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Abstract 

 
This thesis examines propaganda and censorship in Northern Ireland during the 

Second World War. Press control is an underexplored route through which to 

investigate Ulster unionism in the mid-twentieth century, as most media studies of 

Northern Ireland focus on the period of the troubles or inter-war period. This thesis 

seeks to redress this gap, and to provide a novel route through which to understand 

and analyse the behaviour of the Unionist government and nature of unionist political 

culture during the war. This research is based primarily on governmental records and 

focusses on printed propaganda and newspapers. It demonstrates that the Northern 

Irish government developed and professionalised their publicity machinery in the 

period leading up to and during the conflict. This publicity machinery has been largely 

neglected in histories of Northern Ireland, and this thesis explores its creation as well 

as how it operated. It highlights how the government’s publicity machinery, originally 

designed to enhance the trade prospects of Northern Ireland, was gradually altered to 

reinforce the province’s constitutional position and to positively promote its industrial, 

agricultural, and military output in the United Kingdom and further abroad. This 

research also demonstrates the nature of the Unionist government’s relationship with 

the British government in regards to the operation of devolution and the introduction 

of British administrative bodies into Northern Ireland. It challenges the perception that 

Ulster unionists were inarticulate in this period, while also highlighting the severity of 

their local censorship legislation and arguing that the government discriminated 

against local minorities in its application. The extent of Unionist self-belief in the 

righteousness of their cause is explored, as is the nature of the Northern Irish 

government’s relationship with external figures who propagandised on their behalf or 

with their encouragement. This research also offers broader insights into unionist 

culture, the nature of devolution, and the functioning of Northern Irish democracy 

under the Stormont regime in the mid-twentieth century. 
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Terminology 

 

Throughout this thesis ‘unionist/unionism’ will refer to the broader Irish political 

movement to maintain Ireland or Northern Ireland within the UK. 

‘Unionist/Unionism’ will refer to the Ulster Unionist Party.  

Éire refers to the 26-county state that is now the Republic of Ireland. This title is used 

as it was the legal term for the Southern state during the Second World War. Its 

potentially confusing English translation, Ireland, has not been used. 

The term ‘Northern Ireland’ is used to refer to the six counties of the island of Ireland 

that are part of the UK. ‘Ulster’ is generally avoided as a term for the six-county state.  

As this thesis deals in parts with the theory of nationalism, as opposed to the specific 

Irish variant, ‘Irish nationalist/nationalism’ will refer to the Irish political movement, 

while ‘nationalist/nationalism’ will be used to refer to the broader ideological concept. 
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Introduction 

 

So long as we live there will always be the danger of Home Rule or merging 

into the Free State. We will never get rid of it. One has only to go to England 

to see the extraordinary apathy towards us by people who should be our 

friends. We do not understand this apathy in England towards us… All we 

want is to live our lives as God has placed us here. Yet, we have this continual 

menace at our doors - a menace which will last as long as we live.1 

 

So said the Northern Irish Minister of Home Affairs Richard Dawson Bates to the 

Victoria Women’s Unionist Association in March 1938 after a hard-fought Stormont 

election. His fears were understandable: the parliament to which he had just been 

elected had only existed for seventeen years, and Europe was sliding towards war. 

Northern Ireland was a state born out of conflict and insecurity about its place within 

the United Kingdom (UK), an insecurity that still very much defined Unionist political 

culture. Dawson Bates’s comments were ‘in no way surprising’, according to the 

staunchly unionist Belfast News Letter. ‘Ignorance begets apathy’, they argued, but 

‘What, however, has the Ulster Government or the Ulster Unionist Party done to 

counteract it?’2 The Unionist government’s attempts to counter this ignorance, as well 

as to control alternative narratives, is the subject of this thesis. 

Press control is an underexplored route through which to investigate Ulster 

unionism in the mid-twentieth century. The messages that the Northern Irish 

government restricted and promoted provide rich sources for analysing unionist 

identity. This research challenges perceptions of unionist culture as historically 

inarticulate, but also demonstrates the Unionist government’s attempts to curb the 

expression of alternative visions of the Northern Irish state. Throughout the Second 

World War, the Unionist government became increasingly alert to the possibilities and 

power of propaganda. While unionists had previously engaged in propaganda when 

necessary, this period saw the Unionist government increasingly realise that consistent 

                                                
1 Irish News, 30 Mar. 1938, cited in Thomas Hennessey, A history of Northern Ireland 1920-
1996 (Dublin, 1997), p. 77. 
2 Belfast News Letter, 31 Mar. 1938. 
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presentation of their case to the British people and further abroad was necessary to 

ensure the survival of their state.  

 The study of censorship and propaganda reveals both a community’s 

insecurities, as well as what they considered to be their greatest strengths. Throughout 

this thesis it will be demonstrated that the Unionist government was perennially 

concerned with British political and public opinion, and obsessed with internal 

security. The British government, on the other hand, struggled to deal with the 

information problem posed by the UK’s only land border. It will be shown that the 

Northern Irish government occasionally clashed with British departments over the 

introduction of British government machinery to Northern Ireland, but that parts of 

the Westminster government became increasingly sympathetic to the Unionist cause 

over the course of the war. It will demonstrate that the Northern Irish government 

more frequently used measures designed for maintaining domestic security for 

political purposes than their London counterparts, and that the Unionist government 

deliberately obscured the existence of a disaffected regional minority when 

propagandising to an international audience. Unionist identities in the mid-twentieth 

century were complex and open to many interpretations. Unionism’s occasionally 

strained political relationship with the British government, the province’s 

geographical isolation from the rest of the UK, and the presence of a large local 

minority of perceived ‘others’ resulted in a complicated and varied movement, and 

this thesis provides further evidence of both the Unionist government’s attempts to 

control this variety and of the differing perspectives on unionist identity within the 

government itself.  

 

Methodology 

 

This thesis combines archival analysis of government records with textual analysis of 

newspapers and propaganda booklets. The main primary sources are the government 

documents held at the Public Record Office of Northern Ireland, particularly files from 

the Northern Irish Cabinet Secretary, the Ministry of Home Affairs, and the Ulster 

Unionist Council. The relevant records of these departments are mainly composed of 

correspondence and memoranda concerning publicity and censorship policy, as well 

as extensive discussions of certain propaganda campaigns. The minutes of various 

publicity committees (and, indeed, the minutes of the Northern Irish government 
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cabinet) have been utilised extensively, as have the Hansard records for the Northern 

Irish House of Commons and the Senate. Other records have been consulted when 

necessary, most importantly government records at The National Archives in Kew, 

which in certain cases shed more light on the operation of Northern Irish censorship 

and the regional operation of the Ministry of Information.  

While this research primarily focusses on the Second World War, these dates 

are extended when exploring the establishment of government propaganda machinery. 

This period was chosen for several reasons. First, the propaganda and censorship 

aspects of the Second World War in Northern Ireland are less well studied than the 

inter-war period and the Troubles era.3 Second, although this research is conscious of 

Alvin Jackson’s contention in 1996 that ‘The historiography of unionism remains a 

historiography of crisis’, the events of the Second World War provided the Northern 

Irish government with new challenges in controlling their reputation, as well as new 

opportunities to present its case internationally.4 The stresses and pressures of the 

wartime environment (especially in the early years of the conflict) prompted the 

Unionist government to suppress what it considered to be the most dangerous elements 

in its society, providing rich examples of the types of material that the Unionist 

government found most offensive. As the war continued, Unionist press policy 

adapted to, and reflected, the broader wartime conditions, and in this it is possible to 

see the regional repercussions of international events.5 Thirdly, the war encouraged 

increased professionalization in press and propaganda methods internationally.6 As 

                                                
3 Peter Martin, Censorship in the two Irelands 1922-1939 (Dublin, 2006); Sean McDougall, 
‘The projection of Northern Ireland to Great Britain and abroad, 1921-39’ in Peter Catterall 
and Sean McDougall (eds), The Northern Ireland question in British politics (London, 
1996), pp 29-46; Liz Curtis, Ireland: the propaganda war: The British media and the ‘battle 
for hearts and minds’ (London, 1984); David Miller, Don’t mention the war: Northern 
Ireland, propaganda and the media (London, 1994); Greg McLaughlin and Stephen Baker, 
The propaganda of peace: the role of media and culture in the Northern Ireland peace 
process (Bristol, 2010); Robert J. Savage, The BBC’s ‘Irish troubles’: television, conflict 
and Northern Ireland (Manchester, 2015); Bill Rolston and David Miller (eds), War and 
words: the Northern Ireland media reader (Belfast, 1996). 
4 Alvin Jackson, ‘Irish unionism’ in D. George Boyce and Alan O’Day, The making of 
modern Irish history (London, 1996), p. 137. 
5 Guy Woodward, Culture, Northern Ireland, and the Second World War (Oxford, 2015), p. 
8. 
6 Mariel Grant, ‘Towards a central office of information: continuity and change in British 
government information policy, 1939-51’ in Journal of Contemporary History, xxxiv, no. 1 
(Jan. 1999), pp 49-67; Philip M. Taylor, Munitions of the mind: a history of propaganda 
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Susan L. Carruthers has noted, ‘Over the past 100 years, “opinion management” has 

become a central preoccupation of states at war, with civil and military leaders 

devoting ever more attention to the task.’7 It is no co-incidence, therefore, that 

Northern Irish publicity machinery was expanded upon and professionalised during 

the first international war of the state’s existence.  

By necessity, the scope of this thesis is limited. My research examines the 

printed press, primarily newspapers and propaganda booklets, relating to Northern 

Ireland. There are two main reasons for this focus: significant work has already been 

conducted on broadcasting and film in Northern Ireland during the Second World War, 

and non-print propaganda in Northern Ireland would require a distinct set of 

theoretical and research parameters which are best left to a dedicated study.8 As the 

propaganda theorists Jonathan Auerbach and Russ Castronovo have highlighted, ‘how 

audiences process words differs markedly from how they process images’.9 

 The propaganda aspect of this research focusses on the publicity created and 

networks fostered by the two Northern Irish press offices: the Government Press 

Office and the Ulster Office. These offices have been chosen as their establishment 

represented the first co-ordinated forays in publicity and propaganda by the Northern 

Irish government. Moreover, they were identified in Unionist reviews of the state’s 

publicity as the primary route through which the government organised its publicity 

and propaganda in the wartime period.10 Indeed, later reviews of government 

                                                
from the ancient world to the present day (Manchester, 1995), pp 208-9; Philip Taylor, 
British propaganda in the twentieth century (Edinburgh, 1999), p. 151. 
7 Susan L. Carruthers, The media at war (2nd edition, Houndmills, 2011), p. 7. 
8 John Hill, ‘“Purely Sinn Fein propaganda”: the banning of Ourselves Alone (1936)’ in 
Historical Journal of Film, Radio and Television, xx, no. 3 (2000), pp 317-333; John Hill, 
Cinema and Northern Ireland: film, culture and politics (London, 2006); Marshal McLuhan, 
Understanding media: the extensions of man (New York, 1964); Rex Cathcart, The most 
contrary region: the BBC in Northern Ireland 1921-1984 (Belfast, 1984); Gillian McIntosh, 
The force of culture: unionist identities in twentieth-century Ireland (Cork, 1999), pp 69-
102; Jonathan Bardon, Beyond the studio: a history of BBC Northern Ireland (Belfast, 
2000); Thomas Hajkowski, The BBC and national identity in Britain, 1922-53 (Manchester, 
2010); James Chapman, The British at war: cinema, state and propaganda, 1939-1945 
(London, 1998).  
9 Jonathan Auerbach and Russ Castronovo, ‘Introduction: thirteen propositions about 
propaganda’ in Jonathan Auerbach and Russ Castronovo (eds), The Oxford handbook of 
propaganda studies (Oxford, 2013), p. 7. 
10 Unknown, ‘Government publicity: short résumé since 1922’, 1944 (P.R.O.N.I., 
CAB/9/F/123/3B). 
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propaganda lamented the limited engagement of Northern Irish ministries with the 

press.11 The domestic wartime campaigns of the Ministry of Commerce and Ministry 

of Public Security provide some evidence of ministerial engagement with the press, 

but this thesis is primarily a political, administrative and identity history. While 

industrial and agricultural propaganda was important for the projection of Northern 

Ireland abroad, it was not as loaded with cultural or political meaning domestically. 

Perhaps most significantly, international propaganda was identified at multiple points 

throughout the war as the most important function of the press offices established by 

the Northern Irish government. For these reasons, as well as for the purposes of 

brevity, the war production and agricultural campaigns run by the Ministry of 

Commerce are not considered in this thesis. Neither are UK-wide campaigns such as 

the various Air Raid Precaution initiatives produced by the Northern Ireland Ministry 

of Public Security, whose broader UK variants have already been well studied.12 

There have inevitably been limitations in the availability of archival resources. 

There are no existing internal records for the Belfast Censorship Office established by 

the Ministry of Information, nor are there any internal records from the Northern 

Ireland Government Press Office or the Ulster Office, although some significant 

propaganda material generated by these offices is extant. The histories of these offices, 

therefore, must be primarily constructed from their external correspondence. Care 

must therefore be taken not to treat this correspondence as entirely representative, 

although enough reports of routine work are available to largely confirm the narrative 

constructed from the correspondence.  

 Three daily unionist newspapers (discussed in depth in chapter 4) have been 

consulted extensively: the Northern Whig, Belfast News Letter, and Belfast Telegraph. 

Other publications have been analysed when they came into close contact with the 

Unionist government, most notably the Derry Journal but also the Picture Post and 

the Irish News. Other, more obscure or niche newspapers which were banned or 

investigated by the Northern Irish government have also been studied, specifically Red 

Hand, Irish Freedom, The Ulster Protestant and Irish Workers’ Weekly. All of these 

newspapers were principally analysed for evidence of how they interacted with the 

                                                
11 Minutes of Cabinet Publicity Committee, 1 June 1943 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/123/14). 
12 Marion Yass, This is your war: home front propaganda in the Second World War 
(London, 1983); Ian McLaine, Ministry of morale: home front morale and the Ministry of 
Information in World War II (London, 1979). 
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Unionist government, and they are not reproduced as simply reliable chronicles of the 

events of the period. Additionally, propaganda booklets have been studied as valuable 

sources offering insights into Northern Irish Unionist culture, most notably those 

produced by the Ulster Unionist Council, Ulster: the British bridgehead, and Northern 

Ireland: its history, resources and people. Other wartime publications, such as those 

created by the British Council or published by Oxford University Press, have also been 

consulted where relevant.  

 

Context and the Second World War 

 

Establishing a sense of historical legitimacy was of great importance for unionists 

during the war. John W. Blake’s government-sanctioned Northern Ireland in the 

Second World War, published a decade after the conflict, argued that unionists’ 

‘wartime alignment was the logical outcome of a position consistently maintained 

since the controversy over Irish home rule had first flared up in 1886.’13 This need to 

explain Northern Ireland’s contemporary position through propagating unionist 

narratives of the recent past was present throughout the war as analysis of much of the 

propaganda materials created by the press offices in London and Belfast will make 

clear.  

Created in 1921, the Northern Irish state had existed under varying degrees of 

threat since its inception. These threats came from the nationalist minority, from Éire, 

from Westminster, and from within unionist and Protestant ranks. Political violence 

in Belfast in the early 1920s, the work of the Boundary Commission, and the growth 

of the Ulster Protestant League and Independent Unionists in the 1930s contributed to 

an atmosphere of instability and uncertainty within the Unionist government, and their 

style of governance was reflective of this.14 Consequently, as Gillian McIntosh has 

argued, unionists’ ‘overriding concern was the survival of the Northern Irish state’.15 

                                                
13 For analysis of Blake’s attempts to historically justify Northern Ireland’s belligerence 
during the war, see McIntosh, The force of culture, pp 156-67; John W. Blake, Northern 
Ireland in the Second World War (Reprint, East Sussex, 2015), p. 1. 
14 Richard English, Armed struggle: the history of the IRA (London, 2003), pp 39-41; Patrick 
Buckland, A history of Northern Ireland (Dublin, 1981), pp 55-6; Graham Walker, 
‘“Protestantism before party!”: the Ulster Protestant League in the 1930s’ in The Historical 
Journal, xxviii, no. 4 (Dec. 1985), pp 961-7. 
15 McIntosh, The force of culture, p. 1. 
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Brian Walker has emphasised the psychological dimension of this concern, arguing 

that ‘heightened self-consciousness is often exhibited in the early years of recent 

states, especially when some national or security issue has not yet been resolved.’ 

Unionist politicians were at pains ‘to find issues to distinguish them from their rivals’, 

and went to great lengths to ‘create a uniting sense of community.’16 This thesis 

provides evidence of these efforts to control how domestic identity was depicted, to 

project a unified conception of Northern Irish society, and to (usually unofficially) 

emphasise favourable comparisons with Éire. 

Several influential interpretative frameworks help explain the behaviour of the 

Northern Irish government in the inter-war period. In The factory of grievances (1979), 

Patrick Buckland claimed that the Northern Irish government’s policies were, in many 

respects, the result of the impotency (especially financially) of the devolved 

administration. Arguing that the ‘regional government and parliament were given 

responsibility without real power’, Buckland asserted that ‘The whole structure and 

ethos of Ulster Unionism had been based upon a single object – determined opposition 

to Home Rule – and no constructive philosophy had been developed over the years of 

struggle to equip Ulster Unionists to govern a state they had neither expected nor 

wanted.’ As a result, ‘the new regional government sought to maintain the loyalty of 

its supporters… by developing an informal style of government inimical to long-term 

and overall planning and by discriminating in favour of Protestants and Unionists in 

respect of education and representation and, to a lesser extent, governmental 

employment and law and order.’17 Buckland’s argument is still largely borne out by 

the research presented, but the first chapter of this thesis argues that Irish nationalists 

were targeted to a significant extent under the emergency powers contained within the 

Civil Authorities (Special Powers) Acts (CASPAs), and therefore suffered under 

strong legal discrimination.  

Most recently, C.J.V. Loughlin, drawing on the theories of Eric Hobsbawm 

and Terence Ranger, has posited that, during the course of the Third Home Rule Crisis, 

                                                
16 Brian M. Walker, A political history of the two Irelands: from partition to peace (London, 
2012), p. 4. 
17 Patrick Buckland, The factory of grievances: devolved government in Northern Ireland 
1921-39 (Dublin, 1979), pp 2, 5. 
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‘Loyalty became… the “invented tradition” of Ulster Unionism.’18 Loughlin argues 

that while discrimination in Northern Ireland has traditionally been explained in 

religious, ethnic and colonial terms, groups were in fact targeted because they were 

considered ‘disloyal’ to the new state, and that such a categorization was sufficiently 

flexible to encompass the labour movement.19 Confirming Loughlin’s argument, 

chapter 1 demonstrates how socialists were targeted through the CASPAs.20 

Additionally, given the international focus of much Northern Irish government 

propaganda, the Unionist government occasionally looked for non-ethnic or non-

sectarian justifications to explain the divided nature of Northern Irish society. These 

justifications often included assertions of ‘loyalty’ or similar rationale.  

This thesis can also be viewed as part of a wider reassessment of the Irish and 

British experiences of the Second World War.21 The Northern Irish experience of the 

war has been relatively well researched but its political importance for the province 

has arguably been overlooked. In his recent monograph, Guy Woodward noted that 

‘the Troubles have displaced the Second World War in public, cultural, and historical 

consciousness within and outside Northern Ireland, complicating the ability of 

historians to write the province into British or European narratives of the period.’22 

This is similarly true of media and censorship histories of Northern Ireland. In the 

same way that survey histories of the Southern state often treat the wartime period as 

a side-note to broader narratives, the experience of the war in Northern Ireland should 

be seen as more than just evidence of the increasing distance between two Irelands in 

                                                
18 C.J.V. Loughlin, Labour and the politics of disloyalty in Belfast (Basingstoke, 2018), p. 6; 
Eric Hobsbawm, ‘Introduction: inventing traditions’ in Eric Hobsbawm and Terrence 
Ranger (eds), The invention of tradition (Cambridge, 2012), pp 1-14. 
19 Henry Patterson, Ireland since 1939: the persistence of conflict (Dublin, 2006), p. 3; 
Loughlin, Labour and the politics of disloyalty, pp 1, 96. 
20 Loughlin, Labour and the politics of disloyalty, pp 95-116. 
21 Clair Wills’s That Neutral Island and Bryce Evans’s more recent Ireland during the 
Second World War challenge the concept that Ireland became politically and culturally 
stagnant as a result of being shut off from the world during the Second World War. These 
narratives of absence became relatively common following F.S.L. Lyons’s famous assertion 
that the country experienced the conflict like ‘Plato’s cave’. Bryce Evans, Ireland during the 
Second World War: farewell to Plato’s cave (Manchester, 2014); Clair Wills, That neutral 
island: a history of Ireland during the Second World War (London, 2007); F.S.L. Lyons, 
Ireland since the famine (2nd ed., London, 1971), p. 551; Dorothea Depner and Guy 
Woodward (eds), Irish culture and wartime Europe, 1938-48 (Dublin, 2015); Mary 
Muldowney, The Second World War and Irish women: an oral history (Dublin, 2007).   
22 Woodward, Culture, Northern Ireland, and the Second World War, p. 18. 
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the lead up to the Troubles.23 This research places Northern Ireland’s wartime 

experience within the wider framework of the British wartime experience, and 

interrogates the extent to which the province’s propaganda policies were reflective of 

broader British trends.  

