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The
Histories

Volume 9, Number l

The Histories
Welcome to the ninth volume of The Histories! As a student-run journal, The
Histories is dedicated to showcasing the historical research that is taking place at La Salle
University. High quality, scholarly excellence is what one will find in the succeeding
pages of this journal - a testament to the hard work and commitment to academic
achievement found in La Salle’s student body.
The topics in this issue are diverse, covering American, European, and NonWestern history. Among the three articles contained herein, there is an in-depth
examination o f the life of Marie Antoinette, specifically, her successes and failures as a
French monarch. There is a detailed bibliographic essay concerning the Japanese tea
ceremony known as chado (“way o f the tea”) or chanoyu (“hot water tea”). In addition,
there is an intriguing assessment o f the actions of Irish leader, Eamon de Valera,
immediately before, during, and after the Irish Civil War of the early 1920s. Two book
reviews round out this issue, both of which deal with works concerning the years o f our
nation’s founding.
My deepest thanks to a number of people who have helped bring this latest edition
of The Histories to life. First, to all of the brilliant writers who were generous enough to
share their work. Next, to our moderator, Dr. Lisa Jarvinen, as well as the chair of the
History Department, Dr. Stuart Leibiger, and all o f the History Department faculty who
have given us much support and guidance. Thanks also to the members of the Historical
Society who have kept our group going during these last two years. As always, we would
like to thank Chris Kazmierczak for helping us fund the publication o f this journal.
I do hope this issue of The Histories is as enjoyable a read for you, as it has
been a labor of love for us.

r-in-Chief
Fall 2009

Writers: Lauren De Angelis, Katherine Drapcho, Mary Kate Kimiecik, and Julia
Walsh
Moderators: Dr. Lisa Jarvinen and Dr. Stuart Leibiger

♦The picture on the front cover is of the office of the Mayor o f Philadelphia, P.A., in 1913. In this picture,
the office is decorated for New Years.
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I
Marie Antoinette:
Misunderstood Monarch?
By Lauren DeAngelis ‘11

As a foreign bride to Louis Auguste, the Dauphin of France, Marie Antoinette
was to be both an Austrian liaison and, more importantly, a breeder whose “sole function
was continuing the dynasty.” 1Throughout her years at Versailles, Marie Antoinette found
it difficult to fulfill both functions because her marriage to Louis Auguste was
characterized by mistrust and impotency. The unhappiness she felt during her early years
at Versailles wa reflected in her thoughtless pursuits of fashion, affairs, and frivolity.
Although Marie Antoinette’s actions helped her to forget her failures, they also created a
poor image among the French people who read the libels and believed that Marie
Antoinette was a malicious queen. However, Marie Antoinette was not the monster her
enemies made her out to be. Instead she was a compassionate woman who stood strong
when faced with the destruction of the monarchy. During the years of revolution, Marie
Antoinette took further control of her destiny by having an active role in state affairs. The
libels declared that Marie Antoinette was incapable of performing her duties as a queen
because she was selfish and frivolous; however, after closely analyzing Marie
Antoinette’s life, it is apparent that she could not do her job because she was mistrusted
by King Louis XVI as a foreigner and hated by her people because of the many rumors
that had spread, which prevented her from having any influence in France.
Maria Antonia was bom on November 2, 1755, to the powerful and influential
Empress of Austria, Maria Teresa. Maria Teresa ruled Austria without a man by her side,
and did so successfully. Believing in alliances, Maria Teresa signed the Treaty of
Versailles that allied Austria and France against Prussia. In Marie Antoinette: The
Journey, Antonia Fraser asserts, “No single event in Marie Antoinette’s childhood was to
have a more profound influence on the course of her life than this alliance.”2 This alliance
began the relationship between Maria Teresa and Louis XV that would eventually cause

* Chantal Thomas. The Wicked Queen: The Origins of the Myth o f Marie Antoinette. New York: Zone
Books, 1999,30.
2
Antonia Fraser. Marie Antoinette: The Journey. New York: Doubleday, 2001,10.
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the marriage between Louis Auguste and Marie Antoinette. The problem that existed at
the time of the alliance, which persisted throughout Marie Antoinette’s marriage, was the
anti-Austrian feelings that Louis XV’s family held toward the Austrian Empire.
In April 1770, fourteen-year-old Maria Antonia began her life as a Dauphine of
France. On April 17th, she renounced her heredity to the Austrian Empire in front o f her
family and the Austrian government. Finally, on April 21, Marie Antonia left her country
and would never return. Her mother hugged her daughter and stated, ‘“ Farewell, my
dearest child, a great distance will separate u s.. .Do so much good to the French people
that they can say that I have sent them an angel’”3 This would be the last time Marie
Antonia laid eyes on her beloved mother. However, when she encountered problems
within her marriage and at court, Marie Antoinette wrote to her mother for advice on how
to salvage her dignity in this foreign court. Although she had tried to prepare her
daughter by educating her and providing advice, Maria Teresa was not be able to stop the
bad habits that caused Marie Antoinette to be viewed with hatred by her people.
One o f the most interesting ceremonies performed during Marie Antonia’s
journey to Versailles was the literal stripping of her Austrian identity, which allowed her
to embrace her new identity as Marie Antoinette, Dauphine o f France. This arduous
ceremony was the first of many she would endure; however, “in France her dignity
depended much upon customs that were by no means necessary at Vienna.”4 In this
foreign court, Marie Antoinette had to adopt many rituals that seemed arbitrary or else
face continual criticism. It was an overwhelming moment for Marie Antoinette because
she began to realize that this new life was one where those around her sought favoritism
and privileges.5 Privileges for the nobility at the time of Marie Antoinette’s arrival
seemed crucial to keep the people happy; however, these privileges eventually helped
fuel the common man’s contempt for the French monarchy.
Marie Antoinette finally met the King and the Dauphin on May 14th in the forest
near Compiegne. When met by the Duc de Choiseul, the man responsible for the match,
Marie Antoinette said, “T will never forget that you are responsible for my happiness!”’
Choiseul replied, ‘“And that o f France.’”6 There appeared to be much hope for not only a
successful marriage, but also a successful reign. In this air of anticipation, Marie
Antoinette met her new husband, who was then only sixteen-years-old. His unease and
formality caused even Marie Antoinette to feel less optimistic about this match. Little did
she know that this formality only foreshadowed problems that Louis would have
regarding intimacy, problems which would only cause her humiliation and sadness
because she was she was viewed as a failure.7
When the Dauphin and Dauphine finally married at Versailles, many concerns
arose after nights past without the consummation of the marriage. Although many in

3

Frasier. 53.
Madame Campan. The Private Life of Marie Antoinette. New York: Tudor Publishing, 1930,46.
5
Joan Haslip. Marie Antoinette. New York: Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1987,10.
6
Fraser, 64.
7
Haslip, 13.
4
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court were concerned about this problem, “This absence of marital prowess did not alarm
Louis XV.”8 Maria Teresa, on the other hand, was quite concerned and saw her daughter
as a disappointment. However, these critiques were made because a marriage could be
annulled by the Catholic Church if left unconsummated. This law, created by the Church,
left Marie Antoinette’s place at Versailles quite vulnerable.9 She thus had to ensure her
place at Versailles through other means, such as talking to the King’s mistress, Madame
Du Barry, even though those at court universally hated her. Marie Antoinette suffered
much shame because of her husband’s lack of sex drive and was forced to find other
ways to maintain her status at court.
In spite of the many criticisms that attacked her capabilities to perform the
functions o f a Dauphine, Marie Antoinette showed that she was capable o f acting
compassionately when her people suffered. Madame Campan saw that “The dauphiness
continually gave proofs of both sense and feeling. Sometimes even she suffered herself to
be carried away by those transports of compassionate kindness, which are not to be
controlled.” 101An example of this compassion is seen when tragedy struck during the
spring festival in 1770, which left many dead because careless workers had left trenches
uncovered." Upon hearing of this disaster, both the Dauphin and Dauphine sent their
yearly income to those families who had lost someone. Many observed that ‘“the grief
Marie Antoinette was genuine, and lasted for several days; nothing could console her for
the loss of so many innocent victims.’” 12 These acts and observations of compassion
stand in great contrast to later images of Marie Antoinette as a self-centered queen
incapable o f feeling concern for her people. Although enemies may have created this
image o f Marie Antoinette, they did so because her actions of ostentatious spending and
frivolity became more frequent as her married life seemed to crumble around her.
By May 1771, Maria Teresa was criticizing Marie Antoinette more harshly and
frequently. Not only was she concerned about her daughter’s status as a wife, but also
concerned about the friends Marie Antoinette kept. She “denounced her daughter for
laughing with her younger ladies and making fun of others at the court; she was certainly
drawing attention to unwise behavior” 13 It is worth noting that Marie Antoinette was only
sixteen-years-old at this time and acted as such. She most likely felt more comfortable
with these girls than with the older generation who constantly judged her. Maria Teresa
expected more from Marie Antoinette because she had been trained to be a ruler, and
understood that her image was important to maintain popularity with the French people.
In June 1773, Marie Antoinette finally visited Paris. This event is important
because she became aware o f Paris’ attitude towards her. She wrote to her mother stating,

8
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“We received every imaginable honor.. .the tenderness and the eagerness o f the poor
people who, in spite o f the taxes which oppress them, were transported with joy on seeing
us.” 14 The French people had much hope that this young couple would help their country
and showed it through their loyal praise and loud cheers. The reaction of the French
people surprised Marie Antoinette and endeared her to them. It is unfortunate that these
sentiments would soon be replaced by outcries of rage when the people no longer could
withstand the injustices they believed the monarchy had caused.
The following year, in April 1774, Marie Antoinette’s life changed forever when
the King went out hunting and began to feel weak. It became apparent that that he was
suffering from small pox and would not recover. When King Louis XV expired on May
10,1774, Louis Auguste and Marie Antoinette were informed that they were to reign. It
was at this moment the new royal couple declared, “Oh God protect us, we are too young
to reign” 15 Louis XVI was only twenty-one-years-old and Marie Antoinette nineteen
when they came to the throne. Their youth and inexperience would play a major role
when making decisions as monarchs. These decisions were many times wrong. At other
times, they simply failed and, as a result, caused their people to lose respect for the power
the monarchy represented.
Although she was concerned about producing an heir, the Queen also became
increasingly concerned with frivolous things, such as fashion, which filled the emptiness
in her life. Fashion was a passion of Marie Antoinette, and she not only followed trends,
but also set them. Madame Campan makes this observation that “Up to this time the
Queen had shown but a very plain taste in dress; she now began to make it an occupation
o f moment; and she was of course imitated by other women.”16 For example, Marie
Antoinette created extravagant hairstyles, even though many at court disapproved
because she looked like an actress or a mistress.17 This comparison to impious and lowly
women caused a great scandal throughout France. Her extravagant ways thus ignited the
fust attacks against her as Queen. Although some French citizens saw her fashion sense
as scandalous, Marie Antoinette used her fashion sense to influence the French people
because she was denied any influence in the French court by her husband.
In 1775, the year o f the coronation of Louis XVI, Marie Antoinette told her
mother that the Comtesse d’Artois, her sister-in-law, was pregnant and would produce the
first heir of the next generation. On August 6,1775, news came that she delivered a
healthy boy. Although Marie Antoinette was elated for her sister-in-law, she faced an
inner crisis because she was still incapable of conceiving. When the Queen left the
birthing room, women cried out, “When will you give us an heir?” 18 This question caused
Marie Antoinette to run into her inner room and collapse in shear agony. This humiliation

14 Castelot, 62.
15 Castelot, 73.
16 Campan, 87.
17 Thomas, 89.
18 Frasier, 137.
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caused her to act more irrationally as time progressed, which only intensified the hatred
presented in pamphlets.
In the same year the Queen experienced the aforementioned crisis (1775), libels
became a predominant issue for not only her, but all those in power. Marie Antoinette
reported to her mother, “No one was spared...not even the King,” which shows that
attacks were quite common because authors wanted to display their dissatisfaction with
the French monarchy.19 It is important to understand the influence that the libels had in
France during this time because they had the power to sway public opinion for and
against those in power. Robert Darnton states, “Since the old regime was a political as
well as a social and economic system, a socioeconomic interpretation of its publishing
ought to take account o f political factors.”20 For example, libelers used the impotence of
Louis XVI to represent the slow death of the monarchy. They wrote:
It is well known that the poor Sire...
For complete impotence,
Cannot satisfy Antoinette.
Quite convinced of this misfortune,
Considering that his match-stick
Is no bigger than a straw,
Always limp and always curved,
He has no p .. .except in his pocket;
Instead o ff..., he is f...
Like the prelate o f Antioch.21
This quote offers a glimpse into the types of crude libels written against the monarchy
and shows the growing lack of respect for this regime. Not only did libels (such as the
one above) attack the king’s impotence, which was a difficult subject for this royal
couple, but also attacked the Queen for having affairs with both men and women,
including her brother-in-law, the Comte d’ Artois. Although Madame Campan asserts
that there were no inappropriate relationships occurring, the public thought otherwise and
believed that these exaggerations were pure fact.22
It is evident that these libels were threatening to all nobility, not just the royal
family. However, Marie Antoinette did bear the brunt of the libels’ criticisms. Using such
accusations as those previously mentioned, they were able to create a mythology. Marie
Antoinette, ‘“ the Foreign Woman, Messalina, Proserpine, was evil, a fiend from hell.’”23
Although these libels made a complete mockery o f the monarchy, Marie Antoinette did

