Walter Paget’s painting of the Ganeost Office (GPO) entitled “The Birth
of the Republic”>* This painting showed rebels at the GPO on firelpesore they surrender.
The priest is blessing the wounded insurgents,ngina confessional glow over the whole
scen€ The relevance of the rotunda — in particular tlanging — was such that the
interview of the Director for the documentary camgrthe opening of the exhibition took
place right in front of the “Birth of the Republi€® Reviewing the exhibition, Gemma Reid
noticed that “the passageway creates an atmospifeg memorial or tribute*>* The
juxtaposition of the Proclamation of the Republias-setting out in detail the aspirations of
the rebel&® — and the painting which represented the réBfalmder fire inside the GPO just
before their surrender, was supposed to recreatatthosphere and significance of the site
while inserting crucial links between the Repulalic the use of violence (Appendix 9-G).
The focus on the Republican use of violence in 1846 enhanced by one particular
addition. A few months after the opening of the ibittons, a silent video was included into
the display. The video was composed of 16 TV s@eehich showed the events of the
Rising and finished with an image of the Irishd¢taur flag and a slow sequence showing the
names, age, date of execution and portrait of eathe 16 executed leaders.Interestingly,
the video — Seven Steps to 1916 — had been prdyiosed at the General Post Office and
was a project developed by tReclaim the Spirit of 191§roup’°® To some extent, the links

between Republicanism and socialism supported lnjaite the Spirit were also present in

749 Nuala O’Faolain, “An Era Beyond Imaginative Reaahe Irish TimesApril 29th 1991, p.12.

0 M. Kenny, 29 September 1989, A1/89/045, NMIA. Argothe artefacts removed were a “bicycle pump”
used at the Battle of Ashbourne and “the startiugde of a car which was ‘out’ in the Rebellion”.

51 Walter Paget (1863-1935). The painting depictsens within the General Post Office, at the heifithe
Rising. Patrick Pearse stands holding a revohame$ Connolly lies wounded. The picture was comnionissl
in 1916 by supporters of the Rising

52 Clair Wills, Dublin 1916: The Siege of the GP(ublin: Profile Book, 2009), p.116.

53 RTE News Bulletin Road to Independen@weeney Fionnuala), 1.37 min, April 1991, BN19¥, RTE
archives, Dublin.

%4 Reid, ‘Redefining Nation, Identity and Traditiog, 210

5 Ar Thoir Na Saoirse 1916-21. The Road to Indepecel¢Bublin: National Museum of Ireland, 1991).

¢ The signatories of the Proclamation were cleaidibile, see WillsPublin 1916 p. 115.

5" Reid, ‘Redefining Nation, Identity and Traditiop, 210.

581916 Anniversary Committe&ouvenir Programme
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the NMI’s exhibition. In comparison with the 1968hébition, much more attention was paid
to Sean Connolly, the Irish Citizen Army and thgerof socialism in early twentieth-century
Ireland. It was largely underlined in the panel @btine “background of 1916” and in the
leaflet published by Michael Kenry?

The links between the NMI arfideclaim the Spirit of 191€einforced the traditional
focus of the museum on the 1916 leaders. Howewer,narratives proposed by the two
agencies differed on a major issue: the space givemomen in the Irish pasReclaim the
Spirit of 1916arranged lectures, meetings and exhibitions whale space for the story of
women’s involvement. The group organized “an evgrdedicated to women'’s role in Irish
society”’®® On April 2'¢, 1991, the group opened an exhibition of paintiegsrely devoted
to Constance Markievicz. Born Constance Gore-Beothember of a wealthy Anglo-Irish
family from western Ireland — in 1868 in London,@tess Markievicz played a tremendous
role in Irish history between 1912 and 1922.Constance Markievicz had three major
convictions: Irish nationalism, feminism and soesial. A privileged Protestant woman, she
was involved in Irish nationalism and join&hn Feinand later the Irish Citizen Army, led
by its socialist leader, James Connolly. Hence, teb& part in the 1916 Easter Rising as
Lieutenant and was imprisoned at Kilmainham Jdie #as also a member lofghinidhe na
hEireann (Daughters of Ireland), a revolutionary women’s verment and actively
participated in the women’s suffrage campaign. 948.she became the first woman elected
to the British House of Commons, although she dititake her seat in agreement with the
abstention policy ofSinn Fein Opposed to the Anglo-Irish treaty she fought @heil War
with anti-partition Republicans. She died shortiiemaher election afianna Fail deputy in
1927.

Several works on women and the 1916 Easter Risiege wublished in the early
1990s, as part of a growing interest in women’sonysin Ireland’®® Thus, the autobiography
of Kathleen Clarke — wife of Tom Clarke executedMay 1916 and Republican activist —
was published in 1991, 19 years after her d€&tm spite of their involvement in the “road to
independence”, women did not receive much acknaywesht in the representations of Irish
history at the NMI until the 1990s. Out of the 78imiings and documents included in

™9 Eleven — out of 75 — documents were about Iristiatism, the Irish Citizen Army or James Connolly.
Kenny, The Road to Freedom.

"% An Chaisc 1916, newsletter of the ‘Reclaim theriSpf Easter 1916’ Festival.

%1 She met her husband, Count Casimir Markieviczans?

%2 Mary Moriarty and Catherine Sweendyarkievicz: the Rebel Counteg®ublin: O'Brien Press, 1991); R.
Taillon, Women of 1916 : When History was Ma(lelfast: Beyond the Pale, 1996).

%3 Kathleen Clarke, H. LittorRRevolutionary Woman: Kathleen Clarke, 1878-1972 Afitobiography (Dublin:
O’Brien Press, 1991).
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Michael Kenny's published guide dfhe Road to Independencenly three represented
women’® One was a poster from the Gaelic League depidfing the traditional feminine
embodiment of Ireland comparable to Britannia @ri} or Marianne (Francé§®> The two
other documents demonstrated that women and trdegaspect were all but entirely ignored
by the museum. Although one document referred ®&Qbmann na mBar the women
Republican association formed in Dublin in 1914xikary of the Irish Volunteers — no
mention of the specific women involved was mades Woman was described simply as “a
member in uniform”®® The situation was similar for the representati@misConstance
Markievicz.

On the one hand, she was considered in Michael Yempublication as “one of the
most colorful figures of the period, she was asged with almost every nationalist
organizations”®’ But nothing was mentioned about women’s involvenierhe Rising. The
absence was even more blatant in the booklet thé piMlished withan Post(the state-
owned provided of postal service) in 1991. The sdquage was devoted to the photograph of
Constance Markievicz in her uniform, but not a wavds said about hé?® The same
photograph of Constance Markievicz was used in2D@1l educational pack published in
connection with the exhibition. However, school ldren were only asked to draw her
military uniform.”®® Nothing was taught or learned regarding her aivifor the rights of
women or the presence of women’s organization @ 1816 Rising. Concurrently, Anne
Clare symbolically observes that while Helen Giff@onnelly was at the origin of the 1916
collections displayed by the NMI, her name has ndaeen mentioned by the museum as
recognition of her commitmenf°

While the absence of women in representing hisi®nyot specific to the NMI, this
reveals particular constructions of representatiofirst of all, the interest from Republican
groups (likeReclaim the Spirjtin dealing with women’s history derived from tfeect that
many women involved in the 1916 Easter Rising -ablgtthrough the Cumann na mB&n-

opposed the Anglo-Irish treaty and remained outsilparliamentary politics. Markievicz

% Kenny, The Road to Freedam

%5 Kenny, The Road to Freedapdocument p. 18.

%® Kenny, The Road to Freedardocument p. 34.

%" Kenny, The Road to Freedom, 34.

%8 Ar Thoir Na Saoirse 1916-21. The Road to Indepecelen

%9 National Museum of IrelandRoad to Independence, Education Bogk(&ublin: National Museum of
Ireland, 2001).

0 Clare,Unlikely Rebels

" Gaby Porter “How are Women Represented in Britiistory Museums?'Museum International43, 3,
1991, pp. 159-162.

"2 |rish Republican women'’s organization createddfi4 and led by Constance Markievicz.

158



fought the Civil War with the Anti-Treaty troops,akileen Clarke (Tom Clarke’s wife),
opposed the treaty and was later involve€lann na Poblachtd’® Margaret Pearse (Patrick
Pearse’s mother), campaigned $nn Feinand opposed the treaty as well. The major figures
of women’s involvement between 1916 and 1923 weeecfore, mostly used by Republicans
in 1991 (much more than by the Irish governmentlémonstrate that the Irish State was to
be challenged. Since the National Museum did ntgnish to support strong Republican
narratives, its representations of women'’s involgathwere more limited.

On the one hand, the military dimension of the 1&Eter Rising contributed to
downplay the importance of women in Irish histoBn the other hand, the way military
history was portrayed was also to blame. The Ramadthdependence mostly focused on
historical leaders who were almost exclusively mimsaid above, the “great men” of 1916,
in particular those executed in May, have attracbedt attention. The portraits of the 1916
leaders executed in May at Kilmainham Jail wereghan the wall of the Rotunda at the
centre room of the NMI. This choice contrasted withat was done at sites more connected
with Republicanism. Under the supervision of Pabk&o— director of the site since 1986 — an
art exhibition was arranged at Kilmainham Jailhe former cells of the prison. One major
novelty — which would also drive the 1990s permarmatiections at Kilmainham Jail — was
the move from attention allotted from heroes tarmady people. Pat Cooke stated that:

Hitherto the interpretation had concentrated alneastusively on the story
of the nameable heroes and their struggle for Iisedom ... But here,
after all, was the County of Dublin Gaol, which hlaglen built with the
intention of containing and subjecting to reforme tkommon people
convicted before the law?

This move from heroes to ordinary people also hathagor impact on gender
representations. The director concluded by encingdghe tempering of the place’s heroic
symbolism by highlighting the fate of ordinary mand women convicts as a significant
strand in its history”° Hence, in the 1991 exhibition devoted to Irishioral identity, eight
of the twenty-one artists selected were women. adyt the art-oriented aspect of the
exhibition gave more liberty to the staff of Kilnmhiam Jail, but the overall move towards
“ordinary people” contributed to a re-assertion egfual gender representations in Irish
history.

3 Republican party found in 1946.
" Cooke, “Kilmainham Gaol”, pp. 4-5.
"> Cooke, “Kilmainham Gaol”, pp. 4-5.
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In a similar way, another reason for women'’s ovelsence in the history of modern
Ireland was the traditional focus on archaeologth&national narrative. Similarly, just as the
involvement of Irish soldiers in the British armysvdownplayed at the NMT’® so was there
a neglect of the non-military aspects of the Rik&irld War. This absence was crucial since,
internationally, the history of the First World Wlaad had a massive impact on civilians and
the home fronf’” Women workers during the Great War had transforthedyender and age
composition of the labour force in most Europeatietges. The general mobilization of the
role of the Irish during the two world wars furthexplains the absence of women from the
historical narratives provided to visitors by thsIN'"®

The analysis of the objects on display shows tbeeethe continued significance
given to the use of physical force by Republicand916 to obtain Ireland’s independence
and the focus on “great men” in Irish history. Thigs not new, but in the 1991 context, this
meant that the NMI appeared closer to what Repaitdientended to commemorate. It can yet
be argued that this proximity feeclaim the Spirit of 1916/as due more to the museum’s
stasis than to a true commitment to Republicanatiges of the past. Mostly ignored by the
government and disconnected from academic debatd®916, the NMI was marked by the
continuity of representations. Nonetheless, it il mean the display was totally devoid of
change. What was striking about the 1991 new peemtadisplay was that the changing
representations of the past came from the re-sgadraf artefacts and their mode of display in
the museum. The changes of interpretations of Airgda historical relations did not come
from a reinterpretation of the Rising itself buther from the need to enlarge the framework
of representations.

In an interview with Anne-Marie Ryan in 2011, Miegi&Kenny identified the main
differences between the 1966 exhibition and thell18%hibition as mostly relating to
developments in museum practi¢@lt was true that the spatial organization of thefacts
had evolved, but this was not a particularity 0919It resulted from a long process initiated
by Hayes-McCoy and further supported by Anthonydsum the 1960s in which historical
context received more and more importance. Infaonaftor visitors who knew little about
1916 had been requested in 1966 by Anthony Luaasthis only resulted in the production

" There was only one mention in the guide of théectibn, and one photograph of Irish in the treri¢anny,
The Road to Freedam

"7 Jay Winter and Antoine Prosthe Great War in History: Debates and ControversiE®14 to the Present
(Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Pre€¥)%). In particular the chapter on civilians.

"8 For a chapter devoted to Irish women during theaGiWar, see E. Reilly “Women and Voluntary War
Work”, in Gregory and Pasetligland and the Great War

" Ryan, Exhibiting the Irish Revolution. note 119.
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of a guide to the 1916 collections. In 1991, theechdor information also drove the
arrangement of the collections.

For the first time, numerous written panels weredpced about topics such as the
Irish Republican Brotherhogdhe Gaelic LeagueSinn Fein theUlster Volunteersthelrish
Volunteers the Background to 1916Easter Week 1916nd theDail Eireann/®® The 1991
RTE News Bulletin showed a dozen panels hangingherwalls of the room®* The space
devoted to information panels was so different fragmevious exhibitions that Kenny
confessed some criticism had been expressed bettmusghibition seemed/ was seen to be
“overladen with documentary material”. Kenny hastno give his opinion and pointed out
that “My feeling is that some visitors are compiag because they can now actually read
what they previously only saw® The development of text demonstrated a new
museological approach to artefacts which did neakdor themselves but had to be set into
their historical context.

Moreover, the increased presence of written masesi@mmed from reconsideration
of exhibiting policy. For instance, whereas the @g@ide to the collection was introduced as
providing “a summary of the historical backgroud&fjts 1991 counterpart stressed that “the
author sets out to explain the background to 194%6The latter highlighted that “the purpose
of the exhibition is to trace the background to@,9xplain the Rising itself and catalogue the
series of events which culminated in the signinghef Treaty in 1921*%° This had been
approved in a meeting in 1990 where it was agreat“the idea behind this exhibition is that
anyone visiting it would leave with knowledge ofstiperiod in Irish history”®® The process
rendered the museum experience from one of a suyrnwigtr to one offering an explanation
of the past.

The exhibition leaflet also explained that “Grapaimd photographic material serves to

compliment the artefact collection and is showrtha window spaces while a number of

8 According to the list, panels were mounted abailte: 1913 Strike, the Irish Citizen Army, the Ulste
Volunteer Force, Irish Volunteers, Howth Gun-rumpinFirst World War, the End of the Insurrection,
Courtmartial and Execution, the Aftermath, the Hiref Conscription, Contemporary Events and Scenes,
Prisons and Prisoners, War of Independence, Hwsigkes in 1920, Reprisals, Black and Tans and lanes,
British Military Presence (1920-1921), Street shascand the withdrawal of British Army. A1/90/108\MIA.

All the panels were included in the booklet puldidtin 1993.

81 RTE News Bulletin Road to Independen@weeney Fionnuala), 1.37 min, April 1991, BN 9%, RTE
archives, Dublin.

8 |nternal memo from Michael Kenny, 29 Septemberdl 981/89/45, NMIA.

83 Anthony T. Lucas, “Note” in Snodd@uide to the Historical Exhibition.

84 Back cover inAr Thoir Na Saoirse 1916-21. The Road to Indepeoelen

8 Back cover inAr Thoir Na Saoirse 1916-21. The Road to Indepeoelen

"8 Minutes of Meetingl3 August, supposedly 1989 or 1990, A1/90/108 |AINPresent at the meeting were D.
Greene, D . Byrne (OPW, architect), T. SherlockivBloney, M. Kenny (Arts and Industry, keeper) VWallace
(Director) and C. Mclvor.
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scenes or set-pieces, using reproduction uniformd elothing helps to recreate the
background and atmosphere of the peridd1In a meeting in August 1990, it was decided
that “costumes, guns and banners should be platethe centre of the hall with the
documentary evidence, photographs and small meitiaratong the sides™® The centre of
the room was still occupied by the traditional ttés but the walls were given new spatial
roles. The staff was aware that the relationshippvben the centre and the periphery, or
between artefacts and background, shaped the ¢erprasentations. The summary of the
display pointed out that material could be “flestoed’ by using copies or enlarged copies of
the photographic collectiofi’ The use of the term “flesh out” indicated that ihelusion of
the photographs was a new policy, and this wasd#e to have an impact on other artefacts.
Photographs and text panels associated walls Wwehhistorical context of the collections
displayed at the centre.

This spatial rearrangement and the addition obhisdl context had very significant
consequences on the narratives promoted by theumugeérstly, the historical framework of
Irish history was enlarged. Although the core atef were still promoting an insular view of
Irish history, the walls provided international text. In addition to panels regarding
traditional issues such as the Irish Citizen ArmmyEaster Week, other panels dealt with a
more international context such as the First Waxdr. The “Background to 1916” panel,
started by asserting that “Upon the outbreak offingt World War, the Supreme Council of
the I.R.B actively set about planning a rebelliétf"Presenting the 1916 Easter Rising in the
context of the First World War was uncommon anditiciusion of text panels and images of
the First World War itself was new in the permaneallections. More information was
proposed regarding Unionists and British troopsva. One text panel dealt with the Ulster
Volunteers and their reactions to the 1912 Home=Bull. Others informed the visitors of the
British military presence in Ireland from 1919 t621. The references to Unionists and the
First World War were limited but expressed nonetbglan enlargement of the framework.