In Northern Ireland in the Second World War, Philip Ollerenshaw has offered 

perhaps the most authoritative account of the period, providing a comprehensive 

analysis of both the state’s political life and its industrial and economic performance 

during the conflict.24 His research also demonstrates an awareness of the developing 

importance of publicity for the Northern Irish government in the pre-war and post-war 

period, although he does not explore the development of the Northern Irish press 

offices in any detail.25 Brian Barton has written both a general survey of the wartime 

period and a local study of the impact of the Belfast Blitz, as well as a range of essays 

on this period.26 His monograph on the Second World War is useful for general trends, 

but makes no mention of the publicity arrangements of the Northern Irish government. 

Woodward has recently published Culture, Northern Ireland, and the Second World 

War, and his research on the political culture in Northern Ireland has been drawn on 

extensively in this thesis.27 In addition to these publications, there are a range of 

chapters in edited volumes on Northern Ireland in the Second World War, as well as 

journal articles that address more specific aspects of the province’s experience of the 

conflict.28 All of this research challenges and complicates the overly positive account 

                                                
23 Evans, Ireland during the Second World War, p. 5. 
24 Philip Ollerenshaw, Northern Ireland in the Second World War: politics, economic 
mobilisation and society 1939-45 (Manchester, 2013). 
25 Ibid., pp 16-8, 226-30. 
26 Brian Barton, The Belfast blitz: the city in the war years (Belfast, 2015); Brian Barton, 
Northern Ireland in the Second World War (Belfast, 1995). 
27 Woodward, Culture, Northern Ireland, and the Second World War. 
28 Leanne McCormick, ‘“One Yank and they’re off”: interaction between U.S. Troops and 
Northern Irish women, 1942-1945’ in Journal of the History of Sexuality, xv, no. 2 (2006), 
pp 228-57; Gillian McIntosh and Diane Urquhart (eds), Irish women at war: the twentieth 
century (Dublin, 2000); Simon Topping, ‘Laying down the law to the Irish and the coons: 
Stormont’s response to American racial segregation in Northern Ireland during the Second 
World War’ in Historical Research, lxxxvi, no. 234 (Nov. 2013), pp 741-59; Philip 
Ollerenshaw, ‘War, industrial mobilisation and society in Northern Ireland, 1939-1945’ in 
Contemporary European History, xvi, no. 2 (2007), pp 169-97; Brian Barton, ‘Northern 
Ireland: the impact of war, 1939-45’ in Brian Girvin and Geoffrey Roberts (eds), Ireland 
and the Second World War: politics, society and remembrance (Dublin, 2000), pp 47-75; 
Philip Ollerenshaw, ‘Neutrality and belligerence: Ireland, 1939-1945’ in Thomas Bartlett 



 10 

provided by John W. Blake’s government-sanctioned Northern Ireland in the Second 

World War.29 Broader ‘British’ histories of the Second World War frequently 

overlook Northern Ireland, although an exception to this is Juliet Gardiner’s social 

history Wartime Britain 1939-1945, which includes a twenty page section on Northern 

Ireland. Gardiner’s work argues that Northern Ireland had a somewhat distinct social 

experience of the Second World War, suffering less from the conditions of total war 

experienced more comprehensively in the rest of the United Kingdom.30 

In the years leading up to war, Northern Irish politics were primarily 

dominated by developments in Éire. The 1937 constitution, the ending of the economic 

war and return of the Treaty Ports in 1938, and the outbreak of a renewed IRA 

campaign in late 1938 resulted in an increased sense of constitutional uncertainty in 

Northern Ireland.31 In this climate, according to Ollerenshaw, ‘Ulster unionists came 

to see the Northern Ireland Parliament as a bulwark against British weakness and 

Dublin’s territorial claims.’32 Adding to these political pressures, the region was 

severely economically depressed.33 In the summer of 1939, Northern Ireland had the 

highest unemployment of any UK region: 20.2 per cent, comparing poorly with the 

next highest, Wales at 14.2 per cent.34 The Northern Irish government’s attempts to 

have the province further included in the re-armament programme were relatively 

unsuccessful, with even the official war history of the province conceding that ‘the 

Province was brought into the picture only slowly, and in the meantime the 

Government of Northern Ireland, preserving a discreet silence about matters of 

                                                
(ed.), The Cambridge history of Ireland volume iv: 1880 to the present (Cambridge, 2018), 
pp 349-78; Brian Barton, ‘Northern Ireland, 1939-45’ in J.R. Hill (ed.), A new history of 
Ireland VII: Ireland, 1921-84 (Oxford, 2003), pp 235-60; Benjamin Grob-Fitzgibbon, The 
Irish experience during the Second World War (Dublin, 2004). 
29 Blake, Northern Ireland in the Second World War.  
30 Winston Churchill briefly praised the role of Northern Ireland in his famous multi-volume 
history of the conflict, but does not go into any great detail on the subject. Juliet Gardiner, 
Wartime Britain 1939-1945 (London, 2004), pp 442-461; Winston Churchill, The Second 
World War, volume ii: their finest hour (London, 1949), p. 529. 
31 Patterson, Ireland since 1939, p. 32; Ollerenshaw, Northern Ireland in the Second World 
War, pp 40-6.  
32 Ollerenshaw, Northern Ireland in the Second World War, p. 15. 
33 D.S. Johnson, ‘The Northern Ireland economy, 1914-39’ in Liam Kennedy and Philip 
Ollerenshaw (eds), An economic history of Ulster, 1820-1939 (Manchester, 1985), pp 184-
223. 
34 Ollerenshaw, Northern Ireland in the Second World War, p. 28. 
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defence, lying as they did outside its jurisdiction, came under fire from critics at 

home.’35  

From the war’s outbreak, James Craig declared his state’s full support of the 

war effort, in comparison to Éire’s declaration of neutrality.36 The performance of 

Craig’s government, however, was relatively unimpressive, and while Craig’s 

inability (and the subsequent inability of Andrews and Brooke) to have conscription 

introduced may have been largely due to wider British political concerns about the 

impact on the minority and on international opinion, other negative aspects of the 

wartime performance were largely due to the apathy and ineffectiveness of the ageing 

Northern Irish government.37 Barton remarks that ‘a stark contrast emerged between 

the experience of Northern Ireland and other parts of the United Kingdom from the 

earliest stages of the war.’38 The devastating blitzes of 1941 exposed the province’s 

under-preparation for the conditions of total war, while during the same year two by-

election defeats for the Unionist government (crucially at the hands of independent 

unionists and the Northern Irish Labour Party) indicated that the Ulster Unionist 

Party’s (UUP) grip on Stormont politics, while still firm, was slipping.39 Criticisms of 

poor engagement with the war effort were to dog the Unionist government throughout 

the war, and some of their propaganda was an attempt to counter these charges. 

However, Basil Brooke’s assumption of the role of Prime Minister, following a 

dramatic backbench rebellion against J.M. Andrews in early 1943, has generally been 

considered to have reinvigorated the Unionist government.40 Not until Brooke’s 

                                                
35 Ollerenshaw, Northern Ireland in the Second World War, pp 22-9; Blake, Northern 
Ireland in the Second World War, p. 49. 
36 Barton, Northern Ireland in the Second World War, p. 4. 
37 Robert Fisk, In time of war: Ireland, Ulster and the price of neutrality (Dublin, 1983), pp. 
92-8; Patterson, Ireland since 1939, pp 36-7. 
38 Barton, The Belfast Blitz, p. 50. 
39 Brian Barton, ‘The Belfast Blitz: April-May 1941’ in History Ireland, v, no. 3 (Autumn, 
1997), p. 52; Paul Bew, Peter Gibbon, and Henry Patterson, Northern Ireland 1921/2001: 
political forces and social classes (London, 2002), p. 75; Aaron Edwards, A history of the 
Northern Ireland Labour Party: democratic socialism and sectarianism (Manchester, 2009), 
pp 22-3. 
40 Brian Barton, Brookeborough: the making of a prime minister (Belfast, 1988), pp 195-
229; Fisk, In time of war, pp 454-9; Alvin Jackson, Ireland 1798-1998: war, peace and 
beyond (2nd ed., Chichester, 2010), p. 351. 
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administration, Ollerenshaw argues, did ‘Northern Ireland have a prime minister who 

demonstrated effectiveness in the organisation of war production’.41 

The war is generally considered to have consolidated Northern Ireland’s 

position within the UK, and some historians have argued that it also contributed to a 

greater awareness of international developments within in the province.42 Following 

the entry of the USA into the war, significant numbers of American troops were 

stationed in the province, an experience that the Northern Irish government exploited 

in its propaganda, albeit one that also provoked some local tensions.43 Northern 

Ireland’s role as a temporary base for these visiting troops, as well as its naval 

importance during the Battle of the Atlantic as a consequence of Éire’s reluctance to 

relinquish her ports to the Allies, also improved the status of the province with the 

new British Labour government elected in 1945.44 

 

Historiography 

 

Censorship has been defined as the ‘process whereby restrictions are imposed upon 

the collection, dissemination and exchange of information, opinions and ideas’, a 

simple and useful definition which is adhered to in this thesis.45 Censorship and 

propaganda are often considered two aspects of the same practice. J.A.C. Brown 

makes this case explicitly: ‘Propaganda by censorship takes two forms: the selective 

control of information to favour a particular viewpoint, and the deliberate doctoring 

of information in order to create an impression different from that originally 

intended.’46 This research primarily analyses the first method, highlighting how the 

Northern Irish government both actively censored offensive publications and vetoed 

the production of material by external propagandists. In highlighting how the Northern 

Irish government used censorship in this manner, this thesis complements Donal Ó 

                                                
41 Ollerenshaw, ‘War, industrial mobilisation and Society in Northern Ireland’, pp 173. 
42 James Mitchell, Devolution in the UK (Manchester, 2009), p. 72; Woodward, Culture, 
Northern Ireland, and the Second World War, p. 8. 
43 McCormick, ‘“One Yank and they’re off”’, pp 228-57; Topping, ‘Laying down the law to 
the Irish and the coons’, pp 741-59. 
44 Ollerenshaw, ‘Neutrality and belligerence’, p. 376. 
45 Martin, Censorship in the two Irelands, p. 1; Paul O’Higgins, Censorship in Britain 
(London, 1972), p. 11. 
46 J.A.C. Brown, Techniques of persuasion: from propaganda to brainwashing (Middlesex, 
1983), p. 16. 
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Drisceoil’s work on the war in Éire, in which he argues that censorship performed an 

essentially propagandist function.47  

In The Oxford handbook of propaganda studies (2013), its editors Jonathan 

Auerbach and Russ Castronovo ‘urge that propaganda be considered a field of study 

in its own right’.48 This thesis adds to that field of study. Until recently, theoretical 

definitions of propaganda have been largely negative: in his analysis of propaganda in 

Britain and Germany during the Second World War, for example, Michael Balfour 

argues that propaganda ‘may be defined as inducing people to leap to conclusions 

without adequate examination of the evidence.’49 One of the more influential theories 

of propaganda is provided by Jacques Ellul, who argued that propaganda must be 

aimed at a mass audience, must not be dialogic, and that essentially all biased 

messages in a society were propagandistic, even if the biases were unconscious.50 

Jannett and O’Donnell consider Ellul’s theories too broad, and suggest instead that 

propaganda is the ‘deliberate, systematic attempt to shape perceptions, manipulate 

cognitions, and direct behaviour to achieve a response that furthers the desired intent 

of the propagandists’ [original italics].51 

However, other theorists provide more neutral classifications. Auerbach and 

Castronovo suggest that: ‘Often used strictly as a dismissive term, especially by one 

enemy against another, propaganda can more neutrally be understood as a central 

means of organizing and shaping thought and perception’.52 Jason Stanley agrees with 

this less pejorative classification, defining propaganda as simply ‘political rhetoric’. 

Stanley uses the term ‘demagogic propaganda’ to refer to propaganda deployed for 

exclusively negative purposes.53 The research presented here uses the term 

‘propaganda’ in a non-pejorative sense, understanding it to be neither ‘intrinsically 

                                                
47 Donal Ó Drisceoil, ‘Censorship as propaganda: the neutralisation of Irish public opinion 
during the Second World War’ in Brian Girvin and Geoffrey Roberts (eds), Ireland and the 
Second World War (Dublin, 2000), p. 151. 
48 Auerbach and Castronovo, ‘Introduction’, p. 2. 
49 Michael Balfour, Propaganda in war, 1939-1945: organisations, policies and publics in 
Britain and Germany (Faber Finds ed., London, 2010), p. 421. 
50 Jacques Ellul, Propaganda: the formation of men’s attitudes (Reproduction of 1965 ed., 
New York, 1973), pp 6-25; Garth S. Jowett and Victoria O’Donnell, Propaganda and 
persuasion (4th ed., California, 2006), p. 4. 
51 Jowett and O’Donnell, Propaganda and persuasion, p. 7. 
52 Auerbach and Castronovo, ‘Introduction’, p. 2. 
53 Jason Stanley, How propaganda works (Princeton, 2015), p. 4. 
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evil or immoral’. However, as will be highlighted, some of the more experienced 

propagandists for the Northern Irish government were aware of the negative 

implications the term had developed since the First World War.54  

 This thesis is as much an exploration of the creation of propaganda as of 

propaganda itself, in that it describes and analyses the creation of propaganda offices 

in the lead up to and during the Second World War. This is also an important part of 

the study of propaganda: Auerbach and Castronovo assert that ‘Analyzing propaganda 

requires paying as much attention to networks of information flow (how) as the content 

(what)’ [original italics].55 The networks of government officials and propagandists 

that created material during the war are given extensive consideration in this research, 

as is the material actually created. While other authors have already written 

extensively on the propaganda produced (such as Gillian McIntosh and James 

Loughlin on Hugh Shearman’s Northern Ireland: its history, resources and people), 

my research focusses on the process of the propaganda’s creation, assessing what that 

suggested about the priorities and nature of the Northern Irish Unionist government. 

 The study of propaganda has direct relevance to the practice of government in 

Northern Ireland. Jason Stanley critically analyses propaganda in democracies: ‘When 

societies are unjust, for example, in the distribution of wealth, we can expect the 

emergence of flawed ideologies. The flawed ideologies allow for effective 

propaganda.’56 These flawed ideologies can exist just as readily in democracies as in 

autocratic or fascist societies. While it would not be appropriate for this thesis to assess 

the extent to which Irish unionism should be considered a ‘flawed ideology’, it is 

generally accepted that there were significant levels of discrimination in Northern 

Ireland during the fifty-year dominance of the UUP, a discrimination that was, at least 

partially, justified through unionist ideology. Much of the propaganda produced by 

the Unionist government and their network of propagandists during the Second World 

War dismissed, ignored or justified the more controversial aspects of the Unionist 

government’s administration in a manner designed to ensure the survival of that 

system of government.  

                                                
54 Auerbach and Castronovo, ‘Introduction’, p. 5. 
55 Ibid., p. 8. 
56 Stanley, How propaganda works, p. 3. 
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A significant amount of research has been carried out on Northern Irish press 

history, but little of this research specifically addresses the Second World War. 

Regarding censorship in Northern Ireland, the most notable work is Peter Martin’s 

Censorship in the two Irelands, which deals with the inter-war period and explores 

press (and cultural) censorship in both the Irish Free State and Northern Ireland. This 

thesis expands upon his consideration of censorship in relation to the wider question 

of state security.57 Laura K. Donohue has also analysed press censorship in Northern 

Ireland, and her work covers the Second World War as part of its broader analysis of 

the operation of the CASPAs. The research presented here expands upon her broad 

(but generally accurate) portrayal of press censorship under the CASPAs, and provides 

specific detailed case studies to support her contention that the acts were deployed 

disproportionately against Irish nationalists and communists in Northern Ireland.58  

 The most relevant research on the culture of the press in Northern Ireland in 

the mid-twentieth century is Dennis Kennedy’s study of three daily unionist 

newspapers (the Northern Whig, Belfast News Letter and the Belfast Telegraph) from 

1919-1949.59 Kennedy’s work takes a more analytical approach than some of the 

books on individual newspapers in that he studies the political culture encouraged by 

these publications.60 He argues that these newspapers reflected ‘the continued anxiety 

of that [unionist] community’, and his research on the press during the Second World 

War provides the best existing analysis of the unionist press in this period.61 His 

research on the wartime period emphasises the increasing psychological distance 

between Northern Ireland and Éire, as well as the lessons the unionist press drew from 

                                                
57 Martin, Censorship in the two Irelands, p. 3. 
58 Laura K. Donohue, Counter-terrorist law and emergency powers in the United Kingdom 
1922-2000 (Dublin, 2001), pp 87-94; Laura K. Donohue, ‘Regulating Northern Ireland: the 
Special Powers acts, 1922-1972’ in Historical Journal, xli, no. 4 (Dec. 1998), pp 1089-1120. 
59 For a comparative perspective on Irish and Northern Irish media, see John Horgan, Irish 
Media: a critical history since 1922 (London, 2001); Dennis Kennedy, The widening gulf: 
northern attitudes to the independent Irish state 1919-49 (Belfast, 1988), pp 11-24. 
60 Malcolm Brodie, The Tele: a history of the Belfast Telegraph (Belfast, 1995); Hugh 
Shearman, News Letter, 250 years, 1737-1987: a history of the oldest British daily 
newspaper (Belfast, 1987); Eamon Phoenix (ed.), A century of northern life: the Irish News 
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the conflict.62 The research presented here expands upon the work of Kennedy, which 

primarily interrogates the actual content of unionist newspapers, by analysing the 

relationship of those newspapers with the Unionist government during the war, 

specifically with regards to propaganda policy. 

Censorship and propaganda during the Second World War has been well 

studied in Allied, Axis and neutral states.63 The two governments that offer the most 

obvious comparison to Northern Ireland are those of the UK and of Éire. While 

Northern Irish press policy was related to that of the UK, this thesis will demonstrate 

that the integration of the province into broader British policy was incomplete and, 

early in the war, occasionally at odds with that of the Ministry of Information (MoI). 

Some early analyses of the performance of British propaganda and censorship during 

the war considered its operation to have been generally benign, although more recent 

assessments have highlighted the political nature of some of the censorship 

decisions.64 In 1979, Michael Balfour, who worked for the Ministry of Information 

early in the war, wrote that ‘The British point of view, both official and unofficial, had 

in it a considerable element of prejudice, as did the German. But the British showed a 

greater willingness to face up to reality, a greater desire to be objective and a greater 

ability to understand other people’s points of view.’65 Philip M. Taylor argued 

                                                
62 See also the work of James T. O’Donnell for the reaction of Irish and Northern Irish 
newspapers to specific events in the Second World War. James T. O’Donnell, ‘Content, 
comment and censorship’ in Media History, xxiii, nos. 3-4 (2017), pp 345-59; Kennedy, The 
widening gulf, pp 203-240. 
63 As will be demonstrated in chapter 2, some authors (most notably Ultach in Orange 
Terror) attempted to draw comparisons between the behaviour of the Northern Irish 
government and European fascist regimes during the Second World War. Paul Bew has 
effectively refuted these comparisons, and as such they are not generally deemed appropriate 
for the content of this thesis. Paul Bew, Ireland: the politics of enmity 1789-2006 (Oxford, 
2007), p. 457; Ultach, Orange Terror (reprint, Dublin, 1998). 
64 Surveys of the wartime censorship and propaganda in other Allied states have generally 
been similarly positive. Jowett and O’Donnell, Propaganda and persuasion, pp 243-5; 
Michael S. Sweeney, Secrets of victory: the office of censorship and the American press and 
radio in World War II (Chapel Hill, 2001), pp 213-9; Allan M. Winkler, The politics of 
propaganda: the office of war information 1942-1945 (New Haven, 1978), pp 149-57; Mark 
Bourrie, The fog of war: censorship of Canada’s media in World War Two (Vancouver, 
2011), pp 10-1. 
65 Balfour, Propaganda in war, pp xi, 435. 



 17 

similarly that while ‘the British laboured hard throughout to adhere to truthful 

principles, one person’s truth is often another person’s lie’.66  

Ian McLaine, however, has highlighted some of the more overtly political 

aspects of British propaganda policy while still arguing that it was generally 

benevolent.67 More recently James Curran has argued that the British government’s 

suppression of communist publications during the war amounted to political 

suppression, especially given the government’s reluctance to lift the suppressions after 

the editors moved to a pro-war stance.68 It will be demonstrated throughout this thesis 

that the Northern Irish propaganda offices attempted to adhere to what they considered 

to be British principles of propaganda by selection and objective facts, and that they 

generally did so with absolute conviction of the rightness of their cause. In this regard, 

Taylor’s observation is astute: the Northern Irish government’s truth was frequently 

the Irish nationalists’ lie.  

 Éire implemented a famously stringent system of censorship during ‘the 

Emergency’. Donal Ó Drisceoil has demonstrated its effectiveness at suppressing most 

criticisms of neutrality (or expressions of un-neutral feeling) from the local press.69 

Robert Cole has written about British government attempts to convince the Irish public 

of the virtues of their position. There are some parallels here with Northern Ireland’s 

efforts to convince the British public (and further afield) of the virtue of their cause. 

Britain’s attempts to propagandise in Éire had mixed fortunes and, according to Cole, 

the MoI did not even have a policy towards the state in the first months of the war.70 

As the war continued, however, British policy became more nuanced and, in some 

ways, successful, although obviously never attaining the ultimate objective of ending 

Éire’s neutrality.  