19 Frasier, 138.
20 Robert Darnton. The Literary Underground of the Old Regime. London, England: Harvard University
Press, 1982,199.
21 Ibid, 201.
22Campan, 154.
23 Thomas, 17.
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not seem concerned with these publications.24 She thought that these libels represented
the voices of only a few individuals, not the majority of French people. However, these
pamphlets converted more and more people into believing Marie Antoinette was the
enemy of France. In order to combat their reactions, Maria Teresa encouraged her
daughter to thwart her excessive gambling, ostentatious dressing, and incriminating
friendships that soiled her reputation as time progressed.25 Marie Antoinette found
breaking these habits extremely difficult, but she was forced to minimize her gallivanting
when she became pregnant.
Although there was still much to criticize about Marie Antoinette’s character, one
area o f her life ceased to be a problem: her ability to produce an heir. By the end o f 1777,
Marie Antoinette became pregnant and “really was the Queen of France.”26 This
statement was quite significant because bearing a Dauphin would give her great power
over her husband. Marie Antoinette gave birth to a healthy baby girl named Marie
Terese, known later as Madame Royale. Although the French court had hoped for a
Dauphin, they were simply relieved that the King and Queen could have children.27 Even
though some were disappointed, Louis XVI and Marie Antoinette were elated, and Marie
Antoinette declared, “Poor little one...you are not what was wished for, but you are not...
less dear to me. A son would have been rather the property o f the State. You shall be
mine; you shall have my undivided care...and console me in all my troubles”28 This
statement shows not only the love Marie Antoinette had for her child, but also illustrates
the less important role women had in the French court. It is also worth mentioning that
Marie Antoinette herself still lacked influence because a male heir had not yet been
produced.
In 1779, Marie Antoinette wrote to her mother for the first time regarding public
discontent. War with England had caused major financial problems without producing
any major gains. She wrote, ‘We have given up our visit to Fontainebleau on account of
the expense caused by the war and also so as to be in closer touch with the army’29
During this war, the French ministers warned Louis XVI about going to war because of
financial consequences. As time progressed, the government would not be able to pay its
debts and could not find a way to solve this problem.30 Not only did finances cause
tension among the French people, but so did the problems created by Louis XVI and
Marie Antoinette (these problems can be attributed to their youth and inexperience).
Those problems caused by Louis XVI and Marie Antoinette were pointed out
when Joseph II, Marie Antoinette’s brother, visited Versailles. He saw that the King and
Queen alienated themselves from their people because Louis XVI was not involved with
his military and Marie Antoinette continued to be frivolous in her personal life. In order

24 Darnton, 205.
25 Fraser, 150.
26 Campan, 166.
27 Castelot, 134.
28 Campan, 185.
29 Haslip,124.
30 Peter Campbell. The Origins of the French Revolution. Great Britian: Palgrave Macmillan. 2006,58
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to achieve greater popularity, Marie Antoinette needed to do her part to remedy the
negative opinions her behavior had engendered. Therefore, she needed to take a break
from her excessive gambling and late night trips to Paris.31 Also, she needed to ensure
that her affairs remained secretive; the most prominent being with a Swedish officer
named Count Axel Fersen.32 It is evident that both Louis XVI and Marie Antoinette were
inexperienced and unqualified to rule France because they were still young and did not
fully understand what the French people needed. Although this couple was inept in many
areas, they were able to win favor with the French when the Dauphin of France was bom
in 1781.
In October 1781, Marie Antoinette gave birth to a male heir. Louis XVI stated,
‘Madame, you have fulfilled my wishes and those of France; you are a mother o f a
dauphin.’33 This was a momentous day for Marie Antoinette because she had satisfied her
obligation as a foreign queen. Although all of France was joyous over this birth, the
slander against Marie Antoinette’s character intensified as libelers accused both Fersen
and the Comte d’Artois to be the father of this child. In one pamphlet, Marie Antoinette is
quoted stating to the Comte d’Artois, ‘Now I am stuck for nine months, thanks to your
gaff.’34 It is quite apparent that her affairs sparked many rumors regarding the paternity
o f this child; however, “even the most evil-minded gossips had to admit that the dates of
the Queen’s conceptions ‘fitted only too well with the King’s conjugal visits’”35
Regardless of these attacks against her, Marie Antoinette was more respected because she
was capable of producing a male who would one day assume the throne.
The birth o f Marie Antoinette’s son finally allowed her the opportunity to
influence the King. Joseph II, now emperor of the Austrian Empire, used Marie
Antoinette’s possible influence to aid in Austria’s campaigns in Europe. For example,
Joseph wanted to reopen the Sceldt River, which had been blocked after the signing of
the Treaties of Westphalia in 1648. Opening the river would in turn help the city o f
Antwerp’s commercial economy. In 1782, Marie Antoinette was bullied by her advisor to
appeal to the King to advance this matter. However, Louis remained hostile to Marie
Antoinette’s entreaties. It was well known that he did not confide in her about affairs of
state. Marie Antoinette told her brother, ‘He responds when I speak to him, but he hardly
can be said to keep me informed, and when I learn about some portion of a business, I
have to be cunning in getting the ministers to tell me the rest o f it.”36 It is evident that
Louis XVI still held his childhood fears that Austrian women seek to dominate their men.
Marie Antoinette tried to become more active as Queen of France, but was still thwarted
by the prejudices held against her because she was a foreigner.
When the Queen gave birth to her second son on July 12,1785, the Sceldt Affair
was still unsettled and vicious rumors were still spreading about the fidelity o f the Queen.

31 Fraser, 179.
32 Ibid, 182.
33 Campan, 192.
34 Thomas, 65.
35 Fraser, 217.
36 Fraser, 197
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It was in this tense atmosphere that two events occurred “which seem scarcely worthy of
a place in history, which nevertheless are important in that o f the French Revolution.”37
They caused the people to hold further contempt for the highest ranks of French society
by portraying the many flaws and extravagances among the French monarchy.38 These
two events are the comedic performance o f “The Marriage o f Figaro” and the jewel heist
known as the Diamond Necklace Affair. Both Louis XVI’s and Marie Antoinette’s
reputation would be destroyed because of these scandals, and nothing they could do for
the public would help repair the damage that already had been done.
Beamarchias was the author o f “The Marriage of Figaro” and was one of the most
popular playwrights in France. He had the ability to use his plays to display the flaws of
the French monarchy and ignite public indignation, which is why the King refused to
allow the play to be performed. Those in Paris, and also those in court, were infuriated by
the kings infringement on their liberties. Madame Campan states, ‘that the words
‘oppression’ and ‘tyranny’ were uttered with no less passion and bitterness at that time
than during the time which immediately preceded the revolution.’39 Hearing of this
discontent, Louis XVI allowed this play to be performed, after further censorship, in
April 1783. Despite this censorship, there were still many instances of satire that
persuaded audiences of the upper classes ineptitude.40 Although “The Marriage of
Figaro” shed further light on problems regarding the French ruling classes, Louis XVI’s
censorship was far more incriminating because it appeared as if he was trying to infringe
on his people’s civil liberties and protect his position.
The other incriminating incident called the “Diamond Necklace Affair” directly
affected Marie Antoinette’s reputation more so than the play, “The Marriage o f Figaro.”
This affair began when two famous jewelers, Boehmer and Bassenge, created a 2800
carat necklace for the French Queen; however, Marie Antoinette felt that this setting was
far to extravagant. Marie Antoinette understood that buying such an expensive piece of
jewelry would only incite the people’s contempt towards her. Despite this restraint, her
reputation was still destroyed because the Comtesse Jeanne de La Motte, a power hungry
member of the French court, hatched a plot whereby she manipulated not only the
jewelers, but also Cardinal Rohan, a french bishop who belonged to the political party
that opposed Austria and Marie Antoinette.41 Seeking favor with the Queen, Rohan
fronted the money and completed the transaction; however, the necklace was stolen by
accomplices of the comtesse. Although the Comtesse de La Motte was brought to trial
and punished, Rohan was acquitted. Marie Antoinette had done nothing wrong
throughout this incident, and yet “The Diamond Necklace Affair and the ensuing trial
were symptoms of the unanimous hatred for the Queen.”42 The people remembered her
frivolous spending as a young Queen, and believed that she was selfish enough to

37 Campan, 9.
38 Ibid 10.
39 Campan, 13
40 Haslip, 145
41 Fraser, 227.
42 Thomas, 129.
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purchase such an extravagant piece. Regardless of her innocence, Marie Antoinette was
now seen as the unanimous enemy o f the French people.
Between 1786 and 1788, there were continual problems facing this royal couple
politically, which only further alienated them from the French people. For example, the
financial problems caused by the American war drained the French treasury. Marie
Antoinette never favored the war and disliked many of the king’s advisors throughout it.
Nevertheless, she understood that it was her job to support Louis XVI during this crucial
time. In order to solve the problem of the national deficit, Louis XVI convened The
Assembly of Notables on February 22,1787. However, when this body proved to be
incompetent, the French people became angry and demanded that the Estates General be
called. It is obvious that the King was beginning to lose control and power.43
When problems occurred because of the Assembly of Notables’ failure, Louis
XVI began to rely on Marie Antoinette’s opinion more. It had taken years for Marie
Antoinette to be included in discussions regarding state affairs; however, the present
circumstances reveal that there were few people at court Louis XVI could trust. Madame
Campan notes that ‘“ she frequently regretted her new situation, and looked upon it as a
misfortune which she could not avoid.’” Not only did she have to give opinions on affairs
she did not fully understand, but she also had to console her husband who had sunk into a
deep depression. As a result o f this depressive state, there were “occasional lapses of
reason and a kind of brusque thoughtlessness,” which caused Louis XVI to be incapable
of maintaing his power over the newly formed Estates General.44 Although she tried to
aid the King during this time, Marie Antoinette’s new role proved to be a great burden
because she was universally hated by her people because she represented the waste and
decadence they wanted to destroy.
When the Estates General was formally called on August 8, 1788, the royal
family was suffering greatly because their eldest son died o f tuberculoses. Marie
Antoinette’s grief was great, but she and her family were forced to focus on politics when
the Estates General was ousted in favor of the National Assembly. It is important to
understand that in this instance Marie Antoinette had to be a strong Queen, and therefore
try to put aside the inner turmoil she felt. Marie Antoinette had finally learned the lesson
that she had to put the well-being of France before that of her own family - a lesson that,
if learned earlier, could have helped save her reputation and possibly, the French
monarchy.
With the backdrop o f the formation of the National Assembly, the pamphlets and
libels produced about Marie Antoinette became more scandalous and absurd.
Nevertheless, the people believed them. Stories ranged from Marie Antoinette pillaging
millions for her brother Joseph II to her being a promiscuous lesbian who hosted many
orgies. Although these stories were not true, they played a decisive role among the
French people because they had been reprinted hundreds o f times. Marie Antoinette felt
nothing but disgust because not only was her reputation gradually taken from her, but

43 Castelot, 225
44 Fraser, 251.
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also her crown. For instance, the storming of the Bastille on July 14,1789, illustrated
that the monarchy was losing power quickly. This event occurred because Louis XVI
used troops to protect Paris from upheavals; however, this only incited the people’s fury.
Louis XVI could not stand strong against the people, and therefore capitulated and
removed the troops. The Queen heard cheers outside her window, but “knew that the
cheers were neither for her nor for her children, but to celebrate the King’s
capitulation.”45 It is thus evident that the monarchy was no longer respected and steadily
becoming a menace to the French people.
The King now realized the extent to which this revolution would go and began to
send some of the Queen’s favorites away from Versailles. Although Marie Antoinette
was the most hated member of the royal court, she stayed at Versailles, despite her
husband’s beseeching her to go. She refused to leave because “she was determined to
preserve her position as the King’s wife and the Dauphin’s mother.”46 Marie Antoinette
knew her place was at her husband’s side because she had a new understanding of how to
act as a Queen because she had matured and become more active. When Versailles was
invaded on October 5,1789, Marie Antoinette remained calm as her entire world fell
apart around her.
When the Bread Riot occurred, there was a standoff between the royal family and
the women who had come to Versailles for bread. This standoff ended with Louis XVI
consenting to the Declaration o f the Rights o f Men in order to appease the crowd and
save his family.47 Although Louis XVI conceded to the women, they were not satisfied,
and demanded that Louis XVI go to Paris. He stated to the women, ‘I shall go to Paris
with my wife and children. I entrust what is most precious to me to the love of my good
and faithful subjects.’48 It would be the last time both Marie Antoinette and Louis XVI
would see Versailles. Although the King was becoming visibly weaker as a monarch,
Marie Antoinette's strength and resolve to stay the course is an example of the changes in
her disposition. No longer was she the immature teenager that had arrived at Versailles,
but rather an adult prepared to die for her right to rule.
Throughout this entire ordeal, Marie Antoinette was prepared to sacrifice
everything for her family. Tuileries became their new home, which was the palace used
by Louis XV when visiting Paris. Marie Antoinette knew their situation was precarious
because they remained unsure if they were free or actually prisoners. Although they
remained in a palace, they had many restrictions on their freedom. Marie Antoinette
worried about their future as the royal family and even foreshadowed her husband’s fate
when telling Madame Campan that “Kings who become prisoners are not far from
death.”49 It is only logical that they tried to escape this situation and leave Paris; however,
most plots were discovered before they could even be initiated.

45 Haslip, 195.
46 Fraser, 287.
47 Castelot, 249
48 Castelot, 252
49 Fraser, 303
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Finally, an escape plan was created in late 1790 because ‘“ Too much delay risked
losing everything.’”50 On April 18,1791, the royal family would leave Tuileries on a 180
mile journey to Montmedy. They would not make this journey alone, but with the help of
loyal friends, such as Count Axel Fersen. This plan was risky, especially since the party
encompassed “three adult royals who had spent most of their lives in a magnificent
cocoon where ritual took the place of decision.”51 Those who helped with the escape
feared that the King and Queen would not be able to remain inconspicuous among the
masses and thus risk being recognized. Although there were problems the night of the
escape, they were able to pass through many towns unrecognized. However, upon
reaching Varennes, Louis XVI was identified and the National Assembly’s guards were
called. This moment proved to be the downfall of both Louis XVI and Marie Antoinette
because the people would use this attempt at escape as a means to bring them to trial in
1793.
When they were escorted back to Paris, the public looked on the royal family with
both anger and pity. Marie Antoinette was regarded as being “proud and noble” as she
met the people in Paris. This only further sparked a negative public opinion because they
believed she, as a fugitive, still saw herself as better than the honest citizens of Paris.52
The press attacked Marie Antoinette relentlessly because of her apparent lack o f guilt.
When Marie Antoinette, along with the rest of her family went back to Tuileries, she
asked how she could try to win favor with the people. Antoine Bamave, a politician who
felt sympathy for the royal family, stated, “‘Popularity, madame.” Marie Antoinette
replied, “And how could I use that...of which I had been deprived.”53 Her question and
response not only reveal that Marie Antoinette wanted to please her people, but also
shows that she felt she was incapable to do so.
As days passed, the growth o f republican feelings spread throughout France.
Marie Antoinette wanted to help, but was told that she was seen as “too shallow and
frivolous to be taken seriously.”54 Even though the people saw Marie Antoinette as such,
she was still asked by the National Assembly to use her influence with the king to
disband the emigre on the frontier. Those in power also tried to use Marie Antoinette to
convince her brother, the emperor of Austria, to accept the constitution as the legitimate
law of France. One can see that Marie Antoinette was taking control of her own destiny
and doing what was necessary in order to restore some semblance of order in her life.
Although she tried her best, the emigre remained obstinate and Leopold II remained
obstinate. Their situation seemed bleak and only further deteriorated when war was
declared on Marie Antoinette’s homeland on April 20,1792
Believing that Austria and Prussia were going to wage war on France in order to
help the monarchy, the government pushed for a declaration o f war. When Louis XVI
declared war on Austria, Marie Antoinette felt completely tom because she did not want