The photographs had similar consequences. They clom the Cashman

S791

collections.”™ Much more than artefacts in the windows they eelaio the larger context

87 Ar Thoir Na Saoirse 1916-21. The Road to Indepecelen

88 Meeting minutesl3 August 1990, A1/90/108, NMI.

89 A1/90/108, NMIA.

%9 A1/98/056, NMIA.

™1 Joseph Cashman (1885-1969) was a photographechvbaicled public life in Ireland, notably providjra
visual record of the 1910s and 1920s Ireland. Té@ @hotographs provide coverage of political figussnd
movements — above all in Dublin — from 1913 to 1986 far as the museum’s archives show, the Cashman
collection was not used before 1991. The photograpére not included in the 1966 commemorative displ
and the Museum acquired copyright for the collettin1969. A1/69/007, NMIA.
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during which the 1916 Rising and the War of Indejste took place. Much more space was
devoted to British Troops, the World War and a dedsvel to the U.V.F. For instance, a
section was entirely devoted to the First World Wath photographs of the “Royal Irish
Rifles in Ypres, 1917” the “IBlIrish Division, Battle of Guillement, 1916 The inclusion

of an enlarged context of representation allowedtlie presentation of new actors in Irish
history.

This inclusion was particularly expressed through Black and Tans. The Black and
Tans was a paramilitary force initially recruitegt British Authorities to fight the Irish
Republican Army and to suppress the insurrectiotraland in 1920 and 1921. Composed
largely of First World War British veterans, thegdame notorious for their violence against
Irish civilians. Special Constable, the Black arah3 were responsible for law enforcement
without being regular members of a police foft&They had very limited police training and
became the symbols of the atrocities perpetratedhbyBritish troops during the War of
Independence. For the very first time, one Black dmans uniform was included in the
display among other uniforms of Republican gro(is.

In addition to the uniform, photographs were uéiizo represent the “enemy”. Seven
photographs hung on the wall in the section entitBlack and Tans and Auxiliarie®?
While the uniform could lead visitors to includestBlack and Tans as one regular group
among others, photographs focused on their bratalihe overall caption explained that
“They gained an unenviable reputation for violenasson and murder®® More specific
captions stressed sections entitled “Contemporagnte and scenes”, “Street searches”,
“Aftermath of Black and Tan attack on TemplemoratddFarmhouse burned by Black and
Tans, Midleton” which highlighted violence perpégg by the Special Constabl€s.The
inclusion of the uniform and the photographs of Bi@ck and Tans reflected John Teehan’s
view on the inclusion of the “enemies” and the néedenlarge the collections to actors
previously absent. It should be noticed that Teshaision materialized much more in the
production of the general background and contdkerahan in the display of materials at the
centre of the room. This discrepancy contributedh® production of multiple narratives of

the past.

92| ist of panels, A1/90/108, NMIA.

" The name comes from the fact that the influx ommeho joined the newly formed troops provoked a
shortage of uniforms. The new recruits, therefoeegived khaki uniforms (trousers) and dark greetbloe
tunics.

% List of artefacts, A1/003/002, NMIA.

% See photographs, A1/90/108, NMIA.

® A1/90/108, NMIA.

T A1/90/108, NMIA.
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To conclude, the National Museum of lIreland actexdl aa true laboratory in
constructing representations of the past despéentbagre official support it received from
the Irish government. Groundbreaking to a certaiterd, The Road to Independence
proposed multiple distinct narratives of the 19E&ter Rising and Irish history at large. The
centre of the exhibition proposed a traditionakrptetation of the past which focused on
Republican insurrections. What was different in L9&s the manner in which these artefacts
were presented to the public. It is yet difficuit distinguish — as Michael Kenny did —
between ideological and museological practicesxigagn the changes within the NMI. It
was, certainly, true that the presence of text lsaaed information about the international
background resulted from a long — at least sinagakuintervention in the 1960s — attempt to
set the 1916 Rising in a broader context of undadshg the past for visitors “who know
little about Irish history”®® An interesting notation in changing patterns giresentation was
the meeting point between traditional and contempgomways of viewing the past; Irish
history was designed through artefacts while thermational context was limited to wall
panels and photographs.

Notwithstanding this distinction, the spatial orgation of objects and the inclusion
of international context also expressed a revisidrthe insular history of Ireland. The
enlargement of the context of representation altbfee the inclusion of actors previously
ignored, like certain “enemies”. Moreover this reaagement modified the manner in which
Irish history was presented. Although the staff tidered artefacts in window cases as the
core of the display, fleshed out by the photograghd document panels, the balance was
questioned by Nuala O’Faolain ifhe Irish Times In her review of the display, she
underlined that “The G.P.O (General Post Officegkgththe rebels took refuge in 1916) is the
centre, but the exhibition sketches in its contéxtwhich it appears a tiny evert® The
inclusion of a broader framework contributed to teenterpretation of the past. Changing
representations came, therefore, mostly from tbenption of a broader context. This was the
consequence of the absence of demand for politealterpretations of the past. This
contrasted very much with the context in Northamiand where the Ulster Museum was
requested, rather, to provide new historical neseat in order to enhance community

relations.

98 | _etter from Lucas to Snoddy, 31 May 1966, A1/7&0GAMIA.
" Nuala O’Faolian, “An Era Beyond Imaginative ReacHie Irish Times29 April 1991, p. 12.
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B) From Celebration to Commemoration: the Ulster Muiseum and the

Tercentenary of the Battle of the Boyne

The tercentenary of the Siege of Londonderry (128@) the Battle of the Boyne (1990) were
major events for Unionists. Parades have been megiannually for the Battle of the Boyne
by the Orange Order (12 July) and for the Siegearfdonderry by the Apprentice Boys of
Derry (12 Augustf®® Unsurprisingly, the two Unionist organizations wevery much
involved in the various commemorations arranged 989 and 1990 to celebrate the two
events. The commemorations were occasions to meassigious distinction in Northern
Ireland. Leader of the Democratic Unionist Partyf), Peter Robinson published in 1988 a
book entitled “Their Cry Was No Surrender. An Acobof the Siege of Londonderry, 1688-
1689” in which he celebrated the Protestants’ commemt not to surrender to the Catholic
troops®® The commemorations were also marked by the giatifin of William of Orange.
The Orange Order set up a Commemoration Committeehwpublished a booklet in which
the Grand Master celebrated William as “Brave agatless®*> However traditional, these
celebrations of 1690 were for Unionists, the contex1990 was significantly different from

previous commemorations.

1) Multiculturalism and the Development of Community Relations Policy

The idea of community has gained relevance in nmsstwdies and museum management
since the 1980s. Questions of access, participatiod representation have become regular
concerns for those working in museuff$This greater awareness of “community” has had a
significant impact on the museum profession andrtiieire of everyday activities such as
collecting, display, and the way that museums vitwir public. Outreach activity
increasingly asks whether museums are serving tmenmmunities. The rise of community
issues has been particularly potent in the Unitedytfom. The Museum Association Code of

Ethics states that museums must now “consult avmlvie communities, users and supporters

80 Founded in 1814, the Apprentice Boys of Derry Bratestant Unionist organization which commemarate
the resistance of the Derry inhabitants to the Bisedroops during the 1689 Siege.

81 The Democratic Unionist Party was created by laisIBy in 1971. The DUP has been more radicalsin it
refusal of the various Anglo-Irish agreements whiofolved the Irish government.

892 Bjlly Kennedy,A Celebration, 1690-1990: the Orange InstitutiofingWilliam 111, Prince of Orang€[S.L.:
Grand Orange Lodge of Ireland, 1990).

803 Elizabeth M CrookeMuseums and Community Ideas, Issues and Challefigesdon; New York:
Routledge, 2007), p. 22.
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and value the contributions they mak&” This matched the community development at the
heart of UK government policy in the 1990s whicltemded to enhance sustainable
communities, social inclusion, and neighbourhoateveal. Community and social cohesion
were key issues for the UK government. This digettfluenced the work of museums. In
1998, the UK Social Exclusion Unit published a memmtitled Bringing Britain Together: a
National Strategy for Neighbourhood Renewalwhich museums were given a role in the
regeneration of social inclusion in communifi&sThe new roles attributed to museums in
the UK fostered the development of multiculturaliasexhibiting strategy.

The need for museums to serve their communitie® rdeliberately was linked to the
implementation of cultural diversity policy. Nati@nmuseum bodies in the UK, Australia,
South Africa, and the United States, to name kietna have each produced policy guidance
on cultural diversity. In Australia, a Cultural @irsity Policy was adopted in 2000 which
declared that museums were from now on requirdgdki® proactive role in shaping attitudes
to cultural diversity. Museums have been askedptorhote understanding, acceptance, and
tolerance of cultural differencé® In the UK, most of museums have developed outreach
divisions responsible for developing links and rimgninitiatives related to cultural diversity
priorities. In particular, museums were asked teettgp links with minority groups. Thus, the
development of community relations and multicullisra in Northern Ireland belonged to a
wider reappraisal of the roles of museums. Howether,specificity of the local context of
violence resulted in an adaptation of these pdlitiethe politics of reconciliation.

In his survey of peacemaking strategies in Northkatand, David Bloomfield
stresses that these “can be differentiated intecstral and cultural processe$”. Structural
initiatives are those that aim at achieving progrédsrough institutional change and are
therefore mostly implemented in the political arefbe cultural approaches “are those that
operate at a broad community level, aiming to frrtiesolution by a process of reconciliation
between two or more distinct communal or culturedugs”®® In the first decade of the
Northern Irish conflict, the British authorities sty attempted to end violence and

concentrated on constitutional issd®sAs we have seen in the second chapter, community

804 Quoted in Crookeyluseums and Community. 23.

805 Social Exclusion UnitBringing Britain Together: a National Strategy foteighbourhood Renewal998,
para. 10. Quoted in Crookigluseums and Community. 55.

89 Museum AustraliaCultural Diversity Policy 2000. Quoted in Crook&luseums and Community. 86.

897 Bloomfield, Peacemaking Strategies in Northern Ireland 24.

898 Bloomfield, Peacemaking Strategies in Northern Irelapd50

899 Joseph Ruane and Jennifer Todd. “Why Can’t you Beng with each Other? Culture, Structure and the
Northern Ireland Conflict”, in Eamonn Hughes, eCilture and Politics in Northern Ireland 1960-1990,
(Buckingham:Open University Press, 1991), pp. 27-43.
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relations emerged in the late 1960s under TerentéeilDs policy of local Ulster
development but disappeared with the rise of vicderand direct ruld® However,
community relations never completely disappeareativeere carried on by associations. Many
associations had flourished in the 1970s and wosdtdaketter relations. For instance, cross-
community holidays projects were supported by Ghits Community Holidays, Harmony
Community Trust or Children’s Holiday SchenféSAccording to Anne-Alexandra Fournier,
there were 45 groups officially dealing with comntyrrelations in 1986 which received
£410.000 from the Northern Irish Department of Exdion '

In politics, community relations were initially de&loped by the Social Democratic and
Labour Party (SDLP). Founded in 1970, the SDLP thasnain nationalist party in Northern
Ireland and, unlike the Provisional I.R.A or th@siein, rejected the use of violence. In the
1970s, the SDLP argued that political stability Idownly be achieved by establishing
political structures which recognized the identdy both political traditions in Northern
Ireland®!® At the outset, the SDLP used this approach to @uiis argument in favour of an
Irish dimension of the management of Northern hdlaLimited in the 1970s because of the
British government’s priority in fighting paramaity activities, cultural initiatives
increasingly gained relevance in the 1980s.

In 1985, the Anglo-Irish Agreement’s preamble grdaed “the need for continuing
efforts to reconcile and to acknowledge the righitshe two major traditions that exist in
Ireland, represented on the one hand by those vigtofar no change in the present status of
Northern Ireland and on the other hand by those admre to a sovereign united Ireland
achieved by peaceful means and through agreerffénfhis conception underlined that the
conflict in Northern Ireland resulted from the seémgly irreconcilable differences between
the two main communities. The 1985 Anglo-Irish Agreent gave official support to the two

traditions policy. Following the Agreement, tl#anding Advisory Commission on Human

810 The Community Relations Commission was createi®89 and ended in 1975.

811 Hewstone Miles and Rupert Brown, ed€ontact and Conflict in Intergroup Encounter@)xford:
Blackwell,

1986).

812 Anne-Alexandra Fournier, ‘L'intégration de la thétiqgue communautaire dans les politiques publisned-
irlandaises genése et illustration contrastée dans I'édunaid’emploi’ (Grenoble: Institut d'Etudes Polit&s,
2009), p. 143.

813 Katy Hayward and Catherine O’Donneftplitical Discourse and Conflict Resolution DebatifPeace in
Northern Ireland(London; New York: Routledge, 2010), 83, httpt¥stbrary.com/id/10422054.

814 Agreement between the Government of the Unitedyé@m of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the
Government of the Republic of Ireland, 198Btp://cain.ulst.ac.uk/events/aia/aiadoc.hfiast visited March
2012).
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Rights (SACHRYrdered a report about community relations poliaieslorthern Ireland™
The 1986 report entitled “Improving Community Redas” was delivered by Hugh Frazer
and Mari Fitzduff'® The report was crucial because it challenged thengey of
constitutional issues over community relati6t'sThe report pointed out that “the two
communities lack opportunities to learn about eatier”, and so, proposed to develop
“Initiatives ... which enable people from differenbramunities to learn more about the
common problems they fac&®

The approach was to accommodate the view thathBiortireland had two traditions
with different but equally legitimate cultures aaspirations, and to encourage both traditions
to express their cultural separateness without eradEment. The long-term aim was the
evolution of a plural society which accommodated aespected differences. In the late
1980s, Northern Ireland was, therefore, withessimgw interest from the British authorities
in cultural policies to build peace between comrtiasi Multiculturalism became part of the
overall peacemaking proce¥s.It came from the hypothesis that, in order to deathe
divided situation in Northern Ireland, there mustdn emphasis on the socio-cultural nature
of divisions. Culture was seen as a means to rdeccmmmunities.

The 1986 report entitletmproving Community Relationecommended the creation
of an official institution entirely devoted to afidancing community relations. As a result,
the British government created the Central CommyuRélations Unit in 1987 “to advise the
Secretary of State for Northern Ireland, and théidBr Government, on community relations
in Northern Ireland and also to co-ordinate effoatsimproving relations between the
communities®?° This was the first time since the early 1970st t@mmunity relations
policies were centralized under a unique officratitution. Two sub-groups of the Central
Community Relations Unit would become major actofscultural policies in Northern
Ireland: the Community Relations Council and thdt@al Traditions Group. The Cultural

Traditions Group was created in 1988 and had ansaqw role while the Community

815 Created in 1973, the SACHR was an independent ldigh assessed discriminations in Northern Ireland
The SACHR was replaced by the Northern Ireland HuR@hts Commission in 1999.

8% 1. Frazer and M. Fitzdufimproving Community Relations: A Paper Prepared tfe Standing Advisory
Commission on Human RighBelfast: August 1986.

817 Frazer and Fitzdufimproving Community Relationp.19.

818 Frazer and Fitzdufimproving Community Relationp. 28.

819 M. Savaric “State and Culture in the English-SpegiVorld: Le Multiculturalisme et I'lrlande du Not,
Multiculturalism, vol 5, n°1, 2007, pp. 92-114.

820 Conflict Archives in the Internet (CAINhttp:/cain.ulst.ac.uk/othelem/organ/corgan.ftast visited April
2012).
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Relations Council was created in 1990 for the deranagement of fundintf* At any rate,
the new British cultural policy in Northern Irelandsulted in a massive afflux of public
funding managed by the Community Relations Coumgill992-1993, the Council received
more than £1.5 millioA??

Despite the creation of official bodies, the defonis of community relations
remained blurred. On the one hand, the Central QamtynRelations Unit issued from the
two traditions policy promoted in 1985 and 1986.this case, it was believed that better
community relations would be achieved through equgdresentation of the two main
traditions®® In that approach, it is crucial to notice thatthei Nationalism nor Unionism
were challenged by the development of policies tomy multiculturalism. Taking examples
of reconciliation in other settler states — nam&here colonization resulted in the political
domination of the minority — multiculturalism wasead to provide space for the two main
cultural and identity related traditions. The 199@scesses of reconciliation in South Africa
after Apartheid or in Canada, Australia and Newl&eé between colonials and natives used
multiculturalism to enhance community relationkdwise, the community relations policies
initially strengthened the division of Northernshi societies into two equal but distinct
interpretations of the Anglo-Irish relations. Therthern Irish conflict was defined as an
opposition between two distinct traditions, and¢f@re, it appeared that a solution should be
found in the local relations between Nationalistsl &nionists within Northern Ireland. In
this approach, the British authorities and theegspnce in Northern Ireland was somehow
ignored as being inextricably part of the fabric tbie cultural and political conflict.
Paradoxically, in spite of the major British finacinvolvement in Northern Ireland —
notably through the Community Relations Councihe British government attempted not to
be perceived as a direct actor of the reconcilatibhat is why the Central Community
Relations Unit and the Community Relations Counate financially dependent on London
but acted as independent local agencies.

On the other hand, certain programmes from theu@ll Traditions Group went
beyond the clear opposition between Nationalism @ngbnism.Giving Voices a report of
the activities of the Cultural Traditions Group fitre period 1990-1994, stressed that the
major challenge faced by the Cultural Traditions@r was to try to nurture cultural diversity
as “a source of richness, a stimulus to new appexmt¢o community life” rather than “a

82L A, Finlayson “The Problem of ‘Culture’ in Northelreland: a Critique of the Cultural Traditions @ The
Irish Review 20, 1997, p. 76.