This thesis also contributes to a broad body of research on Ulster unionist 

identity. As many historians and theorists have established, identity must be 
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maintained and reproduced.71 This research interrogates the methods and techniques 

used to promote often complementary, but sometimes contradictory, conceptions of 

unionism in Northern Ireland two decades after the foundation of the state. It analyses 

the variety of unionism in Northern Ireland in this period, and also offers an insight 

into unionism’s relationship with the Irish nationalist community. Connal Parr has 

recently argued that there is an enduring perception among academics and 

commentators that Ulster unionism, especially working-class Ulster unionism, has ‘no 

culture but the Orange Order and Rangers F.C.’.72 This research complicates this 

misapprehension, and demonstrates (as Parr does) that the efforts of working-class 

unionist St John Ervine to improve the reputation of Northern Ireland were widely-

read and significant.73  

This research contributes to the field of nationalism studies in Ireland, which 

remains relatively under-studied despite recent work by Shane Nagle, Richard English 

and Jim MacLaughlin.74 Michael Laffan has observed: 

 

Ulster unionists had always stressed their British citizenship and denied that 

they were part of an Irish nation or even one of two separate Irish nations. Yet 

their tactics of trying to gain as much territory as possible without endangering 

their long-term security, of trying to ‘rescue’ outlying minorities heavily 

outnumbered by adherents of a rival group or people, were identical to those 

being employed by Yugoslavia, Romania, or any of the other nation states 

                                                
71 Niall Ó Dochartaigh has argued that throughout the 20th century ‘Protestant unity had to 
be actively maintained and reproduced’. Niall Ó Dochartaigh, ‘Northern Ireland since 1920’ 
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whose frontiers were decided at this very time in the peace treaties of 1919-20. 

However much they might have loathed the idea, Ulster unionists conformed 

to a pattern of continental European nationalism.75 

 

Theories of nationalism also help to explain the propaganda and censorship work of 

the Unionist government during the Second World War. Anthony D. Smith has argued 

that: 

 

the legal equality of members of a political community in its demarcated 

homeland was felt to presuppose a measure of common values and traditions 

among the population, or at any rate its ‘core’ community. In other words, 

nations must have a measure of common culture and a civic ideology, a set of 

common understandings and aspirations, sentiments and ideas, that bring the 

population together in their homeland. The task of ensuring a common public, 

mass culture has been handed over to the agencies of popular socialization, 

notably the public system of education and the mass media. In the Western 

model of national identity nations were seen as culture communities, whose 

members were united, if not made homogenous, by common historical 

memories, myths, symbols and traditions.76 

 

Several aspects of Smith’s theory apply to the study of press and censorship in 

Northern Ireland during the Second World War. First, the disproportionate use of the 

CASPAs against Irish nationalists and socialists implies that there was not legal 

                                                
75 Michael Laffan, The partition of Ireland 1911-25 (Dundalk, 1987), p. 68. 
76 There is a great deal of debate about whether nationalism can even be described as 
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equality in the state, and therefore these groups were not considered members of the 

‘political community’. Second, if nations must have a ‘common culture and civic 

ideology’, those who did not share in the unionist understanding of Ireland’s past and 

present were outside of the nation. As will be demonstrated, some propagandists for 

the Northern Irish government created historical narratives, and in this respect this 

thesis expands upon the research of Shane Nagle, who has argued with specific 

reference to Irish nationalists that ‘In all cases, national history resulted from a 

selective construction of the past’.77 Third, and most importantly for the purposes of 

this thesis, this culture and ideology had to be communicated, and, given the general 

abeyance of broadcasting from Northern Ireland’s branch of the BBC during the war, 

one of the primary methods of communication for the Northern Irish government in 

this period was through the printed press.78  

Benedict Anderson is one of the most influential scholars of nationalism to 

highlight the role of the press in creating a national ‘imagined community’, describing 

how newspapers and novels ‘provided the technical means for “re-presenting” the kind 

[original italics] of imagined community that is the nation.’79 While Ernest Gellner 

argues that the actual content that is communicated is not relevant to nation formation 

(rather it is the act of simultaneous consumption that creates shared identity, regardless 

of content), this is not to say that propagandists do not consider the message to be 

important.80 Other scholars of nationalism have argued that the content of the message 

is important for identity formation, a stance this thesis reinforces. Michael Billig’s 

Banal nationalism argues that nationalism can be routinely transmitted through both 

the explicit and implicit language of the newspaper press, often with great subtlety.81 

The same could be said of broader print culture. This thesis will seek to interrogate 

literature produced by the Unionist government to try and unearth what messages are 
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contained within them. While the Northern Irish government mostly allowed popular 

and/or generally moderate representations of Irish nationalism to circulate, it 

attempted to prohibit lesser-known and more extreme expressions of this competing 

nationalism and to promote its own rival conception of identity through the unionist 

local press.  

James Loughlin has presented the most comprehensive overview of the extent 

to which Ulster unionists conceived of their own identity in essentially nationalist 

terms. Discussing immediate post-war demands in the Northern Irish House of 

Commons for a regional ‘authentic’ history of Ulster, Loughlin argues: ‘Although not 

stated explicitly, the purpose behind these demands was clear enough – to produce, 

not so much a history, as a national myth for Northern Ireland on the basis of which 

the identity of the region and the Unionist population as a distinct “national” grouping 

within the United Kingdom could be promoted.’82 Certain sections of this research 

support Loughlin’s argument and, while it is influenced by Loughlin’s work on the 

impact of the war on unionism’s relationship with Great Britain, it also draws on a 

wider range of sources to demonstrate the principal pressures and influences on 

Northern Irish press policy during the war.83 This thesis will not, however, assess 

whether Ulster unionism encompassed a nationalism in and of itself, as this would 

detract from this dissertation’s focus on propaganda.84 
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 Several works on Unionist identity have had a strong influence on this thesis, 

of which Gillian McIntosh’s The force of culture is among the most important. 

McIntosh’s research explores unionist attempts to establish an exclusively protestant 

identity in Northern Ireland, the stereotyping of Irish nationalists and republicans, and 

Northern Ireland’s relationship with the rest of the UK and Éire.85 By focussing on the 

publicity machinery created to promote those identities, and by considering the 

importance of censorship in marginalising alternative perceptions of the state, this 

research builds upon McIntosh’s work and provides further evidence of the 

complexity and forcefulness of unionist identity in Northern Ireland.  

 Somewhat similarly, John Hill’s Cinema and Northern Ireland, although 

falling beyond the scope of my research on printed materials, analyses the efforts of 

the Northern Irish government and its publicity machinery to represent the province 

positively through both domestically produced tourist films and the Ministry of 

Information’s cinematic propaganda. This book, specifically its chapter on the Second 

World War, provides a useful parallel to aspects of my thesis, and demonstrates that 

the Northern Irish government had similar concerns about its representation in newer 

media.86 This thesis builds on Hill’s research by analysing the establishment and 

functioning of the press offices that are discussed incidentally in his work, as well as 

by exploring the print propaganda created by the Northern Irish government press 

offices. 

Brian M. Walker highlights the extent to which the antagonistic politics of 

Northern Ireland (and Éire) throughout the twentieth century were a result of clashing 

conceptions of identity: at ‘the centre of the conflict has been a struggle over identity, 

arising from key divisions, particularly over nationality but also over religion.’ Walker 

believes that Ulster unionists rejected being considered anything other than British, 

despite having an opportunity to develop a distinct identity in the 1920s: ‘They 

decided, however, to retain the British national anthem and union flag with no official 
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local variation.’87 My research complicates this picture of a Unionist bloc that rejected 

a distinct identity. Instead, it will demonstrate that while some unionists clearly 

affiliated exclusively with the UK, there were strains of regional identity that were 

often implied or expressed subtly in their correspondence and publicity.  

Ian McBride claimed that the ‘most sophisticated and influential analysis of 

Ulster Loyalism’ was David Miller’s Queen’s rebels.88 Miller’s work argues that the 

‘conditional loyalty’ of Northern Irish unionism can be explained by referring to the 

‘contractarian’ tradition which ‘reduces political obligation to a simple matter of 

private ethics: one ought to be loyal to the king for the same reason that one should 

keep ordinary bargains. If the ruler defaults on his side of the bargain the subjects are 

absolved of their duty to obey his laws.’89 Unionist propaganda during the war did not 

often articulate explicitly this ‘contractarian’ understanding of their position. Miller 

has, however, highlighted the distinction between Churchill’s ‘pure nationalism 

appeal’ in calling on the people of Britain to defend their beaches and landing grounds, 

and Craig’s assertion that ‘we are kings’ men’ – language that Miller believes 

‘reminiscent of the feudal contract.’90  

John Bew has expanded upon the influence of Miller’s work, and has 

highlighted how later analyses of unionist identity have interacted with or challenged 

it.91 In 2006, Iain McLean and Alistair McMillan argued that there were two stands of 

unionism: primordial and instrumental, and claimed that Ulster unionism was 

primarily primordial.92 This primordial unionism understood the Union to be ‘a value 

in and of itself’, while instrumental unionism ‘regards the Union as good because it 

has good consequences’, and approach that Bew has critiqued as ‘too clinical’.93 This 

thesis challenges McLean and McMillan’s argument that most unionists adopted a 

primordial perspective, at least when projecting the province abroad. Indeed, much 
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unionist propaganda directed outside of the province stressed partition’s supposed 

benefits for Northern Ireland, the UK, and the broader British Empire. 

 Many historians have suggested that political life in Northern Ireland remained 

insular during the Second World War, and that local concerns took predominance over 

broader British or imperial matters. Robert Fisk made this case most explicitly, 

claiming that, for Craig’s government at least, ‘patriotism had its roots in Northern 

Ireland, not in the Empire’.94 This thesis provides some evidence to support that 

contention, but also demonstrates that the Unionist government directed their primary 

propagandist efforts outside of the province, most particularly to Britain. James 

Loughlin, however, persuasively argued that while Craig’s refusal to approve of a 

united Ireland in return for the ending of Éire’s neutrality could be seen as contrary to 

the broader war effort, it is hard to imagine that any other part of the UK would have 

allowed themselves to similarly sacrificed.95  

Some authors see unionist attempts to look outwards as relatively 

unsuccessful. Graham Walker has remarked that ‘The Unionist Party, in its continuing 

struggle against Irish Nationalism, lost much of its appreciation of the kind of 

arguments for the Union likely to make a positive impact outside of Ulster.’96 This 

thesis provides some support for this argument, and demonstrates that, despite the 

Northern Irish government’s attempts to express themselves internationally during the 

war, many appraisals of individuals involved in these efforts do not necessarily 

suggest that they were successful in doing so.  

There is a sense in much of the work on unionism in the early twentieth century 

that the unionist political body went from an effective propaganda machine in the pre-

partition period to a body increasingly neglectful of the importance of image. Sean 

McDougall has noted that ‘a glance at the current body of research implies that, just 

as the age of mass communications seemed certain to produce an exponential growth 

in the importance of propaganda, unionists somehow lost their ability to define, 

articulate and justify their beliefs.’97 Alan Parkinson, for example, argues that ‘With 

in-built control of the state and an uncritical overseer in London, unionists before 1968 
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did not feel pressurised into justifying their political policies or philosophies’.98 John 

McGarry and Brendan O’Leary have also argued that ‘All unionists regard themselves 

as much misunderstood’, and that ‘Ulster unionism has often displayed a conservative 

mentality, unwilling to engage in elaborate rationalist defence of the Union’.99 This 

thesis agrees that unionists considered themselves misunderstood, but goes some way 

towards correcting the perception that they did not attempt to justify themselves or did 

so with general incompetence. It will be demonstrated that unionist attempts to defend 

their constitutional position during the Second World War were occasionally eloquent 

and well publicised in the UK.  

Many scholars have commented on the extent to which the UUP and the state 

of Northern Ireland became indistinguishable over the course of their fifty-year 

domination of Northern Irish politics. The two key studies of the party are Graham 

Walker’s A history of the Ulster Unionist Party (2004) and J.F. Harbinson’s The Ulster 

Unionist Party 1882-1973 (1973). Harbinson’s work reaches a damning conclusion of 

the methods of the UUP to maintain the Union: ‘They maintained themselves in power 

by banging the big drum, waving the flag, and playing upon the emotions of the 

Protestant population.’ Harbinson considers that, aside from the constitutional issue, 

the UUP ‘had no distinctive principles or programme before the people.’100 This thesis 

will demonstrate that while this argument still has some merit, it presents too simplistic 

a perspective on the workings of the UUP in power, at least during the war. Walker 

has argued that ‘The party’s development from the establishment of Northern Ireland 

reflected the loss of its political influence in Britain and its estrangement from the rest 

of Ireland’.101 The research presented here generally supports this argument in that 

Unionist propaganda aimed at Britain in many ways betrayed anxiety over unionists’ 

status within the UK, but it will also be demonstrated that the UUP attempted to 

capitalise on their improved relations with Westminster in the later years of the war. 

This thesis will also provide further evidence to support Aaron Edwards’s assertion 
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that the ‘Unionist Party became more and more enmeshed with the Northern Irish 

state’ and as a result ‘it sought to portray any challenge to Unionist authority as an 

attack on the Union with Great Britain itself.’102  

 

Structure 

 

In order to provide a coherent analysis, a thematic approach was adopted. Chapter 1 

considers both the operation of UK-wide and Stormont-based censorship in Northern 

Ireland during the conflict. It will demonstrate the limits of UK government power at 

the periphery of that state, as well as analysing the political application of Stormont-

based censorship powers contained within the CASPAs. Chapter 2 examines the 

establishment and wartime work of the Ulster Office in London, the Northern Irish 

government’s first organised foray into co-ordinated propaganda since the mid-1920s. 

It will demonstrate the importance of British public opinion to the Northern Irish 

government, the complexities of Northern Irish governance in this period, and 

interrogate publicity routinely produced by the Northern Irish government. Chapter 3 

will discuss the establishment of the Government Press Office in January 1940, and 

describe how the development of that office over the course of the war was indicative 

of broader trends in unionist political development in the period. Three specific case 

studies will be explored to illustrate the complex nature of depictions of unionist 

culture which the Northern Irish government wished to project internationally. Finally, 

chapter 4 explores the Northern Irish government’s relationship with non-official 

propagandists. This category includes individual unionist writers, the Northern Irish 

unionist press, the British Council, and the Ulster Unionist Council. It will 

demonstrate the diversity of unionist political culture during the war, as well as the 

degree to which the Unionist government was effective in co-ordinating others to 

propagandise on their behalf.  
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Chapter 1: Censorship 

 

The day after Britain declared war on Germany on 3 September 1939, the Northern 

Irish parliament met for a debate at Stormont. James Craig, who had been Prime 

Minister of Northern Ireland since its first general election in 1921, declared the full 

support of his government for the British war effort. As the speech continued, Craig’s 

focus turned to domestic security: 

 

The Government have for some time past been visualising trouble not only 

from the common enemy, Germany, and her allies, but also have been most 

carefully thinking out plans with regard to the specific dangers in our own 

area… We must ensure that we are in complete control, that we are masters of 

our own house, and not here at the permission of anybody else. We are not 

here for the citizens to have their lives and property endangered by a lot of 

cowardly assassins, men who never hesitate to do what they can to destroy the 

state.1 

 

Security was an overriding obsession of Craig’s government, and it continued to be 

for the subsequent governments of Andrews and Brooke. Threats could not be 

effectively combatted through physical force alone: there was an information war to 

be waged against the enemies. The Nazis and their allies would have their supply of 

information controlled through the UK-wide deployment of the Defence Regulations. 

The internal threat would be dealt with, as it had been since 1922, by the Civil 

Authorities (Special Powers) Acts (CASPA), 1922-1943. 

 This chapter will look at the operation of both UK-wide and Stormont-based 

censorship in Northern Ireland. The introduction of UK-wide censorship measures to 

Northern Ireland provides an insight into the processes by which British state power 

was expressed regionally, as well as the extent to which Northern Ireland needed 

exceptional consideration within the UK as a region. It will be made clear throughout 

this chapter that the CASPAs were disproportionately used against Irish nationalists 

in Northern Ireland. The use of these powers reveals many of the local concerns of the 
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Unionist government, as well as providing an insight into how the government 

considered citizenship and loyalty in the wartime environment.  

 

UK-wide censorship 

 

After four years of planning, the Ministry of Information (MoI) was established on 5 

September 1939.2 It suffered from poor organisation, but the arrival of Brendan 

Bracken as Minister of Information in July 1941, after the resignation of three separate 

ministers since the department’s inception, brought some stability. Under his 

stewardship, the department began to take the shape it was to maintain until its closure 

following the surrender of Japan.3 The early teething problems affected the operation 

of press censorship, which suffered from poor relations with the armed forces from 

the outset.4 Press censorship was separated from the MoI in October 1939, but was 

reintegrated in April the following year.5 These restructures, coupled with a high 

turnover of senior staff, meant that press censorship policy and structures in the UK 

did not attain a degree of stability until late 1940. 

Prior to the outbreak of the Second World War, a system of controlling 

sensitive information was already in place in the UK. This voluntary system was 

known as the Defence Notice (or D-Notice) system, and was an agreement between 

the British press and the Westminster government for the former not to publish 

material that was detrimental to public security.6 The D-Notice system had no direct 

legal authority nor any association with any of the several Acts of Parliament dealing 

with national security.7 During the war, significant aspects of this system were 

incorporated in the MoI. The system of issuing D-Notices to the press was maintained, 

but now the Admiralty, War Office and Air Ministry had exclusive rights over 
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deciding what should not be published.8 Most announcements by the service 

departments were censored prior to release, but aside from the compulsory censorship 

of practically all press material leaving Britain and Ireland (later restricted to material 

leaving Great Britain, even to Northern Ireland), submission to censorship remained 

voluntary.9 There was no legal requirement for newspapers to send controversial 

stories to the censor prior to publication. Even if a newspaper sent a story to the censor, 

there was no legal compulsion for the newspapers to accept any decision made on that 

story.10 All newspapers published in the UK were, however, still subject to the 

Defence Regulations set out under the Emergency Powers (Defence) Act 1939. These 

regulations applied to all citizens in the UK, and Regulation 3 concerned information 

control. The stipulations of the regulation were broad: an individual could be 

prosecuted for obtaining or communicating any information that was detrimental to 

the war effort. This included details of military craft or equipment, operations, 

fortifications, prisoners of war, and any other information which ‘would or might be 

directly or indirectly useful to an enemy.’11 

At the start of the war press censorship was intended to ban material of military 

use to the enemy, although the word ‘military’ was broadly defined.12 According to 

McLaine, ‘as Defence Regulation 3 referred solely to information of military value, 

censors had no right to interfere with opinion, comment, speculation or matter which 

the enemy might find useful in his propaganda’.13 But if a person or an institution was 

found guilty of having contravened Regulation 3, they could face up to three months 

imprisonment and/or a £100 fine (on summary conviction) or up to two years 

imprisonment and/or a £500 fine (on conviction on indictment).14 A ‘passed by censor’ 

stamp on an article offered protection against prosecution under the Defence 
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Regulations, even if that story were later found to have been of use to the enemy.15 It 

was therefore in the interests of the newspapers themselves to send material to the 

censor in order to avoid the possibility of prosecution. The director of the Censorship 

branch George Pirie Thomson believed this system worked well: his memoirs state 

that only four newspapers ever had legal action taken against them under the Defence 

Regulations (none of which were in Northern Ireland), and from the approximately 

400,000 separate issues of newspapers printed during the war, around 650,000 stories 

were submitted to the press censor.16  

As the war continued, however, the British government’s press censorship 

powers were expanded. In May 1940 the British parliament passed Defence 

Regulation 2C, which allowed the government to charge and prosecute a publication 

that was ‘calculated to foment opposition to the war’, although only with the assent of 

the Attorney General.17 When Germany invaded the Netherlands shortly afterwards, 

the government decided that these powers were insufficient. Parliament passed 

Defence Regulation 2D, which allowed the head of the Home Office to suppress any 

anti-war publication immediately without legal process. Whether a publication was 

anti-war was ultimately up to the discretion of the Home Secretary, and it was not long 

until he made use of his new powers.18  

In early 1941 two communist newspapers were banned through Regulation 2D. 

According to Curran, this route was preferred to Regulation 2C ‘partly because the 

government feared that it might lose the case and partly because, as a private 

memorandum from the Home Secretary explained, a lawsuit would provide the Daily 

Worker with “a good opportunity for propaganda against what it would describe as the 

government’s effort to “gag” the press”.’19 In late 1942 the British government 

attempted to apply further pressure to two other left-wing papers to convince them to 

soften their criticism of the government, despite them having strongly pro-war 

stances.20 This government pressure, Curran argues, was essentially political, and in 
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March 1942 resulted in a confrontation between the British government and the Daily 

Mirror, the government’s principal critic. When the government attempted to interpret 

Defence Regulation 2D to allow them to ban pro-war papers that, they believed, 

undermined the war effort through extensive criticism of the government, a significant 

amount of protest from cross-bench MPs and the British press followed. This push-

back against the Daily Mirror’s suppression essentially ended the government’s 

ability to censor their domestic press for political reasons (although many papers did 

temper their criticisms of the government subsequently), and resulted in the lifting of 

the ban on the Daily Worker in mid-1942.21 Therefore, while the British government 

had tendencies towards political censorship, they had limited success, and were 

ultimately defeated by well-organised public resistance. As will be demonstrated 

below, the Northern Irish government’s attempts at political censorship were 

somewhat more successful.  