50 Fraser, 321.
51 Ibid, 329.
52 Ibid, 345.
53 Campan, 151.
54 Haslip, 247.
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to see her home country tear apart France. Marie Antoinette felt compelled to aid both
sides with information she could gather. However, “when the French offensive began-the offensive whose plans Marie Antoinette had sent to Austria and Prussia-- there was a
rout. Naturally, Marie Antoinette and ‘the Austrian committee’ were accused.”55 Marie
Antoinette was seen as a traitor to her country for writing to Austria; however, it is worth
noting that the French people saw her as treacherous on grounds of her birth.56
As the war progressed and the French continually lost battles, the King’s use of
the veto ignited much public discontent. Marie Antoinette was now popularly known as
“Madame Veto” because the people believed that her husband would use this power to
regain his position as the sole ruler of France. The French people were enraged at this
prospect and decided to storm Tuileries on June 20,1792. As the mob entered, “they
were found to be also bearing some grisly symbols such as a gibet from which a stained
doll dangled, labelled ‘Marie Antoinette’”57 Throughout this entire ordeal, Marie
Antoinette remained calm and understood that this situation needed to be handled
diplomatically or else ignite the people’s rage.
Her composure in spite of the public’s scorn illustrates the strong, intelligent
woman Marie Antoinette truly was. She had grown to understand how to react to the
events that her unpopularity brought, which was truly remarkable in the face o f such
adversity. After the royal family fled Tuileries for the National Assembly, Marie
Antoinette was noticeably more coherent than her husband. She “was an inspiration to
everyone, handing out food and drinks to the defenders, urging her husband to go out
among them and make a stirring speech pledging himself to fight to the end.”58 Even
though her husband was defeated, Marie Antoinette refused to allow the Parisians to
destroy her. This resolute figure who was encouraging and compassionate was
completely different from the evil figure portrayed in the libels.
The next day a National Convention was held that would decide the fate o f the
monarchy. Marie Antoinette was distraught when she heard that the royal family would
be held in the Tower of a seventeenth century palace, known as the Temple. Marie
Antoinette knew that being put into the Tower meant that they were now in a real prison,
and understood that they would most likely not escape alive.59 Her existence at this time
was quite depressing because Marie Antoinette had little privacy and was continually
subjected to hateful comments on a daily basis. As time progressed, the royal family’s
position became more precarious because Paris was in uproar and murders of members of
the nobility were a daily occurrence. Finally, on September 21,1792, the monarchy was
officially abolished, and King Louis XVI was now to be known as Louis Capet. It was
only a matter of time before this royal couple would be put on trial for treason against
France. Marie Antoinette would remain strong throughout this time, which is

55 Castelot, 297.
56 Fraser, 368.
57 Ibid, 370.
58 Haslip, 262.
59 Fraser, 382.
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unimaginable because she would suffer the loss o f her husband and children before she
herself would be executed by the guillotine.
On December 11,1792, the trial of Louis Capet began, which would last six
weeks. During this time, he would not be allowed to communicate with his wife or
children. This strictness occurred not because the King was hated, but rather the Queen.
The French wanted to see her suffer under the strain of uncertainty.60 Louis Capet knew
that he would be executed by his people and wanted to declare that it was he who was at
fault for the problems that existed in France, not Marie Antoinette. Stating to the court, “I
beg my wife to forgive me all the evil she is suffering for my sake and the grief I may
have caused her during the course o f our marriage, as she may be sure that I hold nothing
against her, i f she should think she has anything with which to reproach herself,61 Louis
Capet tried to show that it was indeed mistakes he had made that had caused his wife to
be universally hated throughout France. Regardless of his sincerity and love for both his
wife and his people, Louis Capet was found guilty of treason and put to death on January
21,1793. Although she may have never truly loved her husband, Marie Antoinette was
touched by his compassion and love for her. Her entire life had been destroyed by the
French people who hated her; therefore she no longer cared if she lived or died.
Marie Antoinette was now known as “The Widow Capet.” This title was changed
to “the woman Capet” in newly printed libels to emphasize the complete lack of
sympathy and respect the French had for the former Queen.62 During this time, her
daughter, who was now a teenager, saw that “she no longer had any hope left in her heart
or distinguished between life and death”63 Living became more difficult for Marie
Antoinette because the more sympathetic Girondins were overthrown by a far more strict
power. The newly formed Commune sent to troops to the Tower on July 1,1793, to
inform the Queen she would lose custody o f her son. In that instant, Marie Antoinette
knew that “neither prayers nor protests could prevail against the pathological hatred o f ’
those who were in power.64 One month later, on August 2nd, Marie Antoinette was
brought to the Conceirgerie where she would await the trial that would end in her death.
Marie Antoinette was convicted not for overt crimes she had committed, but
rather convicted to appease those in Paris. The leader in charge o f her fate, Hebert, sought
to use Marie Antoinette was a way to win over the san-culottes. He stated, ‘“ I have
promised the head o f Antoinette...I will go and cut it off myself if there is any delay in
giving it to me. I have promised it on our behalf to the san-culottes who are asking for
it.’”65 Hebert’s statement illustrates the complete disregard for a fair trial for this former
Queen. The common man had spoken, and so Marie Antoinette was charged for
instigating Louis XVI’s treason when they fled in 1791. Not only was she charged with
this crime, but also accused of having an incestuous relationship with her son, Louis

60 Haslip, 274.
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Charles. Even those who had little sympathy for Marie Antoinette called for these
accusations to stop.66 It is quite apparent that the tribunal wanted Marie Antoinette
executed because the trial did not appear to be just. She was accused o f crimes that were
outlandish and lacked evidence. However, that did not matter, and she was proven guilty
for crimes committed against France. According to the penal code of France, this
warranted her death.
Marie Antoinette could not have avoided her fate that awaited her at the
guillotine. Since the time o f her arrival in France in 1770, Marie Antoinette was
constantly criticized and humiliated for her supposed failures as both a wife and a royal.
However, one cannot blame Marie Antoinette for her downfall. Although she was
frivolous and partook in the enjoyments that her station offered, she did so to cope with
the constant pressure to not only perform her duties as a Dauphine and Queen, but also to
perform her duties as a liaison to Austria. When these duties could not be met, the libels
began to circulate that Marie Antoinette cared only for herself, and not for her people.
Even though Marie Antoinette wanted nothing more than to please her people, her name
was destroyed by the rumors created by her enemies. Although she did mature and
showed an unimaginable strength during the monarchy’s downfall, Marie Antoinette
could not redeem herself among the French people. Those who did not know her
personally saw her as a vicious libertine who caused the downfall of the French
monarchy. However, those who knew Marie Antoinette understood that “if the Queen
had been, from the moment o f her arrival in France, the object of the care and affection...
she would have contributed greatly” to France. It thus appears Marie Antoinette is not a
vicious character, but instead a sympathetic one who was never given the chance to
display her true capabilities as a ruler of France.
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Chanoyu:
History and Practice
By Mary Kate Kimiecik ‘10

The tea ceremony also known as chado, which means “way of the tea”1 or
chanoyu, which translates as “hot water tea”2 has been an integral part of Japanese
culture for centuries. Chado “was codified centuries ago.. .its rites are fantastically rigid,
time and place are determined by rules; decor of the chamber, utensils, actions, and even
conversation proceed upon the most controlled path with formulas controlling both deed
and word”.3 As elaborated upon by tea master Kakuzo Okakura, the ceremony has
existed for centuries. Its rigid structure and tradition developed from many influences, in
particular those of Zen Buddhism and the samurai tradition. From its humble beginnings,
the tea ceremony has grown into a precise art form with specific utensils. While the tea
ritual has been affected by many different influences and has grown largely in popularity,
it has always stressed attention to detail, an appreciation of nature and life, and the
importance o f discipline.
The tea ceremony is a transformative practice that has evolved in meaning and
practice. Although the aesthetics o f the tea ceremony have not changed from its
beginnings, the diversity of its students has changed significantly over time, from
Buddhist monks, to aristocrats, samurai warriors, and finally, everyday people
worldwide. Presently, the ceremony is practiced as an art form, in appreciation of beauty
and everyday life. This particular paper is an examination o f interpretations of sanSenke, specifically the Urasenke branch of tea tradition dating back to Sen Rikyu. This
paper will employ the perspectives of tea masters, of average Japanese people who have
engaged in the ritual, and finally the observations of westerners who have been captivated
by the discipline. Varying levels of experience and different perspectives will provide a
structure through which one can examine the origins, practice and utensils as well as
ways to interpret and understand the ceremony.
Jennifer Anderson offers a beginner’s perspective to the history of the Japanese
ceremony, briefly discussing the roles of Buddhist monks like Eichu, Eisai, Dogen, and
Shuko, while also discussing how tea came to be a part of the Daimyo tradition.
Anderson offers an interesting perspective to the study o f tea as an American

1 Anderson, Jennifer Lea. An Introduction to Japanese Tea Ritual. (State University of New York Press:
Albany, 1991) pp I
2 Ibid p.l
3 Okakura, Kakuzo. The Book of Tea. Ed. Everett F. Bleiler. (Dover Publications Inc, New York: 1964) p.
xiv
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anthropologist newly entering the study. As Anderson began studying the history and the
ceremony itself, she immediately noticed how the “wonderfully rich and intricate
complex o f rituals was virtually neglected in the anthropological literature”4 As an
American anthropologist studying the rituals of various cultures, she came upon the tea
ceremony and noticed that there was little literature on the subject. Out of curiosity she
ventured to Japan to study the ritual and see its significance in comparison with other
cultural rituals and how it is successful as a ritual and way of life in Japan. Upon first
entering the study, Anderson expressed her displeasure since it was hard to trace “tea in
its cultural and historical matrices on the basis of information available... it was almost
impossible.”5 Anderson’s displeasure reflects the common problem that until recent
years, the Japanese tea ceremony was a ritual practiced by specialized schools solely in
Japan. For the most part, only Japanese were encouraged to study this ancient art.
However in a move towards friendship and globalization, Japan decided to open the study
to westerners and furthermore build schools of tea throughout the world to appreciate the
ancient art. So while Anderson must learn the tradition and skills, she comes into the
study with a background in anthropology and religion which gives her a different
perspective from authors like Okakura or Sen Shoshitsu, Japanese people who have been
studying the art for their whole lives.
According to the text o f Anderson’s book detailing the tea ceremony’s historical
background, around 804 CE a group o f diplomats and scholars left for China and returned
soon after, accompanied by a Japanese Zen Buddhist monk named Eichu. Eichu had
spent over thirty years in China learning the Buddhist tradition from the Chinese. As a
part of his Buddhist training, Eichu always traveled with a ball of pressed tea leaves. Tea
was an integral part of meditation since the preparation and consumption o f tea created a
calm atmosphere and cleared the mind for extended meditation.
According to the Nihon Koki, one of the main sources detailing early Japanese tea
history, Eichu served simmered green tea to Emperor Saga in the year 815 CE on the
shores of Lake Biwa. This event is the first documented time tea was consumed in Japan.
By 816 CE, Emperor Saga must have enjoyed the tea, for he had ordered his nobles and
priests to grow tea seeds throughout the fertile Kyoto region. Since these plantations
were relatively small, and maintained by the King’s closest subjects, tea drinking was
initially confined to a small group, to the emperor, aristocrats, and the religious. After
the death o f Emperor Saga in 842 CE, aristocratic tea drinking faded out of common
practice while the religious practice and consumption o f tea thrived as part of Buddhist
monastic meditation. Over the next few hundred years, many Japanese monks traveled to
China to learn the art o f tea ritual as well as trade for the prized T’ang dynasty tea bowls
and other valued utensils.6
After Eichu, the twelfth century Buddhist monk Eisai made important
contributions to the tea tradition, returning to Japan with the claims that “tea is a divine
medicine which prolongs life.”7 After Eisai learned that the shogun of the province,
Minamoto Santemono was sick from drinking too much sake, Eisai sent him tea leaves as
a remedy. In addition, Eisai wrote a treatise on tea called Kissa Yojoki which discussed

4 Anderson p.3
5 Ibid p.3
6 Ibid p.23-24
7 Ibid p.25
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both the physical and spiritual benefits of tea. The treatise was also an endeavor by Eisai
to reconcile Buddhist principles with Taoism. A great example of the blend of the two
traditions was the response to declare the Japanese kami, the native spirits, as primitive
Buddhist bodhisattvas.8
While there were other influential monks who carried on the Buddhist tradition,
Anderson notes how the samurai and daimyo seemed to enjoy tea in their lifestyles. Tea
drinking for the Daimyo, at first, was very unlike that o f the monks. From 794-1249 CE,
during the Heian and early Kamakura period, court routine involved games (referred to in
Japanese as mono awase) which were played in court for entertainment. These games
included “comparing shells, incense, birds, insects, and various utensils. Some
competitions required participants to complete poems or stories.” Since many o f these
new commodities were new imports from China, these courtly games were a clever way
for the wealthy courtiers to educate themselves. Later games were referred to as Cha
Awase as they differed from the earlier games. These new games were inspired more
from monastic tea ritual and also involved some of the friendly competition from the
earlier court games. In particular, this game tradition revolved around identifying
different types o f incense as well as different types of tea and the areas from which the
originated. This tradition of tea competition preserved the aesthetic of tea more so than
the original tea competition. People sat in two lines as two teams and competed to see
which team knew more about a certain type o f tea. These types o f games and interactions
fostered social skills while also educating courtiers about the significance of a very
traditional ritual.
Horst Hammitzsch delves into the lives of two of the three great tea masters,
Shuko and Joo, who came to prominence in the years following the courtly celebrations
o f tea consumption. These tea masters are largely responsible for the tea tradition that is
wisely practiced in Japan and the world today. Hammitzsch’s perspective on the tea
masters is very interesting since he ties their teachings of the tea back to the Buddhist
tradition from which the tea ceremony originated( and then deviated from during the
courtly popularity o f tea).
While early Buddhist monks brought the tea to Japan and installed it as a religious
practice, it was not until Murata Shuko (1423-1502) that people lived by the “Tea Way.”
Shuko became a Zen monk around the age o f thirty and only began to drink tea after
suffering from constant exhaustion during meditation. Shuko began to drink and study
tea after receiving the recommendation o f a good physician, who believed tea to be an
excellent remedy. After careful study of the benefits of tea, Shuko developed his own set
o f tea rules which became known as “the way.”
After Shuko completed his Zen studies he was given a hand written text known as
a bokuseki from his master as a gift. This bokuseki9 was very valuable so Shuko
mounted the gift as a hanging scroll to be a focal point in his tea room. As he established
his tea room, Shuko rejected the ostentation, pomp, and luxury that seemed to connote
after the influence of the courtly samurai and daimyo in their needless tea competitions.