822 Bloomfield, Peacemaking Strategies in Northern Irelapd153.

823 Savaric “State and Culture in the English-SpeaMtayld” pp. 92-114
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source of division and conflict?* Cultural diversity aimed also at making the camstion of
identities more complex than the simple binary @goan between the two main traditions.
From 1989 onward the Cultural Traditions Group wiloatganize annual conferences about
cultural diversity. The first conference was eetitl“Varieties of Irishness”, the second
“Varieties of Britishness” and the 1991 event “Eliropeans now?” Not only were Irishness
and Britishness plural identities, but Europe appgaas a potential criterion in the
restructuring of local identification.

Importantly, the cultural approach to conflict rmgement largely operated outside the
strictly political arena, involving members of setyt who do not wield significant official
political power. The Community Relations Councilsasafunding agency and did not directly
establish cultural programmes. Among its variou®-sections, the cultural traditions
programme “involved supporting local groups, edorsgtarts groups, broadcasters and film
makers among others, in promoting a more genemdliqgpawareness of, and sensitivity to
local cultural diversity’®®® The work involved liaison with public arts bodignuseums,
galleries, universities, broadcasting bodies andoso Much more than the community
relations policies themselves, it is therefore @uto explore to what extent the Ulster
Museum interpreted the new context of cultural @oln arranging the 1990 commemorative
exhibition of the Battle of the Boyne. Althougftings in Conflicts organization began earlier
(1985), the UM took into consideration the ovefadus on community relations.

Newspapers and the UM’s publications agree on 1#@8%he birth of th&ings in
Conflict project, the very same year of the Anglo-Irish égment and just before the 1986
report on community relatiorf4® The UM collaborated with the different officialstitutions
which dealt with community relations. The minutéghe Board of Trustees highlighted that
“the Group (Cultural Traditions Group) would be rmekfunds available for suitable projects
and the Museum would be putting in bids for the B®exhibition and other project®’ The
funding allotted to the UM expressed the links lestw the institution and community

824 Giving VoicesThe Work of the Cultural Traditions Grou(Belfast: Community Relations Council, 1995), p.
3.

825 Community Relations Councijnnual ReportBelfast, 1991, p. 14.

826 The catalogue of th&ings in Conflictasserted that “the Board of Trustees decided BE1® mark the
anniversary by devising an exhibition” J.C. NoldPreface” in William Maguire, edKings in Conflict. Ireland

in the 1690sCatalogue, p. 7. An article of tihésh Timein April 1990 stated that Maguire “has been plagni
the exhibition since 1985” in D. Ahlstrom, “Batttef the Boyne Exhibition Opens in Belfast”, ithe Irish
Times April 11th 1990, p. 11. Similarly, Jane Coylerstd her article on the commemorations of 1690 in
Belfast writing that “As far back as 1985, the gigsof how to commemorate the tercentenary ofBhttle of
the Boyne loomed large on the agenda of Belfadiseld Museum”. J. Coyle, “Belfast Remembers the riedy

in The Irish TimesMay 5th 1990, p. A5. This goes along with theibition catalogue which gives 1985 as
chronological stone.

827 Minutes of the Board of Trustees, 17 February 198@A, Cultra.
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relations policy. Indeed, in the prefaceKmgs in Conflict'scatalogue, the director of the
museum acknowledged that “the exhibition has be@udempossible by major financial
support from the Department of Education for Namhé&eland within its programme for

cultural heritage initiatives®

8 The minutes of the museum’s Board of Trusteesaledethat
the Northern Irish Department of Education gave.@98 for the exhibitiof*® This funding
was actually processed through the Cultural TrangiGroups which depended on the Central
Community Relations Unit.

This subvention was quoted in April 1990 by the r8ry of State for Northern
Ireland, Brian Mawhinney who, in response to thegjion about official commemorations of
1690 in Northern Ireland, stressed that “substhgagpiansorship has been provided for a major
exhibition at the Ulster Museum entitled ‘Kings @onflict’, which examined the roles of
William the Third, James the Second and Louis tifteéhth (sic) in Ireland in the 16905
The fact that the exhibition was the only projeantioned by Mawhinney proved how the
UM was amply associated with the official involvemén commemorating 1695 The
organization of the 1990 exhibition demonstrated hioe Ulster Museum had moved away
from Unionist influence and represented much mbee rew community relations policy
directed by the British authorities.

In this context, it was not surprising th€ihgs in Conflictwas designed according to
community relations policies. In 1985, the argursetior’ and “against” the staging of a
commemorative exhibition were listed by William Mmg, keeper of the Local History
collections and in charge of the display (Appen#)x Among the arguments “against”, he
stressed that “If we do the Boyne tercentenary io@ side, we may be expected to do the
1798 bicentenary and the Easter Rising centenartherother, with similar risk of giving
offence.®®? The past was conceptualized according to the dipodetween the two main
traditions for which historical conflicts had magignificance. This position was very similar
to what Noel Nesbitt had answered in 1967 regardimg staging of the Henry Joy
McCracken exhibition. At that time, Nesbitt had eh&d that the UM could not be described

828 3.C. Nolan “Preface”, William Maguire, eKings in Conflict Ireland in the 1690s(Belfast: UlsterMuseum,
1990), p. vii.

829 Minutes of the Board of Trustees, 4 May 1989, UNCAJ/tra.

#%4ouse of Commonslebates, April 18 1990, col. 876-877.

81 Given that the archives of the Cultural Traditi@®up could not be consulted, we can only speewhbut
the influence of the Northern Ireland Office — ahé British Government — on the decision to sulzsidhe
exhibition.

832 William Maguire, “1690 and All that”, Internal net file entitled “1990”, Local history departmettMA,
Cultra.
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as partial since it had previously already mourteexhibition about the Orange Ord&tIn
conceptualizing two distinct cultural traditionfletUM was close to museums established
through biculturalism in settler societies. Thusg Museum of New Zealand Te Papa was
created in 1992 and fostered the presentationafitbralism, the native Maori culture and
the European roots of settlers.

The major difference between 1967 and 1990 wasctresideration of the two
traditions in the same display. Even though in 1B&uire had seemed to depict the 1990
exhibition as related to the Unionist tradition ke t1798 Rebellion and the Easter Rising
being closer to the Nationalist tradition — theipos of the UM evolved in the second half of
the 1980s. Asked to explain the purpose of the lalyjsm@nd the possible sectarian
interpretations of the 1690s, Sean Nolan, direatdhe UM, stressed that “ For one section of
the community to say it is not coming because gegythemselves as being on the losing side
will be a great loss to their knowledge and uncéemging of what actually happenett”.In
other words, the director seemed to be willingal& to the Nationalist community as well, in
spite of the fact that the 1690 Battle of the Bowas traditionally presented as a victory of
Unionism. Likewise, William Maguire said “I don’es why Irish people of every tradition
should not commemorate the events of the period ,va expect this exhibition to have the
widest appeal®® Consideration for the diversity of the public hedblved from different
commemorations for different communities to thestarction of an exhibition for different
publics. Certainly, part of these discourses derivem the general museums’ policy to reach
broader audience — in a marketing strategy — kaisd reflected the increasing attention paid
to community relations in Northern Ireland.

So, direct rule and British involvement in the mgement of Northern Ireland had
provoked the end of Unionist political dominatidn. addition to the redefinition of the
political landscape, British involvement entaileglancultural policies from now on driven by
community relations and multiculturalism. The twieologies, Nationalism and Unionism,
were not fundamentally contested and communitytiogla even participated in the
strengthening of two distinct interpretations oé tlinks between Ireland and Britain. The
purpose was not to fight these ideologies but teaane relations between them in Northern

Ireland. Although the official policies of commuyitelations were merely beginning in the

833 See chapter Il.
834 3.C. Nolan, irBelfast Telegraphl0 April 1990, p. 1.
835 Belfast Telegraphl10 April 1990, p. 9.
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second half of the 1980s, they had an impact omi@llprogrammes and institutions. One of
the first major consequences of these policiesagoen education.

2) Mutual Understanding, Critical Analysis and the New Links between Education and

the Ulster Museum: the Production of an EducationaPack for Kingsin Conflict

In 1972, the supervision of the Ulster Museum paigsam the Department of Finance to the
Department of Education. This affiliation playediaoreasingly relevant role when education
became a major tool for social reconstruction inthern Ireland. The new interest in history
teaching appeared before the community relatiofisypwas institutionalized by the creation
of the Central Community Relations Unit and thet@uall Traditions Group in the late 1980s.
Already in 1976, David Harkness, professor of Itéstory at Queen’s University and major
actor of the teaching history debates in Northeelahd since the 1970s, stressed “the
peculiar obligation which lies upon the people @ldnd and Northern Ireland to know their
history (...) it is my belief that (...) history canilsserve to reconcile®® Likewise, for
Seamus Mallon (SDLP) “the reconciliation within aommunity will be vastly aided by the
type of knowledge of the different traditions, thatl bring that mutual respect that we all
hope for so much®¥’ In spite of the pre-existence of debates regartfieguse of history
teaching to reconcile communities, the relationsvben the UM and Education mostly took
advantage of the reforms of the late 1980s.

History teaching and education in general undé&remajor shift in the late 1980s. In
the United Kingdom, the 198Bducation Reform Actdefined the new school curricula. This
general reform had particular significance in Nerth Ireland where the definitions of
Irishness and Britishness were deeply set commumigtions®®® It also had particular
relevance since schools in Northern Ireland werenbp divided according to the

community®*® The reform gave the opportunity to apply the comityurelations policy to

83 D, HarknessHistory and the IrishAn inaugural lecture delivered before The Quedlmiv. of Belfast on 5
May 1976, p. 8, quoted in Fischérhistoire a I'école en Irlandep. 382.

87 The Northern Irish assembly was reestablished9ir31but collapsed on 28 May 1974. Seamus Mallone,
Official Report of Debates, vol. 3, col. 669, 8 ME§74.

838 J. Reeve “Making the History Curriculum” in KavayieMaking History in Museum®. 229. Regarding the
definitions of Irishness and Britishness, see fatance the 1989 conference on variety of Irishnigsairna
Crozier, ed.Cultural Traditions in Northern Ireland: Variety dfishness,(Belfast: Institute of Irish Studies,
QUB, 1989). In 1990, similar conference on VarietyBritishness.

839 The structure of schools in Ireland and Northeetahd reflected indeed the different environmenivhich

the two national museums were working. While in ®euth, the schools depended on the Department of
education and had more or less a common syllabess¢hools in Northern Ireland were, in the 199,
designed out by communities. Three categoriestod@s existed in 1990s Northern IrelaMhiintained schools
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education. The implementation of Reform in Northéngland was marked by two major
features: a common curriculum for every school #ral creation of Education for Mutual
Understanding?°

Created in 1987, the Central Community Relations Was initiated to outline new
education policy in Northern Ireland. The impacttbé Community Relations Council on
Kings in Conflictremained limited since the official agency wasyogdtablished in 1990, in
as much the Ulster Museum was much more boundthétimeform of education supported by
the Central Community Relations Uft. Outlined by the Central Community Relations Unit,
the reform attempted to challenge the sectariatindt®on between Catholic and Protestant
schools. The Northern Ireland Curriculum which vessablished by the Education Reform
(Northern Ireland) Order 1989 set a basic ruledafcational entitlement for pupils from four
to sixteen in every school in Northern IreldftiThe curriculum, for the first time, was to be
uniform to every school. In order to do that, teéorm supported the teaching of Education
for Mutual Understanding and Cultural Heritd§&Education for Mutual Understanding was
a compulsory subject for pupils and Cultural Hgrgtdbecame a general theme. These were
only two of the six curricular themes in the newd@9Northern Ireland Curriculum and
resulted from the direct connection between thet@eommunity Relations Unit and the
Department of Education Northern Ireland. The nmmirpose was to enhance the knowledge
that each community had about the other.

Education for Mutual Understanding was definedhsy Northern Ireland Curriculum
Council as “self-respect, and respect for otherd,the improvement of relationships between
people of differing cultural tradition$* The objectives of Education for Mutual
Understanding were “To learn to respect themselaeds others, to appreciate the
interdependence of people within society, to kndwew and understand what is shared as

well as what is different about their cultural ttemhs, and to appreciate how conflict may be

were under the management of the Council for Cathiglaintained Schools (CCMS)ontrolled schools
depended on the Education and Library Boards ang westly attended by Protestants. The third miyori
category was composed of tirgegrated schoolsEven though they were encouraged by the Gooda¥rid
Agreement, integrated schools remain today a nina@inly 3% of pupils go to integrated schools iartiern
Ireland. Elise Feron, “Irlande du Nord: une réctation incertaine”, Cultures et Conflitn. 40, 4. 2000, pp. 15-
35.

840 Department of Education of Northern Irelarithe Education Reform (Northern Ireland) ordéBelfast:
H.M.S.0O, 1989).

841 Bloomfield, Peacemaking Strategies in Northern Irelapd137.

82 |t was reviewed in 1994 and the revised Northeatahd Council for the Curriculum, Examinations and
Assessment was introduced in September 1996. Degartof Education of Northern Irelan@ihe education
reform

83 For a general view of the themes, see L. Caul,/e€Common Curriculum: The case of Northern Ireland
(Belfast: Learning Resources Unit, Stranmillis gk, 1993).

4 Northern Ireland Curriculum CounciTross-curricular Themes- Guidance Materig[Belfast : NICC, 1990).
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handled in non-violent way$*® The Education for Mutual Understanding’s guidetestahat
“education can contribute in an important way taldping division and to removing inter-
group suspicions™® Likewise, Cultural Heritage aimed at a “culturalderstanding model
which implied that more harmonious relationshipsolvd] follow from educational
programmes that provide information and insightitite customs and practices of other
cultural groups®’ Education for Mutual Understanding and Culturatitdge expressed the
impact of community relations policy on Educatiordahe new school curriculum attempted
to “promote the two heritages as being of equaleyand highlight what they share and the
large area of overlap between the two traditidi$"Being under the supervision of the
Department of Education Northern Ireland, the Ulsteiseum participated in the reform of
education in Northern Ireland and the organizatibKings in Conflictmust be understood in
this context. Given that the large majority of salsoin Northern Ireland were segregated
spaces with no community relations, it was impdrtae Ulster Museum become a space of
dialogue.

An educational officer was appointed at the UM1@76 and links between the
museum and education policies were already evietite 1980§*° For instance, in 1982,
learning resources published for teachers in Namthieeland by the Stranmillis Education
Document Centre were based on the Ulster Folk aadsport Museum, the Northern Irish
archives (PRONI) and the Ulster Museum mateffflsThe significance of museum’s
educational role was embedded in the 1990 UlsteseMdn’s Corporate Plan. The latter
highlighted that “staff are actively involved in jom initiatives of the Department of
Education, as for example, in curriculum developtmem Education for Mutual
Understanding and in the work of the Cultural Ttiadi Group.®>! Sheila Speers, education
officer of the Ulster Museum, was indeed part a tifficial commission that produced the
common curriculum in 1990. The educational actgtof the Ulster Museum developed even
further thanks to the 1990 reform.

85 Northern Ireland Curriculum Counciross-curricular Themes

846 Education for Mutual UnderstandingGuide, quoted in A. Hyland “Making the Story nsd Gory”,
Fortnight, September 1990, p. 30.

847 Alan Smith and Alan RobinsoEducation for Mutual Understanding, the Initial Steory Years(Coleraine :
Centre for the Study of Conflict, 1996), p. 12.

848 Report of the cross-curricular Working group oru&ation for Mutual Understanding to the Parliamenta
Under-secretary of state for educatidbducation for Mutual Understanding: A cross-Curiliau Theme
(Belfast: NICC, 1989), p. 31

849 Ulster MuseumAnnual Report1974-1978, p. 8.

850 “A Search in Time”, (Belfast: Learning resourcesit) Stranmillis College, 1982). Quoted in V. Gifge
“Recent Publications for History Teachers Produogdorthern Ireland” Stair, 1983, pp.14-15.

81y|ster Corporate Plan(Belfast: Ulster Museum, 1989).
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For the first time in the history of the Ulster Baum, an educational pack was
produced forKings in Conflic>? The Kings in Conflicts pack was intended to be used for
pupils of “all ability levels in the upper primaand lower secondary age ran§&*Diffusion
surpassed the three hundred copies sold by the iodé €opies were sent to “all grammar
and secondary schools in Northern Ireland and @& Republic of Ireland®* Although
teachers’ packs were common in Britain in the 19899art of a national curriculum for
primary schools, they had been more rare in Nonthexiand; probably due to the fact that
Catholic and Protestant schools did not have a camaurriculum with each oth&f® The
Department of Education’s funding was allotted bg Cultural Traditions Group (£95.000)
to the display but also “for the production of &sal pack related to the exhibition and for an
illustrator to work on the pack® Education Reform and the common curriculum provide
new opportunities for the UM to increase its presem Northern Ireland. Hence, in May
1990, the UM *“presented 60 teachers with the fitgties of a colourful information pack
about its ‘Kings in Conflict’ exhibition®’ Sheila Speers (educational officer of the UM and
responsible for the Educational Pack) “hoped it Mfdaad to increased bookings to see the
exhibition by schools and stressed there was aiapeffer for teachers who made a
booking”#® Schools were, in 1990, a major part of the pulolicings in Conflict However,
although the pack was linked to the overall orgain@n of the exhibition, the display and the
pack must not be confused, they both had speaifcit

Unlike the exhibition which was designed by thepeareof the historical collection —
William Maguire — the pack was a joint publicatiohthe Ulster Museum and Public Record
Office of Northern Ireland. The two editors wereefor Parkhill (Public Record Office of
Northern Ireland) and Sheila Speers (Educationéit@fof the UM)®*® Moreover, the pack
was the result of a specific educational policytlmé UM. Speers directed th€ings in

Conflict educational pack's publication committee. Unlikes texhibition which benefited

82 The pack was composed of four posters: The mafirefand in 1690”, the Battle of the Boyne, Cities
besieged (Londonderry and Limerick) and the iniigidry poster of the exhibition depicting the thiéegs
(William, James and Louis). In addition it included “illustrated booklet of sources telling thergtof the
war”, a “Teacher’s booklet with suggestions forsslavork” and “details of th&ings in Conflictslide-pack
which may be purchased as an optional additiontkBaver of the educational pack. Ulster Muselimgs in
Conflict: Educational Pack(Belfast, Ulster Museum, 1990).