The Defence Regulations applied to Northern Ireland, but provincial papers 

had difficulty staying in contact with the MoI. Every newspaper that had a London 

correspondent would have used that correspondent to keep in touch with the 

censorship, but it seems that of the Northern Irish newspapers, only The Northern 

Whig, the Belfast Telegraph and the Belfast News Letter maintained London offices.22 

At a meeting between MoI personnel and Northern Irish government officials in June 

1939 the difficulties of introducing UK-wide censorship measures to Northern Ireland 

were discussed, most notably a general absence of teleprinter [text-only transmission 

machines] communication between local newspapers and London. While the MoI did 

not intend to have local censors at this point, they thought that a press officer 

representing their ministry could be installed in the Ulster Office (the Northern Ireland 

government’s representative in the UK, hereafter referred to as UO) in London.23 It 

was proposed that newspapers that did not have a London office would send articles 

from a central teleprinter in Belfast to the UO, who would have it censored by the MoI 

and returned to the sender.24 But this system was soon abandoned, and no replacement 

was proposed. On 20 June 1939 it was agreed that Northern Irish newspapers would 
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send their material directly to the MoI, but how they would do so without a teleprinter 

was not discussed.25 

The question of who would prosecute newspapers under the Defence 

Regulations was also raised at this meeting: ‘Commander Pim said it would be the 

Ministry of Information acting through the Chief Crown Solicitor, and Mr. Scales 

[Assistant Secretary to the Ministry of Home Affairs] pointed out that in any event 

there were ample powers under the Civil Authorities (Special Powers) Act to ensure 

that the Northern Ireland press should not print in war time [sic] anything that would 

be detrimental to the security of the province.’26 The use of the CASPAs as a 

mechanism of wartime censorship is not mentioned elsewhere in the documents 

concerning Defence Regulation censorship. The CASPAs were originally introduced 

to prevent local disorder, so that representatives of the Ministry of Home Affairs (HA) 

were willing to use them for wartime information censorship suggests a flexibility 

with regards to the purpose to which they put these wide-ranging powers.  

In September 1939, the Northern Irish government encountered a paradox 

when discussing the security problems their border with Éire presented. At a heads of 

departments meeting there was general agreement that ‘complete censorship control 

was particularly necessary here as the danger of leakage of information of value to the 

enemy was probably greater in Northern Ireland than anywhere else in the United 

Kingdom.’27 But when the head of the UO consulted with the MoI it was agreed that 

it was ‘impracticable to close or control channels of communication from Great Britain 

to Eire’ due to the volume of traffic over it.28 The border presented a contradiction, 

one recognised by C.R. Eakins of the Northern Irish Cabinet Secretariat: ‘from a point 

of view of leakage, Northern Ireland is more vulnerable than other parts of the United 

Kingdom, but in my view the considerations which give rise to this opinion really 

suggest that censorship in Northern Ireland would be more or less futile.’29  

If Northern Ireland could not control the border it shared with Éire, what use 

would the introduction of censorship serve? A representative from the MoI visited 
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Northern Ireland in September 1939, and concluded that because Éire newspapers 

were ‘uncensored’, they would have a competitive advantage over local unionist 

newspapers if they were subject to UK-wide censorship.30 This, coupled with the 

openness of the border, meant that for the moment ‘no useful purpose would be served 

in establishing censorship in Northern Ireland’.31 A relatively pragmatic, if somewhat 

unusual (and perhaps unfair), situation was therefore allowed to exist in order to keep 

the people of Northern Ireland reading domestic newspapers: the newspapers would 

not be subject to censorship, but still be theoretically liable for prosecution under the 

UK-wide Defence Regulations. It was hoped that the planned establishment of the 

Regional Information Office in the next few months would encourage an ‘indirect 

voluntary censorship’ by creating a situation where newspapers were given stories 

when they behaved well.32 As the war continued, however, some of the Northern Irish 

press remained unhappy with the influx of Éire papers into their market, and in 

October 1939 the London editors of the Belfast dailies lobbied the MoI to see if they 

could impose British censorship standards on papers coming over the border.33 This 

lobbying may have been more driven by business than censorship concerns, however, 

as Donal Ó Drisceoil has shown that Éire’s censorship was, if not necessarily more 

restrictive, less subtle than that in the UK.34 

 The Northern Irish Government Press Office (GPO), which began its 

operations in January 1940, had no power to censor the press and did not have an 

official link to the MoI until May.35 For the first eight months of the Second World 

War, there was no representative of the MoI, or its censorship branch, in Northern 

Ireland. This didn’t present a problem for the bigger papers in the country. In February 

1940, R.M. Sayers, editor of the Belfast Telegraph, told an Northern Irish government 

official that ‘when we wish to submit a story to the Censor, we can prepare a short 

summary, put it over the private wire to our London Office, and get it into the Censor’s 
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hands very quickly.’36 But the weekly newspapers in Northern Ireland had no method 

of contacting the MoI directly on a regular basis. A GPO report in August 1940 found 

that ‘owing to postal delays the smaller papers, which have no wire to London, are 

virtually debarred from submitting matter for official censorship.’37 According to the 

head of the UO, this resulted in some aspects of the press ‘playing for safety’ and not 

publishing the war news they were entitled to.38 Other papers were doing the opposite. 

A November 1940 report for the MoI noted that many papers published controversial 

material without submitting anything to censorship, running the risk of ‘including 

information of value to the enemy.’39  

 In an attempt to give these newspapers some guidance, in May 1940 J.L. 

Hayden was appointed by the MoI to be ‘Regional representative of the Press 

Censorship Bureau’ in Northern Ireland.40 Hayden’s primary responsibility was to 

make sure the local press were adhering to the D-notices while still printing permitted 

war-related material. He would be able to give advice to the local press but would ‘not 

have the authority to pass or stop matter officially’.41 Complaints surfaced quickly 

about this situation. The office of the Governor of Northern Ireland wrote to the 

Cabinet Secretary Robert Gransden in June arguing that it was ‘rather stupid that the 

representative of the Censorship bureau in Belfast has no power to undertake 

censorship functions, particularly as we are so far from London and there is a distinct 

possibility of a breakdown in communications.’42 In his reply, Gransden argued that 

‘very grave difficulties would arise in having individual Censors spread throughout 

the United Kingdom who might give varying interpretations to the Regulations’.43 Yet 

Gransden promised to pursue the issue, and sent a letter to his MoI contact asking 
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whether any more consideration had been given to devolving censorship powers to 

Hayden.44 

 Gransden never got a reply. Instead, in early August the MoI was considering 

bringing Hayden back to London because they did not think he had much work to do 

in Belfast.45 A report concluded that while weekly papers in Northern Ireland had no 

contact with the MoI, ‘only a few papers have taken advantage of the opportunity of 

submitting to Mr. Hayden for unofficial censorship’.46 Hayden himself said that the 

weekly papers were content to copy material straight from the dailies, and that when 

they doubted whether something should be published they simply left it out.47 This, 

according to Hayden, was proof that he was no longer required in Northern Ireland – 

an ironic argument, as a lack of regional engagement with the press censorship was 

originally used to justify his position.  

 Not only was Hayden not recalled but, in October 1940 the MoI decided to 

give him full censorship powers in line with a broader expansion of regional 

censorship, although he would not actually receive these powers until March 1941.48 

The MoI had recently begun explicitly scrutinising newspapers for violations, and 

were likely seeing the scale of provincial violations for the first time.49 The first 

German air raids in September 1940 also highlighted the possibility of a connection 

blackout between London and the rest of the UK following a heavy raid.50 In 

November, internal MoI correspondence suggested advisory censorship had not 

solved the problem of certain newspapers not publishing any war news while others 

frequently violated the Defence Regulations, and that the provincial press felt 

aggrieved at their inability to get material censored officially.51 Manchester was 

deemed most in need of a provincial censor, while Scotland (either Glasgow or 

Edinburgh), Belfast and Birmingham were identified as important but secondary 

locations.52 The main issue with devolved censorship was uniformity, a problem that 
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would be overcome through the installation of telephones and teleprinters in each 

regional office. 

 The plans for the Manchester office were put in motion first.53 The 

organisation and administration of the Manchester office was to be a template for the 

other offices. The Manchester office would have the same submission process as in 

London: ‘the newspaper representative would hand in his submission, it would be 

logged and censored, and censorship stamp would be put on it.’54 If the matter 

submitted were complex or difficult, the censor would send it to London. Articles 

would be submitted in triplicate: one for the regional censor, one for the MoI and the 

third would be returned to the editor with the corrections included. This was to allow 

the MoI to keep track of regional censorship decisions to ensure standardisation. 

Photographs still posed a problem. The regional censor’s office would not be equipped 

with telephoto machines [image transmission machines], only telephones and 

teleprinters. In contentious cases, the photograph would still have to be posted back to 

London. The editor of the Warrington Guardian told the MoI that his paper did not 

possess a teleprinter, and that any stories that needed to be censored would still need 

to be sent by post to the censor in Manchester (a difficulty that would clearly apply to 

small newspapers in Northern Ireland sending material to Belfast). A messenger 

system was proposed to alleviate this difficulty.55 

Censorship powers were devolved to Manchester on 1 February, Glasgow on 

1 March and Belfast in mid-March.56 Each office initially had four censors, one ‘Press 

Censor’ in charge with three ‘Assistant Press Censors’.57 Each office also had a 

shorthand typist, three clerks, three teleprinter operators and one or two messengers 

(presumably to facilitate collection of material from provincial papers).58 By August 

four new offices had been opened in Birmingham, Leeds, Cardiff and Bristol.59 The 

first report into their performance, performed in May 1940 by W.G.R. Wade, from the 
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Organisation branch of the MoI, was mixed. He found that regional censorship had 

‘partly satisfied’ both the problems of the publication of risky news and the 

unwillingness of provincial newspapers to publish material that they were entitled to. 

But many papers were still not making use of the censors available to them, as he 

discovered in Northern Ireland: 

 

A great many provincial papers are still publishing infringements and not 

submitting any material at all to censorship. Many local editors do not as yet 

seem to realise that they can submit to Local Units quite easily. When in 

Belfast I paid a visit to the ‘Downpatrick Recorder’ and the editor (who 

incidentally did not attend my meeting) did not know he could submit to 

Belfast, or how. He had published several major infringements through 

ignorance, as he found the Defence Notices difficult to master, and also 

thought that anything published in the Mornings and Evenings was quite all 

right to publish in his paper… I feel a great many weekly papers are doing the 

same thing, and in the interests of national security I think we ought to point 

out in our Scrutiny letters about infringements that there are facilities now in 

the particular Region for the Press to submit.60 

 

Apparently only half of the regional papers in Belfast and Manchester were making 

use of their censor, and censors were advised to inform offending papers of the 

existence of their local censor when rebuking them.61  

But once local papers were made aware of the local censor, the amount of work 

for each regional censorship office increased. Belfast, Manchester and Glasgow 

together processed 84 articles a day in April 1940, 194 articles a day for the week 

ending 10 May, and as many as 233 articles on a single peak day on 8 May.62 The 

volume of regional articles submitted to the censors in London, however, did not 

decrease.63 An internal report noted that nearly all the material being processed by the 

regional censor was ‘new work’, meaning that those papers that had previously 
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submitted directly to London were still doing so.64 Regardless, Wade’s figures for 

submission to the regional censors suggest an increasing reliance on the service, and 

many local editors expressed gratitude to Wade for his office’s work. Many of the 

provincial papers did not have a decent grasp of what was permitted under the Defence 

Regulations, so ended up submitting articles that were full of violations. While rush 

periods often resulted in the fourth censor being brought in from his day off, on slower 

days, Wade suggested that the regional censors be used as local scrutiny officers, to 

ease the amount of work for the Scrutiny Section in London. The Chief Press Censor 

was also responsible for liaising with the local RIO and government departments, 

instructing them on what was permissible, something they were not required or 

encouraged to do when they only had advisory powers.65 

 Despite Wade reporting a high workload for the regional censors, in July 1941 

reports began circulating that some of the regional offices would be shut down, as 

senior MoI officials thought that they were financially unfeasible.66 The Newspaper 

and Periodical Emergency Council sprung to the defence of the Regional Censorship 

Units, and gathered the opinions of approximately 250 regional newspaper editors 

from the seven districts covered by the censorship.67 William Will, the author, 

summarised the content of the letters: 

 

Generally these letters show that whereas during the present absence of serious 

dislocation of traffic - phone, telegram and rail - the provincial morning and 

evening newspapers with offices in London find it often as convenient to send 

their matter direct to London, weekly newspapers without the facilities of their 

morning and evening contemporaries, and dependent entirely upon local 

censorship, have heard of the possible curtailment of the work of the Unit with 

dismay. Even the editors of mornings and evenings are greatly concerned 

about their position when winter comes and serious raiding is again almost 

certain. 
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The conclusion that I have come to is that if there is any interference with the 

establishments at the Censorship Branches, dangerous risks will be taken by 

many editors in publishing matter without submission at all, rather than miss 

their editions because of the delay caused by submission in London.68 

 

According to Will, Northern Ireland’s geographical position alone made it 

‘imperative’ that the censorship unit remained, especially if a severe air raid disrupted 

telegraphic communication.69 Some Northern Irish newspapers were not content to 

have Will speak on their behalf. Both the Belfast Telegraph and The Banbridge 

Chronicle Press contacted the MoI directly.70 The Belfast Telegraph, writing on behalf 

of the Ulster Associated Press, stressed that the postal delays in sending material to 

London before the establishment of the Regional Censorship Unit were unbearable.71 

In the end, the Belfast branch saw no reduction of staff.72 Most of the documentation 

for the Belfast censorship office ends at this point, but in a review of the performance 

of the MoI in Northern Ireland at the end of the war it is suggested that the censorship 

office continued its work throughout the war with no interruption, and was presumably 

closed when the war ended.73 

 The introduction of UK-wide censorship to Northern Ireland is revealing in 

several respects. It provides an insight into the difficulties governments encountered 

when expanding their state power into their geographical peripheries. Concerns over 

standardisation primarily hindered the expansion of censorship to the regions of the 

UK, and this encouraged the introduction of advisory censorship in Northern Ireland. 

When direct censorship was introduced to Belfast it was done so with various 

safeguards against variation in the censorship directives. In some ways, this insistence 

on consistency was counter-productive: by refusing to countenance the expansion of 

censorship powers earlier in the war, regional papers continued to publish material in 

flagrant violation of the Defence Regulations. The introduction of UK-wide 
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censorship to Northern Ireland also demonstrates some of the unique aspects of that 

state’s existence within the UK. Concerns over the porous border with Éire prompted 

questions about what function censorship would serve in Northern Ireland, a question 

that was in many ways dodged during the war. 

 

The Civil Authorities (Special Powers) Acts 

 

The early years of the Northern Irish state were characterised by severe political and 

social unrest following the Government of Ireland Act in 1920.74 Between January 

and March 1922 there were eighty-three murders in Belfast alone, none of which had 

resulted in prosecution.75 To restore order the Unionist government introduced the 

1922 CASPA. The act contained comprehensive powers of arrest and detention. In its 

first article, the act granted the Minister for Home Affairs the power to ‘take all such 

steps and issue all such orders as may be necessary for preserving the peace and 

maintaining order.’76 The act gave HA power to create new regulations, subject to the 

exclusive approval of the Attorney General and effectively immune from 

parliamentary veto.77 The act was renewed every year until 1928, when it was 

extended for a further five years. In 1933 the Northern Irish government made the 

statute indefinite, with minor amendments introduced in 1943.78  

  The CASPAs were one of the most controversial aspects of Unionist 

governance in Northern Ireland, and their repeal was one of the driving forces of the 

1970s civil rights marches in Northern Ireland.79 Laura K. Donohue has produced the 

only comprehensive analysis of the acts to date.80 Peter Martin has comparatively 

assessed the operation of censorship in Northern Ireland and Ireland from 1922 to 

1939, including extensive analysis of the operation of the CASPAs in this period, but 
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no detailed work has been done on the utilisation of the CASPAs during the Second 

World War.81  

The CASPAs were wide-ranging in their scope, and the powers of detention, 

internment, curfew, censorship, and search and seizure granted by them were deployed 

extensively by the Unionist government between 1922 and 1972. According to 

Donohue, ‘The Minister for Home Affairs, and members of the police force acting at 

his discretion, bore virtually unlimited power to search for and to seize contraband and 

to detain those suspected of subversive activity.’82 These measures appear to have 

been highly effective in the five months following the introduction of the act in 1922, 

drastically reducing the number of politically motivated murders in Northern Ireland.83 

Significant Unionist government figures, including the Minister for Home Affairs, 

believed that the acts were largely responsible for ensuring Northern Ireland’s 

continued existence.84 Despite declining levels of political violence from 1923 

onwards, the acts were retained. The value of the acts as a deterrent, as opposed to 

being necessary for the suppression of on-going armed resistance, became the main 

method of justifying their retention. Donohue notes this shift in justification: ‘while 

the rationale for enacting the legislation in 1922 was based on a need to establish law 

and order, in 1933 the government argued that it was precisely because the North was 

tranquil that the legislation should be made permanent.’85  

In terms of press censorship, Regulation 26 of the CASPAs stated that ‘The 

civil authority may by notice prohibit the circulation of any newspaper for any 

specified period, and any person circulating or distributing such newspaper within 

such specified period shall be guilty of an offence against these regulations.’86 In 1943 

this regulation was expanded to include other printed material. These powers allowed 
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the Minister for Home Affairs to ban a publication until the end of the calendar year. 

Most bans, however, were simply reissued in late December, meaning that prohibition 

of any newspaper under the CASPAs generally put the targeted newspaper out of 

business indefinitely.87 According to Donohue, these bans were almost never lifted 

until it was believed that the targeted publication was out of circulation, when the bans 

were allowed to lapse.88 The bans fulfilled a variety of purposes. Most obviously, they 

removed from circulation subversive literature. But banning newspapers also 

facilitated the arrest of persons suspected of subversive activities for, as Martin notes, 

it was ‘easier to charge a suspect with possession of seditious literature than to prove 

sedition.’89 

Between 1939 and 1945, seven additional publications (on top of the nine that 

had their bans perpetually renewed) were prohibited under the CASPAs: the Irish 

Workers’ Weekly (IWW), Red Hand, Derry Journal, The Critic, The Sentry, Orange 

Terror and Irish Freedom. All of these papers, on the surface, fit the standard profile 

of publications banned in the pre-war period, for all of them expressed sympathy with 

republicanism (violent or non-violent), and three of them (IWW, Red Hand and Irish 

Freedom) were explicitly socialist. Yet despite the publications superficially fitting 

the profile of those banned in peace-time conditions in Northern Ireland, it will be 

demonstrated in this chapter that, aside from The Sentry and The Critic, these papers 

would probably not have been banned if not for the domestic pressures caused by the 

Second World War in Northern Ireland. The security consequences of the war were 

complex for the Unionist government, and as such HA deployed its powers of 

suppression against publications and organisations that had largely escaped their reach 

prior to 1939. Intricately involved in the process of prohibition was the Royal Ulster 

Constabulary (RUC), and through the operation of the CASPAs it is possible to gain 

an insight into the nuances of the power relationship between the Northern Irish police 

force and the ministry that directed it.  

It will be also be demonstrated through the case of The Ulster Protestant that 

internationally embarrassing and potentially destabilising unionist newspapers were 

given far more leeway than their Irish nationalist counterparts. This imbalance in the 
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application of the CASPAs during the Second World War provides an insight into how 

Unionist governments perceived citizenship in Northern Ireland. In deciding to censor 

certain publications the government was asserting that those opinions were not 

permissible in Northern Irish society, and that those who made them were doing so 

criminally.  

 

The suppression of communism and socialism 

 

Communism in Ireland underwent many transformations between its introduction and 

the Second World War. The Communist Party of Ireland was established in October 

1921, and was to undergo many changes of personnel and structural transformations 

in the years that followed.90 The party that existed from 1933 until 1941 was in fact 

the second Communist Party of Ireland (CPI), and Sean Murray acted as the 

organisation’s general secretary.91 The Dublin branch of the CPI (the only branch left 

in Éire) was dissolved in July 1941, and its members joined the Labour Party.92 The 

Belfast branch (the CPI had been an all-Ireland organisation) continued to operate 

throughout the war, and from 1942 was known as the Communist Party of Northern 

Ireland (CPNI).93 Both the CPI and the CPNI had connections to the Comintern until 

the Comintern’s dissolution in 1943.94 During this period, other socialist organisations 

wished to spread their message to Northern Ireland. The Connolly Association was 

based in London, but was interested in Northern Irish affairs and circulated its 

newspaper there. This association was comprised largely of Irish emigrants in Great 

Britain and, while it had no official connection with international communism, it was 

sympathetic to communist aims.95 
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Communism was also a target of the CASPAs.96 Communist organisations, 

however, were not simply prosecuted for their international communist connections. 