8 Ibid p.25-26
9 The bokuseki was a “seal document” which like Buddhism opened the way to enlightenment or self
knowledge. Shuko places this bokuseki in his tea house as a reminder to follow the basics o f Buddhist
principles as he develops his own “tea way”. Hammitzsch, Horst. Zen in the Art of the Tea Ceremony.
(E.P. Dutton: New York, 1988) pp.46
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Shuko’s perspective mirrored that of the Buddhist eight fold path which sought to remove
the appetites or cravings in life similar to the ostentation and pomp o f court. As a way to
separate from the daimyo tea culture, Shuko employed an approach by introducing tea to
everyday people like merchants. Shuko taught that tea established self awareness and a
way o f life, an aspect which Soshitsu Sen many years later in the book Tea Life, Tea
Mind describes Shuko’s tea studies and tries to relate them to a modem audience.
Soshitsu Sen teaches that “the peacefulness from a bowl of tea may become the
foundation for a way of life.” 10
Following Shuko wa Takeno Joo, the second master of the tea way. Like Shuko,
Joo did not enjoy ostentation in his tea ceremony. However, more so than Shuko, he
focused on the importance o f preserving harmony with utensils, the room, its decorations,
and the flowers. Ryiochi Fujioka also highlights the importance of the unity of utensils
with the ceremony in his book. Joo more so that Shuko also focused on the attention to
detail in setting up and decorating for the tea ceremony. His way involves the discipline
and attention to detail often associated with the tea ceremony. His book also suggests the
importance o f noticing the endeavors of a host for his guest in both preparing for and
serving the tea in the ceremony.
Kakuzo Okakura, a Japanese practitioner of the tea ceremony, offers a truly artful
perspective within The Book o f Tea, which he wrote during his prominence in the late
Meiji era. Okakura singles out chanoyu as the best aspect o f Japanese culture to teach at
that time worldwide for tea was a perfect symbol with which to explain how the Japanese
viewed their culture, as “steely hardness o f thought that is as sharp and incisive as the
sword of an ancient samurai.” 11 From this quote, it is not hard to conclude that Japan was
closed to western influence and lived very isolated from the problems of the west until
1852 when Commodore Perry and the Black Ships opened Japan to western trade and
markets. Okakura uses this book and its explanation of tea to explore how tea is a life
source for Japan in the same way that salt is a necessity for westerners. He also discusses
the importance of teaching tea to others to continue the tradition as it will be a dying art
of others do not follow in the steps of old masters. Rather than offering basic facts,
Okakura offers an eloquent description o f tea ritual, highlighting the importance of
tradition, nature, and discipline.
Okakura wrote his book in 1906, highlighting how the celebration o f the tea
ritual is spiritual; Okakura considers it the “religion of the appreciation o f aesthetics.”12
Celebrating the ritual helps the individual find and experience beauty in everyday acts.
The difficulty and precision needed to cultivate tea skills increases appreciation of the art
and pays homage to the humble roots of the tradition developed from various Buddhist
influences.
Okakura’s language artfully and eloquently describes the aesthetic of chanoyu,
reflecting in particular upon the last tea of Sen Rikyu, the founder of the Urasenke tea
tradition. Sen Rikyu was arguably the most important tea master that ever lived and the
Urasenke tea tradition is arguably the most open tea tradition for westerners who wish to
learn about the tea o f the east to study under. It is ironic that Sen Rikyu was a poor

10 Sen, Shoshitsu. Tea Life, Tea Mind. (Weatherhill: New York, 1989) p. 9
11 Okakura, Kakuzo. The Book of Tea. Ed. Everett F. Bleiler. (Dover Publications Inc, New York: 1964)
pp.3
12 Ibid 3
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merchant’s son and later became the greatest Japanese tea master in history since around
his time, merchants began to see the benefits o f the tea, and went to tea schools to learn
the traditions of the tea.
The final chapter of Okakura’s book describes the tea ceremony as a penultimate
event to death, “a living influence” 13 in contrast to one of the most honorable ways to die
in the Japanese tradition, through seppuku or ritual suicide by disembowelment. The
appreciation for Rikyu and his role as a focal point in Okakura’s tea education differs
from the generalities learned and taught by Jennifer Anderson. Although Anderson has
learned a lot about the study and has come to appreciate its aesthetic beauty, Anderson
will never be bound to the tradition in the same way as Okakura or possess his
appreciation for Rikyu since she views the tradition as an enriching part to the study of
anthropology instead of as an all encompassing way o f life.
“The Last Tea of Rikyu” highlights the artful details o f Sen Rikyu’s final tea
before committing seppuku. After enemies of Rikyu falsely accused Rikyu of planning
to poison the tea of the warrior Hideyoshi in an assassination attempt, Hideyoshi ordered
the immediate execution of Rikyu. In order to preserve Rikyu’s honor, Hideyoshi
allowed Rikyu to commit seppuku following a final tea ritual among close followers.
Okakura notes the final ceremony and its “rare incense”, “established etiquette”, “beauty
o f utensils”, and the “the evanescence o f all earthly things.”14 Okakura employs such
artful, elegant terms to describe the final ceremony of the most influential tea master in
his tea school’s tradition. After preparing and serving the tea, Rikyu displays his utensils,
the proper gratitude is exchanged, and Rikyu gives a utensil excluding his bowl, which he
ceremonially breaks to each of his followers. After his followers leave, he takes off his
tea robe, bearing his “immaculate white death robe”. As he “tenderly gazed at the blade
o f the fatal dagger” 15 he addressed it with his death poem and “passed forth into the
unknown.”16
Soshitsu Sen is the fifteenth grand tea master. Following in his father’s footsteps
in the rich tradition o f the tea, Soshitsu Sen has initiated efforts to spread the Urasenke
tradition of tea abroad. His perspective is interesting because he follows in a long line of
past tea masters. His book is that of a tea master attempting to address both Japanese and
western people newly learning about and possibly interested in joining the tea tradition.
Soshitsu Sen sees the tea ceremony as a ritual which simultaneously joins “the spiritual
level and the mundane level to create a unique art...based on an act of everyday life.” 17
Soshitsu Sen offers a basic description which highlights the importance o f tradition and
following the proscribed motions as he generally outlines the Urasenke Japanese tea
ceremony.
Shoshitsu Sen elaborates upon his perspective of the tea ceremony by describing
the ritualistic steps followed by the host in the presence o f his guest or guests to prepare a
bowl of malcha or hot tea. Shoshitsu Sen, as a tea master or in Japanese an iemoto,
particularly highlights how the ceremony requires a definite setting and dress. Before the

13 Ibid 61
14 Ibid 64.
15 Ibid 65
16 Ibid 63-65
17 Sen, Soshitsu. Chado: The Japanese Way of Tea. (Weatherhill: New York, 1979) pp. 4
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ceremony, guests often wait in the garden inside a structure outside of the tea house for
their host to welcome them. The guests carefully note the design and choice of foliage in
the garden since the host takes great care to maintain the garden in a proper manner. A
certain courtesy is thus expected. The ceremony itself is traditionally held indoors, in a
tea room, with a tatami floor, made from soft weaved straw. The room is decorated in a
simple, rustic style, known as the Wabi style, which was developed by Sen Rikyu. This
style o f decorating includes a table, the tea utensils, a hanging scroll and floral
arrangement, and the hearth around which the ceremony is centered.18
The host usually wears a kimono while guests may also wear the traditional
kimono. However, if guests, especially westerners, do not own a kimono, tea etiquette
asks for simple, but formal dress. The ceremony requires the guests to demonstrate a
certain respect for the ritual, which is first determined by the guest’s proper dress. Guests
prior to the actual ceremony wait until instructed by the host to act, within the garden
usually in a small structure with a nice view o f the garden set up and foliage. Once the
host calls for the guests, they walk up the garden path to the tea room, noting again the
decor and foliage, mentally and verbally appreciating the host’s taste. Before entering
the tea room, guests are required to wash their hands and their mouths, using the water
from a stone basin outside o f the tea house. The washing is a symbolic purification
required of the guests before entering the serene atmosphere o f the tea house. In
addition, the guests remove their shoes before entering the tea house through the sliding
door, opened by the host using ritual movements.
Sen Shoshitsu’s perspective until this point is very simple. Yet he clearly focuses
on the importance of tradition as it has been passed down over fifteen generations from
tea master to tea master. While Shoshitsu tries to attract new followers by explaining the
significance of different aspects of the ceremony, he also pays close attention to ensure
that he is capturing the important aspects of tradition and explaining those particular
aspects in as clear and articulate a manner as possible.
Once the guests have entered, they walk in slowly, admiring the ddcor of the
room, noting in particular the hanging scroll and the floral arrangement carefully chosen
and appreciated by the host. After admiring the room, the host invites the guests to sit in
front of the table as he prepares the charcoal fire to boil the water for tea. The host then
fills the kettle with water from the fresh water jar to prepare the tea water. While the
water boils, adding to the serenity of the tea room, the host serves his guests the Kaiseki
meal. This meal is carefully chosen by the host and is properly prepared and arranged in
an aesthetically pleasing way to harmonize with the beauty o f the tea experience. After
the guests carefully consider the meal, appreciating the host’s craftsmanship, the guests
eat and enjoy the meal, and immediately after enjoy a cup of warm sake. After finishing
the sake, the guests ritually exit the tea room and return to the garden, awaiting the call of
their host to return.19
In the case that the host does not serve the kaiseki meal, the guests immediately
enjoy the sweets wrapped in kaishi paper, brought by the guests within decorative
wallets. After the guest and host share the sweets, the host begins to actually prepare the
tea. First, the host, using ritual motions, cleans each tea utensil in a precise order in front
of his guests. The host then arranges the utensils in an exact way. After, the host, using
Ibid 10-18
Ibid 20-44
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the tea scoop, adds green powder from the tea caddy into the tea bowl to make the thick
tea. Water is added to the powder and mixed together, using a tea whisk in precise
movements. When the tea has reached the proper consistency, the host places the tea
before the guest. The host and guest exchange bows, the guest replies a proscribed
phrase and the guest takes a sip. After two or three more sips, taken from different places
around the bowl, the tea bowl is passed from one guest to the next, following the same
ritual pattern of discipline and respect. The movements are proscribed and precise to
maintain harmony, peace, and beauty. The bowl is passed around until all the guests
have sipped the host’s tea. After the thick tea is served, the host usually serves a thin tea,
following a slightly more relaxed process to make this tea. After the thin tea is
completed, it is served in a more relaxing manner. The conversation becomes more
relaxed as responses are no longer proscribed and sometimes, the host and his guests will
smoke in the company of each other to maintain good spirits. After a period, the host
begins to ritually clean all of the tea utensils. After the tools have been properly cleaned,
the host invites his guests to ritually examine his tea utensils using a special cloth. After
examining the tools, which are sometimes heirlooms passed down through generations,
the guests slowly rise and exit the tea house as the host bows, honoring the departure of
his guests. The entire ceremony can take up to four hours.20
An important component to understanding the tea ceremony is the knowledge of
the different utensils and their significance within the ceremony itself. The utensils, in
particular their use and the many ways in which they are made, mirrors the significant
motions and movements employed the host as he uses the utensils in the ceremony; both
aspects are equally important. Ryoichi Fujioka in Arts o f Japan 3: Tea Ceremony
Utensils explores how the simplicity and harmony associated with the ceremony is found
as much within the utensils employed in their traditional roles in the ceremony as in the
structure o f the tea house, its historical origins, the garden in which the house is perfectly
placed, and the company of those enjoying the tea. While the utensils are not
extravagant, they have very active and significant roles in the ceremony, which a student
o f tea must learn and appreciate early on in tea school.
The first utensil of importance in the ceremony is the tea bowl or chawan in
Japanese. The tea bowl is the only utensil in the whole ceremony that passes from the
host’s hands to his guest and back again. The other utensils have fixed points all within
reach of the host for specific instances of the ceremony. The other important utensil
associated with the bowl is the chakin, the white or hemp cloth used to wipe the bowl
before and after use. Since the bowl is arguably the most important utensil, it is
important for a tea practitioner to possess a few fine bowls, differing in thickness
(whether the bowl is used for thick or thin tea), and varying in degrees of decoration,
(depending on the season and the type of tea served by the host). While early bowls of
the ceremony were imported or brought back from China or Korea, Japanese artisans
learned how to craft the bowls and sold them from within Japan. Popular bowl kilns
which also made other utensils included Seto, Mino, Oribe, Karatsu, Hagi, Bizen,
Shigaraki, and Raku. Each kiln developed its style of bowl, which had a slightly different
shape depending on the type o f tea it was supposed to serve.21
20 Ibid 46-143
21 Tea in Japan: Essays on the History on Chanoyu. Ed. Paul Varley and Kumakura Isao. University of
Hawaii U.P.: Honolulu, 1989. 16-30
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Besides the bowl, the tea caddy and the tea jar are very important utensils.
Ryiochi compares the tea caddy and the tea jar to a sugar bowl, holding a small amount
of sugar for immediate use and the storage container used to store the rest of a pound bag
of sugar respectively. Tea caddies are used to hold the ground tea powder ready for use
in a tea ceremony. Practitioners usually owned one of two types of caddies, depending
on the type o f tea they chose to serve. Ceramic tea caddies held ground thick tea, made
from the leaves of older, bitter tea plants, while lacquer caddies held ground thin tea
made from young tea leaves. Tea jars were used to store tea in leaf form, after it was
purchased. A practitioner would take an amount o f tea from a tea jar and grind it up
before a ceremony, placing the resulting grinds in an appropriate tea caddy.22
The tea scoop (chashuku) is designed to transfer ground tea from a caddy to a tea
bowl. While the scoop was usually a small strip of bamboo, it was given the proper
attention and consideration like every other utensil. Very interestingly, tea masters often
made or finished their own scoops; therefore, a master’s scoop was a personalized
expression of his unique personality. A tea whisk was also essential; it was made out of
bamboo and used to stir the tea powder in the hot water to properly prepare the tea.23
The kettle is one of the two focal points a guest acknowledges upon initially
entering an empty tea room with his or her host. The first focal point is the display of a
hanging scroll and an arrangement of flowers. These arrangements are unique to each tea
house. Thus, a guest always offers close consideration and appreciation as a matter of
politeness. The second focal point is the hearth and the kettle (chanoyu) in which water is
boiled to make the tea. Ryoichi notes how the boiling of water of tea “establishes a mood
of relaxed quietude... likened to soughing of pines on a hill or to waves breaking on
rocks”.24 The kettle itself with its “rich textual surface and ornamental lid, expresses the
subdued beauty at the heart of the tea ceremony aesthetic”.25
Before a master can boil the water needed to conduct the ceremony, the master
would need to replenish the empty kettle from a fresh water jar or mizusashi. A fresh
water jar is placed in a very central location so that it correlates in a pleasing way to the
other utensils in the room, creating a harmonious environment. A fresh water jar must
express the personality of its owner in a similar way to the tea scoop; however, simple,
sturdy designs are more favorable than highly decorative pieces as they are more
practical. A fresh water jar has a wide opening and a solid base so that it can sit on the
table as well as have a wide enough opening with which to fit a ladle to remove water
from the jar to the kettle. In contrast to the fresh water jar is the waste water jar. I t is
very plain and often hidden away in a comer of a tea house. It is only used to hold the
dirty water used to rinse the tea bowl. Very simple materials are used to make this jar.26
The flower container, hana-ire, is a focal point in the tea room and careful
consideration is given to the container and arrangement of flowers within the tea room.
Along with the decorated scroll, the floral container is the most important ornament of
the tea room’s display alcove. The purpose of the floral arrangement is to balance the