83Booklet of sourcesducation pack, p. 3.

84 Minutes of the Board of Trustee®? September 1990, UMA, Cultra.

855 J. Reeve “Making the History Curriculum” in KavaymMaking History in Museums. 235.

85 Minutes of the Board of TrusteesMay 1989, UMA, Cultra.

87«Kings in Conflict package published”, Belfast Telegraph3 May 1990.

88«Kings in Conflict package published”, Belfast Telegraph3 May 1990.

859 Speers was a crucial intermediary between theheotirish Department of Education and the musdom.
addition to her activity within the UM, she was paf the committee who worked at producing a nestdry
curriculum for every school in Northern Irelandr§aal interview with Sheila Speers, March 2010f&¢
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from a research committee made up of historiars,pdick was “designed by teachers for
teachers” and “was designed with teacher’s interiesmind”®®° That is why the discussion
about the educational pack is distinguished froendtudy of the narratives promoted within
the display.

The increased focus on educational policy affetcted gender ratio in the museum
staff. Although the ratio differs according to thmiseums and divisions — for instance, art
museums and the visual art collections of the UMl &@ender ratio less favourable to men —
the museums’ staff was traditionally a male pratesén Northern Ireland as elsewhere. Most
of the UM'’s curators were men and the position @pger of the local history collection has
never been occupied by a woman. The new relevalam®g on education policy brought
about a reconsideration of the gender ratio. Theuoh@ntary research for the Education pack
was undertaken by three teachers, two of whom Wexteicia Hill and Patricia Paul&§*
Within the Ulster Museum, the heads of the edunatiepartment as well as education
officers had traditionally been women. Sheila Spegas the UM’'s education officer from
1980 to 1996 and was then replaced by Marian Ferguskewise, Felicity Devlin was the
NMI’'s education officer in the late 1980s and weaglaced only replaced by Helen Beaumont
in the early 2000s. The educational dimensionKaigs in Conflict contributed to the
modification of the gender ratio in the UM membansl associates.

The pack expressed the links between the UM andetheational reform. The
introduction to the pack’s Activities booklet stsed that “It is hoped that the pack will also
contribute to the cross-curricular themes of Caltuderitage and Education for Mutual
Understanding®® In order to do that, equal representation fortthe main traditions was
adopted. While presenting the sources of the piekTeacher Suggestions booklet stressed
that “It is often said that it is the winners whaite the history, in that it is their evidence
which tends to survive better than that of therigsside. Care, however, has been taken to
represent Jacobite and Williamite evidence in askg proportion as possiblé®® The pack
was, thus, not limited to the Unionist interpredas of the Battle of the Boyne.

To some extent, the pack attempted to provide t@rsions of history. The back cover

of the pack pointed out that the sources told tteeysof the war “from Jacobite and

80«Kings in Conflict package published”, Belfast Telegraph3rd May 1990.

81 Hill was teaching in St Catherine’s Primary SchiopBelfast and was also teacher on secondmertieto t
Public Record Office of Northern Ireland. McBridasvteaching in Boys’ Model School in Belfast andsaéso
teacher on secondment at the UM. Finally, Pauleyteaching at Strabane Grammar School and waseieanh
secondment at the UM. Booklet of source, insidaetfomver.

82 Ulster MuseumKings in Conflict: Educational PaclActivities, Introduction, p. 2.

853 Ulster MuseumKings in Conflict: Educational PaclActivities, Using the Documentary Evidence, p. 14
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Williamite viewpoints.®** Indeed, in the section about Ireland in 1688 ibeklet of sources
opposed the “Jacobite witnesses” to the “Williamitétnesses” with clearly different
presentations of the eveit8.This expressed the need, defended by the commuetitijons
agencies, to give equal representations to the mweon cultural traditions. The pack
demonstrated that, before the Community RelatiomsnCil was fully implemented in 1990,
Education for Mutual Understanding and the eduoateform shaped part of th€@ngs in
Conflict’s project.

As an educational project, tiéngs in Conflictpack developed another major issue of
educational reform in Northern Ireland. The Teadhetivity booklet stressed that “The role
of the teacher will be to develop the pupil’s aitjivas a young historiarf®® Pupils were
asked to be aware of the fact that “a document haay significance other than its apparent
purpose” and that they had to attempt to concentat “what is said but also what is left
out”. Accordingly they had to “compare” sources dndquestion the “reliability” of these
because “the historian must also be ready to ifjebtas in the sources he (sic) consults”.
Ultimately, the booklet explained that “the historioften has to offer his conclusion with the
proviso that it is the best version the evidenmal.”®’

The critical analysis of primary sources within #ducation pack derived from a new
turn in history teaching in Northern Ireland and&pe. Since the 1970s, history teaching had
been marked in Europe by a new emphasis on tHeatritpproach of primary sourc&.1t
was no longer considered positive for pupils taseen as passive receptacles of knowledge,
and so educational policy reforms focused moreupplying pupils with more critical tools
and methods. Alan McCully, specialist in historpadking in Northern Ireland, argues that
“the adoption of a skills-based approach to histtegching opens up the classroom to
different interpretations as never before and pespdhe ground for the introduction of
sensitive and disputed areas of Irish hist§fj'History teaching has responded to conflict by
eschewing a traditional “master” narrative approaol instead adopting an inquiry-based,
multi-perspective method to enable students toiqoet evidence, perspectives and

interpretations, thus learning to formulate morkertive and balanced view of past events

84 Ulster MuseumKings in Conflict: Educational Paglback cover.

855 Ulster MuseumKings in Conflict: Educational Paglsources, pp. 12-13.

856 Ulster MuseumKings in Conflict: Educational PaglActivities, Documentary evidence, p. 15.

87 Ulster MuseumKings in Conflict: Educational PaglActivities, Documentary evidence, pp. 14-15.

88 See especially the journ@ibaching History Teaching Historybegan in 1976 and has been the leading UK
professional journal for secondary history teachers

89 Alan McCully “The Relevance of the Teaching of Duhl and Social Studies to the Handling of
Controversial Issues in the History Classroom”RnAustin (ed.),Essays on History Teaching in Northern
Ireland, (Coleraine: Faculty of Education Resource Cetdreyersity of Ulster, 1985), p. 57.
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for themselve&§’® Controversial episodes like the Battle of the Boywere particularly
adapted to underpin these theories.

Regarding the Siege of Londonderry, the pack ptede@eorge Walker’'s diary in
which the “Jacobite soldiers carried their dead aodinded on their backs in making their
escape®’! The Teacher Suggestion booklet explained that “Téwmder is left with the
impression that the Jacobites are cowards. Thd,gpugwever, should also be asked why else
would the casualties have been carried back to then lines: the dead to be buried; the
wounded to be treated and not left to the real vagined cruelties of the people of
Londonderry”®’? This example was supposed to be used by teaahesntonstrate how to
“identify bias in the source$”® Multi-perspectivity in history teaching has becorae
recognised stance of the international communityeieking to promote educational reform in
post-conflict societie®’* Through this critical analysis approach, the packs able to
challenge unilateral Unionist and Nationalist iptetations of the conflict. According to this
principle of critical analysis, the pack could dé sources dealing with controversial issues
such as the Londonderry inhabitants living condgiduring the Sieg&®

Kings in Conflictmarkedly became, through its educational packnaovative tool of
experimentation for new approaches of history teachThe exhibition was even more
important in the communication of the multi-pergpexstory, since at that time no common
textbooks had yet been used in Northern Irelanedash As a consequence, in September
1990, the Irish and Northern Irish Ministers of Edtion met in Belfast to announce that a
video based on the UM’s exhibition would “be usedting Protestant and Roman Catholic
children together in Ulster and to increase undeding among pupils in the Republf¢®.
The video was funded by education departments Namth South and was sent to schools
throughout the whole island. In a period of refoomthe history curriculum in Northern

Ireland, the Ulster Museum contributed significgrethd successfully to the establishment of

870 Jacqueline Reilly and Alan McCully, “Critical THimg And History Teaching in A Contested SocietyieT
Potential Influence of Social Cognitions”, Americkducational Research Association Annual Meetihgw
Orleans. American Educational Research Associafibf],http://eprints.ulster.ac.uk/1813{Ast visited April
2012).

871 George Walker was the commandant in charge adefiense of Londonderry against the Jacobite troops.
872 Ulster MuseumKings in Conflict: Educational PaclActivities, p. 15

873 Ulster MuseumKings in Conflict: Educational PaclActivities, p. 15.

874 Cole, Teaching the Violent Past

875 For instance, source 28 was the table made byg8aafalker to depict the food sold within the wallws,
horse-flesh was sold for 1s. 8d a pound ; a quaftardog fattened by the dead bodies of the si&h, 5s. 6d.;
a dog's head, 2s. 6d.; a cat, 4s. 6d.; a rataleguse, 6d.; greaves by the pound, 1s.; tallow.sdted hides,
1s.; and other things in proportion. Ulster Muse#iings in Conflict: Educational Pacléctivities.

87 N. McAdam, “Battle Video Aims to Forge Closer Liamong Pupils”, iBelfast Telegraph4 September
1990, p. 2.
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the new role education played and in as much becamefficial tool for implementing
community relations policy.

Curriculum renewal and education reform were, i ldte 1980s and early 1990s, at
the crux of the process of social cohesion in Northireland. This belonged to the broader
cultural approach of conflict management which beedhe new framework for community
relations policy in the second half of the 1980sisThew role for education highly contrasted
with what was implemented in the Republic of Irelafihe National Council for Curriculum
and Assessment was created in 1987 and new prograrfon the Junior Certificate were
established in 19897 While history teaching became a tool for sociatorestruction in
Northern Ireland, it moved, in the South, towardsrenutilitarian and technical purpo<eg.
The 1992 Green Paper highlighted “The need, pdatiguin an enterprise culture, to equip
students with the ability to think and to solve lgeims, rather than an accumulation of
knowledge™® In this approach, history was not crucial and \ttieite Paper could raise in
1995 the possibility of removing History as a comspuwy discipline for the Junior
Certificate®° Although the museum had an educational officeicEgIDevlin, her role in the
organization offhe Road to Independenemained limited® The very late production of an
education pack for thd&road to Independencm 2001 revealed the absence of major
educational policy related to the exhibiti§h.

In sum, educational policy was intended to enhaxmemunity relations in Northern
Ireland. The Ulster Museum, itself dependent on Erepartment of Education Northern
Ireland, contributed to this process. The rolehaf museum was even more important since,
in spite of reforms, denominational schools cordgohtio mirror religious divisions. In 2001-
2002, less than 5% of pupils attended non-denoinimetschools in Northern Irelarf® The
UM’s participation in educational reform and newstbry curriculum strengthened the
presentation of two cultural traditions in Northéreland as well as the promotion of cultural

diversity through thé&ings in Conflicts education pack. Nonethelesangs in Conflictwas

877 The Junior Certificate applies roughly for fiftegear old pupils. An Roinn Oideachai$he Junior
Certificate, History SyllabyDublin: 1989.

878 | ee,Ireland, 1912-1985pp. 640-641.

879 Department of EducatioEducation for a Changing World: Green Paper on Eatian, (Dublin: Stationary
office, 1992).

80 Department of EducatioGharting our Educational Future. White Paper on Edtion (Dublin: Stationary
office, 1995), p. 48.

81 Her wish to implement new technology within thesplay was not followed. Likewise, her intention to
welcome the Spanish Armada in the NMI failed.

82 Given the very late production, | do not propasestudy the pack in this section. The differentteanof
production might involve anachronism and unsounerpretations.

%3 Fionnuala O’ConnorA Shared Childhood: The Story of the IntegratedoSishin Northern Ireland(Belfast:
Blackstaff Press Limited and the Integrated Edoecafiund, 2002), p. 188.
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not limited to its pack. It is very important tovestigate the specificity of both the pack and
the display in interpreting the 1690s.

3) The Project to Debunk Myths from History and theDemobilization of History

The links between the Ulster Museum and communiations policy have been
demonstrated for the second half of the 1980s ahwidre production of historical narratives
of the 1690s fully belonged to the general appreaaif community relations supported by
the Central Community Relations Unit. Nevertheldbg, UM was doing much more than
merely reproducing cultural policies. As a pubhstitution, the UM mediated the past to its
visitors; and as mediation it produced interpretadi | argue that the commemorations of the
Battle of the Boyne were special occasions to eragmithe demobilization of history. Recent
works on the aftermaths of the First World War hagemonstrated how cultural
demobilization was an active process to end warth@fminds. In an article on wars and
processes of reconciliation in twentieth centurydpe, John Horne observed that, in addition
to military, economic and political processes omaeilization, the post-war period (1918,
1945 and 1989 for the Cold War) witnessed proceskesltural demobilization as wéff?
Culture was used to “demobilize the mind” and redercommunitie$®” In spite of sectarian
violence, the context in Northern Ireland during tate 1980s and early 1990s was different,
and the comparison with the “demobilization of thed” in the post First World War period
is not the purpose of this study. Moreover, whilerie examines the “demobilization of the
mind”, this research concentrates on the “dematiitin of history”®*® Horne’s works remain
useful because they underline the process by wdadiin actors attempted to change cultural
representations, in particular the representatairthe enemy. In 1990, the Ulster Museum
undertook a demobilization of history in order &rfipate in the politics of reconciliation.
First of all, the Ulster Museum aimed to preseobjéctive” historical narratives.
Kings in Conflictwas organized by the Local History division of tkster Museum which
underlined its strong commitment to historical aacy. Among the arguments in favour of
the design of a commemorative exhibition for theedatenary of the Battle of the Boyne,

Maguire recalled in 1985 that “Political and mifgehistory is part of the Ulster Museum’s

84 John Horne “Guerres et réconciliations européerme£0e siécle”Vingtiéme-Siéclen. 104, October-
December 2009, p. 4.

85 Demobilizing the Mind. Culture, Politics, and thedacy of the Great War, 1919-193%nference held in
Trinity College of Dublin, 26-28 September 2001.

8% |n order to examine the “demobilization of the dsh it would be necessary to study the relatioatsvieen

the Ulster Museum and the visitors’ interpretatiohthe exhibition.
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brief and a major point of distinction between bigtas displayed here and in the Folk
Museum”®7 The definition of history — and its distinctiorofn folklore — underpinned the
method by which the museum aimed to contributdhéodommemorations. From the outset,
William Maguire had highlighted the need for “olbjeity”. In 1985, he supported the
organization of a commemorative exhibition with gmgument that “It may be our positive
duty to present an objective display about an evémth is familiar politically but little
known historically.®® The search for “objectivity” was accompanied wihdistinction
between history and myths.

The Ulster Museum defined the 1990 exhibition amanoeuvre to debunk myths
regarding the 1690s. Sean Nolan, director of theddIMuseum, explained in the preface of
the catalogue that “continuing political signific&n combined with distance in time has
created myths around these events and historicahfs become obscure¥. Although the
call for historical objectivity is a banal purpo$ar historical exhibitions, the distinction
between history and myths revealed a wider critqgdroach which shaped the entire display.
It also revealed a reinterpretation of the linksasen past and present. That is why the term
demobilization of history is preferred to demythgkation.

The production of historical narratives servedcoading to the UM'’s staff, to
challenge the political uses of history. Sean Nalaate in the preface of the catalogue that
the importance of the conflict “has been overtakgtheir use as political symbols during the
three centuries sinc& In order to contest the political uses of the XaWilliam Maguire
pointed out thatkings in Conflictwas “commemorating rather than celebratifig”He
thereby placed the exhibition outside the tradalocelebrations organized by the Orange
Order every 12 July. The intention not to celebthtepast was similar to the position of the
Irish government in 1991 for the % nniversary of the 1916 Easter Rising. Nonethetess
way to implement the shift from celebration to coemoration was not to downplay the
relevance of the historical use of violence butptovide a critical approach of the past
instead. That is why | argue that a process of démation of history was necessary to
challenge the political uses of the past.

In order to demobilize history, the Ulster Museurmderlined the clear distinction

between past and present. The keeper contendedtiteapast is really a foreign country

87 Wwilliam Maguire, “1690 and All that”, file entitt“1990”, Local history department, UMA, Cultra.
88 illiam Maguire, “1690 and All that”, file entitt“1990”, Local history department, UMA, Cultra.
89 3.C. Nola, “Preface”, Maguir&ings in Conflict p. vii.