Irish communism was often affiliated with the Northern state’s traditional enemy, Irish 

republicanism. Donal Ó Drisceoil highlighted the overlap between the (numerically 

insignificant) members of the CPI and the IRA in the early 1920s.97 The CPI’s 

interactions with the IRA continued on and off until the Nazi invasion of Russia in 

1941.98 In 1934 the Northern Irish government banned a meeting of the Irish 

Unemployed Workers’ Movement because the event was likely to be supported by a 

range of republican and socialist organisations, including the CPI.99 This relationship 

was often strained, however, and over the course of the 1920s and 1930s members of 

the IRA varied between supporting socialism and hostility towards communism. The 

Unionist government disliked socialism for reasons beyond their occasional affiliation 

with republicanism. Aaron Edwards has argued that during the inter-war period ‘the 

regime tirelessly stressed the need for ethnic loyalty and actively sought to erect 

bollards against the political opposition from the Independent Unionist and Labour 

forces’, an argument explored more recently in C.J.V. Loughlin’s Labour and the 

politics of disloyalty in Belfast.100  

The communist and socialist bodies in Northern Ireland during the war 

distributed a variety of publications. From April 1939 until November 1941, the CPI 

published IWW. Following its suppression under the CASPAs in April 1941, the CPNI 

began publishing Red Hand (but continued circulating IWW in Éire). This newspaper 

was also banned through the CASPAs in November that year. The CPNI began 

publishing Unity in 1942, which was not interfered with by the Northern Irish 

government. Throughout the course of the war the Connolly Association published its 

monthly newsletter, Irish Freedom (later Irish Democrat). While it was banned in 

Northern Ireland from early 1939 until 1946, it continued to operate throughout the 

rest of the UK, Éire and parts of the British Empire during the war. 
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Irish Freedom 

 

The Connolly Association was formed in 1938 out of the remains of the London 

branch of the Republican Congress. The association’s primary function was to 

promote socialist and republican ideals among the Irish diaspora in England. Many of 

its members were former or active communists.101 Prominent members like Charles 

Desmond Greaves, who was to become the editor of the association’s newspaper Irish 

Freedom in 1959, were simultaneously attending communist meetings and working 

for the Connolly Association in the 1940s.102 Despite close affiliations with active 

communists, the Connolly Association does not seem to have had official links with 

the Comintern.103 According to some of its later publicity, the Connolly Association 

was founded under the principle ‘that the interests of the Irish in Britain as Irishmen 

are in no way contrary to their interests as workers.’ The same pamphlet harked 

heavily back to the namesake of the association, James Connolly, who allegedly 

believed that ‘the struggle for Irish independence and the struggle for socialism and 

the betterment of the workers in Ireland are not contradictory but complementary.’104 

In the January 1939 inaugural editorial of their monthly newspaper, Irish Freedom, 

the editor Pat Dooley recalled the various Irish Freedoms that had existed over the last 

century, all of which had inevitably been shut down by the governments under which 

they existed. The new newspaper was launched on an explicitly anti-partitionist 

platform, and criticised the presence of ‘British Imperialists [sic] in Ireland’. Yet the 

publication also called for the ‘Irish imperialists’ to be ‘thrown out of power’, so that 

‘a Republic of the people may flourish’.105 

Unsurprisingly, given the republican overtones of the newspaper’s agenda, 

Irish Freedom eventually came to the attention of HA. Another publication called Irish 

Freedom was already on their prohibited list.106 After some deliberation on whether 
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the ban on the previous title with the same name was enough to suppress the new one, 

and speculation as to whether a ban might give the newspaper more publicity than it 

was worth, the newspaper was eventually labelled a ‘poisonous rag’ by an unidentified 

figure within HA and given a prohibition order on March 1939, only two months after 

its first issue was published.107 Irish Freedom’s lament over the suppression of its self-

appointed predecessors was prophetic, at least for the newspaper’s fate in Northern 

Ireland.  

But Irish Freedom was published in London, and its main audience was Irish 

emigrants in Great Britain. Therefore the ban does not appear to have had a significant 

impact on the newspaper’s circulation. Dooley, the editor, does not seem to have 

become aware of the publication’s suppression until July 1942 when he requested that 

Richard Dawson Bates (Minister for Home Affairs) lift the ban.108 For, since the 

issuing of the original ban, Russia had entered the war on the side of the Allies, and 

Dooley felt ‘confident that the role our newspaper can play in uniting all Irishmen in 

the struggle against fascism will be appreciated by the Government of Northern 

Ireland at the present time’.109 E. Gilfillan, a county inspector writing on behalf of the 

Inspector General of the RUC, saw no reason for continuing the ban, noting that while 

its change of tone was ‘solely [due] to Russia’s becoming involved in the war’, the 

publication appeared to have ‘disassociated itself from the IRA’.110 He did not think 

that its circulation would have a ‘subversive effect’ in Northern Ireland, and he 

therefore suggested that the ban be allowed to lapse.111 Dawson Bates was not to be 

swayed. An unknown civil servant in HA annotated Gilfillan’s letter stating that, at 

least according to the content of the August 1942 issue, they could see no reason to 

remove the ban.112 It is not hard to see why HA was uncomfortable with the 

publication: the August edition in question featured an article on Theobald Wolfe Tone 

(reinterpreted as a socialist hero) and, perhaps more damagingly, a large spread about 

gerrymandering in Northern Ireland.113 The ban ultimately stayed in place.  
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Irish Freedom was still allowed to circulate throughout Éire, Great Britain, and 

the rest of the British Empire as it contained a censorship permit from the MoI.114 Its 

contents were clearly not deemed to be a security risk by the British censor. The ban 

came under criticism in the Stormont senate, during which the Irish nationalist senator 

Thaddeus Lynch accused the government of censoring the newspaper on essentially 

political grounds: 

 

The paper has been publishing short articles on gerrymandering in the Six 

Counties, on the penalising of Catholic ex-Service men, and on the failure of 

the Northern Government to build any cottages under the Labourers Acts since 

1921. This must be the real reason for the paper being banned in this area, 

because it is permitted to circulate in England… This periodical is published 

in support of the war effort, and contains nothing seditious against the British 

Government.115 

 

Yet Lynch was not given an explanation for the ban on the publication, nor was one 

given to Dooley during his repeated requests for information in the final years of the 

war. Further HA internal communications (in addition to the observations of Gilfillan 

earlier in the war) suggested to the minister that the newspaper was no more 

objectionable than others circulating freely in Northern Ireland. But the minister 

continued to overwrite their concerns and maintain the ban, as did his successors.116 

The copies of Irish Freedom available from the HA files in this period 

occasionally have red pencil marks written next to articles that could be offensive to 

the government. The author of the red lines did not leave a signature or indication of 

their identity, but the newspaper was sent to HA by Gilfillan. When previously sending 

on potentially seditious newspapers, Gilfillan would often use phrases such as ‘In view 

of the subversive nature of the articles contained therein’.117 It seems likely that 

Gilfillan, or another individual within the RUC, marked the newspapers beforehand 
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in order to draw HA’s attention to articles that may have warranted prohibition of the 

newspaper. In the case of Irish Freedom none of the highlighted articles explicitly 

advocated armed action against the Northern Irish government. For example, one 

highlighted article simply pointed out methods that could be used to defeat Unionists 

through democratic means.118 That such content was circled suggests that HA may 

have been willing to suppress the paper for political, as opposed to security, reasons. 

It is worth noting, however, that while Irish Freedom never openly endorsed violent 

rejection of the Northern Irish state, one of the issues that HA consulted when deciding 

to ban the paper may have mistakenly given that impression. The February 1939 

edition, one of those used in the original justification for banning the newspaper, 

contained coverage of the IRA’s London bombings that ultimately blamed the British 

government and the existence of Northern Ireland for the violence.119 The paper 

printed a clarification article on the cover of their next edition which noted that ‘the 

cause of Irish unity and freedom can never be achieved by the methods of 

terrorism.’120  

After Russia’s entry into the war, the newspaper’s attitude towards the British 

and Northern Irish governments softened significantly, and the newspaper ran a 

headline in January 1942 advocating ‘friendly neutrality’ towards the Allies by Éire.121 

Yet the Northern Irish government continued to ban Irish Freedom regardless. In 1945 

Flann Campbell, the new editor of the newspaper under its new name, Irish Democrat, 

appealed for the ban’s removal after the war: ‘the conditions under which the ban was 

made no longer apply. The world is now at peace, prospects of more friendly relations 

between Eire, Britain and Northern Ireland are greater than they were five years 

ago’.122 He believed that the special circumstances caused by wartime conditions had 

resulted in the ban being maintained. It would seem he was correct, for the ban on 

Irish Democrat was allowed to expire at the end of 1945, and it resumed circulation 

in Northern Ireland in January 1946.123 During the Second World War, the Northern 

Irish government was evidently more sensitive to political criticism.  
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The maintenance of the ban is as revealing about the succession of Northern 

Irish governments as the fact that it was banned in the first place. Following Operation 

Barbarossa the Irish Freedom/Democrat actively campaigned for Northern Irish 

involvement in the war. Just as the editors were able to justify James Connolly’s 

participation in the 1916 Easter Rising as a means to an end (‘he co-operated with the 

nationalists in order to obtain a stage on the road to socialism’), they were similarly 

able to justify supporting the Allies in the eradication of fascism (‘No freedom for 

Ireland while the rest of Europe is enslaved’).124 But the newspaper did not stop 

criticising the Northern Irish government for its mistreatment of the Irish nationalist 

community, and the pencilled markings on the holdings of the newspapers in HA’s 

files suggest that these criticisms were the probable reason for the maintenance of the 

ban. It is significant that three separate ministers for home affairs signed off on the 

renewal of the ban, a clear indication that the continued suppression of this paper was 

not simply the whim of Dawson Bates, a noted hardliner within his governments.125 

The prohibition of politically problematic (but pro-war) newspapers was a matter of 

broader Unionist HA policy, not simply the consequence of a single over-zealous 

minister. It should not be overlooked, however, that the British government attempted 

to maintain bans on similar communist publications during the Second World War, 

and were only prevented from doing so by large-scale public opposition.  

 

Irish Workers’ Weekly 

 

The first edition of IWW was published in Dublin on 22 April 1939. IWW was the 

official publication of the CPI, taking over the role previously occupied by Workers’ 

Voice.126 In its inaugural edition, the editor Sean Murray declared the newspaper’s role 

to be ‘organising the working and the workless, North and South, in the battle for their 

rights’, seeking to ultimately ‘unite the people north and south of the Border [sic], 

regardless of creed, to this end.’127 In an early article written by ‘Apollo’ about 

working conditions in Northern Ireland, ‘British Imperialism’, as well as ‘its tool, 
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Craigavonism’, was identified as the greatest enemy of the workers.128 James Craig 

and his government were described as ‘semi-fascists’, without whom ‘North and 

South could find an honourable and peaceful solution to the division of Ireland’.129 In 

July 1939, the newspaper saw an additional utility in the ending of partition: ‘National 

unity would be a powerful gain to the Irish Labour movement and would strengthen 

the whole democratic front in western Europe in opposition to the designs of German 

and Italian fascism.’130 The newspaper’s stance towards fascism was to be 

complicated by the Molotov-Ribbentrop pact in August 1939. The Comintern had not 

informed any international communist parties of Russia’s intention to seek a peace 

agreement with Nazi Germany.131 IWW were still publishing anti-German material in 

the weeks leading up to the pact (including an article called ‘Nazis can never be our 

allies’).132 The pact caused an abrupt revision of its editorial policy, and in subsequent 

weeks the newspaper ran headlines stating that the Soviet Union was trying to 

maintain peace on the continent.133 

From the start of the war until Germany invaded the Soviet Union, IWW 

presented an overwhelmingly negative attitude towards the war. They published 

cartoons claiming that capitalism and money were solely responsible for the war, and 

that Soviet intervention in eastern Poland was designed to ‘save minorities’.134 The 

newspaper frequently ran anti-war columns, and republished Comintern communiques 

on the subject verbatim. These communiques identified the war as ‘imperialist’, 

‘capitalist’ and undertaken for the benefit of ‘profiteers and freebooters’.135 The 

newspaper’s cynicism towards the causes and perpetrators of the war extended to 

Northern Ireland. The supposed irony of the Northern Irish government advocating 

the fight against fascism while restricting civil liberties domestically was highlighted 

in October 1939: 
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It may safely be presumed that the Government of Lord Craigavon is also out 

for a fight to a finish, for the right of the national independence of nations, and 

unrestricted democratic freedom. But the people of Derry, Tyrone, Fermanagh, 

in fact the entire populace of the Six-counties, are not suffering from an 

overdose of civil liberty themselves, and haven’t been for many long years. 

With the Imperialists, charity, evidently, begins abroad!136 

 

This article, while sharply critical of the Northern Irish government, should not have 

come within the remit of the CASPAs. Indeed, other, higher profile Dublin 

newspapers that highlighted the subjugation of the Irish nationalist minority were not 

prohibited in Northern Ireland. In April 1940, Irish Press published an editorial noting 

the Northern Irish government’s ‘desire not to be outdone in championing the cause 

of Europe’s oppressed nations’ while trying to complete ‘the awkward task of 

persuading the world into regarding six Irish counties as a free and contented part of 

Great Britain.’137  

IWW did, however, occasionally implicitly endorse violent rebellion in Ireland. 

An article on 13 January 1940 made positive reference to the physical-force republican 

tradition. Under the title ‘The present war and Ireland’s opportunity’, author Aodh 

Dearg (likely a pen-name, given the socialist implications of the translation ‘Red Fire’) 

placed the Second World War within the context of republican violence during 

previous British conflicts. Dearg stressed that the rebellions of Wolfe Tone, the Young 

Irelanders and 1916 were performed while the British were involved in continental 

wars.138 It was in this context that Dearg noted that ‘Once again the British Empire 

finds itself at war! Ireland has yet to gain her freedom… The existence of the Irish 

Communist Party assures that British Imperialism’s difficulties will once again be 

taken advantage of.’139 This ‘advantage’ was in fact organised strike resistance within 

the war industries in an attempt to remove Northern Ireland from the Second World 

War and achieve a united Ireland, not violence. But the tone of the article implied that 

violence against British power in Ireland was not only justified, but ‘glorious’.140 The 
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author was most likely trying to garner republican enthusiasm for the CPI by placing 

it within the well-established physical-force tradition. 

It was not Dearg’s article that got IWW banned. Instead it was the republication 

of the 1916 proclamation on 23 March 1940 that was caught by the RUC.141 In the 

copy of IWW available in the HA files, as was the case with Irish Freedom, red pencil 

marks have been written next to articles that were presumably deemed offensive to the 

Unionist government. Stories on gerrymandering, anti-war protests and the effects of 

the war on employment are all marked with a red asterisk.142 A reproduction of the 

1916 proclamation of the Irish Republic on the front cover is surrounded by multiple 

red lines.143 In the case of IWW, Gilfillan specifically highlighted the republication of 

the Irish proclamation to HA, but did not comment on its significance.144 The clear 

insinuation, however, is that the content was sufficient to consider a prohibition order. 

‘The newspaper is printed and published in Dublin and is used largely as a medium 

for the propagation of subversive doctrines’, stated one piece of internal 

correspondence.145 The subversive doctrines in question were republicanism and 

communism, and it is apparent that expression of either of these doctrines was 

considered an act of subversion itself. It was recommended to Dawson Bates that the 

newspaper should be banned based on the aforementioned reasons and, on 8 April 

1940, the order was issued.146 

As the newspaper was published in Dublin, IWW was able to report on its own 

suppression. On 13 April 1940 the front-page headline read ‘Workers’ Weekly is 

Banned by Craigavon Junta’. The article argued:  

 

This latest act is the beginning of still further persecution and repression, 

directed against the movement of the working class. The Stormont autocracy 

senses the mounting volume of unrest with the ration cards, the exorbitant 

prices of the people’s needs, the inadequate wages, and on top of all, an 

unemployed army of 80,000… 
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…The ban on the ‘Workers’ Weekly’ is a blow directed against any surviving 

remnant of freedom of the Press and liberty of speech still retained in North-

East Ulster.147 

 

The newspaper clearly wanted its readership to see the ban as political suppression. 

Some Northern Irish labour organisations echoed this view. The Belfast & District 

Trades Union Council wrote to Dawson Bates in May arguing that ‘the freedom of the 

Press [sic] must be preserved, and where a section of the people are opposed to the 

present war, they should be given liberty to express their opposition, whilst 

conforming to the ordinary law on the matter.’148 That a body as significant as the 

Trades Union Council perceived the suppression to be essentially political is revealing 

about negative attitudes within the labour movement towards the Unionist 

government.  

Contrary to IWW’s headline two days earlier, on 15 April the Belfast branch 

of the CPI wrote to HA saying that they were ‘at a loss as to the reasons for this ban’ 

since they had ‘a paper circulating in Northern Ireland for close on ten years [the Irish 

Workers’ Voice and the Worker] without hindrance.’149 Dawson Bates informed his 

staff members that he did ‘not consider it incumbent on him to give any explanation 

of his action in the matter.’150 The CPI was therefore never informed of the reasons 

for its newspaper’s prohibition.  

 

Red Hand 

 

Despite the ban, the CPI was still determined to get its message to the Northern Irish 

public. IWW was replaced by Red Hand in Northern Ireland on 20 April 1940.151 This 

new newspaper was published by the Belfast committee of the CPI, and it continued 

the anti-British and anti-war tone of IWW.152 Its second issue (1 June 1940) was picked 

up by the RUC who suggested to HA that the articles therein were subversive enough 
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that a new order could be made against Red Hand.153 The HA records hold a copy of 

the issue, and it has red pencil marks similar to those on IWW. All of the highlighted 

material in this issue protested against the war in some way. One article entitled 

‘People of the six-counties manacled by new act’ critiqued the new Treachery Act 

passed in Westminster, claiming that the act ‘transformed Britain from a capitalist 

democracy to a dictatorship.’154 The article went on to note that ‘This new Act extends 

to the Six-Counties. The Special Powers Act, which is directed mainly at the 

Nationalist Minority, is now balanced up with this new measure. Now all sections of 

the population are tied, hand and foot, as affectively [sic] as the peoples of Germany, 

France and India.155 The publication evidently considered British domestic wartime 

legislation to be as oppressive as that exercised in Germany, and saw a clear 

equivalency between the emergency powers possessed in Westminster and Stormont. 

A line in another article was flagged by an exclamation mark, as well as being circled 

in red: it read ‘No Irishman must fire a shot in defence of Imperialism of any kind.’156 

That the paper was actively encouraging Irish men not to join the armed forces would 

have been highly problematic to the Northern Irish government given its low 

recruitment figures, as well as its failure to have conscription introduced to the 

province.157  

The RUC suggested that the newspaper be quickly suppressed using the 

CASPAs.158 But HA decided that because the newspaper was perceived to be ‘more 

hostile to the British war effort generally than to [the] local constitutional position’, 

F.M. Adams (the Northern Ireland Government Press Officer) should check whether 

there was any chance of a prosecution under the Defence Regulations.159 This type of 

prosecution, a civil servant within HA argued, ‘would have a more salutary effect than 

a simple ban under the C.A.S.P. Acts’.160 This ‘salutary effect’ of a Defence 

Regulation prosecution was later explained with greater clarity by the same civil 

servant: it ‘would have damped the ardour of the publishers much more successfully 
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than the plain ban which is all we can impose under the C.A.(S.P.) Act, and which 

merely results in the publication turning up a week or two later under a new title.’161 

Suppressions under the CASPAs were evidently not considered with the same 

seriousness as UK-wide prosecutions.  

Deferring a prosecution to the MoI would take significantly longer than 

suppressing the newspaper under the CASPAs. That HA were not concerned about 

this delay, and did not take the steps to prosecute it under the CASPAs in the 

meantime, suggests either that the newspaper did not pose a serious security risk, or 

that the Northern Irish government did not consider suppressions under the CASPAs 

to be particularly effective in suppressing publications. When the newspaper was 

eventually suppressed using the CASPAs, it was three months after the June issue was 

picked up by the RUC. The preference for a prosecution from Westminster also 

provides insights into HA’s attitude towards their position within the UK. Red Hand 

only circulated within Northern Ireland - there was no practical reason to have it 

banned UK-wide. A UK-wide prosecution was clearly designed to give the 

prosecution legitimacy, granting HA immunity from the accusations frequently 

levelled against it (in Red Hand and elsewhere) of biased application of the CASPAs. 

An Imperial prosecution could have also served to reinforce Northern Ireland’s 

position within the UK. 

HA asked the Government Press Officer to contact the MoI to see whether 

there was any possibility of a Defence Regulations prosecution.162 There is, however, 

no further correspondence regarding this suppression until September 1940, when the 

author of the original proposal that the newspaper be banned under the Defence 

Regulations noted: 

 

Since the June and early July issues the paper has seemed to be much more 

careful in its statements, and since its origin and main circulation is in the 

South, it seems to me more against the Eire Government than the Northern 

one. My feeling is that if the Eire Authorities can stand it we should not be 

more thin skinned, especially as recent issues have been so comparatively 

innocuous. I suggest, therefore, that no steps at present be taken to ban this 
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periodical which has no wide circulation in Northern Ireland and which is 

issued on behalf of a Party with several leaders but no members.163 

 

The comparison with Éire is noteworthy, and exposes a sense of rivalry that is not 

often seen explicitly elsewhere in the HA documents. Either way, the advice was 

disregarded by Dawson Bates, and a suppression order was issued against Red Hand 

in October 1940.164  

 

Sedition, HA, and the RUC 

 

As can be seen through the suppression of IWW and Red Hand, ‘sedition’ and 

‘subversion’ were malleable concepts. As demonstrated by the editor of IWW’s 

confusion over his paper’s suppression, it was difficult to predict what content would 

be regarded as unsuitable for publication by HA and the RUC. Indeed, both 

departments occasionally interpreted the same material differently. Reports by the 

RUC on communist meetings during the war provide good evidence of these differing 

perceptions on sedition.  