22 Ibid 31-52
23 Ibid 53-56
24 Ibid 59-60
25 Ibid 59
26 Ibid 72-86
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inside of the tea room with the garden which surrounds the tea house on the outside,
creating a balance and harmony.27
While flowers visually set up the tea room, incense creates an aroma as well as an
atmosphere of peace and serenity. This is why incense cases, incense burners, and
utensils for laying the fire for the incense are also important. Ryoichi notes how
Yabunouchi Choskin, a fifth generation Kyoto tea master, explains the importance o f
incense “to welcome a guest, to purify the spirit o f a room, to show reverence.”28 Incense
cases hold the incense while the burners bum the incense prior to the arrival of a guest.
Burners are almost never displayed; they are always put away before a guest’s arrival.
The hearth tools are used after a guest arrives and the host lights a small charcoal fire
from the ashes in the hearth using the hearth tools as a way to welcome his or her guest to
the ceremony.29
Before the tea was served, the host usually offered the guest a simple vegetarian
meal based on the traditional cooking of the Zen monasteries. The Kaiseki meal
complements the tea being served in the same way the Kaiseki utensils harmonize with
the tea utensils. Traditional materials to make these utensils included wood and lacquer.
A host owned at least an unlacquered tray, a wood tray and two to three black lacquered
bowls to serve this well planned and carefully presented meal. Before eating the meal, a
person would often look carefully upon the food and the serving dishes, as a measure of
politeness and gratitude for their generous host. Before the end of the meal, the host
often served his guest sake before offering tea. A host owned a ceramic sake warmer, a
serving flask, and decorated sake cups to serve the sake to guests. After the sake was
consumed, a host began the preparations for tea.30
To hold all the aforementioned utensils, a tea practitioner owned a wooden box to
store the utensils in a practical, but also decorous way. Boxes were a work of art to
match the art or important supplies or utensils held inside. Because Japan had an
abundance of fins woods, boxes had many different, beautiful wood designs further
improved by sturdy construction.31
After exploring how each o f the authors had a different focus, through the history,
important figures, the ceremony itself or the importance o f the utensils, two of the final
authors in this paper discuss the modem audience, in particular Japanese women and the
west. Barbara Mori in The Tea Ceremony: A Transformed Japanese Ritual explores how
the tea ceremony is an art form women are required to learn before they are married.
While this might seem to be a requirement which suggests that women are inferior to
men, Mori counter argues that women have used tea studies as a way to advance within
Japanese society. The art form provides them a subject to study and livelihood through
which to acquire an income, teaching a very important cultural skill. Mori notes the
importance of women teaching in the tea ceremony by reminding her readers that the
ritual was solely for men in its early history. Over the years, the ritual has transformed
full circle as both women and foreigners are not only allowed, but also encouraged to
study the traditional ritual of the tea. So the tradition continues well into the future.

27 Ibid 87-91
28 Ibid 102
29 Ibid 102-108
30 Ibid 109-131
31 Ibid 131-132

The Histories, Volume 9, Number 1

27

While women still cannot hold the three highest hierarchical positions in the
Urasenke School developed by Sen Rikyu, they have a great opportunity in the tea
tradition as teachers, students, and supporters. As supporters they often share the
responsibility of manufacturing or selling tea utensils or running a tea house. Many
women find the tea tradition an alluring career rather than something in the business
world, since as a teacher a woman can pick her own pupils and schedule her own hours as
she is available and sees fit. She can also raise a family and keep a house for herself and
her husband. Women also enjoy the opportunity to work around beautiful, priceless
heirlooms (or in the very least incredibly well crafted utensils) while following an ancient
tradition.32
Mori concludes in her argument that Chado has opened a door in Japanese society
for working women to advance themselves. Although the society is still favorable of
men over women, the chado tradition has taught women a skill set through which they
can pursue goals, make important choices, and acquire training and skills - all resulting
in self confidence. Women, through Chado, will see themselves as successful
contributors to society.33
The final perspective that is very important when studying the tea ceremony is the
reaction of the west. As Mori notes, the study is very tradition based and well respected
by men and women alike as evidenced through the many schools dedicated to it in Japan.
However, since the ceremony is newly opened to the west, it is interesting to note a
western perspective to the traditional phenomenon, which might differ from someone like
Jennifer Anderson who immediately was intrigued by the art as an anthropologist. John
Whitney Hall’s On the Future History o f Tea explores how Japanese self containment
policies may work against the tea tradition, particularly in the eyes o f the average
westerner. Hall claims, “the average westerner, in his sleek complacency will see in the
tea ceremony but another instance of a thousand and one oddities which constitute the
quaintness and childishness of the east to him.”34
The west and east have proven for centuries that they operate under different
mindsets. The discipline, the patience required, and the very precise ritualistic aspects of
the ceremony could easy frustrate the western mind as westerners do not enter the study
with the knowledge of tradition that many Japanese bring as students of the art. With no
appreciation with which to understand the ceremony it is not surprising that Hall would
be skeptical and the ceremony’s initial reception by the west. The study would definitely
inspire intrigue, but may not be necessarily understood as an art form that westerners
would readily pursue.
Hall further asserts his point as he mentions how the European mindset in
particular could see the ceremony as meaningless. He suggests, “When witnessed more
than once, it becomes intolerably monotonous in the western mind. Not being bom with
oriental patience, he (the European) longs for something new, something lively,

Mori. Barbara Lynne Rowland. The Tea Ceremony: A Transformed Japanese Ritual. Gender and
Society, Vol. 5, No. 1 (Mar., 1991), pp. 86-97 12 Dec. 2008 http://www.istor.org/stable/189931 p. 86-89
33 Ibid 96
34 John Whitney Hall “On The Future History of Tea”. From Tea in Japan: Essays on the History on
Chanoyu. Ed. Paul Varley and Kumakura Isao. University of Hawaii U.P.: Honolulu, 1989. p. 248
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something with the least semblance o f logic and utility.”35 The west has traditionally
been more faced paced and, as suggested earlier, it would not be surprising that the
average western individual would not have the patience to learn the precise movements
or sit quietly, studying a traditional art form which stresses only silence and discipline for
up to four hours. It is a very different kind of study from anything ever offered by the
west, which has always focused on endeavors to make things faster and more efficient (as
seen with the industrial revolutions and the general mindset o f the west as early
imperialists taking over the east). No art form like the tea ceremony has ever been (or
will ever be for that matter) readily practiced by the west, frankly because most
westerners are too impatient and live too fast paced of lives to truly appreciate the
traditional aesthetic of the tea way of life.
This paper successfully demonstrates how different authors have explored the
subject o f the Japanese tea ceremony, each focusing on different facets of the tradition to
ensure that the ceremony which has lasted for centuries continues into the future. Tea
masters and new students alike can appreciate the tradition, historical origins, as well as
the symbolism of the ceremony itself and the tools, in particular their significance and the
way in which they are used. While the tea masters may bring an eloquence and depth to
the art which has been present since the early drinking o f tea, new students, especially
those o f western origin bring to the study a way for those not knowledgeable of the
tradition to at least begin to understand and appreciate an ancient art form.

35
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III
Eamon de Valera
and the Rivalry that Led to War
By Julia W alsh‘12

When friends become enemies, the ramifications are disastrous. The two split and form
an intense rivalry to assert their dominance or prove that they were correct (if an argument is an
impetus for the split). However, some of the bitterest feuds occur when these close companions
compete with each other as friends. Such a rivalry weakens a friendship. It turns into a
competition where you stay friends to keep a closer eye on each other, fulfilling the adage: Keep
your friends close but your enemies closer. Consequently, a tipping point will ultimately sever
ties and cause a more intense enmity between the two—no matter how conciliatory they appear
to each other in person.
Such friendships are often present in the realm of politics. In Ireland, such a situation is
credited in helping to create a civil war. Though the charismatic Eamon de Valera and the mythic
Michael Collins had opposing views o f the Anglo-Irish Treaty, de Valera’s rivalry with Collins
also seems to have played a significant role in leading Ireland to Civil War.
These men both shared several similarities in their upbringing. Both de Valera and
Collins emerged from humble beginnings though their circumstance vastly differed. Both were
raised in rural Ireland without a father but with a strong foundation in Catholicism. Both had
female role models.1 But Dev was bom in the United States on October 14,1882—an
illegitimate child whose mother sent him back to Ireland to live with his grandmother in County
Limerick.2 Collins was bom on October 16, 1882, in County Cork, but into a large and loving
family.
“Both were marked by application to ‘the books,’ de Valera being the more obviously
studious and less rumbustious of the tw o.. ,”34*He grew up studying and developing a “passion for
mathematics”45and looked to become a teacher. But a deeper calling rose within—politics. This
stemmed from his second passion, the Irish language. In 1908, Dev joined the Gaelic League
which would serve as the catalyst to his revolutionary idealism of giving Ireland back to Ireland.3
Both were drawn to the desire to rise up against the British and took part in the Easter

1Tim Pat Coogan. Eamon de Valera: The Man Who Was Ireland. (New York: HarperCollins Publishers, 1993), 3.
2 Ibid.
3 Ibid, 4
4 Diarmaid Ferriter. Judging Dev: A Reassessment of the Life andLegacy ofEamon de Valera. (Dublin: RIA, 2007.),
25.
5 Eamon de Valera, 11.
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Rising o f 1916. During the Rising, de Valera commanded the 3rd Dublin City Battalion which
Ferriter terms “something of a surprise since he was not in the Irish Republican Brotherhood
(IRB)”6 and did not join until later. In his role as commander, he had created battle plans, but
could not adapt them when less than ideal circumstances arose7 and suffered a nervous
breakdown. Regardless, he was the only commander to be spared from execution after the
Rising. (The dispute lies in how much, if any, his American birth played a role in saving him.)
Collins fought at the GPO (General Post Office) after joining the IRB in 1915. He too was jailed
afterwards. During his prison term, he began his ascent to power within the IRB.
Both men differed in their personalities. Dev, who was extremely tall and lanky, was
known as “Long Fellow” while Collins earned the nickname “Big Fellow” because of his “big
headedness.”8 He would not respect any man, no matter his position, unless they earned it. Once
a man earned his respect, Collins gave them his extreme loyalty.9 For example, though he did not
want to go to London to negotiate with Lloyd George, he followed the orders de Valera gave
him.
Collins’ approach to politics and war was “unorthodox [and] swashbuckling”10 He would
take over jobs even if they were not in his jurisdiction, occasionally making enemies (such as
Cathal Burgha).11 Dev, on the other hand, seemed to keep his loyalties private, often assuming
the role of a disinterested by-stander.12 Coogan describes Dev as an “aloof hierarchilist... with
his insistence on strict procedural behavior and observance o f spheres of influence.”13 According
to the historian, “Where de Valera went by the military manual, Collins rewrote it.” 14 But yet
these two men, though different, united together for a common goal—the freedom of the Irish
people. However, unity and accord would not last forever.
The Irish War for Independence commenced in January 1919. Michael Collins played the
role of military mastermind, while Eamon de Valera played the charismatic politician and sought
support from the Irish in America. Touring the country from April 1919 to December 1920, Dev
became the face o f Ireland for the American people especially since he was the President o f Sinn
Fein, “the official political arm of the republican movement.” 15
Collins and Dev worked as a pair. In order for him to get to America, he needed to get
out of jail. Collins was the man for the job. When de Valera was jailed in 1919, Collins
smuggled a master key into a cake, set up safe-houses, and then shipped him off to America.16
During his time there, de Valera did not always concur with the Irish-American groups. For
example, one incident caused the National Secretary o f the Friends of Irish freedom and Dail
deputy Diarmuid Lynch to resign.17 De Valera also clashed at times with John Devoy, the head
of the radical Clan na Gael. As a result, Coogan notes, the Big Fellow faced trouble with his
conflicting loyalties to Dev and the IRB especially because of the Lynch incident, but in the end,
Ferriter, 26.
7 Ibid.
8 Eamon de Valera, 121.
’ Ibid.
10
Ibid.
11 Ibid.
12 Ibid, 206.
13 Ibid.
14 Ibid, 122.
15 Alan J. Ward. The Easter Rising: Revolution and Irish Nationalism. (Wheeling, IL: Harlan Davidson, Inc, 2003),