89 3.C. Nola, “Preface”, Maguir&ings in Conflict p. vii.

891 Maguire’s interview, inThe Christian Science Monito8 September 1990.
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where the natives thought and behaved differentiynftheir descendants and cannot be
properly understood if those differences are nby fiaken into account®? In other words,
one cannot use the past and apply the present iippdsetween Nationalists and Unionists
to the 1690s. The exhibition was designed in opjoosito the memory and mythical
production of 1690s interpretations and aimedrattkt contextualizing the 1690s.

In order to debunk myths from the history of 168% Ulster Museum collaborated
with academic historians. Sean Nolan pointed cait e display “has as its main objective a
review of events in Ireland in the late seventearghtury in the light of recent historical
research®®® Unlike The Road to IndependeniteDublin, academic historians participated in
the organization oKings in Conflict The discrepancy between the two displays camiypar
from the fact that the NMI exhibition was permaneartd, therefore, more driven by internal
strategy. However, the difference also came froifierdint relations with academia.

Historical research was, above all, present thnotlie keeper himself. William
Maguire joined the UM in 1980 and became keepédheflocal history collections. Member
of a Methodist family, Maguire obtained a master nmredieval history at St Andrews
University (Scotland) and his Ph.D. on early nieatb-century local history in 1962 from
Exeter College Oxforé? He subsequently published several books on therkisf Ulster
and the history of Belfadf® Hence, Maguire himself edited a collection of gssin
connection with the exhibition about the 1690s Whi@s highly reviewed in 1998° That is
why the Irish Timesentitled the obituary of William Maguire “Noteddtory and museum
keeper™’ His history background could explain the distionthe made between the history
and the myths of the 1690s.

As soon as the decision was made to mount thebigoim, Maguire embarked on a
review of the literature. In November 1985, he sdeel that “Preliminary contact has been
made with historians in appropriate fields of ie&r®®® Unfortunately, most of Maguire’s
personal papers are not available, and his anabydise historiography is still unclear. In a
meeting held in December 1988 at the UM, the isgusn organizing committee was raised.

892 william Maguire “Digging up the Past: 1690 and Biat”, Archaeology Irelandvol. 4, n.2, 1990, p. 61.

893 Nolan “Preface”, p. vii.

89 His research dealt with the Downshire estate fi@®1 to 1845. See his obituary in the Irish Tinté&ted
Historian and Museum Keeper”, the Irish Times 12 March 2011.

89 Wwilliam Maguire,Belfast: a History Carnegie Publishing, 2009.

8% Wwilliam Maguire, ed.,Kings in Conflict. Revolutionary War in Ireland arits Aftermaths,(Belfast:
Blackstaff Press, 1990). See the review from W.dRodnAlbion: A Quarterly Journal Concerned with British
Studies 23/4, 1991.

897 “Noted Historian and Museum Keeper”, The Irish Times12 March 2011.

89% william Maguire, Boyne Tercentenary Exhibitiprl990: position paper, 6 November 1985, 1990 maper
UMA, Cultra.
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The minutes point out that “Apart from the relevantrators of the two museums, it was
proposed to include designers ... and historiangduisued “The main role of the historians
would be to scrutinize and advise on the text efekhibition”®?° The fact that this proposal
was only expressed in 1988 and that their role avdyg advisory tended to limit their impact
on the display. It is nevertheless interestingite@stigate who was contacted.

The minutes initially mentioned James McGuire, Green and Harman Murtagh but
David Harkness was substituted for lan Green byli&il Maguire the month aftéf® In
addition, the UM contacted Rex Cathcart in ordewtite the scripts for audio-guidé¥: The
common point between these scholars — Cathcartansgsecialist of education — was their
commitment to revise the local sectarian and paabdefinitions of history. In the collection
of essays edited by Maguire’s in 1990 to accompgimgs in Conflict Murtagh dealt with
the connections between Ireland and the Kingdonikrahce, so to say, between James,
William and Louis XIV®? Cathcart was Professor in Science of EducatioQ@gen’s
University and was fully involved in the debategarling the teaching of history both in the
Republic of Ireland and Northern Irelafff.He shared with David Harkness a wish for the
teaching of a more inclusive Irish history, NorthdaSouth. Both Cathcart and Harkness
proposed to use history as a way to appease corynrehations. Cathcart claimed, as soon
as January 1960, that Catholics and Protestants ltathmon national identity in Irelaidf.
It was a first indication that, through its collabton, the Ulster Museum’s intention to
demobilize history was not entirely disconnectemhfrpresent consideration for community
relations. The purpose of the UM was not merelpresent “objective” historical narratives,
but also to limit the divisive political uses oftory.

Consequently, community relations and the focugvem traditions were considered

by the UM’s staff, and this modified the mannewinich historical conflicts were interpreted.

89 Boyne Tercentenary Exhibitiominutes, 14 December 1988, A1/87/105, 1/3, NMDAiblin. Due to John
Teehan’s involvement in the collaboration, numeréiles about the 1990 exhibition are part of thetidlzal
Museum of Ireland’s archives.

%0 Summary of a phone call between Maguire and Teehatmanscribed by Teehan, 20 January 1989,
A1/87/105, 1/3. NMIA, Dublin. Dr Murtagh was a lecgér in Athlone Institute of Technology (Republi€ o
Ireland) and Honorary Editor of tHeish Sword an Irish military history journal founded by Hay®icCoy.
James McGuire was lecturer in modern Irish historyniversity College of Dublin. Harkness professbirish
history at Queen’s University and also ChairmathefTrustees of the Ulster Folk and Transport Maoseu

%L Minutes of the Board of Trustee&2 March 1990, UMA, Cultra.

%2 H, Murtagh “The War in Ireland, 1689-1691” in Magu (ed.),Kings in Conflict. Revolutionary War in
Ireland and its Aftermathpp. 61-92.

%3 He was part of the 1965 History Syllabus Commitse¢ up in the Republic of Ireland to review the
secondary school history syllabus which had beeu sénce 1941 He was part of the 1965 History Syla
Committee set up in the Republic of Ireland to egwithe secondary school history syllabus which been
used since 1941.

4 The Irish Times12 January 1960, p. 7.
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In the 1960s and 1970s, historical conflicts sushha 1690 Battle of the Boyne or the 1798
Rebellion were associated with one tradition. Cosely in 1990, the representations of the
1690s were intended for the two communities. Uniike education pack which mostly chose
to present two communities and two sets of integpians of the past, the display was driven
by the wish to provide common historical narrativiesorder to implement this choice the
UM endeavoured to debunk myths from history. This @f revision contrasted with the

NMI's reluctance to implement historical revisiomisto its collections. The discrepancy
regarding critical reinterpretations of the pastrained from the need to demobilize history in
Northern Ireland and to provide new interpretatigresmobilization) of the past to non-

academic audiences.

4) The Organization of Kings in Conflict as the Consequence of New Networks which

Challenged the Local Interpretations of the Past

Before analyzing the representations of the pastgmted throughoukings in Conflict it is
necessary to stress that the organization procggoeed an interpretation of the Anglo-Irish
relations. Much more than any previous display raged at the Ulster Museum — or the
National Museum of Ireland kings in Conflictattempted to confront visitors with history of
the 1690s which transcended the (Northern) Iriskm&work. The organization of the
exhibition revealed how the links between culturadtitutions in and out of the island of
Ireland participated in the reappraisal of Anglighrrelations.

First of all, the tercentenary of the Battle o tBoyne — for whiclings in Conflict
was designed — took place in a broader contexbwingemorations. It is necessary to discuss
the links between them and the potential consessenn the organization dfings in
Conflict The second half of the 1980s belonged to whatré’iBlora calls “an era of
commemorations” in which the bicentenary of thenEreRevolution received the lion’s share
of honours but was by no means the only exarfpl&he bicentenary of the French
Revolution was indeed a major event in France b & many European and extra-
European countries. Ireland (North and South) waslifferent and events were mounted all
over the island, in particular in Wexford — whehe tinks with 1789 had led to the 1798
insurrection. In addition to the commemorations »789, the other major event

9% pierre Nora, “L'ére de la commémoration”, in Ndues Lieux de mémoireol. 3, pp. 4687-4718.
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commemorated was the 1688 Glorious Revolut!8riThis latter event had traditionally

received particular attention in Northern Irelandce it had led to the opposition between
James and William and therefore to the 1690 Battldkhe Boyne. Thus, the 1962 memorial
exhibition arranged for William of Orange at thesték Museum amply emphasized the
struggle for the throne of England and Scotlana: mhultiplication of commemorations in the

late 1980s enhanced the connection between theerUMuiseum and other Irish and

international institutions.

For instance, William Maguire was directly invotvén the commemorations of the
arrivals of Huguenots in Irelarfd’ He was part of the group which met in June 1983nark
the Revocation of the Edict of Nantes in 1985, hyeaclesiastical commemoration, public
lectures and an exhibitior?®® In 1985, the Lisburn Museum organized an exhibifior the
tercentenary of the arrival of Huguenots in UIStérwilliam Maguire participated in the
organization of the exhibition and the UM Local tdry department provided some artefacts
from its collections™® The transnational links between Ireland and tmgdom of France in
the seventeenth century played a role in the desfigiings in Conflict Maguire stressed that
the documentation produced the 1985 commemoratiassa basis fakings in Conflict™* It
is hard to make clear the extent to which the 1&@8%memorations helped to shdfiags in
Conflict, but the focus on transnational relations betweemce and Ireland — through the
migrations of the Huguenots — became a common pgmhween the two displays. On a
European scale, the transnational dimension ol 885 display mirrored the intention within
commemorations to go beyond the national frameworks

The series of commemorations provided Maguire witiernational examples and
models which could be used Kings in Conflict The UM’s reports which asserted that
“Maguire was particularly occupied with preparasdor the Boyne Tercentenary exhibition

scheduled for the spring of 1990 and visited somth® many exhibitions in Holland and

%% The Glorious Revolution (or the Revolution of 13880k place in 1688 when the British monarch — the
Catholic James Il — was overthrown by Parliameateriand the Protestant William Il of Orange-Nassau
stadtholder of Holland. This event initiated therwéthe succession between Jacobites and Willesnirom
which the 1690 Battle of the Boyne was one impdrsiep.

%97 After the revocation of the Edict of Nantes by M|V in 1585, many Protestants — called Huguerdiied
and took refuge all over Europe.

%8 The Huguenots and Ulster 1685-1985. Historicabiiction and exhibition catalogue, Lisburn Mused.
October 1985 - 30 April 1986, forewords.

%9 isburn welcomed indeed many French Huguenots tfterevocation of the Edict of Nantes in 158% Se

J. Best,The Huguenots of Lisburn: The Story of the Losb@yl(Lisburn: Lisburn Historical Society, 1987).

19 He also “edited and contributed to the fine cayato published for the occasion “. Ulster Musedmnual
Report 1985-1986, p. 15.

%1 Memorandum from Maguire, files “1990” 6 Novemb@85, UMA, Cultra.

186



England”?*? For example, he pointed out that he saw the poaf&.ouis XIV — which would

be one of the most important pieceaigs in Conflict- in Amsterdam and thought it would
be perfect for the exhibitioH> Similarly, he wrote in 1988 that he “visited thetNerlands
recently, to look at William and Mary exhibitions @lisplay this year, and hope to get the
loan of a number of items seett® Although, these visits resulted from Maguire’s ueral
interests, the general context of commemoratiomsributed to relating the Ulster Museum
into the broader European context as well.

The series of commemorations encouraged the mtienal loans of artefacts, which
was a defining attribute oKings in Conflict This was expressed through the UM'’s
involvement in commemorating the 1588 Spanish Aam&dom April 20th to September 4th
an “international exhibition was presented at thatidhal Maritime Museum (NMM) in
Greenwich (London), continuing at the Ulster MuseumBelfast from October 12th to
January 8th®® The UM's ability to collaborate so actively cameorh its important
collections regarding the Spanish Armada. The tepiaihe museum explained that “Holding
as it does some 90% of the material excavated themArmada wrecks off the Irish coast, it
was fitting that the Museum collaborated with thatibinal Maritime Museum, Greenwich, in
mounting the major international exhibition ‘Armad&88-1988"'° The Spanish Armada
exhibition was not initiated by the URY the organization was assumed by the National
Maritime Museum in Greenwict® Notwithstanding, the NMM’'s management of the
exhibition, its display in Belfast gave more crelilijpto the UM.

It was the first temporary commemorative exhibitemmanged at the UM since 1967.
Therefore, the Director would ask education offiSéeila Speers to provide a special report

about the exhibition. Discussing this report in 99the Director pointed out that “not only

912 yIster MuseumAnnual Report1988-1989, p. 19.

%13 Belfast Telegraphl0 April 1990, p. 9.

%14 | etter from Maguire to Teehan, 12 September 198887/105, 1/3, NMIA, Dublin. The exhibition in
Amsterdam wasThe Glorious Revolution: The World of William andaly] Amsterdam, June — September
1988. Catalogue, p. 2. See William’s portraitsgfatts 6 and 167)

95| Jensen, “Book ReviewThe Sixteenth Century Journabl. 20, n°1, Spring 1989, pp. 133-134.

918 Ulster MuseumAnnual Report, 1988-1989. 8.

%17 The exhibition at the Ulster Museum was under risponsibility of Lawrence Flanagan, keeper of the
Department of Antiquities (to which the artefaceldmged), and not Maguire, keeper of the Local diist
Department. Although no evidence was found to stipghis hypothesis, we may assume that in 1987-1988
Maguire was already utterly committed to the orgation ofKings in Conflict Another reason which explained
why Maguire set back from the Spanish Armada etibibiwas the fact that Sheila Speers (educatioffiieo)
was personally involved with the NMM and the monogtof the display.

%18 Erom the total cost of £500.000, the UM contrilutg to £150.000. The National Maritime Museum was
charge of the exhibition guide and the Directothef UM received merely a “brief of the exhibitio@arly 1987.
Board of Trustees meetinginutes, 19 February 1989, UMA, Cultra.
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was it a very good record, but it was an imporguitieline for future major exhibitions*?
Speers explained that initially the contacted tostins were reluctant to loan their artefacts
to the Ulster Museum for the Spanish Armada exioibjtthis, according to her, because of
the perception of Belfast as being a dangerous’3itafter various negotiations and the
personal intervention of the Director, most of kbans were secured for the Spanish Armada
to be displayed in Belfast. This success contridhusecording to Speers, to reassuring the
institutions as to the security in the Ulster Musew crucial point with regards to the high
number of loans requested by MaguireKamgs in Conflict’?*

The international dimension in the organizatiorihaf tercentenary of the Battle of the
Boyne was not altogether surprising. Indeed, thmarmemorations of the Battle of the Boyne
by the Orange Order had traditionally highlighted tinks between the Battle of the Boyne
and the Glorious Revolution, interpreting William\actory as the defeat of James’
absolutism. What was much more astonishing wasltHeeland framework of organization
supported by the Ulster Museum. The most interggeature was certainly the collaboration
between the two national museums in Ireland andhean Ireland. Although ultimately only
displayed in Belfast — mostly due to the cost & tfansfer as seen below — the NMI's staff
contributed to the design &ings in Conflictwhich was supposed to travel to Dublin. On 19
June 1987, Maguire wrote a letter to the NMI in evhihe explained that the UM was
planning a major exhibition “to mark the tercentgnaf the Battle of the Boyne’®? Maguire
asked whether “the National Museum would be williogbe associated” with the UM in
sponsoring the exhibition which “would be intendedshow in Dublin as well as Belfast®
On the NMI’s side, the issue was under the respditgiof John Teehan, head of the Art and
Industry division’®* Even more than the links with British institutiorthis collaboration
marked the UM’s wish to go beyond the local seatamterpretations of the past.

Teehan was very enthusiastic and recommended tiibition as soon as August 14
1987. In transmitting the request to the DirecRat(ick Wallace), he highlighted the fact that
“the particular historical events merit an exhititi and that “the subject matter should be a

919 Minutes of the Boardf Trustees, 22 June 1989, UMA, Cultra.

920 personal interview with Sheila Speers, Belfashriary 2010,

921 The 1990 section entitled “War at Sea” was maijit with artefacts coming from the National Marie
Museum, thus using links established for the 1988hbition.

922 ps far as the NMI's archives show, the first doamindealing with the project of collaboration betwethe
two museums dates back to June 1987. Letter fromula to Teehan, 19 June 1987, A1/87/105, 1/3, NMIA
Dublin.

923 etter from Maguire to Teehan, 19 June 1987, Al/83, 1/3, NMIA, Dublin.