Police officers frequently attended the meetings of the Belfast branch of the 

CPI. Following each meeting monitored by the RUC, a full transcript of the officers’ 

report was sent back to HA by County Inspector E. Gilfillan, as well as a cover sheet 

containing Gilfillan’s opinion as to whether anything seditious had been said by the 

communists. For as long as the RUC attended communist wartime meetings in Belfast, 

from September 1939 until late 1940, Gilfillan never noted that anything seditious had 

been said at any of the meetings. Many of his cover letters specifically stated that 

‘Nothing of seditious nature was said.’165 Some of the letters, from September 1939 

onwards, also stated that nothing was said that could be in contravention of the 

Defence Regulations.166 

On 27 May 1940 Gilfillan sent a transcript of a communist meeting to HA. In 

the report, the speech of Thomas P. Watters (a frequent contributor to both IWW and 
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Red Hand) was recorded verbatim.167 The speech had a generally anti-fascist and anti-

imperialist tone, as did most of those given at the meetings, and criticism was made 

of a new range of Defence Regulations. Several sections of the report have red pencil 

highlighting certain passages, including one especially critical of Northern Ireland’s 

participation in the war: 

 

Now up to recently, people thought that they had good reasons for holding on 

to Britain but to-day [sic] this has been changed by the introduction of these 

Fascism [sic] measures in the British Parliament last week and the working 

people of Northern Ireland are faced with one or two alternatives either to 

continue their association with the Empire or that they throw in their lot with 

the working people of the rest of the country for a new Socialist Ireland.168 

 

The tone of the speech was clearly anti-partitionist, but it did not advocate violent or 

non-democratic means of attaining a united Ireland. Gilfillan stated in his cover letter 

that ‘Nothing of a seditious nature was said and everything passed over quietly.’169 

But in his response, E.W. Scales (the Assistant Secretary to HA) disagreed: 

 

I am afraid I would hardly subscribe under the present circumstances to what 

is said in the final paragraph of your letter that ‘nothing of a seditious nature 

was said’. The statement made by Comrade P. Watters seemed to me to be 

approaching very close to sedition at the present time.170 

 

It is in these ‘present circumstances’ that we can find one of the primary 

explanations of Northern Irish CASPAs censorship policy during the Second World 

War. The suppressions of IWW and Red Hand would not have normally occurred 

outside of wartime conditions – as seen through the publication of communist papers 

in Northern Ireland for a decade prior to IWW’s suppression. But the Northern Irish 

government was exceptionally sensitive to accusations that they were not pulling their 
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weight at times of national crisis, and these sensitivities could only have been 

heightened following the fall of France and the possibility of the British government 

negotiating an end to partition in return for Éire ending their neutrality.171  

After exploring whether the speakers could be prosecuted under the Defence 

Regulations (the Attorney General thought that they would have to wait until they said 

something worse, an assessment Gilfillan agreed with), HA eventually prosecuted one 

of the other speakers, Val Morahan, under the CASPAs for possessing seditious 

documents, and sentenced him two and a half years’ imprisonment.172 This episode, 

as well as the suppression of the communist newspapers, reveals an interesting 

dynamic in the power relations between HA and the RUC. As has been noted, Gilfillan 

would often send newspapers to HA recommending that action be taken against them. 

These newspapers would then be discussed within HA, with the pros and cons of 

suppressions weighed up between many of the (often unidentifiable) staff. Usually, an 

order would then be made against the offending paper, for once it was noticed by the 

RUC it was usually banned. This was the standard process by which a paper was 

suppressed under the CASPAs, but the example of Val Morahan’s prosecution reveals 

another aspect of this relationship. Not only was no recommendation made by the 

RUC that the speeches contained seditious material, but both the RUC and the 

Attorney General weighed up the possibility of a prosecution and advised against one. 

Yet Val Morahan was still imprisoned. The RUC were the domestic security experts 

in Northern Ireland - they were responsible for maintaining order in the province and 

intelligence gathering. That HA overwrote their recommendation suggests either that 

they were much more sensitive than the RUC to the potential security problems that 

an active communist movement in Northern Ireland could create, or that their 

deployment of the CASPAs against communist organisations had little to do with 

security.  

This prosecution supports Ellison and Smyth’s central theory in The Crowned 

Harp that, prior to 1969, the RUC became ‘a reliable and unquestioning instrument of 
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government policy’.173 Gilfillan’s recommendation was not for a prosecution, but the 

imprisonment order was carried out by the RUC who followed whatever directions 

were given to them from HA. They were, ultimately, an instrument of government 

policy, and without this instrument of government policy, according to Ellison and 

Smyth, ‘the Stormont regime could not have survived: policing was central to the very 

existence of the state and Protestant hegemony.’174  

 

The suppression of Irish nationalism and republicanism 

 

The systematic suppression of Irish Catholic nationalists, both politically and 

culturally, is a well-researched aspect of the Northern Irish state’s history. John Whyte 

has catalogued the variety of accusations of discrimination levelled against the 

Northern Irish government over the course of its existence, and demonstrates a 

complex picture that nevertheless contains significant levels of discrimination in 

electoral practices, public employment, and policing.175 Through the CASPAs, the 

Northern Irish government, and HA in particular, was armed with exceptionally 

powerful legislation through which to control domestic security. These measures were 

deployed almost exclusively against the minority population.176 

The general trend of deploying the CASPAs against the Irish nationalist 

minority in Northern Ireland applies to the use of Regulation 26. All of the 

publications banned prior to 1939 under Regulation 26 of the CASPAs had Irish 

nationalist sympathies. On 1 January 1939 prohibition orders were renewed for nine 

newspapers, all of which had an Irish nationalist or republican angle. Two more papers 

were suppressed prior to the outbreak of the Second World War: the aforementioned 

Irish Freedom (Irish nationalist/socialist) and The Sentry (physical force 

republican).177 Over the course of the war, five new publications (all of which had 

Irish nationalist sympathies) had prohibition orders made against them: IWW, Red 

Hand, The Critic, Orange Terror and the Derry Journal. The Critic fits very 
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comfortably under the target of the CASPAs, for it endorsed violent sedition against 

the Northern Irish state. There is therefore little to be understood by analysing its 

suppression in depth, as its prohibition can be seen as the acts operating as they were 

originally intended. The case of the Derry Journal, however, is an exception, as it was 

the only publication to have its prohibition order revoked. 

 

Derry Journal 

 

The Derry Journal was an Irish nationalist, tri-weekly paper. While its exact 

circulation is unknown, according to its own masthead the paper had a ‘circulation 

exceeding by several thousand copies the joint issue of the other Derry papers’.178 It 

was certainly influential in Irish nationalist circles: in 1943 the abstentionist Stormont 

MP Eamon Donnelly wrote that ‘we have no Press in the North except the Derry 

Journal and it too must be careful!’.179 The Derry Journal published two separate 

editions: one for Éire and another for Northern Ireland. The main distinction between 

these editions was their coverage of local events, with the Éire edition giving more 

prominence to Donegal while the six county edition focussed more on county 

Londonderry. Their editorials, as well as their coverage of international and national 

news, were identical.180 These editorials were strongly Irish nationalist. The majority 

of editorials published by the paper were political, and while they occasionally offered 

positive perspectives on republican and Irish nationalist parties (especially Fianna Fáil 

who had, according to the Derry Journal’s competitor the Donegal Vindicator, 

purchased government advertising space in the paper), the editorials mostly criticised 

Northern Irish Unionists and the Stormont government.181 Unionists were commonly 
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referred to as the ‘Ascendancy’, while politicians such as Craig, Dawson Bates and 

Basil Brooke were all singled out for sharp criticism.182 In one pre-war editorial, the 

editor dissected a speech given by Brooke five years previously when he suggested 

that Ulster loyalists would resist a united Ireland with force: 

 

Now we have the word of sir Basil Brooke, Stormont Minister, for it, that if 

Britain does not continue to play up, on demand, to the sectarian Ascendancy 

here it will forthwith evince an enmity second to none in its bitterness, and 

enmity against whom? All the centuries of trouble that the abortive conquest 

has brought upon Britain would, the Baronet suggests, be but beer and skittles 

compared with the havoc ‘Ulster’s loyalty’ would create…’183 

 

This criticism of Northern Irish Unionism, and their supposed disloyalty, 

continued throughout the war. The newspaper’s attitude was expressed most directly 

through the editorials, but can also be seen in the reporting of domestic news 

throughout the paper. Local news headlines referred to the Stormont government as a 

‘Dictatorship’ and emphasised anti-Catholic ‘bigotry’.184 One headline in May 1940 

read ‘Still Trying to Strangle Catholics’ when reporting on a Unionist being made a 

porter of the Derry Guardians.185 Geographical factors may have influenced this type 

of coverage. John Whyte argues that there was more discrimination in western 

Northern Ireland, although he does generally exclude police discrimination from this 

geographical trend.186 The Derry Journal would, therefore, have had a greater array 

of discriminatory practices to report on in Derry and the surrounding areas than a 

publication east of the Bann.  

Unsurprisingly, the Derry Journal saw the partition of Ireland (as well as its 

apparent root cause, imperialism) as one of the great injustices of the modern era. In 

partition the Derry Journal alleged one of the fundamental hypocrisies of the British 

war effort: the claim to be acting in the interests of small nations, while keeping the 
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small nation of Ireland subjugated through partition.187 Comparisons were made both 

in the editorials and in the letters section between the British record in Ireland and 

India.188 In terms of the war, the paper advocated the abolition of partition and 

neutrality for the whole 32 counties of Ireland.189 The Derry Journal was clearly an 

aggressively anti-Unionist newspaper which fundamentally denied the legitimacy of 

the Northern Irish government through its insistence that the six counties were part of 

Éire. But in the period studied, the newspaper never explicitly advocated illegal 

opposition to the government’s authority, nor did it ever express support for violent 

republicanism.190  

On 1 June 1940 the Derry Journal was banned under the CASPAs until the 

end of the calendar year.191 As with all other orders, no reason was given to the paper 

as to why it was suppressed but, unlike other papers banned in this period, there is no 

documentation in the HA files surrounding the decision process. The only evidence in 

the HA files regarding the motives of the ban is a transcript of a question put to the 

Minister of Home Affairs by the leader of the Nationalist Party, M.P. Thomas Joseph 

Campbell, on 4 June. Campbell highlighted the apparent ‘public indignation’ that had 

occurred as a result of the prohibition, and accused HA of a ‘gross infringement of the 

freedom of the Press’ as a result of the ‘arbitrary ban’.192 The minister Dawson Bates 

replied that: 

 

Such public indignation as has been brought to my notice was caused by the 

continued circulation of the newspaper to which the hon. Member refers. The 

form in which it presented news of current events was, I considered, harmful 

to the morale of the population, and likely to disturb the peace and to interfere 

with the maintenance of good order… I am prepared to consider the removal 

of the ban if I receive an assurance from the proprietors that the current news 

will in future be presented in a less objectionable manner.193 
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The ban was lifted that day. The Derry Journal published a criticism of the ban in its 

Éire edition for 3 June. The newspaper claimed ignorance of the reasons behind the 

ban, and argued that because the Derry Journal was the ‘acknowledged vehicle of 

Catholic and Nationalist opinion in the North-West’ the Irish nationalist community 

in the six counties was being ‘deprived of its recognised organ of expression.’194  

After the ban was lifted, the newspaper asserted that the prohibition had not 

altered their editorial stance: ‘We need hardly say that this paper continues as in the 

past, to uphold and defend at all times the rights and interests of the Catholic and 

Nationalist community which it is proud to serve.’195 A later article reported a 

discussion at a Letterkenny Council meeting, during which the ban was accused of 

being ‘mere retaliation for some expression of criticism’.196 Freya McClements has 

conducted oral interviews with Colum McCarroll, the grandson of the Derry Journal’s 

editor at the time of the ban, Margaret McCarroll. According to Colum McCarroll, 

Dawson Bates told his grandmother that the Derry Journal had been banned because 

of pro-German headlines, although he speculates that the true reason may have been 

Dawson Bates’s personal desire to teach a staunchly Irish nationalist paper ‘a 

lesson’.197 A close study of the papers before and after the ban complicates this picture. 

The newspaper reported in both editions as if it was within neutral Éire, and 

approached war news from the sanitary perspective of the Dublin based censorship (in 

comparison to the pro-Allied stance of UK-wide censorship).198 Given that the 

newspaper was similar on either side of the border, this may have been a pragmatic 

move to prevent rewriting the extensive war columns the paper ran, or perhaps as a 

result of the publication’s connections with the Éire government.  

As was meant to be the case in all Éire newspapers, the Derry Journal 

celebrated neither Allied nor German wartime successes. The battles leading up to the 

evacuation of Dunkirk were recorded with detachment, apart from the episodes which 

the Fianna Fáil government deemed appropriate to comment upon. For example, the 
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newspaper reported on de Valera’s protest at the invasion of the Netherlands and 

Belgium prior to the fall of France.199 The military successes or failures of the Allies 

were regarded as developments elsewhere. The capitulation of Belgium was reported 

as a blow to the ‘Allied’ countries, the implication being that the jurisdiction of the 

newspaper was not included in the category.200 Multiple sources were cited for these 

stories, including official German communiqués, and in the three weeks leading up to 

the ban no edition of the Derry Journal reported on war news without referencing 

German communiques at least once. A leading war story from 27 May 1940 provides 

a typical example, when the paper reported that ‘While the Germans last night claimed 

that Calais was hemmed in by their troops a London message said that the Allied 

forces were holding the city and that the British had repulsed all attacks’.201 The 

willingness to point out the contradictions in Allied and German accounts may have 

antagonised HA, but all war news that the Derry Journal had access to would have 

been censored in London before being sent on to the island of Ireland.202 Regardless, 

there is nothing in the pre-ban material to suggest pro-German sympathies on behalf 

of the Derry Journal. The newspaper presented a similar interpretation of the war as 

would have been available in the various Éire newspapers circulating in Northern 

Ireland.  

If HA had banned the Derry Journal for reporting on the war in a pro-German 

manner, then it would be expected for the newspaper to adjust its war reporting 

following the ban on 3 June. This was not the case. The edition published on 5 June 

still contained several references to German communiques, and the successful Allied 

retreat from Dunkirk was given no editorial or in-article praise.203 The 7 June edition 

reported on a battle on the Somme with similar detachment.204 Italy’s entry into the 

war on 10 June was met with scorn in the editorial on 12 June, but its allusions to Italy 

being ‘captivated by the glamour of Imperial title and dominion’ echoed the 

newspaper’s reporting on Britain’s entry into the war in September the previous 

year.205 In the three weeks following the lifting of the ban on the newspaper, the Derry 
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Journal still reported on war news in a decidedly neutral manner, and referenced 

German and Italian sources that contradicted and challenged Allied war stories.206  

Given that the Derry Journal’s coverage of the war did not change perceptively 

following its prohibition, it seems unlikely that this was responsible for the 

newspaper’s prohibition. Certainly in the editions leading up to the prohibition, the 

newspaper published material that was highly critical of the Unionist government and 

its war effort. In an editorial on 24 May, the newspaper declared that ‘in admittedly 

the gravest crisis that has ever faced the Empire, “loyal Ulster” has in the main “fought 

shy” of the firing line.’207 The editorial suggested that James Craig’s desire to 

incorporate B-Specials into the Home Guard was an attempt to mask the fact that none 

of them had volunteered for the armed forces.208 The resignation of Edward Warnock, 

Parliamentary Secretary to HA, on 28 May was covered with similar scorn. Warnock’s 

resignation gave James Craig ‘one of the greatest shocks of his twenty years’ 

leadership of the Unionist Party.’209 

  If the ban was introduced in order to stifle such criticism of the government, 

the ban was largely unsuccessful. Between 5 – 10 June, the newspaper did not publish 

any material explicitly criticising the Unionist government. But from 12 June onwards, 

the Derry Journal reintroduced criticism of the government in the form of statements 

by Edward Warnock.210 By 21 June, an editorial in the Derry Journal was willing to 

criticise Northern Ireland’s war performance as harshly as the pre-ban paper. The 

piece accused the ‘Ascendancy’ government of being incapable of ‘thinking other than 

in terms of its party and its creed’, and pointed towards a potential revolt in the party 

over perceived wartime inaction.211  

Dawson Bates’s allusion to the ‘form in which it presented news of current 

events’ does not point clearly to either the Derry Journal’s criticism of the Unionist 

government or its wartime coverage. If either factor was solely responsible for the 

newspaper’s suppression, the ban cannot be judged to have been effective: the Derry 

Journal did not perceptively alter its wartime coverage, and refrained from criticising 
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the Unionist government for such a short period of time that it may simply be 

coincidence that the dates without criticism follow the ban. Regardless of whether the 

Northern Irish government suppressed the Derry Journal based on its criticism of the 

government or its war news, it is hard to argue that either case would satisfy Dawson 

Bates’s claim that the newspaper was likely to ‘disturb the peace’ or to be prejudicial 

to the ‘maintenance of good order’. Even within the remarkably broad remit of the 

CASPAs, the suppression of the Derry Journal appears to have been a misapplication 

of the prohibition powers contained within the Acts.  

 

Orange Terror 

 

Laura K. Donohue argues that ‘By denying a voice to the republican aim of a United 

Ireland, however, and not only to violence as a means of obtaining that goal, the 

government failed to distinguish between republicanism and nationalism. As a result, 

the manner in which the regulations were applied denied legitimacy to the political 

aspirations of a broad portion of the minority community and not just the republican 

element in Northern Ireland.’212 The suppression of Orange Terror provides further 

evidence of the willingness of the Unionist government to suppress non-violent Irish 

nationalist criticism. Orange Terror was a very different publication to the Derry 

Journal: it was a book targeted at a British audience. It was also very popular: in late 

1943 and early 1944 it was debated in Stormont, referenced by the Catholic 

Archbishop of Westminster in a public address, and prompted a response from W.S. 

Kerr which was republished by the Ulster Unionist Council (UUC).213 Written by 

Ultach (pseudonym for J.J. Campbell which meant ‘of Ulster’ in Irish) Orange Terror 

was originally published in August 1943 by the Capuchin Annual.214 Paul Bew has 

described it as the ‘classic Catholic nationalist critique of the operation of the state in 

Northern Ireland’.215 It was at least partially intended to be read by an international 

audience: the introductory section was entitled ‘I live there’, implying the reader was 

                                                
212 Donohue, Counter-terrorist law, p. 115. 
213 This response is discussed in chapter 4. W. Douglas to W.S. Moody, 23 Nov. 1944 
(P.R.O.N.I., D/1327/13/7). 
214 J.J. Campbell was a classicist and teacher at St Malachy’s College, and was later one of 
the three authors of the Cameron Commission into the Stormont regime. Bew, Ireland: the 
politics of enmity, pp 457; Ultach, Orange Terror. 
215 Bew, Ireland: the politics of enmity, pp 457, 463.  