122.
16 Eamon de Valera, ix.
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he sided with the Long Fellow.18
Back in Ireland, Collins “was running everything in sight, including the IRB... ” 19 While
his friend was campaigning for the cause abroad, Collins organized a different method of
military action against the British at home— guerilla warfare. One such act, Bloody Sunday,
clearly “illustrated the atmosphere o f terror and counter-terror in which Collins and the staff of
GHQ fought the war in Dublin.”20 On November 21,1920, Collins led an unexpected attack
against the British Secret Service, executing members who were sleeping or with their families
or lovers. In retaliation, the Black and Tans attacked a group o f Irish spectators during a Gaelic
football match. De Valera strongly admonished Collin’s style of fighting and consequently
returned to Ireland less than a month later. His haste also spurred from the news that Collins had
replaced Arthur Griffith as Acting President after the Sinn Fein founder was arrested.21
When de Valera returned home, he was greeted by men who extolled Collins which
further fueled the rivalry. It is reported that when de Valera reached Ireland and asked how
everything was going, the response was, “Great! The Big Fellow is leading us and everything is
marvelous.” ’22 Dev’s apparent reply: ‘“ Big Fellow! Big! We’ll see who’s the Big Fellow...’”23
Coogan says Dev thus sought to accomplish three goals at home:
[A]ssert his ascendancy over the colleagues to whom he was now
returning.. .securing dominance over Collins in particular.. .to keep control over
the Irish Americans, and.. .to take over the reins of the peace process and to work
himself into a favourable negotiating position with the British.24
However, these goals would prove to be difficult to accomplish since de Valera had been away
from Ireland for over a year; he was somewhat disconnected from the situation. This gave
Collins, who had never left Ireland, the upper-hand.25
Once de Valera returned, tensions began to rise. Dev appeared unsatisfied with how the
country was being run, and he constantly discussed his wonderful treatment in America.
Historian James McKay states that Dev’s time in America allowed him to keep his ideals, while
Collins, who had been constantly on the run, became “a hard-head realist and pragmatist.”26
Eventually his constant prattle frustrated Collins who once interrupted the Long Fellow and said,
‘“ Oh, I have it off by heart.”27 The strain of their friendship was becoming more evident.
Hostilities continued until July 9,1921, after the death of “405 RIC officers (many
Catholic), 150 military personnel and an estimated 750 IRA members and civilians.”28 Both
parties signed a truce, and de Valera agreed to meet with British Prime Minister David Lloyd
George to discuss preliminary Treaty negotiations. Dev did not go alone, however. To
accompany him, he selected Arthur Griffith, Robert Barton, Count Plunkett, and Erskine
Childers—but not Collins. Collins felt snubbed especially because of his position of power in
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Ibid., 200.
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Ireland. Once they arrived in London, only Dev spoke to Lloyd George. The two met on July 14,
15,18, and 21. During that time, the British Prime Minister proposed that Ireland be granted
Dominion Status (like Canada). At this proposal, “de Valera informed Lloyd George that, in his
judgment, Dail Eireann could not, and the Irish people would not, accept these
proposals.. .Ireland’s right to determine her own destiny [he] declared to be indefeasible.29 In
particular, he detested the oath of allegiance to Great Britain and the clause that would allow
Northern Ireland “to vote itself out of the Irish State.”30 He would not accept any Treaty with
these two provisions; Lloyd George then warned him that discussion would be “impossible if
[Dev] continued to assert a right to negotiations on behalf of an independent state.”31 Dev
refused to participate in any more discussions with Lloyd George.
But negotiations had to continue. And the results surrounding the second round of peace
talks (which gave birth to the Anglo-Irish Treaty) continue to be debated today. For the next
round of negotiations which began in October 1921, de Valera removed himself from the talks
and sent a reluctant Michael Collins instead. There are several theories as to why Dev sent his
rival as his replacement. One theory is that he wanted to use Collins as the scapegoat should the
Treaty prove to be unpopular with the people or if the British would not compromise.32 An
article in the Boston Globe suggests jealously played a key role:
[It] [P]oisoned relationships among the founding fathers of independent Ireland and made
Civil War inevitable. De Valera, the senior figure of the revolution, could feel his power
slipping away to Collins’ military and organizational brilliance. Knowing that all the
revolutionaries’ aims could not be achieved, de Valera sent Collins to London instead of
going himself so the military hero could be a scapegoat for the failure to negotiate a
better deal.33
The Irish Times also claimed that Dev knew that he belonged at the London conference and
chose not to go.34 It would then appear that intense rivalry and discord in the Treaty process
would further drive these two prominent Irish men apart.
This is not the ubiquitous view, however. Diarmaid Ferriter, who recently wrote a critical
re-examination of de Valera, claims Dev sent Collins and Griffith because he “needed to avoid
compromising the Republic and to be in a position uncontaminated by negotiation.”35 He
believed that if the conference broke down, his role as Ireland’s President would be able to re
open it.36 McKay takes a similar view: the concessions the British government would offer were
ones that the President o f the Irish Republic could not make without compromising the Republic

29Maurice Moynihan, ed. Speeches and Statements by Eamon de Valera, 1917-1973. (New York: St. Martin’s Press,
1980.), 51.
30 Ibid., 56.
31 Ireland in the 20th Century, 97-8.
32 "Michael Collins' lost legacy: [City Edition]." Boston Globe (pre-1997 Full text), (1996),
http://www.proquest.com/, Par. 6.
33 "Ibid.
34 “Man Behind Myths.” Irish Times, (2007),
http://proquest.umi.com/DQdweb?index=10&did=136383847I&SrchMode=2&sid=2&Fmt=3&VInst=PROD&VTvD
e=POD&ROT=309&VName=POD&TS=125783254Q&clientId=8384. Par. 7.
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itself.37 Edward Purdon also argues that the scapegoat theory “is certainly unjust and too
simplistic, considering the subtle, not to say machiavellian, nature of the president’s mind. (It
also ignores the sense o f moral scruple that he believed permeated his whole existence).” 38 In
either case, Dev’s self-exclusion would lead to trouble.
On December 6,1921, at approximately 2:30 AM, Collins, Griffith, and others signed the
Anglo-Irish Treaty which “created 26 counties, an Irish Free State with Dominion Status, [and]
recognised partition.”39 In addition, members of the Dail would have to take an oath of
allegiance to the king of England. These men acquiesced to British demands because they
believed this was the best Ireland could receive from Britain and could be used as a springboard
for an independent and united Ireland which was Collins’ “long-term objective.”40 The
negotiators also did not have much o f a choice. Lloyd George threatened to resume war if they
did not sign. Collins and the others knew that Ireland would not be capable of handling another
British onslaught.41 He also demonstrated an ability to be more pragmatic than extremist.
According to Coogan, “Collins was mindful of how Home Rule had been lost through sudden
changes in circumstance, such as the Phoenix Park murders.. .”42 Ireland could not take any more
risks.
Ironically enough, de Valera who was thought to be the more moderate of the two,
opposed the Treaty while the extremist Collins accepted it. Dev supposedly remarked, “I would
have gone and said, ‘Go to the devil. I will not sign’”43 To him, Collins abandoned the dream of
independence. In a press interview in January 1922, Dev said that men like Collins who accepted
the Treaty as an additional step were wrong because
To the world it will be made to appear that the Irish people ,who three years ago declared
in a most solemn manner their independence, now voluntary abandon their independence
and the republican form of government which enshrined it, and the distinct national
citizenship which accompanied it, to accept instead inclusion in the British Empire with
all its commitment; to accept common citizenship, and all its implications with the people
of Great Britain; to accept the British monarch or his representative as king in Ireland.”44
The Treaty’s terms enraged de Valera because they were not what he wanted at all.
Additionally, he felt disrespected because he was not consulted before it was signed. The Long
Fellow also accused the Big Fellow o f keeping him in the dark on purpose and claimed he should
have been consulted before they signed. Furthermore, he alleged that he did not hear about the
Treaty’s signing until the evening paper.45 However, this accusation is debatable since Dev was
the President, and he had sent them in the first place. It is hard to believe that a man of such
political power would be left uninformed. Regardless, he denounced the Treaty saying:
I am against this Treaty because it does not reconcile Irish national aspirations with
37 McKay, 214
38 Purdon, 19.
39 Ireland in the 20th Century, 102.
40 Ibid., 104.
41 Ferriter, 70.
42 Ireland in the 20th Century, 104.
43 Ibid., 68.
44 Moynihan, 95.
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association with the British Government...I am against this Treaty, not because I am a
man of war but because I am a man of peace. I am against this Treaty because it will not
end the centuries of conflict between the two nations o f Great Britain and Ireland. [The
Treaty is] absolutely inconsistent without position; it gives away Irish independence; it
brings us into the British Empire; it acknowledges the head o f the British Empire, not
merely as the head of an association but as the direct monarch o f Ireland, as the source of
executive authority in Ireland.46
Taking the position o f the idealist revolutionary, he could not possibly accept the Treaty. Perhaps
knowing the British would not change their mind, he sensibly sent Collins because it would keep
his conscience clear and his principles intact. Maybe he was repenting for the earlier snub. He
also may have reasoned that it would put him a better light than Collins, and his time away
would allow Dev to gamer much needed support. However, a majority of the Dail and the public
supported Collins and the Treaty because they desperately tired of war. In addition, McKay goes
so far as to suggest the Dail meetings became “not so much the Treaty itself, but the personal
standing of Michael Collins. In the end, and to a very large extent, the voting reflected the love
of or hatred for him.”47 Again, this allegation is debatable, but it has still managed to make the
history books.
If Collins and de Valera had tension before the Treaty, they certainly did now—and no
longer behind the scenes. According to Ferriter, Collins “consistently outclassed and out
performed de Valera... [His] determination to win any public opinion propaganda battles was
evident very quickly.”48 He worked tirelessly to revise the Treaty, especially the oath of
allegiance and the “Ulster provisions”49 to make it somewhat more acceptable. Thus, he created
Document No. 2 which according to former IRA soldier Frank Gallagher, was essentially a way
to protect “Ireland’s independence and unity”50 without any allegiance to the king.51
Clinging to the revolutionary ideals of 1916, Dev believed the people would rise up for
the cause because they “were faithful to independence and would endure for its maintenance as
much as they suffered for the establishment.”52 Dev offered Document No. 2 to the Dail on
December 5,1921, but withdrew the proposal four days later after Arthur Griffith proposed the
assembly vote on the Treaty. The majority accepted it, leaving Dev livid. Gallagher notes that
propaganda played a role in the withdrawal of the document. Someone who was against de
Valera attempted to use the document against Dev and “all who stood for freedom”53 by stating it
was no different from the Treaty except in rhetoric.54 Collins accepted the Treaty not because he
liked it but because it was the most practical option, especially when the other alternative was
war; the Dail and the people simply followed his pragmatism. But the withdrawal set in motion
another radical step for De Valera.
Having been foiled by the Big Fellow yet again, Dev sought a different plan o f attack.
Since Document No. 2 failed, he took a drastic step toward saving the chances of Ireland’s
46 Ibid, 109.
47 McKay, 230.
48 Ferriter, 69.
49 Ireland in the 20lhCentury, 103.
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52 Ibid, 175.
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independence—a political gamble which, if successful, would show the people’s love of him
over Collins. He announced that if the Treaty was accepted, he would resign from the
Presidency. On January 7,1922, the Dail voted 64-57 to accept the Treaty. Two days later, Dev
resigned. (He subsequently lost re-election by two votes to Griffith.)
Flanked by his supporters, Dev walked out o f the Dail, creating a major rift in Irish
politics. Some supporters left because were strongly against the Treaty, such as Harry Boland,
Erskine Childers, Constance Markievcz, and Patrick Pearse’s mother. Others were IRA
commanders who planned to use violence to gain victory. They included: “Rory O’Connor,
director o f engineering during the war; Austin Stack, deputy chief of staff; Liam Mellows; Liam
Lynch; and Ernie O’Malley—and many others would accept neither the terms of the Treaty nor
the nature and personnel of the Provisional Government that was about to be setup as the British
authorities began the handover o f power.”55 Coogan notes that these IRA men:
[W]ere anti-Treaty because...[t]he Black and Tan War and the reprisals policy had
caused enormous economic destruction...This very poverty motivated [them] to continue
their struggle. They had fought in rags with nearly empty weapons and equally empty
bellies for a Republic, and they felt that a continuation o f their efforts would bring one as
assuredly as it had a dominion. Also, just as in 1916, the ‘gallant failure’ philosophy was
strong. The motivation for fighting had been to continue the tradition of a rising in every
generation, not the expectation of actually winning.56
The minority clung to this ideal and believed that it would be a fight worth fighting.
Others, like IRA Chief o f Staff Cathal Burgha, abhorred Collins even before the Treaty
and made no attempts to conceal it. Burgha personally despise Collins because Collins received
honors the IRA chief thought he deserved.57 Immediately when de Valera returned home, he
complained to Dev about Collins and his role in the IRB. But McKay notes he “weakened his
case.. .by saying he had been offered the Acting Presidency but had not taken it.”58 The historian
also writes that “Cathal was as jealous as hell.”59 Dev realized this fact, and once remarked,
“Isn’t it a terrible thing to think that a man with the qualities that Cathal undoubtedly has would
fall a victim to a dirty little vice like jealousy.”60 Perhaps, it was Burgha’s jealousy of Collins
that fueled the rivalry between the two and helped cause the war, not de Valera’s own jealousy.
However, Dev played the opponents off one another to “enhance his own prestige”61 while
playing the role of the “disinterested observer.”62 McKay also writes that Collins was not
unaware of Burgha’s jealousy. He felt that the wrath of Burgha and others targeting him.
Dev had threatened war if things did not go his way, and indeed, they did not. Civil War
was on the horizon, but, according to historian Alan J. Ward, Dev was “not really in control of
the Republican extremists. Instead, he followed in their wake.”63 The Easter 1916 mentality was
probably the best mentality to be embraced by Treaty opponents since the odds were so against
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them. They had about 8,000 fighters while the Irish Free State Army numbered about 35,000.64
Before resorting to war, Collins, in another demonstration of loyalty to de Valera,
attempted to work out some sort of arrangement. The rivals made an agreement called the
Collins-de Valera pact. The pact would form a Cabinet of both pro- and anti-Treaty factions as
well as a coalition government. These would be created after an “intimidation”65 free election
and an accepted constitution.66 Collins’ supporters criticized him for the pact which Coogan
claims he accepted because o f “a combination of the foregoing reasons combined with a sense of
loyalty to the old friends who now oppose them.”67 (Collins had also suggested a plebiscite to
gauge what the Irish people really wanted. Dev was completely against it, probably with a strong
intimation he would lose).
However, two days before the June election, Collins denounced the pact. Part o f his
condemnation appears to have stemmed from his disputes with the British (who were disgusted
with the agreement) about the Irish Constitution. Lloyd George strongly disapproved of the pact
though Collins deemed it necessary.68 He also severely changed Collins’ proposed Constitution
because the Prime Minister did not think it was close enough to the Canadian Constitution which
was what he wanted to serve as a model for Ireland.69 Though able to gain some concessions
from the British, Collins ultimately abandoned the pact (perhaps as a trade-off). De Valera,
meanwhile, realized his ‘“ extremist support’ policy had backfired on him.”70 He then denounced
the Constitution—partly because o f ideology and partly perhaps out o f anger with Collins—but it
was not enough to win more Anti-Treaty seats in the government.
Civil War officially began on June 28,1922, after Collins’ men fired on anti-Treaty
forces that had seized Four Courts in April. The rebels were forced to adopt guerilla tactics as
their method of warfare. Though de Valera disapproved of such methods when Collins used
them before,71 he certainly seemed to support them now. This support is evident in his “‘wading
through blood’” speeches.72 He remarked: “Young men and women of Ireland, the goal is at last
in sight. Steady altogether; Ireland is yours for the taking. Take it.”73
The Anti-Treaty faction did not have the people’s support or large numbers nor did they
have much of a leader in de Valera. Critically Coogan, remarks, “.. .de Valera ‘lost the run of
himself on his return to Ireland from America insofar as he allowed his ego and jealousy of
Collins to govern much of his policy.”74 During the war itself, Dev laid low and only “reemerged to fight the general election of August 1923, during which he was arrested when
addressing an election meeting.. ,”75 He knew that this war would not allow him the same control
he had seen during the War of Independence76 and suffered a breakdown similar to the one he
had experienced in 1916. Within a relatively short amount o f time, the war became unwinnable,
especially when the Cabinet passed the Emergency Powers Act, which allowed the government
64
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“to execute irregulars for any act o f war it chose.”77 The Anti-Treaty forces finally surrendered
on March 24,1923, uneasily uniting the southern part of the nation once again.
Amidst the rubble lay immense physical damage to Irish property and landscape,
numerous causalities as well as deep “psychological wounds...between enemies who had
recently been friends.”78 In the destruction’s wake, Ireland lost two o f its strongest leaders. First,
Arthur Griffith passed away on August 12,1922, of a brain hemorrhage. More importantly,
Michael Collins met his demise ten days later after being caught in an ambush in his hometown
of County Cork. The organizer of the attack, Tom Hales, had been one o f Collins’ closest friends
and had endured torture to protect him during the previous war.79 Both deaths, especially
Collins’, left a huge void in the country and large shoes to fill.
Eamon de Valera rose out of the war’s ashes able to take a seat in the government he had
just fought against and continued the road of his long political career. In 1932, he was elected to
his first of several terms as Prime Minister and also served as Ireland’s president from 1959 to
1973. During his time in office, he was able to eradicate the parts o f the Treaty he detested, and
eventually got southern Ireland complete independence in 1949.
After what several historians call his less than exemplary Civil War behavior, Dev
worked extremely hard to re-build his public image. Though Collins had perished, he still needed
to bolster his image now that the Big Fellow was gone. Collins’ pre-mature death only added to
his legend. Dev was still competing with him. The biographies he approved tended to downplay
Collins’ role in shaping Ireland’s history or portrayed him negatively. De Valera would later
refuse to attend a memorial for Collins in 1957, saying it would be inappropriate.8081In addition,
Collins’ family was not allowed to erect a marble (only limestone) memorial beyond 300
pounds; he also refused to support to the Michael Collins Foundation (according to an article
Coogan wrote in a 2005 edition of the Irish Times.)
De Valera’s mission for approval would be an uphill battle. Critics, like Tim Pat Coogan,
have noticed his efforts and in his biography on the Irish leader, dubbed it “de Valera speak”
which “combines distortion with suppressio veri and bare-faced lying.”82 And while he was
successful in changing the hearts of many, ‘his enemies never forgave him.”83 To this day, de
Valera is more criticized than revered and though he accomplished a great deal during his long
tenure in office, the years of 1916-23 remain the most talked about period in his political life.
However, there are other writers who are attempting to come to a more unbiased
conclusion. For example, Diarmaid Ferriter called de Valera’s actions “practical politics”84
which successful politicians must engage in to “effectively exploit history.”8S Though Collins
died, he was still there to lead the country. An article in the Sunday Independent takes the
middle-ground. “It would be unjust to blame de Valera as the sole begetter o f this conflict, but
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with his great prestige he could have opposed it. Instead, he fomented it.”86 Another article in the
Sunday Independent by John Murphy blames the “demonisation” of Dev on the cult following of
Michael Collins and Coogan’s biographies which “have helped to glorify Collins and devalue de
Valera”87 He notes that others, particularly journalists, have jumped on Coogan’s anti-de Valera
bandwagon.88 These claims are “inconsistent with his egoistic preoccupation with projecting his
own greatness and with ensuring that history would record the rightness of his actions throughout
his career.”89
There is also a case in the Irish Times which states that de Valera merely represented the
views of his generation: “rural, frugal, patriarchal, agrarian, and pastoral.”90 This statement has
also been an attempt to reconcile his image in Irish history. It states he “recognized the
inevitability of change, viewed it was unease, and fixed his eyes nostalgically on his own
Victorian childhood.”91 Meanwhile, Scottish historian Dr. John Regan argues that “Historians
here have distorted the historical record for the past 30 years by propagating the State's
‘reinterpretation’ of its foundation which involved Eamon de Valera being painted as "a dictator”
and Michael Collins as a constitutionalist protecting democracy.”92
There are still those like Coogan who say “Dev’s success was “a triumph of rhetoric over
reality.”93 He was the man known was “The Great Splitter”94 who “split Sinn Fein, split the IRA,
split Cumann na mBan, split Clan na Gael, double split Sinn Fein, double split the IRA, spilt the
whole country...”95 He was “tough” but “difficult” and “did not tell his colleagues in government
enough, behaved irresponsibly after the War of Independence,” etc.96
But others who view him as a charismatic man who ‘personified, if not the ‘republic’ of
Easter 1916 then at least the aspiration to its fulfilment.”97 He was “a man who was of
international significance; a role model in the struggle o f small nations to chalenge and defeat
imperials in the 20th century...He was strategically skilful, and often masterful, when it came to
political tactics...”98Not to mention, he got Ireland its freedom - though “the modem
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tendency”99 has been to “disregard its significance.”100
Collins, on the other hand, “was a very hard man and nobody’s fool. As commander of
the IRA he arguably did more than any other individual to bring Lloyd George to the negotiating
table.” 101 Ward refers to Collins as “an authentic hero who stood well above de Valera in the
eyes of Irish nationalists.”102 A 2005 letter to the editor o f the Irish Times, said it best:
[W.T. Cosgrave] gave equal credit in the independence struggle to de Valera, for his
political leadership, and to Collins, for his military genius. The post-Treaty period was
mishandled by nearly everyone, including the British, who were determined to veto any
accommodation. De Valera had substantial, not petty-minded, grievances against Collins
in this period of intense power struggle. By signing the Treaty, without further reference
back, it was a short step to ousting de Valera from power within a month.103
No one person is at fault, nor does any one person deserve all the credit. It is arguable that de
Valera was merely trying to keep himself in the political arena—a survival of the fittest
mentality—regardless of what Collins’ plans were. His rival was “dangerous... [because] he
alone had the skill and the ability to get things done, and for that reason he had become a
powerful adversary.”104 But like Dev had a dislike for Collins, so too do historians have an
apparent dislike for him. An article in a 1998 issue o f the Irish Times, states that “de Valera’s
career was mapped from the beginning by former admirers who became his most hostile critics,
from Michael Collins through Joseph Connolly and Sean O'Faolain to Tim Pat Coogan. All
started in something like reverence and finished in something like condemnation.”105 These
biases are certainly reflected in present historical writings.
So was it de Valera’s jealousy of Collins that helped create Civil War in Ireland? Perhaps
so, but it is a relationship shrouded in legend, lies, and secrets. Yet it may not so simple.
Historians have their biases, and their opinions often permeate the works of Irish history, making
the line between fact and opinion difficult to see. Whether or not de Valera was jealous, it is
obvious that both de Valera and Collins had a passion to create a free Ireland at all costs. Both
thought their actions were for Ireland’s benefit. Their differences helped to divide a frailly united
government during the interval between the Truce and Civil War. Personal feelings do seem to
have played a large role in division for some, but so do revolutionary idealism and the Treaty
itself. And even in that relatively small space of time between truce and war, peace was only an
illusion for two stubborn friends were at war with each other.