924 Unfortunately, the UM’s archives are very inconipleegarding the organization of the exhibitiond an
William Maguire’'s personal papers were not keptthe Local History Department’'s archives. Most oé th
process is known from the National Museum of Irdlararchives, in particular John Teehan’s corredpone.
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fruitful area for co-operation between the two nume and between both parts of the
country”® In a similar tone, it was noticed that Teehan wrti the Department of the
Taoiseachin 1988, that the NMI’s historical collections ‘d begin with the 17 century”,
and he considered 1690 as part of the historicaVadments and occurrences (...) which have
brought the country to the present poitff’He also suggested collaborating with the UM to
design the permanent exhibition. Teehan was indeeardent supporter of the collaboration
and launched himself in the organizationkahgs in Conflict By October 1988 the project
was approved®’ From 1987 until 1990, Teehan and Maguire carried a prolific
correspondenc&®

This collaboration would prove to be historic. ae explained to the NMI’s Director
that the “exhibition would be the greatest co-opeeaventure so far undertaken by the two
Museums™? This was shared by Maguire, who considered thiatofation to be a “historic
occasion™® The museums had never worked together on any reaftbition. Only loans
had been arranged, as in 1948 for the 1798 Rebalbonmemorative exhibition arranged at
the NMI.%3 The exhibition was supposed to be first displaiyeBelfast for two months and
then be transferred to the NMI for a similar periddYet, this collaboration was also
providing different responsibility for the two muses. Maguire’s initial letters did not invite
the NMI to a strict joint exhibition but merely tomllaboration. Indeed, the letter was received
by Teehan in June 1987, roughly two years after thd had decided to mount a
commemorative exhibition. Although the process wa&smplete — for instance no title was
decided by June 1987 — the guidelines of the ettbibihad already been discussed by the
UM staff. When the NMI agreed to collaborate witle tUM, they also “accepted the UM’s
plans” which, as the Board of Trustees explainagrée well advanced®? The collaboration
resulted very much from the UM’s intention to prihistorical narratives going beyond the
local sectarian interpretations of the 1690s.

Given the gaps in the UM'’s archives regardingditganization oKings in Conflict it
is difficult to assert clearly the reasons why tbhdlaboration was requested by the UM.

However, some light can be shed on this questiGedan the arguments used by the UM

925 etter from Teehan to Wallace, 14 August 1987 851105, 1/3, NMIA, Dublin.

926 etter from Teehan to the Secretary of Tamiseach26 July 1988, A1/88/027, NMIA.

927 etter from Teehan to the DepartmenfTabiseach27 April 1990, A1/87/105, 1/3, NMIA.
928 gee their correspondence in NMI's archives, A1183/ NMIA.

9 |nternal note from Teehan to Wallace, 9 March 198887/105, NMIA.

930 etter from Maguire to Teehan, 9 November 19898%1105, NMIA.

%1 3See above, section |.

932 etter from Teehan to Ann Chambers, 5 May 19898&M05, 1/3, NMIA.

933 Minutes of the Board of Trustees December 1988, UMA, Cultra.
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staff to justify the collaboration. Maguire was ye&een to present this “crucial episode of
Irish history — as it actually happened — in anlr@lland context®** The letter Maguire sent
to Teehan in 1987 revealed that the collaboratias part of the overall approach. Maguire
wrote that the exhibition “should be the resulttloé kind of cross-border co-operation that
has proved so successful — and agreeable — iragt&’fr Kings in Conflictwas not intended
to promote glorifying versions of William’s victorfor the Unionist but rather to provide
historical narratives which could be displayed e two parts of the island. In supporting
cross-border collaboration, the Ulster Museum ehbibth to the community relations policy
which encouraged the highlighting of the two maemeunities, but also to cross-border
relations issued from the new responsibility givenhe Irish government by the 1985 Anglo-
Irish Agreement.

Despite the collaboration between Maguire and &eekings in Conflict was
ultimately not displayed in Dublin. In November B98/aguire wrote to Teehan that “I know
you will share my disappointment that an historjgportunity has been misset® It is,
therefore, necessary to discuss the reasons wharemted the Ulster Museum and the
National Museum of Ireland from providing all-Iralh narratives of the 1690s. Political
reasons were evoked by Northern Irish Unionists IBavid Trimbl€*” who reacted in the
Orange Standard® In an article entitled “Dublin Government only énésted in its own
culture”, he considered the absence of exhibitoBDublin as due to the “Eire Government’s
refusal”. According to him, this censorship conteaswith “the Northern Ireland Office
approach to culture and heritage to secure what dlescribe as ‘parity of esteem’ for the
nationalist tradition’®*® The failure would then come from political pressim the Republic
of Ireland. Nevertheless, it appeared that theoreag/ere more economic than political.

The archives of the NMI give a good insight inte firocess and strains which took
place between the various agenci@slohn Teehan kept records of every meeting hedsten
regarding the exhibition. By November 1987, Maryyl@o— Assistant Principal of the
Department of th& aociseach- stressed that the “Department would have noctibjeto an

involvement by the National Museum in the Exhibitias regards loan of materidf* The

934 |_etter from Maguire to Teehan, 12 September 198837/105, 1/3, NMIA, Dublin.

935 etter from Maguire to Teehan, 19 June 1987, A1/83, 1/3, NMIA, Dublin.

936 | etter from Maguire to Teehan, 9 November 19898%1105, NMIA.

97 Ulster Unionist Member of the Parliament.

938 Monthly newspaper published by the Orange Order.

%39 Orange Standardiune 1990, p. 12.

%0 The absence of any private source regarding theeisan yet be regretted. Indeed, most of the réngpi
documents scarcely provide any personal view omrthtter, merely reflecting organisational aspects.

%1 | etter from Doyle to the Director, 30 November 17981/87/105, 1/3, NMIA.
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Department of theTaoiseachpointed out in October 1988 that “It is also cdesed
appropriate that the exhibition should be showbirblin in 1990"%*? As far as the archives
show, the only condition required by the Departmeas for a “joint committee” to “facilitate
the planning®* The first meeting of the committee took place iecBmber 1988 and was
attended by Maguire, Teehan, as well as by EilelwekB(UM) and Mary Doyle from the
Department of th&aoiseachAs a result it was decided that a “special goveminmdemnity
would be provided to cover all loan¥* Another element contradicts the hypothesis of
political censorship. The Irish government was iwgd in the educational use &ings in
Conflict In September 1990, the two ministers of educatmat to announce the production
of a new video for schools about the historic lkatf 1690. The film, based dfings in
Conflict, was funded by the Departments of Education Nonth South and was sent out to
schools throughout the entire island. These detdilmlenge the assumption of political
censorship by the Irish government.

The reason why the exhibition was ultimately naptayed in Dublin was linked to
the cost of the display. In May 1990, John Brutbmé Gae] leader of the opposition) asked
the Taoiseachwhether he would “make provision for the Natiovalseum to accommodate
... the special exhibition on the Battle of the Boynerently on display in Belfast”. The
Taoiseachreaffirmed the “full co-operation with the Ulsteluseum” in the form of loans. He
went on to say that the possibility to hold the ibitton in the National Museum was
examined but “that the very heavy cost involved ldfonot be justified®*® The economic
aspect of the display provoked a reassessment verNloer 1989. The estimated cost of the
exhibition in 1988 was one £150.000 to be dividethieen the two museuri®.Yet, the cost
increased due to the difficulty of finding displsgyace.

The NMI's building in Kildare Street was to be opeed by an exhibition entitled
“The Works of Angels®*’ designed in collaboration with the British Museand with loans
from the UM. Another possible space was the Roy#lekhian Academy Galler}/?
However, in July 1989, the British Museum which tjggpated in theKings in Conflict

exhibition through loans, expressed some reservatimut the protection of the artefacts in

%49 etter from Doyle to Teehan, 10 October 1988, A1183, 1/3, NMIA.

%43 etter from Doyle to Teehan, 10 October 1988, A1185, 1/3, NMIA.

%4 Minutes of the Meeting.4 December 1988, A1/87/105, 1/3, NMIA.

5 rish Parliamentary debatd3ail Debates 1 May 1990, vol. 398.

%4 Minutes of the organization meetirntt December 1988, A1/87/105. 1/3, NMIA.
%47 Exhibition of Celtic metalworks {&— 9" centuries A.D)

%8 Minutes of the organization meetint# December 1988, A1/87/105. 1/3, NMIA.
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the Royal Hibernian Academy galle¥¥y. Teehan received a call from Maguire who explained
that “It has been recommended from London tha@gerquipment be installed®® More
precisely, the British Museum requested the galleryinstall “an air conditioning unit
necessary for the venue to be approv&dThis installation engendered increasing costs. The
Department of th@aoiseachagreed in early September 1989 to provide tweng/thousand
Irish pounds to adapt window But this amount was not sufficient. In Novembe83d9the
Secretary of the Department Bdoiseachexplained to the Director of the Ulster Museunt tha
the organization of the exhibition in the Royal &libian Academy Gallery would now cost
roughly £300.000, the figure quoted Bgoiseachin the Parliament® This augmentation of
the overall costs for the transfer Idings in Conflictappeared as the main reason why the
exhibition was ultimately not displayed in Dublin spite of the various loans and initial
political agreement.

Hence, the new links between the two national musesuffered not from political
pressure but rather from contrasting economic atna for the two institutions. Although the
financial and marketing issues will be mostly detiin the next chapter, thi€ings in
Conflict example indicated that any major shift in représgnhe past — and often to present
new artefacts — requested important fundifg.1990, the Ulster Museum was taking
advantage of substantial funding from Britain irder to enhance community relations
whereas the Republic of Ireland had not enteredetmmomic boom yef* In spite of the
ultimate failure, the organization d&€ings in Conflicthad been a historical collaboration
between the two national museums and expressednman wish — at least from Maguire
and Teehan — to go beyond nationalistic interpigatatof the past and to provide all-Ireland
historical narratives.

In conclusion, from the onset the two national nouse differed in their purposes for
organizing the exhibitions. The NMI proposed torraage its collections in connection with
the 75th anniversary of the 1916 Rising whereas thé aimed at changing the
representations of a divisive past and to demabihistory. A major difference was the
manner the two museums considered their visitoast & the new political emphasis on

multiculturalism, the UM was well aware of beinghémnted with different interpretations of

99 | etter from Teehan to the Department of Tre@iseach27 April 1990, A1/87/105. 1/3, NMIA.

%0 phone call from Maguire to Teehan, transcribed®ghan, 5 July 1989, A1/87/105, NMIA.

%1 |etter from Reading (executive office, British Musn) to Teehan, 13 November 1989, A1/87/105. 1/3,
NMIA.

%2 | etter from Stoke (Department of tA@oiseach to Nolan (Director of the Ulster Museum), 15 Nower
1989, A1/87/105, NMIA.

93 |rish Parliamentary debatd3ail Debates 1 May 1990, vol. 398.

%4The period of the Celtic Tiger would merely beiirl1993-1994.
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the 1690s according to the communities. The plyrali publics led to the revision of the past
in, supposedly, a less divisive approach. The conityizelations policy brought about a new
framework of cultural policies in which the Ulsteluseum played an increasing role. It is,
therefore, necessary to explore how the new rofeshe Ulster Museum materialized
throughoutKings in Conflictand to assess which myths the staff intended bardeand the
manner in which they did so.

C) Europeanization as Cultural Demobilization of Hstory in Kings in
Conflict

It has been important to deconstruct the orgammadf Kings in Conflictin order to better
understand its participation in the new culturdigies in Northern Ireland during the 1980s.
It is also necessary to investigate the added vaflilbe museum, in other words, to examine
the specificities of the UM in constructing repnesgions of the 1690s. The analysiKafigs
in Conflict reveals that, through the exhibition the Ulstersiglum debunked myths of the
1690s in order to foster cultural demobilization leétory. John Horne’s examination of
cultural demobilization in post-war periods is wsdéb underpin the historical dimension of
the process and the relevance of four categoriamybis usually at stake. He argues that
cultural demobilization deals particularly with threpresentations of heroes, the demonization
of enemies, and the notion of sacrific@ While Horne focuses very much on international
examples — for instance the Peace conferencethfteGreat War — this research takes into
consideration to what extent a single institutitime(Ulster Museum) patrticipated in a state
sponsored process of cultural demobilization otdmsand how this latter was expressed
throughKings in Conflict

Deconstructing the memory boom which started & 1860s and 1970s, Jay Winter
remarked that the “heroic narrative had done 8 gnd that new forms of remembrance had
emerged>® One of these new forms, he argued, was the “ree&itopeanize the discussion
of the war"®” He took the 1992 creation of th#istorial de la Grande Guerren Péronne —

in which he was involved — as an exampfeUnlike most previous historical narratives of the

%5 John Horne “Introduction”, in J. Horne, eMémobilisations culturelles aprés la grande guertRaris:
Noesis, 2002). pp. 49-51.

96 Winter, Remembering Wap. 27.

%7Winter and ProsfThe Great War in Historyp. 193.

%8 |nitiated by the council of the district of the rBme, with European funding, thdistorial de la Grande
Guerre was inaugurated in 1992. Since 1986, academicrlast from different parts of the world (France,
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First World War, theHistorial set the War in a European context and gave mdeserees to
British, French and German societies between 19idl 918. Through the plurality of
languages and approaches, ttistorial was, according to Winter, a step in the “nascent
European perspective on the W& One of the main characteristics of Historial was the
fact that its staff — composed mostly of historiangndeavoured to avoid any triumphal
versions of the War and challenged the traditiaistinction between us and them in military
museums®® Going beyond the national frameworks, théstorial contributed to the
reassessment of heroic representations of the Ipaatsimilar tone, the Europeanization of
the framework of representations of the 1690s skrt@ challenge the nationalistic
interpretations of wars and to reaffirm that warsrevinternational but also transnational

events.
1) Presenting the Battle of the Boyne in a Europea@ontext

The first myth the Ulster Museum aimed to debunk e over-emphasis of the Battle of the
Boyne in the Unionist memory. As said above, thé&l8dad been celebrated every year by
the Orange Order since the nineteenth century.ofih,Kings in Conflictwas arranged in
relation with the tercentenary of 1690, the rel@eaof the Battle of the Boyne was revised, in
particular with relation to the European context.

Although the title of the exhibition Kings in Conflict: Ireland in the 1690s
highlighted Ireland as the general framework, tlesinimportant narrative was that the 1690s
conflict was part of different Irish, British bulsa European conflicts. In June 1987, William
Maguire explained to John Teehan that the exhibitioncentrated “on the battle (Boyne) as
an historical event in its contemporary Europeaitjsh and Irish contexts®* This mention
of the European context contrasted with the Ulsteal prism through which the past had so
far been interpreted at the UM. In 1989, the Ba#r@irustees went even further and indicated
that “the logo and title for the exhibition hadalseen carefully designed to put the events in

their European, rather than Irish conteXf' Although this statement was too strong since the

United Kingdom, Germany, Belgium, Ireland, AustmaliUnited States etc.) have participated in the
organization. The exhibition is based on the comsparof the three main societies at war, FrancéaiBrand
Germany.

%9Winter and ProsfThe Great War in Historyp. 193.

%0 \inter and ProsfThe Great War in Historyp. 187.

%1 | etter from Maguire to Teehan, 19 June 1987, A1/83, 1/3, NMIA, Dublin.

%2 Minutes of the Board of Trusteeist December 1989, UMA, Cultra.
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Irish dimension of the 1690s was not absent (Iekl@aas mentioned in the title for instance) it
revealed an intention to go beyond insular histdrthe 1690s.

The first image within the catalogue was a mapo(&lsng in the entrance corridor)
entitledEurope in 1688Appendix 9-F). It centred on the Kingdom of Frarmnd Habsburg's
possessions. These two political entities were weld (red for Louis XIV’'s possessions,
yellow and green for Habsburg’s, purple for Prussid Brandenburg). Astonishingly, Ireland
was white and appeared as a spatial peripheryjdeutbe field of the powerful states.
Ireland’s position as European periphery was noadence. The introductory panel of the
exhibition stressed that “None of the kings in dichtared particularly about Ireland and the
Irish. James came to Ireland solely to recoverBmglish throne. William solely to defeat
James™®® This statement was crucial in explaining that dpposition between James and
William — a fundamental theme in both Unionist aNdtionalist oppositions — was not
primarily based on Ireland.

Ireland certainly had been a major battlefield was the only moment of the 1690s
when both James Il and William Il were physicatlgposed to one another — but James I
and William 11l fought for broader political reasanThey were fighting first and foremost for
the English and Scottish thrones (James Il had lenthrown by William Ill during the
Glorious Revolution in 1688). On a larger scale, tpposition between the two belonged to
the Nine Years’ War (1688-1697) in which Louis XWéas opposed to the Grand Alliance, a
European-wide coalition led by William, to contéis¢ expansion of the kingdom of France.
These were the entangled political contexts that ekhibition intended to highlight. The
Director of the Ulster Museum explained in the poef to the catalogue that “folk memory
has emphasized the conflict as one between twdsr{vear of the two kings) reflecting a
somewhat insular view of an event of major impaz&aim European history’®* In opposition
to the memory of the 1690s war in Ireland between monarchs, the exhibition presented
Kings in Conflict multiple oppositions between monarchs for pditisupremacy in Europe.
As a consequence, the first three sections of xhé#ion hardly dealt with Ireland or Irish
history but highlighted European diplomacy and taily strategy.

This new context directly influenced the preseotatf the Battle of the Boyne itself.
While the exhibition was mounted for the tercentgra the Battle, the latter did not appear
in the title. Certainly, section seven was devogdioeit not exclusively, to 1690 and the Battle

of the Boyne, and it was, in terms of artefacts,ribhest of the displays. Yet, the display was

93 Exhibition slides, Roy Service’s personal papdesigner), UMA, Cultra.
%4 7. C. Nolan “Preface” in Maguire (edings in Conflict
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far from being a celebration of the Battle. Thetmapof the main painting devoted to the
Battle argued that “The battle fought at the Boyne) was not a great affair in military
terms”?®® In a European diplomatic context, so to say reggrthe opposition between Louis
XIV and the Grand Alliance, the Battle was not ltdacisive. The section about the Battle
was followed by the section about “War at sea” wiita “Battle of La Hogue” in 1692 which
was defined as a “turning point” in the oppositletween France and the Dutch Repuiffic.
Similarly, section ten about “Peace in Ireland &udope” included William’s other victories
(notably Namur captured by the French in 1692Recapturing Namur was even considered
in the catalogue as “the triumph of his (Williamjlitary career?®® Presenting the Battle of
the Boyne in a wider context prevented an unchgédrglorification of the event.