 67 

not in Northern Ireland.216 The abolition of proportional representation, the 

deployment of the CASPAs, and discrimination in employment were all explored in 

detail and used as evidence of the fundamentally unjust nature of Northern Ireland’s 

governance.217 Ultach considered ‘the ordinary Orangeman’ to have been duped by 

those in power: 

 

He lives in real and constant fear of Rome. That is the result of the Orange 

propaganda machine. And his fear drives him to do many things he would not 

normally think of. The cure will be long and difficult. Perhaps it might even 

be better if normal conditions could be restored in the Six Counties, before any 

move were made to get rid of partition.218 

 

Perhaps most interesting is Ultach’s willingness to consider existing within a non-

discriminatory Northern Ireland, an approach he returns to in his proposed solution for 

discrimination in Northern Ireland. In this regard Orange Terror is less typical of other 

Irish nationalist critiques of Northern Ireland, and this approach was criticised in the 

later ‘Comments’ section by some influential Irish nationalists.219  

The book contained two sections, one written by Ultach and another composed 

of a variety of contributions from anti-partition advocates. Guy Woodward has 

suggested that this made the book ‘more overtly dialogic than other publications of 

this time’.220 The ‘Comments’ section, featuring contributions from twenty Irish 

nationalist and republican figures, contained a diverse array of responses to Ultach’s 

work. Some of them were explicitly republican: Maud Gonne MacBride argued that 

‘Partition is a festering wound which prevents Ireland enjoying the peace and stability 

to which she is entitled’.221 Daniel Mageean, Bishop of Down and Connor, disagreed 

with Ultach that ending discrimination within Northern Ireland would be sufficient: 

‘Even were its regime one of justice and equality, of liberty and fair play – and it is 
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not – we should still oppose the dismemberment of our fatherland.’222 Many of the 

‘Comments’ disagreed with Ultach’s conclusions. The popular Irish author Maurice 

Walsh criticised Ultach’s assertion that Northern Ireland was a totalitarian state: ‘In 

Germany or Russia who would dare write an article like the one under discussion?’.223 

Ernest Blythe went further, suggesting that the argument that Northern Ireland was ‘a 

one-party state somewhat like Russia, Germany or Italy calls for no remark except that 

his case obviously does not hold water, and that to put it forward is only to darken 

counsel.’224  

Orange Terror, therefore, presented diverse and conflicting Irish nationalist 

critiques of Northern Ireland and its government. All of the contributors, however, 

dismissed violence as a means through which to end partition. Ernest Blythe’s 

contribution actively called for the disbandment of the ‘secret military organisation’ 

in Northern Ireland and that the ‘Twenty-Six Counties should make it clear that they 

wanted the end of Partition to come only as the result of a voluntary, deliberate and 

decisive vote of the Northern Parliament and electorate’.225 Another contributor, 

writing under the pseudonym ‘Northman’, argued that ‘Only upon the basis of a 

peaceful penetration can we hope to win Northern Protestants to a United Ireland.’226 

The closest any of the contributors came to endorsing violence in Northern Ireland 

was Father Gerald and Father Senan’s (the editor of the Capuchin Annual) final 

contribution to the ‘Comments’.227 They stated that ‘The purpose of “Ultach’s” article 

has been to expose the foundation: all we need now is the dynamite –we, speak 

metaphorically, of course – to lay the building low.’228 Despite none of these authors 

explicitly condoning violence, Joseph Davison (the County Grand Master of the 
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Belfast Orange Lodge) stated in Stormont’s Senate that ‘some of these writers 

advocate the use of force to end the Partition of Ireland.’229 

For Ultach, ‘the solution’ to persecution in Northern Ireland was a 

comprehensive propaganda campaign in England to discredit the practices of the 

Northern Irish government. This did not necessarily mean ending partition, as Ultach 

encouraged the reader to ‘Respect sincere political opinions where you find them, but 

fight oppression’.230 The only people who could end this oppression were the English, 

who pay ‘for the tyranny’.231 The English ‘may be convinced that the wishes of other 

people do count for something in the matter of friendly relations, and may be prepared 

to listen to a veracious well-documented account of the real state of things in a corner 

of the United Kingdom.’232 Here, Paul Bew considers Ultach to have identified the 

‘ultimate vulnerability’ of the Unionist government.233 This argument was discussed 

by Daniel Mageean in the ‘Comments’ section: 

 

I have had some experience of the futility of trying to make the true state of 

affairs in this area known in England. The two chief instruments of propaganda 

are, of course, the press and the radio. Just try to get some [of] the facts about 

the North published in the English dailies or weeklies. There is a veiled, 

courteous censorship which is as impenetrable as a good stone wall… I don’t 

know what the reaction of the ordinary Englishman to an exposure of the 

regime in the North would be perhaps no one knows [sic] – or no one has been 

allowed to attempt to experiment.234 

 

Mageean’s perception that Irish nationalism was not given fair coverage in the rest of 

the UK contrasts with the opinion of the Unionist government, which believed that 

Irish nationalism (especially from Éire) had very effective press networks in Great 

Britain which they used to discredit the Unionist regime.235 
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The Northern Irish government was originally reluctant to ban the publication. 

In September 1943 the Drumbo branch of the Apprentice Boys of Derry wrote to 

William Lowry, the Minister of Home Affairs, asking him to ban the publication as it 

was ‘liable to arouse bitterness and ill feeling against our Orange Institution’. The 

publication was especially insidious given ‘at this time when Catholic and Protestant 

alike are working side by side in the great war industries, when all our efforts and 

thoughts should be centred on the common ambition, victory for the Allies’.236 But 

Lowry was reluctant to ban the book, and on the advice of his colleagues replied to 

the Apprentice Boys that ‘In all circumstances I think the best course of action is to 

treat the publication with the contempt it deserves and not give it a gratuitous 

advertisement by banning it.’237 There was another issue with the prohibition: the 

current phrasing of Regulation 26 did not allow for the prohibition of anything apart 

from newspapers.238 

The Apprentice Boys, however, were not satisfied with Lowry’s response. 

Replying in November, the members agreed that while the prohibition may further 

advertise the book, ‘they were prepared to do that, as they feel, to ignore it they will 

go a step further next time’. The members of the institution therefore took a resolution 

‘demanding the withdrawal of this publication.’239 Remarkably, HA appears to have 

buckled under this minimal pressure from this small local branch, evidence that the 

department was sensitive to the wishes of unionist pressure groups. There is no explicit 

reference to the change of decision being as a result of the Apprentice Boys, but from 

early December onwards HA began making (unsuccessful) enquiries as to whether 

they could stop the export of the book from Ireland to the USA, and whether they 

could amend Regulation 26 to include any printed matter they wished.240  

Regulation 26 was amended to allow the suppression of any printed matter in 

1943, and Orange Terror was banned in January 1944.241 Unlike most of the other 

banned publications from this period, the ban was debated extensively both in the 

Stormont House of Commons and in the Senate. The leader of the Nationalist Party, 
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Thomas Joseph Campbell, who was published in the ‘Comments’ section of the book 

and had previously critiqued the ban on the Derry Journal, asked a series of questions 

about the booklet in the House of Commons in February 1944.242 He framed 

discussion on the ban in the context of how the Northern Irish government presented 

itself to the rest of the UK: ‘The ban was imposed on the very day that the Prime 

Minister had broadcast a B.B.C. post-script on “Our Great Democracy”’.243 Campbell 

questioned the reasons behind the ban, and compared its ban unfavourably with the 

free circulation of anti-Catholic newspapers in Northern Ireland: 

 

In this booklet not one line can be read which directly or indirectly wounds the 

religious susceptibilities or feelings of any man or is in any way offensive to 

those feelings and susceptibilities, but very different publications are tolerated, 

if not condoned, in this area, the vilest of the vile, the effluvium of sectarian 

sewers, reeking with offence to the Catholic community.244 

 

Campbell may have been referring to The Ulster Protestant which is discussed in the 

next section of this chapter. Campbell also suggested that the ban was essentially 

futile, as the book would still be sold in London, Dublin, Liverpool, Glasgow, and 

Edinburgh – its likely primary audience. Campbell argued that the ban only served to 

advertise the booklet: ‘Thousands who have never heard of Orange Terror are now in 

full cry for this booklet. It is selling like wildfire in Britain and Eire’.245 Indeed, later 

reprints of Orange Terror have ‘banned by the Stormont government’ emblazoned on 

the front cover.246 

Lowry personally defended the ban, asserting that Orange Terror ‘was well 

calculated to lead to breaches of the peace over the entire area of Northern Ireland 

were it not for the law abiding character of the people who were assailed in the most 

shameless fashion.’ Lowry did not, however, suggest that the booklet endorsed violent 

means of opposing the state like Joseph Davison (incorrectly) did. Lowry’s case 

against the publication was that ‘it came to the point when, through quotations in 
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public places from this book, some people were driven beyond all human patience and 

endurance. It was thought proper and wise to suppress it.’247 There were similar 

concerns that the circulation of The Ulster Protestant would lead to public 

disturbances in Northern Ireland, yet it was not suppressed. The ban was therefore 

evidently politically motivated. The publication did not have its ban renewed at the 

end of 1944, and was allowed to circulate from early 1945 onwards.248  

 

The Ulster Protestant 

 

The harshness with which the Derry Journal and Orange Terror were dealt provides 

a stark contrast to the leniency shown to The Ulster Protestant, a sectarian newspaper 

first published in Belfast in March 1934.249 The newspaper was originally conceived 

as the organ of the Ulster Protestant League (UPL), although when the newspaper 

came into conflict with the British and Northern Irish authorities in the Second World 

War it was no longer affiliated with the UPL.250 Established in 1931, the UPL 

attempted to capitalise on high unemployment and outflank the Northern Irish 

government with its staunch anti-Catholicism, claiming that the UUP was not doing 

enough to entrench Protestant rights in the region.251 The Ulster Protestant was 

therefore conceived as an opposition publication, albeit one that criticised the 

government from a loyalist perspective. While the publication stopped printing 

advertisements for the UPL in 1938, this was likely due to the UPL splintering into 

various factions, as opposed to any change of tone in The Ulster Protestant.252 The 

newspaper was published by the printers of the Derry Standard, and in early 1943 the 

RUC estimated that it had a circulation of approximately 7,000.253 The four directors 

of the newspaper were all known by Joseph Davison, the Grand Master of the Orange 
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Order of Ireland.254 For a short period in early 1943 it was believed by the RUC that 

Wilfred Graham Geddis, an ‘official of the Ministry of Finance’, was editor of the 

newspaper, an accusation he denied (although he did admit to helping around their 

office).255  

The newspaper’s content was virulently anti-Catholic, and the available 

editions demonstrate a high level of sectarianism.256 An issue from November 1941 

alleged that the Pope planned to attack the British Empire and the USA.257 In October 

the following year the newspaper alleged that convents were used by priests as private 

brothels.258 These accusations echo anti-Catholic stereotypes that permeated certain 

sectarian aspects of loyalist culture in Northern Ireland throughout the 20th century, 

specifically those relating to an international Catholic conspiracy.259 Yet The Ulster 

Protestant was never banned in Northern Ireland, nor did it have direct censorship 

action taken against it by the UK government, despite having numerous complaints 

made against it by high ranking American and British officials. That successive 

Northern Irish governments refused to deploy the CASPAs against the newspaper, 

despite the publication fitting within their remit and that less troublesome publications 

had been banned in the past, reveals both the lengths to which Unionist politicians 

would go to preserve unionist political cohesion and a gulf between what senior British 

civil servants and the Northern Irish government considered permissible journalistic 

material.  

The first complaints were made against the publication in November 1941 

when John Maffey (the UK’s representative to Éire) wrote to the Dominions Office 

about The Ulster Protestant.260 In his letter he noted allegations made by the British 
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periodical New Statesman that Herbert Morrison, head of the UK Home Office, could 

not control what was happening in Northern Ireland: 

 

A shattering example of this will be found in the copy of the ‘Ulster Protestant’ 

which I enclose for the information of the Secretary of State. I notice from the 

first column that the ‘Ulster Protestant’ does not appear to be in a prosperous 

financial position, and no doubt we shall be told that it is a paper which carries 

no weight and is likely to fade out, etc., etc. But the fact remains that this paper 

does come to Dublin and is handed about, and one cannot shut one’s eyes to a 

system of administration which, though under the direction of the Home 

Office, allows such incredible activities.261 

 

Such sectarian reportage was a ‘good example of so-called Ulster loyalty’, and Maffey 

found it hard to criticise leading Northern Irish nationalists given that they lived 

‘within the limits of an administration which permits this sort of thing.’ This 

incredulity that the Unionist government would allow the circulation of such sectarian 

material echoes that of Thomas Campbell when debating Orange Terror. From a 

purely political point of view, Maffey concluded, the circulation of The Ulster 

Protestant was ‘disastrous’ to UK interests.262 In later letters to the Dominions Office, 

Maffey remarked that while the newspaper may not have had a significant circulation 

and ‘no influence at all in inflaming Protestant opinion against Catholics’, it did have 

‘a quite disproportionate influence in enraging Catholics against Northern Ireland and 

England, and that no doubt is its real and sinister purpose.’ Maffey went on to describe 

how he had never heard ‘a whisper from the Catholic side’ to ban the newspaper, for 

they would not want to destroy such a valuable asset for their propaganda campaign.263 

In terms of how to suppress the newspaper, Maffey was apparently unaware of the 

existence of Regulation 26 of the CASPAs, but still believed that the Defence 

Regulations may prove sufficient: 
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I recognise that our censorship does not extend beyond the sphere of matters 

vitally touching our war operations and war interests. It would hardly appear 

possible that abuse of the Catholics could be in harmony with our war interests, 

and I am concerned by the impression that will be made upon the large number 

of American citizens who will now be brought into touch with all that is good 

and bad in Northern Ireland.264 

 

Maffey’s sensitivity to American opinion over Northern Ireland is 

unsurprising, as he was friendly with David Gray, the American Ambassador in 

Éire.265 Gray had experience as a journalist in New York prior to arriving in Éire, but 

historians have since recognised the frequent unreliability of his reports, some of 

which were obtained from a spiritualist séance.266 Gray became increasingly 

concerned with the issue of The Ulster Protestant over the course of the war and, as 

Graham Walker points out, his insistence over the issue must be understood in the 

context of his poor relations with the Éire government. Following America’s entry 

into the war, Gray became increasingly bitter over Éire’s neutrality, and saw it as vital 

that the Allies regain access to Irish ports. He therefore considered The Ulster 

Protestant valuable propaganda material for what he saw as de Valera’s narrow Irish 

nationalist agenda, an understanding he shared with Maffey.267 In January 1943, Gray 

emphasised that American soldiers stationed in Northern Ireland would react with 

horror to the allegations made in the paper. He highlighted how the publication would 

be received in his home country: ‘this newspaper might readily be taken to America 

and circulated by enemies of England among our Catholic population with the truthful 

statement that it had been lawfully printed and sold in Northern Ireland without 

Government protest or apology.’268 When Gray wrote to John Winant (the American 

ambassador in London) in October 1944 he claimed that his suspicions had been 

vindicated:  
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this wretched sheet played directly into the hands of the Eire Government 

which used it to sustain their charges of bigotry and discrimination against six-

county Catholics. Recently knowledge has come to me that the Eire 

Government’s Minister for External Affairs actually sends the Ulster 

Protestant to each of their representatives in foreign countries for propaganda 

purposes. It is without doubt being diligently used in the U.S.A. to further 

pressure group efforts on the American Government to force intervention in 

the Partition question.269 

 

If Gray’s information was accurate, the continued publication of The Ulster Protestant 

was an active detriment to the international reputation of Northern Ireland and the UK.  

Walker suggests that the manner in which the complaints were processed 

demonstrates that ‘inter-governmental relations between London and Belfast were 

haphazard and inadequate’.270 Maffey was the first person to contact the Dominions 

Office concerning The Ulster Protestant in late 1941, and he followed up his enquiries 

in early 1942.271 Maffey’s letters were passed on to Anthony Eden at the Foreign 

Office. Eden took the view that ‘the Foreign Office would not be justified in 

intervening in a way which might affect the traditional freedom of the press and might 

be represented as taking sides in a religious dispute.’272 The matter was dropped. The 

issue was next raised in November 1942, when Winant, Gray, Morrison and the British 

Deputy Prime Minister Clement Attlee met for dinner at the American Embassy in 

London.273 Over the course of this dinner, Gray mentioned ‘the embarrassment caused 

by the publication “the Ulster Protestant”’.274 Morrison afterwards rang the Prime 

Minister of Northern Ireland J.M. Andrews to discuss potential suppression of the 

paper. Andrews condemned the paper, stressing to Morrison ‘how much I deplore the 

propagation of such statements as appeared in the October issue of that periodical, 
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which, I am told, has little influence and a very small circulation.’275 Andrews said he 

would see whether any action could be taken.  

The Attorney General for Northern Ireland John MacDermot argued that there 

were legal difficulties in suppressing it. He did not think the publication amounted to 

‘obscene libel’, although several of the articles may have constituted ‘seditious libel’. 

Such charges, however, would offer a ‘wide field of defence before a jury’, and the 

institution of such proceedings may have only added ‘fuel to the fire.’ MacDermot 

thought it best to ‘endeavour to bring home to those responsible the danger to the 

national cause of this kind of propaganda’. If this didn’t work they could still use the 

CASPAs, although MacDermot was not sure if The Ulster Protestant was a 

‘newspaper’ and therefore liable for prohibition under Regulation 26.276 The Ulster 

Protestant was only published monthly, and this may have caused the Attorney 

General to consider it a pamphlet or another format of publication. Yet Irish Freedom 

was a monthly short publication, very similar in format to The Ulster Protestant, and 

it was banned under the CASPAs. Additionally, the Minister of Home Affairs Lowry 

later amended Regulation 26 to allow for the suppression of Orange Terror, 

demonstrating that it was possible to amend Regulation 26 in order to prohibit 

whatever printed matter HA wished to. 

The Attorney General only considered suppressing The Ulster Protestant as a 

last resort if other methods of persuasion proved ineffective, but still clearly saw it as 

an option. On 3 February 1943, Morrison discussed the issue with Andrews (who had 

been briefed on a possible suppression of the publication by HA).277 Shortly 

afterwards, the report of the Attorney General, as well as the report of an RUC 

investigation into The Ulster Protestant, was sent to the UK Home Office. It is 

therefore remarkable that Morrison omitted the possibility of a suppression under the 

CASPAs when writing to Attlee on 5 February: 

 

Mr. Andrews has consulted the Attorney General for Northern Ireland, who 

would be responsible for any criminal proceedings, and the advice of the 

Attorney General confirms the view which I previously expressed to you that 
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however strong and well grounded may be the objections to this publication 

criminal proceedings would be out of the question. 

Sir John Maffey’s suggestion that I would use my war time powers for 

suppressing the paper on the ground [sic] of systematic publication of matter 

calculated to foment opposition to the successful prosecution of the war is also 

impracticable.278  

 

That Morrison omitted the possibility of using the CASPAs as a viable option when 

writing to Attlee suggests deliberate deception. Even if his office had not received the 

written suggestions of the Attorney General by the time he wrote to Attlee, Morrison 

was head of the Home Office, and as the chief liaison with the Northern Irish 

government it is unlikely that he was unaware of their exceptional powers. He had 

also discussed the issue with Andrews two days before he wrote his letter to Attlee. It 

would have taken several acts of deception by senior Northern Irish politicians, as well 

as fundamental incompetence on behalf of the Home Office, for Morrison to have been 

unaware of the Northern Irish government’s ability to suppress the publication.  

If Morrison deliberately misled Attlee, then it is likely that Morrison realised 

that the Northern Irish government would not capitulate on the issue, making it more 

convenient for Morrison to simply omit the possibility of a prosecution under the 

CASPAs when writing to Attlee. Given that he was the British minister responsible 

for Northern Ireland, and that his department were coming under pressure to take 

action on The Ulster Protestant, it would have been embarrassing to admit that there 

was not the political will to prosecute the publication. This interpretation fits in with 

Walker’s analysis of The Ulster Protestant incident that ‘the Northern Ireland 

government was permitted by Morrison to act strictly in accordance with its own 

narrow partisan priorities even in the context of wartime.’279 

In September 1943 Gray threatened to report the continued circulation of the 

newspaper to his government.280 The Home Office contacted Basil Brooke, now Prime 

Minister, asking him if any further progress had been made in the action initiated by 

Andrews. Brooke replied: 
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Since you first raised the matter with my predecessor everything possible has 

been done to bring both the printers and the directors to see reason. I myself 

took a hand with the owners of the paper: they are an irresponsible group with 

no following whatever, and I regret to say that I found them unresponsive… I 

think you are aware of the difficulties which would arise if we attempted to 

ban the publication. The only powers we have are those deriving from the Civil 

Authorities Act, and it is quite probable that a good legal defence could be 

raised against any proceedings we might take. Any such action on our part 

would also, of course, raise the more general question of interfering with the 

free expression of opinion - however deplorable - and I know how strong your 

views are on this.281 

 

Brooke’s claim to be concerned with freedom of the press while HA renewed bans 

against the Irish Freedom annually, not to mention the willingness of Dawson Bates 

to ban the Derry Journal, does not survive scrutiny. Indeed Orange Terror would be 

banned only two months later. As will be made apparent, Brooke was also willing to 

attempt to have The Ulster Protestant shut down, as long as the method used for doing 

so was not public. Brooke clearly wanted to present a liberal picture of his province to 

the British Home Office.  

The final wartime complaint against the publication came when Gray wrote 

directly to the American Ambassador in London in October 1944.282 Morrison duly 

passed on the complaint to Brooke, and Edmund Warnock, now Minister for Home 

Affairs, responded.283 He expressed some irritation at Gray pursuing the issue, and 

suggested to Morrison that the complaint would have been ‘ridiculous’ if not for 

Winant’s involvement. He also shed some light on the reticence of the Northern Irish 

government to suppress the publication previously: 

 

This miserable paper published an article a couple of years ago for which I 

would have suppressed it at once. That was not done - there was some doubt 
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about our powers - but my predecessor, Lowry, had a stern warning conveyed 

to those responsible for its publication and it has been less offensive since. 

The situation has further altered by the departure of the American troops from 

Northern Ireland, and in existing circumstances I find it a little difficult to 

understand why Gray, and American Minister in Eire, should be concerned in 

what an Ulster newspaper says…284 

 

That Warnock thought the departure of the Americans from the troops should have 

resolved the issue of The Ulster Protestant speaks volumes about HA’s disregard for 

local Catholic opinion. Warnock also repeated the suggestion that the issue of whether 

The Ulster Protestant could be considered a newspaper was a deciding factor in HA’s 

reluctance to prohibit the publication earlier, although he failed to mention that his 

department now had the power to suppress any publication they wanted following the 

amendment of Regulation 26.  

Clearly the Northern Irish government was unwilling to deploy the CASPAs 

against The Ulster Protestant, most likely because they lacked the political will to 

publicly suppress a Protestant, unionist publication. The government did, however, try 

to have the publication suppressed indirectly. In February 1943, Warnock’s 

predecessor Lowry recommended dealing with the paper outside of the criminal 

courts, as ‘criminal proceedings… should only give more publicity to these 

disgraceful utterances.’ Lowry personally knew the editor of the Derry Standard, Mr. 