" Ib id .
Ibid.
101 Ward, 142.
102 Ward, 145.
103 "Perspectives on the legacies of Collins and de Valera." Irish Times, (2005),
httD://proquest.umi,com/pqdweb?index=27&did=804924741&SrchMode=l&sid=3&Fmt=3&VInst=PROD&VTvne
=PQD&ROT=309&VName=POD&TS=1257832990&clientId=8384
104 McKay, 191.
105 “Ambivalence...”, Par. 6.

The Histories, Volume 9, Number 1

41
Bibliography

Carolan, Mary. "De Valera recast by history as dictator, conference told." Irish Times,
September 9,2005,
http://proquest.umi.com/pqdweb?index=35&did=893807671&SrchMode=l&sid=5&Fmt
=3&VInst=PROD&VTvpe=POD&ROT=3Q9&VName=POD&TS=1256931275&clientI
d=8384 (accessed October 30,2009).
Coogan, Tim Pat. Eamon De Valera: The Man Who Was Ireland. New York: HarperCollins
Publishers, 1993.
_______ . Ireland in the 20th Century. New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2004.
"De Valera's begrudging attitude to 'The Big Fellow'." Irish Times, January 31,2005,
http://proauest.umi.com/padweb?index=17&did=786424661&SrchMode=l&sid=6&Fmt
=3&VInst=PROD&VTvpe=POD&ROT=3Q9&VName=POD&TS=1259814213&clientI
d=8384&cfc=l (accessed December 3,2009).

Ferriter, Diarmaid. Judging Dev: A Reassessment o f the Life and Legacy o f Eamon De Valera.
Dublin: RIA, 2007.
Gallagher, Frank. The Anglo-Irish Treaty. London: Hutchinson & Co. Ltd., 1965.
"Human side to a demonised Dev." Sunday Independent, October 21,2007,
http://proouest.umi.com/padweb?index=10&did=1369439031&SrchMode=l&sid=5&F
mt=3&VInst=PROD&VTvpe=POD&ROT=3Q9&VName=POD&TS= 1259814106&clien
tld=8384 (accessed December 3,2009).

"Man behind the myths." Irish Times, October 13,2007, http://www.proquest.com/ (accessed
November 10,2009).
McKay, James. Michael Collins: A Life. London: Mainstream Publishing Co., 1996.
"Michael Collins' lost legacy: [City Edition]." Boston Globe (pre-1997 Full text),
October 26,1996, http://www.proquest.com/ (accessed October 30,2009).
Moynihan, Maurice, ed. Speeches and Statements by Eamon De Valera, 1917-73. New York: St.
Martin’s Press, 1980.
Neeson, Eoin. “There are no conquerors or winners in a civil w a r; Eighty years ago today the
Civil War ended. Yet many o f its divisive issues - where there is no right and no wrong should be put into perspective, writes Eoin Neeson :[CITY EDITION]." Irish
Times, May 24,2003,
http://proquest.umi.com/pqdweb?index=l&did=339856841&SrchMode=2&sid=l&Fmt=
3&VInst=PROD&VTvpe=POD&ROT=3Q9&VName=POD&TS=1259595344&clientId
=8384 (accessed November 30,2009).

The Histories, Volume 9, Number 1

42

"Perspectives on the legacies of Collins and de Valera." Irish Times, March 9,2005,
http://proguest.umi.com/podweb?index=27&did=804924741&SrchMode=l&sid=3&Fmt=3
&VInst=PROD&VTvpe=POD&ROT=309&VName=POD&TS=125783299Q&clientId=83
84/ (accessed November 10,2009).
Purdon, Edward. The Civil War 1922-23. Cork, Ireland: Mercier Press, 2000.
"The ambivalence of de Valera Seventy-five years ago this month Ireland's bitter Civil War was
coming to an end. Eamon de Valera issued his famous "Legion o f the Rearguard"
message, urging the anti-Treaty forces to "dump arms". A decade later he was elected as
leader of the government o f the Irish Free State. Tom Garvin, Professor of Political
Science at UCD, in the first of two articles, considers the character of the man he
describes as "the maker o f the modem Irish polity in its mature form" :[CITY EDITION
1]." Irish Times, April 9,1998,
http://proauest.umi.com/podweb?index=6&did=57681456&SrchMode=2&sid=3&Fmt=3
&VInst=PROD&VTvpe=POD&ROT=309&VName=POD&TS=1256931Q66&clientId=
8384/ (accessed October 30,2009).
'"The Civil War was a joke, but it was an obscene and bloody joke'." Sunday
Independent, March 2,2008,
http://proquest.umi.com/podweb?index=8&did=1437640981&SrchMode=l&sid=3&Fmt
=3&VInst=PROD&VTvpe=POD&ROT=309&VName=POD&TS=125981346Q&clientI
d=8384 (accessed December 3,2009).
"Time to consider positive aspects of de Valera legacy." Irish Times, August 27,2005,
http://proquest.umi.com/pqdweb?index=26&did=888117801&SrchMode=l&sid=3&Fmt
=3&VInst=PROD&VTvpe=POD&ROT=309&VName=POD&TS=125783286Q&clientI
d=8384/ (accessed November 10, 2009).
Ward, Alan. The Easter Rising: Revolution and Irish Nationalism. 2nd Edition. Wheeling, IL:
Harlan Davidson, Inc., 2003.