The move from the Irish battlefield to the Europezmontext was best expressed
through the space given to sea and harbours. Utliikemphasis on the Battle of the Boyne
and the role of infantry, section nine, about “Warsea” highlighted the role of maritime
connections. The exhibition was an occasion toveduate the role of harbours in Irish
history?®°. Also, relics and replica of warships were on BigpTwenty relics of the H.M.S
Dartmouth, which “played a leading part in thee®bf Derry”, could be seeti® Even more
than battlefields such as the Boyne or Aughrim,dbe reflected the international dimension
of the 1690s conflict. The Battle of La Hogue, ihigh “French naval power was devastated
by a combination of English and Dutch fleets”, vaasillustration of the so-called “European
war”.%"* Maritime history was one of the main fields ofnisanational history’? Kings in
Conflict, therefore, proposed representations of the palsrged to the broader European
context. Although the representations were mosthytéd to Western Europe, it challenged
the sole relations between Ireland and Britain.aAesult, the representations of the actors

and the definitions of heroes and enemies were firddi

%5 The Battle of the Boyne, by Jan Wyck, artefact,M&guire Kings in Conflict p. 163.

%% Maguire,Kings in Conflict p. 260

%7 Maguire,Kings in Conflict Artefact 286.

%8 Maguire,Kings in Conflict p. 261

%9 Harbours such as Kinsale or Carrigfergus wereesspited through maps or charts. Kins@lare du Port de
Kinsale map 251) or Carrigfergu€hart of Carrigfergus254). MaguireKings in Conflict

7% Maguire,Kings in Conflict p. 250

" Maguire,Kings in Conflict p. 260, Artefact 266, 267 and 268.

"2 |n that senseKings in Conflictwas very similar to the 1988 exhibition which coemorated the 1588
Spanish Armadalnterestingly, lots of artefacts dealing with thdsuropean maritime networks came from the
National Maritime Museum (London) and testifiedhas new framework of representations.
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2) William of Orange: from Mythical Hero to Ordinar y Monarch Involved in European

Wars

The second myth the Ulster Museum attempted to rdelwas the heroic celebrations of
William of Orange. This process was fostered thiotige presentation of the 1690s in a
European context in which other monarchs playddrafeant role. This could be seen on the
logo designed for the display and printed on evmaterial published for the exhibition
(catalogue, exhibition guide, educational pack)e Tégo consisted of a band on which the
names of three kings were written: William 11, Jasnll, Louis XIV, from left to right
(Appendix 9-D). The three crowns were added abozehenamé’® The emphasis on
monarchs also appeared on the poster publisheddeertisement’ Reproduced several
times in theBelfast Telegraphit displayed the portraits of the three kings &pdix 9-E)’"°
The predominance of the kings in the representatairthe 1690s was not new. Depending
on the outlook of the author, the conflicts whiclk place in Ireland during the years 1689-
1691 were known, as “the Jacobite war”, “the Wiitliee war” or the “war of the two kings”,
the latter deriving from the IrishCogadh an D& Ri®® As well, the Orange Order has been
devoted to the cult of William of Orange, foundifagher of the Orange tradition. In every
event organized by Orange lodges — in particulaindithe parades organized on July' 2
King William had received very particular attentiti Neil Jarman counted that 38% of the
images in the 1992 parades in Belfast representdihivi/®’® What was striking irkings in
Conflict was the plurality of kings and the space givewtteers besides William (Appendix
9-E).

On the logo, the central place was not occupietidlyam but James Il. The extent to
which this detail is telling is hard to appreciatéet, this did not seem to be purely
coincidental. While, the first section of the extidn was entitled “Louis XIV and William of
Orange”, sections Il and Il were entitled “Jamkarid the Glorious Revolution” and “James
Il and Ireland”. That does not mean that Jamesvedenore attention than William — since

some artefacts from section Il and Il were alswaded to William — but it reflected how

973 Ulster Museum,Kings in Conflict: Ireland in the 1690s. Educatién@esource Pack(Belfast: Ulster
Museum, 1990), cover page.

974 Belfast TelegraphApril 14" 1990, p.3

5 See the Appendix 9-E.

976 3.G. Simms,acobite Ireland 1685-169Dublin 2000 ; J. ChildsThe Williamite Wars in Ireland_ondon,

2007 ; J. KinrossThe Boyne and AughrinThe War of the Two KingsVindrush Press, 1997.

77 Bryan,Orange Parades

978 Neil JarmanMaterial Conflicts: Parades and Visual DisplaysNorthern Ireland (Oxford: Berg 1997), p.
172.
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James’ role was not overshadowed by William. Thaimeton did not make any major
difference in representing James and William; imd§ in Conflict there were equal
representations of the two kings, and indirectlyaqepresentations of the Catholic and the
Protestant monarchs. In addition to the space divelames — the losing side at the Battle of
the Boyne — striking attention was paid to Loui&/XI

The first section of the exhibition was entitledotlis XIV and William of Orange”
and the first artefacts dealt with the life of thiei soleil”, his coming to power and his
diplomatic involvement in Europe (Louis XIV as peataker in Nijmegen (1678) or crossing
the Rhine in 1694)"° Entering the exhibit, visitors could see how LoX¥i¥ was relevant in
order to understand the 16983ngs in Conflictfocused very much on the conflicts between
European monarchs, especially between the kingddfmamce and the Grand Alliance led by
William. After the logo and the introductory pantie first artefact was a map entitled “The
expansion of France 1662-97” which depicted, astliésindicates, military gains. Centred on
the north-western part of the kingdom of France,rttap highlighted the various acquisitions
made by Louis X\ Visitors then passed in front of the portrait afuiis XIV — seen by
Maguire in Holland during previous commemoratiortsy-Hyacinth Rigaud®*

The equal amount of space given to the three kivags made possible because of the
overwhelming amount of representations available the display. For instance, of 338
artefacts on show, at least 113 were directly thm sense that they visually represented
monarchs — related to one of the three sovereightbough the Battle of the Boyne was
traditionally remembered and represented as aicbbitween the Catholic James and the
Protestant William, the display was introduced tigio a protagonist who did not fit the
opposition between Irish Catholics and British Bsténts. The exhibition displayed “the war
of the three kings” rather than any “Williamite \8§r“Jacobite war” or “war of the two
kings”. The enlarged context of interpretation lué L690s contributed to challenging the sole
focus on William of Orange, and therefore, challhghe celebration of his victory at the
Battle of the Boyne. Placing the wars in a Europeamtext was a potent way of challenging
the construction of historical heroes.

The absence of heroic representations of Williaith ot only come from the
European context in which the 1690s were preseriatl,also the ways the Protestant
monarch was depicted. Heroic representations whsedlenged by the sort of artefacts

9 1tem 2 and Item 4 from the first section. Magu(ied.),Kings in Conflict

980 Maguire (ed.)Kings in Conflict p. 5.

%1 Hyacinth Rigaud, Louis XIV en costume de sacré, 22194 cm, 1702. Today ire Louvre but was part of
theMusée National du Chéateau de Versailles
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selected for the display. Maguire warned that ¢bepe of the exhibition should be restricted
to the event itself and contemporary perceptionis.’6f* Maguire explained in the press that
they were “trying to present a reconstruction ofawlhappened at the time, using only
contemporary material and taking no note as to \wappened afterwardS®® Indeed, except
for a very small number, the artefacts on displaglaed from the 1690s or early 17088S.
By focusing on contemporary objects and works gfMaguire intended to dodge any strong
and direct criticism. He confessed that “our comtord defence is that all the exhibits are
authentic and of the period®® Had they been criticized for not including anythimbout the
celebration of the Boyne, the staff could invoksttiy, saying that the glorification of the
king was posterior to the Battle of the Boyne. kdlemany acts of celebration of William’s
victory emerged with the foundation of the Orangded in 1795. The Order played a crucial
role in diffusing images glorifying William as libgtor and defender of political and religious
freedom?®® By focusing merely on artefacts dating back to1680s, the exhibitions limited
the glorification of William undertaken by the OgenOrder.

Moreover, the staff was careful not to depict Wit in any glorifying manner. For
instance, no qualitative adjectives appear in #italogue captions of Jan Wyck’s painting of
William on his white horse — one of the most fameapresentations of the monar€h.
Likewise the panel introducing the year 1690 orgted that “William entered Dublin four
days after his victory at the Boyn&® This contrasted with the 1962 William Memorial
exhibition mounted at the UM in which attention wazeid to the “triumphant return to the
Hague in 1689°°° Efforts were made to deconstruct the mythical @sentations of William
of Orange. Maguire highlighted that the triumphegegresentations of William’s crossing the
river Boyne were part of the myth. He stressed ‘tt@temporary accounts told how William
of Orange’s horse got stuck in the mud at the rbaerk. The asthmatic king had to dismount

and pull his steed back to firm ground, an exeraibich left him wheezing for breatfi®

%2 Maguire ‘1690 and All that’, 1985, Local historgmhrtment, UMA, Cultra.

93D, Alhstrom, ‘A Symbol of Defiance in a Sea of mwil’, The Irish Times28 April 1990, p. 8.

%4The more recent item was a map dated from theslififthe section dedicated to «war at sea ». Bigtjtem
was not celebrating any glorification of King Wét. It should yet be noted that a cluster of actsfavere
undated in the catalogue.

%5 . Coyle, “Belfast Remembers the Boyne"Tire Irish Times5 May 1990, p. A5.

%6 See the booklet published by the Orange Orderd9®01for the tercentenary of the Battle of the Boyne
Kennedy, ACelebration: 1690-1990, The Orange Instituti@elfast 1990.

%7 The captions were confined to casual expressiook as “William on his horse”. Maguire (edgings in
Conflict, artefact 167, p. 176.

%8 Maguire (ed.)Kings in Conflict p. 163.

%9 Qutline of the exhibition, William Memorial exhiimn, 1962, archives of the Local History Departimen
UMA, Cultra.

90 william Maguire,Belfast Telegraphl0 April 1990, p. 9.
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The numerous depictions on murals from Unionisghieourhoods of William on his white
horse crossing the Boyne without resistance wenglgihistorically wrong.

This was a very colourful example of the staff'$iaty in debunking myths regarding
the 1690s. The contemporary representations ofiaiillin the display were carefully
analyzed. One plate represented “the equestriatragioof William Il in ermine robes
holding a sceptre and riding a prancing stallit’Instead of stressing personal features or
any glorious feature, the catalogue caption astdhat the image was “based on a print by
Cornelius van Dalen of Charles | entering Edinburgh641” and that “it provided the source
for paintings on tin-glazed chargers for at leasirfmonarchs: Charles I, Charles 1l (...)
James Il and William 11I®%? This “interchangeability” of images, as noted fre tcaption,
challenged the uniqueness of William and helpedshdt from a historical hero to a
seventeenth century monarch. Evidence of the nosicheepresentations of William was his
depiction as fallible. The section about “peacegjhtighted that “William was not a great
general”®® This was obviously not the most reverential commever made about the
monarch.

In addition to his personal features, the exhihitesserted that neither William’s
arrival in England, nor his reign, were as idylis the myths asserted. The introductory panel
of section four acknowledged that William “usurptee crown”?** his arrival in England was
described as an “invasiofi* William was even more criticized at the end of feign “when
the Dutch king with his Dutch favourites and hisdcoeserved manner was deeply unpopular
with his English subjects®® Likewise, in the section about 1690, more preyisdloutThe
Landing of King William of Glorious Memory at Cagkifergus the catalogue pointed out that
“The painting has considerable propagandist oveftonthe sense that the author “has made
the ship much grander than it actually would hagerl) for dramatic effect”, this “probably to
emphasize the importance of the occasih"Section eleven raised the hypothesis “Had
James won the war, all the families which had owssthtes in 1641 would have been
restored?®® The challenge to William’s infallibility was wrign in black and white in the
description of the sections sent by William MaguiweJohn Teehan in August 1989. About

section seven, the UM keeper wrote that “The géredfect to be aimed at in this section is

991 Respectively item 167 and 117. Maguire (eidifgs in Conflict
992 Maguire (ed.)Kings in Conflict
993 Maguire (ed.)Kings in Conflict p.261
%9 Maguire (ed.)Kings in Conflict p.105.
99 Maguire (ed.)Kings in Conflict Section I, p. 29.
9% Maguire (ed.)Kings in Conflict Section I, p. 29.
997 Maguire (ed.)Kings in Conflict p. 170.
9% Maguire (ed.)Kings in Conflict p. 170.
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conflict and the hazard of battlé® Whether William won the Battle of the Boyne wag no
related to any good or lost cause but due to mylifeatures; in particular the fact that
James’s army “had few cannon and many of his injamtere ill-trained and poorly
equipped™®® To the Unionist celebrations of William's victoryhe exhibition opposed
concrete materialization of strategy and hazaroadtie.

Thus, the exhibition proposed a radical reintegiret of the 1690s and of the
different actors of the conflicts in which the oppimn between heroes and enemies were
blurred and made more complex. The display rejettitecheroization of William as being a
posterior phenomenon and consequently challengettdtditional Unionist celebration of the
past. It should be yet noticed that the challenigmyths was partly proposed in exhibition
texts and catalogue and therefore did not touchyewsitor. Critical analysis was much more
adapted to history teaching and much more develapéde education pack. Visually, the
challenge to William’s glorification resulted maoi@m the equal representations of the three
kings and the enlargement of the context to otbtrs, like the Pope.

3) The Reuvision of the Historical Opposition betwes Catholics and Protestants in a

European Context

One interrogation about the demobilization of gt Northern Ireland is to know whether
it should be reached through the equal representafi two distinct communities or through
the emphasis on the common ground. At large, thsetemce of two distinct historical
communities was not challenged in Northern Irelaachmunity relations policies. The Ulster
Museum’s education pack was evidence of the prasent of at least two different
interpretations of the 1690s. Similarly, the Ulsteslk and Transport Museum (UFTM)
mounted an exhibition for the tercentenary of tlatlB of the Boyne (Remembering 1690:
the folklore of a war”). Anthony Buckley, in chargéthe display, stressed that the exhibition
“dealt with the popular history as depicted in bensn bonfires, songs, dances and narratives
(...) Its central materials consisted of rhetoricallyergent representations of the traditional
histories of Ireland’®* He added that “the temptation to debunk myths wesssted”.
Popular histories of the 1690s — among which thehist and Nationalist interpretations —

were not incorrect, but incomplete.

99 etter from Maguire to TeehanARigust 1989, A1/87/105, files 1 of 3, NMIA, Dublin.
1009 caption for the Battle of the Boyne, Artefact 168aguire (ed.)Kings in Conflict
1001 gy ckley and. Kenney “Culture Heritage in an Oaéi€alm”, p. 142.
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Kings in Conflictadopted a very different approach and this mdised in the
interpretations of the existence of two distincimoounities. The exhibition intended to
challenge the myth of the historical oppositiormsn Catholics and Protestants and the role
played by the 1690s conflicts in building two commiies. The third major mythical
interpretation of the 1690s to be challenged wittina display was yet more problematic
because some parts had been historically atteBbers, to some extent, the exhibition did not
ignore the relevance of religious issues in theD$69

One reason for the deposition of James Il anetiseiing Glorious Revolution was his
religious policy. The exhibition acknowledged tldaimes Il was “a zealous Catholic by the
time he arrived on the throne” and “appointed Clatkoas officers (...) despite the laws
forbidding such appointments” and that “a small bemof leading figures approached
William of Orange to invite him to come to Englatudsave its religion and libertied®? The
second section highlighted James’ behaviour, betvi€&85 and 1688, as one of the events
leading to the Glorious Revolution. The captionsoagated with James’s portrait confirmed
that although he first “advocated toleration fdr@hristians and was opposed to persecution
for conscience’s saké®?® he began to use his prerogative to an even grestent (1686), to
use intimidation (1687), and he decided to incateethe bishops in the Tower of London in
1688. In relation to this, a reproduction of “Theven bishops on their way to the Tower” was
put on display. The caption acknowledged that “Gawhen it did, after a number of other
moves against the exclusive power of the estaldisieirch, the arrest of the bishops was a
major blunder®* The use of the term “blunder” was symptomatiche tanguage used to
address James’s actions until 1688. Once againeipet in a “balanced” perspective,
James’s behaviour was portrayed as having raissbatient, but he was nowhere defined as
the absolute and authoritarian monarch.

Likewise, the consequences of William’s victory the relations between Protestants
and Catholics in Ireland were mentioned. The omgtisn whose title included the term
religion was the antepenultimate section calledigf®us consequences”. The introduction of
the section stated that “William’s victory led twetrestoration of the Church of Ireland as the
only official church in Ireland*?® From now on and until 1869, the British dominatian

Ireland would be associated with the official ssamgranted to the Anglican Churtf®

1002 \aguire (ed.)Kings in Conflict p. 299.

1003 Maguire (ed.)Kings in Conflict p. 35.

1004 Maguire (ed.)Kings in Conflict p. 46.

1005 pmaguire (ed.)Kings in Conflict p. 299.

109 1869, thdrish Church Actdisestablished the Church of Ireland.
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Certainly, William’s victory had religious conseques in Ireland, but the enlarged
framework enabled the museum to demonstrate thalithsions were more complicated than
the strict opposition between Catholics and Pratgst

The exhibition avoided any general religious ider#tion of the opponents. One of
the chief examples was embodied in the portra@ludrles Leslie who was both a member of
the Church of Ireland and a leading Jacobite. | ¢htalogue, his biography started by
asserting “Charles Leslie, an Irish Anglican Jatdbigiving to this unusual identification a
high level of significancé®’ Moreover, although the Church of Ireland and Pyesians
mostly supported King William, that was not a tatalon. Certainly, William’s victory led to
the “restoration of the Church of Ireland as theirmetficial church in Ireland®® but
Presbyterians did not obtain a Toleration Act aSdotland. Presbyterians “who had done so
much to save Ulster for William (...) were very dipamted with the outcome” because they
did not receive any official recognition similar ttee establishment of Presbyterianism as the
Church of Scotland. William was not portrayed asuaaritical saviour of religious liberties.
The exhibition furnished a more “balanced” narratiof William’s arrival and religious
purposes. The caption which accompanied Willianogrpit stressed that “Although William
had invaded England to rescue lost liberties ahgioa, acquiring the throne of England was
more of a means to curtail French aggression thaend in itself.*°°° Like the introductory
panel which presented Ireland as a political penphin the European diplomacy, the
religious issue was subject to more important issthee political and military issues defined
initially by William Maguire as the main approachtbe exhibition.

The relations between the conflicts and the cordassvere made even more complex
at the enlarged European level. In line with theuBbon European military and diplomatic
networks, the exhibition presented artefacts raggrchany European monarchs. This had a
major consequence for the representations angmetations of the religious issues. The past
was more complex than the simple opposition betw&dilam the Protestant and James the
Catholic. Indeed, Leopold I, elected Emperor of ltody Roman Empire opposed Louis XIV
and his territorial ambitions in 1658. The Empérntered into an alliance with the Prince of

Orange” and “in 1689 he joined with William, thengs of Denmark and Spain, the Elector of

1007 Maguire (ed.)Kings in Conflict p. 303-304.
1008 Maguire (ed.)Kings in Conflict p. 303-304.
1009 Maguire (ed.)Kings in Conflict p.71.
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Brandenburg and others in a grand alliance agaiosts”.'*° In the Grand Alliance, the
influence of Protestantism was therefore not esaent

Even more symbolic of the complex religious idaa#ifion, Pope Innocent Xl was
rightly presented in the first section as favoueatal William. The caption indicated that “he
supported the anti-French league of Augsburg 1&86uiesced in the aims of William of
Orange and was unsympathetic to James Il, whomegarded as Louis’ puppet’** For
those who celebrate the victory of the ProtestangKVilliam over the Catholic King James
this was an inconvenient reminder of seventeentitucg politics. This association was
particularly offensive regarding the discourse eftain Unionists such as lan Paisley —
founder of the Democratic Unionist Party and vehameitic of the pope as being the
antichrist. Likewise, in the late nineteenth ceptumionists used the links between Irish
Nationalist and the Vatican as an argument agaiestHome Rule. The slogan was Home
Rule is Rome Rule.

The association between William and the Pope snaisve issue. In 1933, Stormont
purchased a painting of William’s arrival in Irethnlt appears to show his arrival being
blessed by Pope Innocent XI. This representatiqmaphl support provoked heavy discontent.
In May 1933, two members of a Scottish Protesta#gue tour vandalized the painting by
throwing red paint and slashing'? The painting was removed and remained out of ajspl
until 1976 when it was moved to the Belfast Pulitecord Office. Although this very
painting was not part dfings in Conflict the alliance of the Pope — and the other Catholic
sovereigns — with William indeed challenged thecpption of the 1690s as a clear opposition
between Catholics and Protestants. The Directoldcstwess in the introduction that “myth
has obscured the fact that behind James Il stoaisXIV, while the Holy Roman Empire
and the Catholic King of Spain supported William )(whose ambitions for a time even
enjoyed papal endorsement3 The enlargement of the framework of representativabled
the Ulster Museum to underline the complexity oé thast and to debunk the “myths”
regarding the 1690s.

In conclusionKings in Conflictwas an important example of the consequence of the
changing framework of representations on the imétgbons of the past. Although limited to

this temporary exhibition — the Ulster Museum dideed not become a museum of Europe —

1010 Maguire (ed.)Kings in Conflict Artefact 26

1011 Maguire (ed.)Kings in Conflict p. 27.

1012 M. Devenport, 'King Billy Painting a "mixed blesg". BBC news August 2006,
http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/uk_news/northern_irel&@63210.stnflast visited October 2011).

1913 |ntroduction, Maguire (ed.Kings in Conflict.
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Europeanization took place before the major Eunopradtural policy which mostly started

with the development of tourism policy later in t1@90s:°* 1t is interesting to notice that the

Europeanization of the past was undertaken by I'lagencies such as the Ulster Museum
without any apparent request from European ingtitgt Europeanization was used by the
Ulster Museum to demobilize history and to de-drtireaevents which had so far been
marked by divisive interpretations. The Europeatioraof the past also allowed a change in
terminology. Section ten was then entitled “Peackdland and Europe”. Although the term
“peace” was not applied to the years following Bedtle of the Boyne in Ireland, essentially
due to the fact that William’s victory engenderedtlier property and political dispossessions
for Catholics, the enlargement to a European fraonkewenabled the staff to put forward the
diplomatic peace between France and the Grandn&liaThe new framework of analysis

deeply contributed to changing the definitions ai&nd peace.

Conclusion of Chapter llI

While gathering allocating objects and works of, amtuseums work at stabilizing
representations of the past. That is one of theoreawhy the long-term history of museums
demonstrates the strength of contindf§?.In spite of this overall stability, the researcish
shown that new processes were at stake within #t®ial Museum of Ireland and the Ulster
Museum in commemorating the 1916 Easter RisingtaedL690 Battle of the Boyne. What
was striking with regard to the 1990 and 1991 eixbifis was that the major opposition
between the two national museums was no longer degtwUnionist and Nationalist
interpretations of the past — as it had been saboere all since the creation of the UM in the
early 1960s — but between national ethnic culttN®Ij and multiculturalism (UM). The
context in which the commemorations were organifféred significantly in the two parts
of the island. The political context was paradobkycanore favourable in the North for the
commemoration of a historical sensible conflicttsas the Battle of the Boyne. Cultural
strategies emphasized the need for dialogue andultral demobilization of history. The
tercentenary of the Boyne appeared as a major iocc&s improve community relations.

Conversely, the official approach to the past e Republic was keener on ignoring the 1916

1014 5ee the next chapter.
1915 Simon J Knell, Suzanne Macleod, and Sheila E. Rs#aMuseum Revolutions: How Museums Change
and are Change¢London; New York: Routledge, 2007), p. 19.
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Easter Rising. Consequently, the UM and the histiryconflicts received much more
attention than the NMI and the representation$@flf916 Easter Rising.

As a result the two national museums had vereghfit roles in the early 1990s. The
Ulster Museum aimed at the cultural demobilizatmihistory through the challenge of
mythical representations of the 1690s. Its linkehweducational reforms derived from its roles
in the social reconstruction of community relations Northern Ireland. The chief
achievement oKings in Conflictwas to question the construction of the us/thegyanmetry,
and to propose a critical approach to the pasttoraacademic public. The past was more
complex than the celebratory version of William'stery in 1690 had proposed and the
Catholic/Protestant split was not as crystal cksathe “myths” of the 1690s had explained.
Thus, the 1990 display was much more than preveabgitions driven by a critical approach
and expressed, to some extent, the rise of “newealogy” which posed questions regarding
what, how and in whose interest knowledge was predin museum&° This approach was
crucial since it revealed that the staff of the Wk into consideration the long construction
of changing representations, usually restrictetistorians. Yet, this act of revision was still
uncommon in museums — particularly in national nouse — in the early 1990s. This critical
approach of the past came from the rise of mutticalism.

Framed by political definitions of the nation, ioaal museums often failed in their
attempts towards representing the complexity aadrimsnational dimensions of wars, which
are by nature civil wars, or opposing several palitentities. The comparison between the
two museums and the two different political congesttows representations of the complexity
of the past are better achieved in societies thimeseonfronted with ethnic divisions where
the idea of nation is challenged. Cultural divgrsitas encouraged in Northern Ireland and
the Ulster Museum adapted its mode of exhibitiorhil&/certain museums like the Ulster
Folk and Transport Museum preferred underlining toenplementarities of two distinct
memories of the past, the Ulster Museum utilizezl division between history and myths to
revise the past. In the Republic where — in spit@iasions — the nation was still perceived as
united, the NMI was not requested to adapt itsectitbn to fit the bill of cultural diversity.

The two museums’ considerations and definitionthefr visiting public were crucial
for creating an understanding about the changimyesentations of the past. Although
restricted to the two main communities in Northieatand — Nationalists and Unionists — the

awareness of the plurality of public pushed forwguéstions on what kinds of narratives the

1018y/ergo, The New Museology
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museum was presenting. In the UM, the number afovsstoKings in Conflict(50.102) was
somehow disappointing in comparison to the exthitnounted for the commemoration of
the Spanish Armada in 1988. Marketing strategy lbgesl in order to broaden the museum’s
visitor diversity. In the NMI, consideration foreghaudience resulted in the introduction of
explanatory panels and historical context to eds® understanding of the past. Both
approaches resulted in the promotion of enlargathémworks of representation. But due to the
different publics, the contexts of representatioffieced and produced different historical
narratives. In the UM, the interest in the Europeantext allowed the reappraisal of the
Battle of the Boyne and the 1690s in Ireland. k& WMI, the international context was also
added to the Irish history. While the European famork was the context in which the 1690s
were understood, the NMI produced a display giviogm to both 191@&nd a wider context.

In doing so, while the interpretations of the Battf the Boyne were deeply modified by its
inclusion in a European context (in which the Battlas a minor event), the significance of
1916 and the Republican leaders was not fundanhewtahllenged by other priorities. This
discrepancy partly came from the fact the Europzsiun allowed the UM to downplay the
conflicting Anglo-Irish relations whereas the eglment of the 1916 context in the Republic
implied giving space to the very controversial Hrisivolvement in the First World War
through the British Army. The enlarged context aka going beyond division in the North

but question Irish unity in the Republic.
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CHAPTER 1V: Reconciliation or Tourism Development: the
Different Attribution to European Funding and its | mpact on

Museums’ Marketing Strategy

One major trend in museum studies has been tosasiseschanging roles of museums in
relation to the process of globalization of exchemgncreasing flows of trade, migration of
individuals, streams of information, images and Wiedlge have generated intensified
exchange on every level of society on a worldwidales®*’ International and transnational
economic, cultural and political flows have contitéd to changing economic and political
contexts in both parts of the island of Irelandd dmave influenced the changing role of
national museums. Jim Gardner, former curatoratNational Museum of American History,
observes that “Globalization has challenged thenmes on which most national history
museums were established. For national museumgerts®n between the nation-state frame
and transnational experience is not just an irgelbd issue — it's tied up in our identity as
institutions and in our collections®® More specifically, as members of the European
Community — Northern Ireland being part of the @diKingdom — both parts of the island of
Ireland have received substantial funding fromdpean agencies, such as the European
Regional Development Fund.

It is important not to ignore the economic dimensof cultural policy and cultural
institutions such as museums. As the economic rastoAlan Milward contends “The
memory boom has happened in part because bothuthie pnd the state have the disposable
income to pay for it“**® Following this statement, it is necessary to ket 1990s official
commemorations in the Irish economic context. s tegards, the Republic of Ireland and
Northern Ireland highly differed. Due to its ecoriogrowth similar to the East Asian Tigers
(South Korea, Singapore, Taiwan and Hong Kong)Républic of Ireland between 1995 and
2007 has been colloquially described as the C&ltger!°*° Based on a low taxation rate

(12.5%) the growth of the GDP ranged between 7 Ei# and transformed the Republic

1017\, Prosler, “Museums and Globalization”, in Macdtihand G. Fyfe (eds.Jheorizing Museums, 21.
1018 james Gardner, “Rethinking Basic Assumptions: dwali Museums and Transnational History”,
unpublished paper, conference in Prato (Italgtional Museums in a Transnational Adéonash University,
November 2009.
1019 Alan Milward, “Bad Memories”The Time Literary Supplemen# April 2000, p. 8
1920The term was first used in 1994 by Kevin Gardinex Morgan Stanley repoiteland: Ireland and EMU. A
Tiger by the Tail
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from one of the poorest countries of the Europeaiotto one of the wealthie§¥* From
1990 to 2005 employment soared from 1.1 milliod #® million?? This boom in economic
activity was fuelled by an intensification of thelations and movements at international
levels. In addition to the establishment of NortméYican companies in Ireland, the
economic growth was also sustained by Europeanirfignich the 1990s, mostly related to
infrastructure and regional polici€¥> The economic development provoked, and also
benefited from, new flows of population. This ecomo growth allowed for the reduction of
emigration and, between 1996 and 2005, the populaticreased by almost 15%. By 2000,
Ireland was importing workers while attracting marigh who had previously emigraté¥*
Immigration, in particular from Eastern Europe afisia, raised new debates about Irish
identity. For instance, in June 2004, a referendhanged the Constitution and children born
in Ireland from parents who are not Irish, were loroger automatically granted Irish
citizenship, or in legal jargon there was a mowarfiius soli to jus sanguinis®® This
example reveals how the relations between Irishautsiders have changed in the 1990s and
2000s. The 1990s were, in the economic domainyiagef intense shift and opening which
was accompanied by the raise of tourism activity.

Tourism activity in the world grew steadily aftiwe 1950s, rising from 25 million in
1950 to almost 699 million reported tourists in @3%° The figures rose for the Republic of
Ireland as well but in an even more impressive reanim the world, the number of tourists
increased from 457m in 1990 to 699 million (+65%)2000, while in the Republic of
Ireland the number of visitors rose from 3.1 roillipeople in 1990 to 6.2 million (+100%) in
2000%%?" The growing importance of tourism to the Irish e@my was measured in the total
amount of foreign exchange it generates. This ateouto £1.889 million in 1996, compared
to £1.220 in 1992°%8 The revenue from their spending supported thevedgrit of 115.000

full-time jobs (dependent directly or indirectly @ourism), an increase of 25.000 over the

1021 ynemployment fell from 18% in the late 1980s t6%,in 2007. Central Statistics Office: QuarterlytiNaal
Household Survey for Q4 2007.

1922 paul Sweeneythe Celtic Tiger: Ireland’s Economic MiragléDublin: Oak Tree Press, 1998), pp. 1-5.

1922 The EU Structural funding mechanism was reformed weastly expanded with the 1987 Single European
Act in preparation for the single market in 1992rde subsequent rounds of EU funding, 1989-19994-19
1999, 2000-2006 followed. Michael Clan®tand New Ireland? Tourism, Development and Natiddantity
in the Irish Republic(Farnham: Ashgate Publishing, 2009), p. 41.

1024 71elow, Making Ireland Irish p. 217.

1925 Clancy,Brand New Irelandd. 96.

1026 Quoted in K. Griffin “Recent Trends in Global andrish Tourism”, January 2002,
http://arrow.dit.ie/cgi/viewconter{tast visited April 2012).

1027 Report for the Minister for Arts, Sport and TomnisSeptember 2003,
http://www.transport.ie/tourism/pdfs/tourism_reviewport.pdf(last visited May 2012).

1928 McManus, “Heritage and Tourism in Ireland: an ugtadliance?”, p. 91.
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1992 figure'®?° Tourism in the Republic accounts for one in twed¥all jobs'**° The rise of
tourism was crucial for museums since culturalssdaed institutions became an important
element in Irish tourism policy. Already in 199Bord Failte (Irish Tourism Board) wrote a
report on the Cultural Tourism Development Strat®dyThe Operational Programme for
Tourism (1994-1999), mostly funded by the ERDF,npkd to invest Ir£125 million in
“Natural/Cultural Tourism” in the Republic of Ireld. The rise of tourism was particularly
relevant in Ireland and raised new questions abmitdefinition of Irish identity and Irish
past, and indirectly, national museums.

In contrast to the bright economic situation ia ®epublic, Northern Ireland was still
a place of violence where the focus lay in the bgwaent of different peacemaking
strategies. A significant progression was the nfowen peacemaking (essentially for the end
of violence) to peace-building which dealt more rdpewith the construction of peaceful
relations. In 1993, the Irish and British governtsesigned the Downing Street Agreement
and a Joint Declaration in DecembB®¥ The latter affirmed the right of people in Irelaod
self-determination, and that Northern Ireland wolddtransferred to the Republic of Ireland
only if a majority of its population was in favoof such a move. The following year, the
Provisional I.LR.A — and later the loyalist parataily groups — called for a ceasefire.
Although interrupted in February 1996, the 1994 $8éee marked the start of the Northern
Irish Peace Process and a wider move from mutwnstanding to “reconciliation”®*® The
development of the peace process associated manycters in the political negotiations,
among them the U.S government and the EuropeannUhibBe it through politics of
reconciliation in the North or economic investméenthe Republic, both parts of the island
were, therefore, increasingly connected with irdéonal networks.

In spite of very different economic and politicantexts, the two national museums
similarly developed marketing policies to attradtier audiences. Market rationales are now

largely accepted by museums. They are presentathasidable because, although most

1929 7, elow,Making Ireland Irish.p. 89.

1030 \ecManus, “Heritage and T