43

The Histories, Volume 9, Number 1

Book Review I
Setting the World Ablaze: Washington, Adams. Jefferson, and the American
Revolution
By John Ferling

Reviewed by Katherine Drapcho ‘10
In this ambitious and expansive work, John Ferling, a professor of History at the
State University o f West Georgia, chronicles the contributions to the revolution of
Washington, Adams, and Jefferson: three key figures in America’s founding and the first
three presidents o f the United States. Starting in their childhood and ending with perhaps
a more accurate assessment of the end of the Revolutionary War (i.e., Washington
surrendering his commission as commander of the Continental army to Congress),
Ferling provides not only a narration of the lives of the three men, but also an evaluation
of their performances during the turbulent years of America’s founding.
Stylized as something of a triple biography o f the three men during the revolution,
Ferling structures the book chronologically, breaking it into three parts: their formation
and early life, their participation in the struggle towards independence and war, and their
contributions to final victory. Subsequently, Ferling devotes much of the book to a
narrative o f the actions of each individual during each time period, but also spends much
time identifying similarities and differences in their actions, opinions, and ideas regarding
the events of early America.
For instance, regarding their youth, Ferling notes that despite having different
childhoods - Adams grew up as a middle-class New Englander while Jefferson and
Washington enjoyed the privileges of the Virginian planter aristocracy - each of the men
demonstrated that they were driven by a desire for personal independence, ambition, and
fame and that, under the British colonial system, the possibility for achievement of
colonists was limited. For example, despite heroic service in the French and Indian War,
Washington was denied a commission in the British army. From the outset, Ferling
provides this tension as an explanation for the future radicalism of each man regarding
independence from Great Britain.
These men funneled their ambitions into their careers, as Washington established
himself as a successful farmer and shrewd businessman while Adams and Jefferson
became lawyers. Unlike Jefferson, whose law practice resulted from financial necessity,
Adams pursued his legal career with energy and passion and became a renowned lawyer
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in Boston. Adams’s political ambitions also led him to sit on the Massachusetts colonial
assembly. Ironically, Washington and Jefferson were also members of the Virginia House
o f Burgesses before the war, but both had an unexceptional pre-war legislative career,
due to Washington’s lackluster public-speaking capabilities and Jefferson’s
preoccupation in his personal affairs.
These successful, well-connected men were transformed into revolutionaries by
different processes. As the British sought to tighten-down on the colonies following the
French and Indian War, Washington viewed these new policies as a businessman and was
concerned about the implications o f British restrictions on his investments and Virginia’s
inability to control its future. While Adams disagreed with many of the British policies,
he was terrified by the rioting in Boston and was wary of jeopardizing his career.
Jefferson, as a member of the House of Burgesses, signed a boycott designed in protest
against British policy.
Having been radicalized by British policy and popular unrest, each man moved
towards independence. Washington and Adams were members of the First Continental
Congress o f 1774 and all three men were members of the Second Continental Congress
of 1775, although Washington soon left to command the Continental army. In Congress,
Adams emerged as a leading advocate o f independence and, along with Jefferson, joined
the committee responsible for drafting the Declaration of Independence.
Ferling’s narration also follows the trials of Washington’s military career
throughout the war, highlighting his bloodless recapturing of Boston, the losses in New
York and Pennsylvania, successes in New Jersey, the missed opportunity to destroy
Clinton’s army at Monmouth, and the ultimate victories against Cornwallis in the South.
While Washington campaigned, Adams continued to serve in Congress and later was
stationed as a diplomat in France. Despite pleas from Adams and Washington to rejoin
Congress, Jefferson was elected as Virginia’s governor, (being more interested in
reforming Virginia than contributing to the national effort), and was the chief executive
of the state when it was invaded by Benedict Arnold in 1780.
In his evaluation of each founder, Ferling concludes that Jefferson was the least
committed and least capable of contributing to the revolutionary cause and that
Washington and Adams, despite flaws and miscalculations, ultimately provided the
“unflagging and altruistic dedication to the long struggle for independence” that early
America required o f its leaders (302). Ferling gives Washington a lukewarm review as a
military commander, highlighting his many amateur mistakes, but claims that
Washington’s courage and commitment to the cause ultimately carried the day for the
Continental army. Likewise, the tireless service of Adams (Ferling’s clear favorite) in
Congress and abroad helped make victory possible. On the other hand, Jefferson,
according to Ferling, was an over-privileged recluse who was often unwilling to make the
personal sacrifices necessary to contribute to the cause and, even when he did, did so
rather reluctantly and without much success.
Ferling compromises the depth and quality of the information of his biography by
expanding its breadth to include three figures. Because he must cover the actions of three
people who, most o f the time, resided in different places and did different things, he only
provides a surface-level sketch of the actions and sentiments of each man. For an
individual who knows little about the American Revolution or the early lives of the first
three presidents, this book would be very informative. But for a student of American
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history, this book has little to offer regarding factual information, but rather restates the
well-known themes and facts of each man’s life.
Regarding the quality of information, Ferling also makes many questionable
factual statements. For example, he refers to Samuel Adams as a radical “leader of
popular protest in Massachusetts,” (70). However, Samuel Adams was, in reality, a
relatively conservative political figure and the mass movement in Boston was precisely
that: popular and without a leader. Additionally, regarding Valley Forge, he writes of the
men “shivering and starving” and that “the vexed soldiers served with stoicism” (187).
This statement is wrong for two reasons. First, while Valley Forge was a winter
encampment, that winter was not particularly cold and second, many of the suffering
soldiers at Valley Forge did protest their conditions. Also, Ferling claims that
Washington’s attack at Trenton was unanticipated by the Hessians. In reality, the
Hessians expected one, having intelligence that informed them of an impending attack.
Last, Ferling describes the movement for independence as a result of what “[Adams] and
Congress had done,” (137). However, in writing the Declaration, Jefferson claimed he
created a mere “expression o f the American mind,” (135) and that the revolutionary
process was not a product of five men, but the sentiment of a nation. These are all
common misinterpretations of the Revolution, but make bad history nonetheless. These
myths are debunked in either Ray Raphael’s Founding Myths or David Hackett Fischer’s
Washington’s Crossing.
Ferling’s book succeeds in presenting a succinct description o f each man’s
activities during the independence movement and Revolutionary War. While the
narration jumps around from individual to individual, the book reads relatively fluidly
and clearly. However, his treatment o f each of the founders, and subsequent evaluation, is
off-base. For example, Ferling pays particular attention to Washington’s errors - his
“fetish” for recapturing New York or his failure to properly reconnoiter when defending
Manhattan, for example - but then reduces Washington’s brilliant attack on Trenton as a
product of “rage, vanity, and desperation,” (146). Ferling comes down particularly hard
on Jefferson and focuses on his disinterest in national affairs and his abysmal tenure as
Virginia’s governor, while ignoring or downplaying Jefferson’s contributions to
American political ideology or his service in the early republic.
Ferling explains his impetus for writing this triple biography as a reaction against
social historians who focus, in his opinion, too much on political correctness and
multiculturalism. He contends that, while studying social movements and the history of
the politically and historically disenfranchised is not without merit, it is important to
remember the leaders who inspired, communicated, and impacted the people whom they
led. His book, therefore, is an attempt to return America’s classic leading figures to the
spotlight of early American history.
Publisher: Oxford University Press
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Book Review II
Founding Brothers: The Revolutionary Generation
By Joseph J. Ellis

Reviewed by Mary Kate Kimiecik ‘10
The lives and politics of Abigail and John Adams, Aaron Burr, Benjamin Franklin,
Alexander Hamilton, Thomas Jefferson, James Madison, and George Washington inspired
the work of Mount Holyoke History professor and Pulitzer Prize author Joseph Ellis, who
explores the early problems faced by the fragile American nation. The Burr-Hamilton Duel,
the secret dinner between Jefferson, Madison and Hamilton, the silence in Congress
concerning the slavery issue, Washington’s farewell address, John and Abigail’s
collaboration during Adams’ presidency, and the failed friendship of Adams and Jefferson
following the Adams’ presidency inextricably links the lives and contributions of America’s
greatest generation of political leaders. The personal relationships of the revolutionary
generation sustained America through its volatile early years even when political
disagreements occurred. But, by the conclusion of the 1790s, a new generation of American
leaders that did not take part in the debates of the revolutionary generation broke into
factions, resembling modem political parties, driven by different ideologies.
The Burr-Hamilton Duel is the one exception to Ellis’ narrative, for it is
chronologically out of order and does not fit the noble standard of behavior assumed by the
characters who lead the new American government. The duel occurred on the morning of
July 11,1804, after Hamilton accepted Burr’s challenge on the grounds that Hamilton had
libeled his name. Although no source can verify who shot first, Burr fatally hit Hamilton
with a shot to the abdomen. With the popular consensus being that Burr killed Hamilton “in
cold blood,” (26) Hamilton was buried a martyr while Burr fled to the western territories, his
political career destroyed. The duel is the exception in Ellis’ narrative because a “dominant
pattern of nonviolent conflict,” (39) was momentarily broken. An inextricable link between
personal and political agendas led two temperamental men to view violence as the only
recourse to preserve the honor they upheld above all else.
Ellis’ narrative develops further at Thomas Jefferson’s dinner in 1790, which
introduced the debates of how to settle the war debt and where to establish the permanent seat
of government. Ideological differences held by the leaders concerning the future of
America’s economy made this question difficult to debate. Hamilton saw America’s future
in commercial business and developed a plan to promote such practices, while Madison and
Jefferson supported an agrarian future and distrusted Hamilton’s goals. Speculating and
federal assumption of the war debt reminded Jefferson and Madison of the strong central
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government they broke from during the early revolution. In the other debate, each state
wanted to house the seat of government. Yet, no amount of debate could lead states to
compromise on an agreeable region. Through a compromise negotiated between Hamilton
and Madison, the desperately needed financial plan was enacted and the long debated
“residency question” (69) was resolved in favor of the Virginians on land adjacent to the
Potomac River. This allowed for debate on more pressing issues.
The resolution of the assumption plan and the residency question made way for
Quaker legislation, supported largely by Ben Franklin, to end the slave trade and the practice
of slavery in the United States. Franklin hoped his last contribution to the new nation would
reconcile the part of the Declaration that stated “all men are created equal.” The problem
with legislation concerning slavery was that it was unconstitutional; action could not be taken
on the slavery issue until 1808. Without this provision, the Constitution would not have been
ratified. Beyond this provision, ending slavery was a major problem, because southern states
depended on slaves for the cultivation of labor intensive crops. In addition, slaves were
property and were passed down from one generation to the next An insurmountable amount
of money would be required to pay southern plantation owners the price for their slaves.
Another problem was that once slaves were free, the founders could not decide where they
should go. Since there was not an easy answer to these problems, the discussion of freeing
the slaves was exhausted quickly in order to preserve the unity of the still fragile nation.
In hopes of preserving the unity created during the early revolutionary era,
Washington’s Farewell Address of 1796 relays final advice to the nation that viewed him as
indispensible. Washington understood the challenges of the new American nation, based on
varying interpretations of revolutionary ideology that initially united America’s greatest
political minds. Alexander Hamilton drafted the address which defined the benefits of a
strong federal government and neutrality in issues of foreign policy. In addition, Washington
dreamed of creating a national university where men from the different colonies could study
- an idea which Hamilton barely discussed. The university would promote unity rather than
divisiveness among men from the various colonies, creating a more unified citizenry, like
that in the Continental Army towards the end of the war. Washington’s advice not only
suggested his future vision for America, but also symbolized a peaceful transition of power,
for the executive does not serve for life, but an elected term.
By the end of 1796, after Washington announced his final retirement, John Adams
and Thomas Jefferson were the two likely successors to the presidency. Adams and Jefferson
were polar opposites, but their work throughout the early revolution developed into a
collaborative effort that seemed to transcend differences in political ideology. The last two
of the revolutionary generation, these two were “a band of brothers” (164) that symbolized
the “head and heart of the American Revolution” (164). Unfortunately, the great
collaboration divided after Adams assumed the presidency and Jefferson chose to lead the
party and the ideology of the opposition. As Jefferson turned to Madison and partisan
opposition, Adams looked to the wisdom of Abigail. The final separation of the brotherhood
that represented the greatest generation of American thought created factions that were driven
by party loyalty rather than personal loyalties and friendships.
Adams viewed Jefferson’s decision to lead the Republican opposition as a personal
betrayal, since personal and political relationships in the new American government were
inextricably linked. In an effort to bring down the federalist opposition, Jefferson had to
slander the name of his good friend. While Jefferson seemed able to distinguish between
personal and political, that distinction was not clear for Adams or arguably any person other
than Jefferson who was politically active before and during the Revolutionary War. While
Hamilton was Adams’ greatest adversary, Jefferson’s betrayal hurt Adams the most.
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Although Adams and Jefferson never resorted to violence like Aaron Burr and Alexander
Hamilton, Jefferson’s betrayal prevented both individuals from rekindling their strong
friendship from the 1770’sand 1780’s. On their death beds on July 4,1826, the fiftieth
anniversary of the Declaration o f Independence, each man resented the other for living
longer, as both hoped to be the last man that lived the “spirit of ‘76” (44). Ironically, this title
fell to Samuel Chase, a signer from Maryland.
Ellis’ book offers a fresh look at some of the problems faced by the leaders of the
fragile American experiment. Ellis does not choose traditionally examined events as the
basis for his story, for he does not examine the atmosphere of The Declaration o f
Independence or the ratification of the Constitution; rather, he strings together moments of
history to create a narrative that gives breadth to the problems the early leaders faced. The
narrative style adds to the readability of the book and invites the reader to feel like a
participant during some of the most tumultuous years of the American nation. Defining
moments describe how the Congress faced many problems following the ratification of the
Constitution, driven largely by how the two major ideologies, Federalist and Republican,
interpreted the Constitution and its reflection of sentiments from the Declaration and other
Revolutionary rhetoric. Assumption of the national debt, the permanent location of the
federal government, and the slavery issue were only a few of the major issues debated by the
Congress in order to establish a precedent which today’s government continues to follow.
The work of the early generation of American leaders steered a fragile America from an
experiment in republican government to the success it has become in the last two hundred
years.
Ray Raphael offers an interesting criticism of Ellis’ book as he suggests that Ellis
does not credit enough people with the founding of the American nation. Raphael’s main
argument is that the spirit and thought of the revolution belonged not only to the
revolutionary generation, but to the common citizens as well. The revolution was not merely,
as Raphael suggests, “the ideas of a few great and learned men”. Without the assistance of
ordinary citizens who believed and advocated the message of the revolution, Washington
would not have had an army and the Continental Congress would not have been able to
manufacture the supplies needed by the army. The success of the revolutionary generation
derived from the support these representatives received at home from their patriotic
constituents.
While Raphael makes excellent points and argues in favor of the revolution as a
collective effort of all classes of American society, he misses the point of Ellis’s book. Ellis
would likely agree with Raphael that the success of early America was a collective effort by
the ordinary citizens since he views the successes of the governing body as a collective effort
of all members involved. By choosing a few key members and seemingly unimportant
events in early American history, he is able to speak volumes about the collective effort
required to maintain the fragile American nation.
Ellis explores the roles of the leaders of the revolutionary generation since they made
the groundbreaking decisions that paved the way for future generations. They organized and
gave life to the patriotism and independence that Americans of all classes cherished and
continue to cherish today. These leaders orchestrated America’s future like Paul Revere who
organized signs with local Massachusetts’ town leaders or George Washington who led and
made strategic movements with the Continental Army. While Washington was arguably the
only indispensible figure of the American Revolutionary era, the revolutionary generation, as
a whole, is arguably indispensible to the future success of the United States. Without their
ability to compromise, the United States may have broken apart from irresolvable debates as
quickly as it became united.
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Unlike the aristocracies of Europe, the leaders of early America were not bom to their
positions. While the men who led the country were white men of privilege that had access to
education, lack of fortune or education did not eliminate certain individuals, for Franklin and
Hamilton came from poor families and Washington was largely self educated. As Ellis
asserts throughout his work, no other age of political leaders can match the talent of the
leaders during the 1770s through to 1800. As leaders like Washington and Franklin died,
leaders like Madison carried America to its future. While Madison’s partisan ideology
largely differs from the unified brotherhood, exemplified in the collaboration between Adams
and Jefferson, Madison’s view of partisan politics provides a more realistic future for the new
nation, for the debates inspired by parties with different ideological interpretations of the
“spirit of ‘76” will allow the political bodies well into the future to solve problems faced by a
nation that continues to have great potential.
Publisher: First Vintage Books Edition
Number of Pages: 278.
Year: 2002
Genre: American History
Price: $28.95