Parke, who let The Ulster Protestant use their printers. Lowry therefore decided to 

meet with Parke and some of the Derry Standard’s leading shareholders, and to 

impress upon them the likelihood of action under the CASPAs if they allowed the 

same reporting to continue.285  

Only a fortnight later, however, Lowry was in contact with a legal associate 

called Hume Babington asking him to try and convince the Derry Standard to cease 

publication of The Ulster Protestant entirely. Hume Babington was a solicitor from 

Londonderry, who appears to have had a close personal relationship with Lowry, 

although why he was chosen to represent the Northern Irish government to the offices 

of the Derry Standard is unclear. Perhaps outsourcing the issue to a solicitor was 
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intended to create some distance between the party and this rather duplicitous method 

of press censorship. Lowry had seen the February 1943 edition of The Ulster 

Protestant, and while it was ‘nothing like as offensive as the October publication, it is 

such to call down the very severest condemnation from all decent minded men.’286 

Lowry decided that ‘there is no possibility of the “Standard” keeping the “Ulster 

Protestant” within the bounds of decent journalism’, so he decided to have Babington 

shut the publication down. Babington reported upon his efforts, telling Lowry that he 

had seen ‘the Standard man who is responsible today and gave him the “tip” and he 

took it in the right spirit.’287 Babington advised the ‘Standard man’ that unless they 

could control The Ulster Protestant they should cancel their contract with them.288 The 

Ulster Protestant did not let up in its offensive publications, and Babington was sent 

to try again in September 1943. In a conversation with the man who was responsible 

for the printing of the Derry Standard, Babington tried to argue for unionist unity: ‘I 

told him straight that unless they gave up printing this publication they would find 

themselves in serious trouble and I explained that I did not want that as it only means 

the Party gets implicated and a lot of mud will be thrown at them as a result.’289 

Given the Derry Standard’s support of the government, and the editor’s 

personal affiliation with Lowry, it was clearly hoped that the publication of The Ulster 

Protestant could be ceased without the UUP becoming implicated in the publication’s 

suppression. Babington’s methods were, again, ineffective. Following his overtures to 

the printers of the Derry Standard, Fred T. McGuigan, one of the directors of The 

Ulster Protestant, got in touch with Babington directly. He claimed that ‘all connected 

in any way with this Paper are members of the Orange Order and Official Unionists 

and have no connection with Independents either Orange or Unionist’, but within the 

publication’s declaration of loyalty lay a thinly veiled threat: ‘We have most reliable 

information of which you may not be aware, which if published or circulated would 

smash our party completely and would be an end of Ulster as defined by the late Lord 

Carson.’290 McGuigan believed he could blackmail the UUP into allowing The Ulster 

Protestant to continue printing. Given the publication’s previous connection with the 
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UPL, this is not entirely surprising. Joseph Davison, Grand Master of the Grand 

Orange Lodge, claimed that three of the four directors of the publication had ‘never 

been any friends of the Ulster Government’ and had been ‘associated in the past with 

Nixon and Wilton’ (both independent unionists, the former notoriously implicated in 

sectarian killings in the 1920s and founder of the UPL) and probably still were.291  

Several conclusions can be drawn from the attempted suppression of The 

Ulster Protestant. The Northern Irish government could have suppressed The Ulster 

Protestant under Regulation 26 of the CASPAs if the political will to do so had been 

present. The Ulster Protestant certainly fit the criteria of the type of dangerous 

material the act was introduced to combat, as demonstrated by the act’s first article 

which claimed its primary purpose was ‘preserving the peace and maintaining 

order’.292 The Ulster Protestant incited sectarian tensions within Northern Ireland, not 

only between domestic Catholics and Protestants, but also potentially among the 

American servicemen stationed there. The question of The Ulster Protestant’s 

continued existence should therefore be seen as one of political circumstance as 

opposed to legal capability.  

Many of these political circumstances have been noted by Walker in his work 

on Anglo-American relations over Northern Ireland during the Second World War. 

When looking at the controversy surrounding The Ulster Protestant, Walker stresses 

the importance of the publication’s association with the UPL.293 The UPL’s role as a 

mouthpiece of working class discontent over high unemployment rates, much of 

which it blamed on supposed government leniency towards Catholics, created a 

politically delicate situation for the UUP. The continued publication of The Ulster 

Protestant even after the UPL splintered resulted in the Northern Irish government 

taking a similar approach to the publication as they did to the organisation, 

demonstrating ‘a well-entrenched reluctance on the part of successive Unionist 

leaderships to come into conflict with sections of its own constituency and thereby to 
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exacerbate the tensions within unionism which always held the danger of issuing in 

splits and in disruptive bodies like the UPL.’294 Thus when the Northern Irish 

government attempted to suppress the publication it was done secretly, and when this 

failed they let the publication be.  

Walker also notes that the lack of co-ordination with which the Home Office 

approached Northern Irish issues allowed the inaction over The Ulster Protestant to 

continue. While Morrison may have been the main correspondent with the Northern 

Irish government, there was no ‘established system of inter-governmental meetings 

and deliberations through a Joint Committee or some such body to which an issue like 

The Ulster Protestant could be automatically referred’.295 As will be demonstrated, by 

mid-1940 the Northern Irish government had installed a liaison officer in the Home 

Office, but this does not appear to have alleviated the communication difficulties over 

The Ulster Protestant. That Morrison himself came to be increasingly sympathetic 

with the position of Ulster Unionists resulted in him becoming akin to a political 

enabler for his Northern Irish colleagues, for Morrison never truly challenged the 

assertions by Andrews and Brooke that nothing could be done despite probably being 

aware of the wide remit of the CASPAs.  

 

Conclusion 

 

On 28 December 1939 the BBC ran a news item on its one o’clock bulletin stating that 

HA had ‘prohibited the circulation of a number of opposition newspapers in Northern 

Ireland for the whole of next year.’ The phrasing of the announcement incensed 

officials within HA, one of whom wrote to Frederick Ogilvie (Director General of the 

BBC) pointing out that the Northern Irish government had renewed prohibitions of 

newspapers every year since 1922, and the event was therefore not newsworthy: 

 

I feel sure you will agree with me that to describe publication of this character 

as ‘opposition newspapers’ is a gross distortion of the facts and entirely 

misleading to the British public, who naturally take the expression ‘opposition 

newspaper’ to refer to periodicals of some standing… The implication of the 
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announcement clearly was that the Government uses the powers entrusted to it 

by Parliament for the suppression of sedition and armed violence to ban 

reputable opposition newspapers. I feel I need not stress how unfair and 

objectionable this is.296 

 

The unidentified author attached a copy of Wolfe Tone Weekly to the letter to prove 

how objectionable the material they censored was. It probably didn’t occur to the 

author that if the BBC wished to read one of the newspapers the Northern Irish 

government had suppressed, they had only to purchase a copy of Irish Freedom which 

was still, and would remain, freely available throughout the rest of the UK. Despite 

the British government’s willingness to ban communist newspapers and attempts to 

pressure the Daily Mirror into more positive coverage early in 1941 and 1942, British 

censorship was more permissive than that in Northern Ireland when it came to Irish 

nationalist publications. This provides further evidence for James Loughlin’s assertion 

that the Northern Irish and British governments had a different conception of what 

was constitutional and in the national interest.297  

HA was clearly very sensitive to suggestions that they were misusing their 

powers of censorship, especially when broadcast to the entirety of the British Isles. 

But what distinction can be drawn between ‘seditious’ and ‘opposition’ newspapers? 

Peter Martin notes this difficulty in the context of press suppression in Northern 

Ireland:  

 

The problem was there was a large grey area between these two extremes: 

nationalist publications were, by definition, dedicated to the eventual ending 

of the northern state. The extent to which they could pursue this policy without 

incurring the wrath of the government was hard to judge at any time.298 

 

Martin’s point is well demonstrated by the suppression of publications during the 

Second World War. Communist and some Irish nationalist publications, which had 

previously been left alone, were targeted by CASPAs because of the sensitivities of 
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the wartime environment. If the above bans are to be explained as a consequence of 

wartime pressures on the Northern Irish government, then the most important aspect 

of their suppression must be the date on which they were banned. Indeed, three of the 

five publications were banned in 1940, the most disastrous year of the war for the 

Allied forces. But, more unnervingly for the Northern Irish government, from late May 

onwards Craig was being pressurised to cooperate with the British government’s 

efforts to end Éire’s neutrality in exchange for a united Ireland.299 Westminster 

political censorship occurred under similar pressures: attempts to suppress the Daily 

Mirror came during a period when the Allies had suffered multiple defeats.300 

These pressures help explain the ban of the Derry Journal. There is little 

available in the paper itself or in HA’s files explaining exactly why the Northern Irish 

government prohibited Derry’s largest newspaper for one edition. The tonal 

consistency of the paper both before and after its ban suggests that the factors leading 

to its suppression were, in a sense, external to its actual content. That the prohibition 

was made in early June, immediately following the resignation of Warnock from HA, 

the evacuation of the British Expeditionary Force from Dunkirk, and in the wake of 

pressure from Westminster for concessions to Éire to end neutrality, suggests a 

kneejerk reaction in the face of tense political circumstances. Given its immediate 

revocation, the only revocation of a newspaper prohibition in the CASPAs fifty-year 

history, the order seems to have been intended to intimidate rather than actually 

prohibit the newspaper. As Thomas Joseph Campbell argued, the suppression of the 

most popular Irish nationalist newspaper in Northern Ireland’s second largest city 

would have, ironically, caused serious civil unrest. It was probably the popularity of 

this publication that saved it from permanent suppression, for other Irish nationalist 

publications with much smaller circulations did not have their bans rescinded.  

The action taken against IWW and Red Hand was not as intimately tied into 

the international and domestic events surrounding the action. IWW was banned in early 

April, prior to Germany’s invasion of the Netherlands and the resignation of Warnock, 

and HA sat on the order against Red Hand until they had established whether they 

could bring an imperial prosecution against it. These newspapers were likely 

suppressed due largely to their connections to international communism prior to 
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Russia’s entry into the war. That Unity (the paper of the CPNI published in 1942, well 

after Operation Barbarossa) was allowed to circulate freely suggests that Russia’s 

belligerence altered the factors that got these communist publication suppressed.  

The permissiveness of the Unionist government towards Unity from 1942 

onwards places the renewal of the ban against Irish Freedom in significant relief, and 

this ban provides the clearest evidence for an essentially political deployment of the 

CASPAs. As has been established, following Russia’s entry into the Second World 

War, Irish Freedom campaigned wholeheartedly for the Allied cause. Gilfillan, the 

primary voice for security in the debates surrounding prohibition of newspapers, 

suggested that the ban should be lifted, but the various ministers in charge of the 

department renewed the ban anyway. From the annotations on the copies of Irish 

Freedom available in the HA records, it is clear that political factors encouraged 

renewal the ban. The above reaction to the BBC reporting on the annual renewal of 

bans points out that HA was not used to having its renewal of bans scrutinised by non-

Irish nationalist sources.  

The action taken against Irish Freedom, the Derry Journal, and Orange Terror 

reinforces Patrick Buckland’s argument that the Northern Irish government ‘believed 

that law should be enforced promptly and vigorously against Catholic and nationalist 

transgressors, but with discretion against Protestants and unionists.’301 They also 

provide a counter-argument to John Whyte’s assertion that ‘The opposition press, with 

a handful of exceptions, was never censored.’302 The Northern Irish government 

clearly did not want those publications they banned to be considered ‘opposition’. Yet 

many of the publications they banned never endorsed violence against the state, so 

‘sedition’ must be taken to mean opposition to the existence of the Northern Irish state 

itself – the main political principle of the largest ‘opposition’ block of voters in 

Northern Ireland. To be an Irish nationalist was, in many of these cases, to endorse 

sedition.  

 

                                                
301 Patrick Buckland, ‘A Protestant state, 1921-39’ in D.G. Boyce and A. O’Day (eds), 
Defenders of the Union (London, 2001), p. 215.  
302 Whyte, ‘How much discrimination was there under the Unionist regime’, p. 23. 
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Chapter 2: The Ulster Office  

 

In connection with the general question of publicity, it has to be borne in mind 

that a loyal, industrious, orderly State does not present the same news value as 

does one where such qualities do not obtain.1 

- J. Milne Barbour (Northern Ireland Minister of Commerce), 8 April 

1938. 

 

The Unionist government cared about what newspapers in Great Britain and abroad 

wrote about them. Robert Fisk has discussed the ‘trivial’ matters to which the 

government ‘turned its stern and occasionally obsessive attention’: ‘The wartime 

archives of the Stormont administration contain dozens of memoranda from civil 

servants and ministers, discussing – sometimes in words of outrage – the critical 

reports on Northern Ireland that were published from time to time in both Irish and 

British newspapers.’2 Yet to dismiss concerns over how Northern Ireland was 

portrayed in both Great Britain and Éire as ‘trivial’ is to underestimate the power of 

British and Irish public opinion to destabilise the state. Niall Ó Dochartaigh has 

identified the media coverage of student disturbances in the late 1960s as an essential 

aspect of the processes that led to the collapse of the Stormont regime in 1972.3 

Unionist concerns over their perception outside of Northern Ireland were not 

necessarily exaggerated or inappropriate, and from 1938 onwards they became 

increasingly interested in improving their international reputation. The Ulster Office 

(UO) was the first step in this process.  

 Sean McDougall provides the most direct analysis of Northern Irish 

propaganda in the inter-war period. Published in 1996, McDougall’s work highlights 

how with regards to propaganda ‘little if anything has been made of the half century 

when Ulster Unionists had control of state as well as party machinery’.4 He references 

how Liz Curtis’s work Ireland the propaganda war argues that 1920 to 1968 were 

                                                
1 J. Milne Barbour, memorandum on establishment of UO, 8 Apr. 1938 (P.R.O.N.I., 
CAB/9/F/155/1/1). 
2 Fisk, In time of war, p. 468. 
3 Ó Dochartaigh, ‘Northern Ireland since 1920’, p. 144. 
4 McDougall, ‘The Projection of Northern Ireland’, p. 29. 
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‘silent years’, ‘when British people heard nothing from the North’.5 David Miller 

argues a similar point, suggesting that the British government were successful in trying 

to ‘push Ireland to the margins of British politics’ until 1968 when ‘the North exploded 

on to television screens around the world.’6 Many press histories of Northern Ireland 

suffer from the broader tendency of Northern Irish historiography to be dominated by 

the troubles of the 1960s onwards, the majority of which focus on broadcast media. 

McDougall challenges this neglect for the inter-war period, and argues convincingly 

that ‘early accusations that unionism could not defend its beliefs emerge as examples 

of gagging by Whitehall rather than any particular unwillingness, and the “silent 

years” suddenly appear to be nothing more than neglected ones’.7  

One field which has less of a gap in this regard is the history of Northern Irish 

cinema. John Hill’s Cinema and Northern Ireland provides a comprehensive analysis 

of the Unionist government’s efforts to have the province represented positively in 

both domestically produced and international film productions. His chapter on the 

Second World War can be seen as a parallel piece of research to that presented here, 

in that it explores the methods through which the Northern Irish press offices 

attempted to control their representation in the United Kingdom and further afield.8 

Other work such as James Loughlin’s Ulster unionism and British national identity 

since 1885 also make use of the province’s international propaganda to explore how 

the province wished to be perceived, but does so without explicitly considering the 

nature of the offices tasked with doing so.9 The research presented in this chapter and 

subsequent chapters explores these ‘neglected’ years, and provides a counter narrative 

to Curtis’s assertion for the wartime period. This research suggests that while Northern 

Irish propaganda was not insignificant in the pre-war period, it became more 

developed and professional over the course of the war.  

 This chapter, as well as chapters 3 and 4, will focus on the work of the Northern 

Irish government press offices and their connections to unofficial propagandists both 

abroad and domestically. This was the route through which the Northern Irish 

government conducted the majority of their political and ideological propaganda, 

                                                
5 Curtis, Ireland and the propaganda war, p. 2, 18-28. 
6 Miller, Don’t mention the war, p. 2. 
7 McDougall, ‘The Projection of Northern Ireland’, p. 43. 
8 Hill, Cinema and Northern Ireland, pp 78-108. 
9 Loughlin, Ulster unionism and British national identity. 
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especially for an international audience. Thematically, this chapter and the subsequent 

chapter will demonstrate several related aspects of the character of the Northern Irish 

state and government. They will explore the extent to which Northern Irish publicity 

was shaped by trade and political factors, and to what extent this was a consequence 

of the wartime environment. The consistent concern of the Northern Irish government 

over their representation in Great Britain will also be explored, as will the way in 

which this concern was related to the supposed provincialism of many Unionist 

politicians. This research will also provide insights into broader discussions about the 

nature of the Northern Irish government, including the degree to which senior 

politicians pursued a populist or an anti-populist agenda; to what extent the state was 

differentiated from the UUP; and what constituted ‘political’ propaganda. In the 

general conclusion of this thesis these traits will be placed in the broader context of 

unionist culture in the mid-twentieth century. 

  

Publicity before the UO 

 

Prior to the establishment of the UO in 1938, the Northern Irish government’s 

publicity efforts were sporadic but not inconsiderable. The most important publicity 

body prior to 1938 was the Ulster Association for Peace and Honour created in April 

1922.10 According to a résumé published by the UUC in 1944, the objectives of this 

Association were to ‘help by means of publicity and propaganda to create a better 

understand[ing] of Ulster at home and abroad, and to support the Prime Minister and 

Government in the resolute stand they were making against the attacks on the 

constitution assured by the Government of Ireland Act.’ Funded entirely by voluntary 

donations in its early years, the UUC claimed that the Unionist government took no 

official part in its work, although ‘the then Prime Minister as President [James Craig] 

undoubtedly exercised an important guiding influence on its activities’.11 McDougall 

has argued that the Ulster Association ‘spoke as the voice of the Government’ even if 

it was ‘not actually a part of it’.12 This pattern of senior government officials holding 

                                                
10 Unknown, ‘Government publicity: short résumé since 1922’, 1944 (P.R.O.N.I., 
CAB/9/F/123/3B); McDougall, ‘The Projection of Northern Ireland’, p. 33. 
11 Unknown, ‘Government publicity: short résumé since 1922’, 1944 (P.R.O.N.I., 
CAB/9/F/123/3B); Ollerenshaw, Northern Ireland in the Second World War, p. 226. 
12 McDougall, ‘The Projection of Northern Ireland’, p. 33. 
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powerful positions in non-governmental publicity bodies was to be echoed in the 

activities of the UUC during the Second World War.13 Following the settlement of the 

boundary crisis in 1925, the association perceived the major difficulties to have passed 

and considered there to be no more need for political propaganda. Not wishing to lose 

the significant resources of the association’s publicity branch, The Ministry of 

Commerce (COM) attached it to their ministry where it remained from March 1926 

until March 1927. According to the résumé this arrangement was experimental and 

‘was concerned solely with official [governmental] as distinct from political 

publicity.’ After a year COM decided that sufficient use was not being made of the 

publicity organisation and discontinued the branch.14  

Despite consideration of the issue on several occasions, concrete plans for 

another government publicity office did not materialise for another decade.15 In the 

interim, the Northern Irish government made extensive use of non-governmental 

publicity bodies, primarily for industrial and agricultural propaganda. The government 

continued to pay significant grants to various industrial publicity bodies: between 

1927 and 1930 grants amounting to £45,700 were made to the linen industry to 

enhance their access to international markets, and the government paid £1,000 a year 

to the Tourist Development Association between 1927 and 1938. In 1938 the 

government actually increased the allowance to the Tourist Development Association 

to £4,000 per annum, but this was suspended just over a year after the outbreak of the 

war. According to the 1944 résumé, ‘Much useful publicity was secured through these 

bodies and side by side with their activities the Ministry of Commerce steadily pursued 

a policy of disseminating information regarding Northern Ireland, not only through 

the Press of the United Kingdom, but also further afield.’16 That these efforts were 

organised through COM demonstrates the industrial and trade focus of the 

government’s publicity efforts in this period, and it was with these priorities in mind 

COM began exploring the idea of a permanent office in London. Following the 

Industries Legislation in 1937, Barbour established the Ulster Development Council 

                                                
13 See chapter 4.  
14 Unknown, ‘Government publicity: short résumé since 1922’, 1944 (P.R.O.N.I., 
CAB/9/F/123/3B). 
15 McDougall, ‘The Projection of Northern Ireland’, p. 39. 
16 Unknown, ‘Government publicity: short résumé since 1922’, 1944 (P.R.O.N.I., 
CAB/9/F/123/3B). 
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to ‘co-ordinate the efforts of these various bodies with a view to preventing 

overlapping’.17 Prior to the creation of the UO, therefore, Northern Irish publicity was 

diffused among various bodies, concerned primarily with tourism and trade, and 

organised with a primary concern for economic expansion, with the reinforcement of 

Northern Ireland’s constitutional position considered secondary. 

 

The establishment of the UO and the Agent 

 

In July 1937, an official at COM proposed the expansion of the Northern Irish 

government’s publicity efforts: 

 

We have been considering for some time the question of how best to secure in 

the cross-Channel Press [sic] and in the minds of people generally in Great 

Britain a more adequate appreciation of the general position in Northern 

Ireland. Quite apart from any question of major policy, it is eminently desirable 

that we should be able to provide a continuous and sustained presentation of 

our industrial ability and our industrial ambitions as a background to the more 

detailed efforts of industrial firms or associations to win the custom of cross-

Channel consumers.18 

 

The combination of industrial concerns with general anxiety about the understanding 

of Northern Ireland’s constitutional position in Great Britain was typical of the factors 

driving the creation of the UO. There was no further progress on the issue until April 

1938, when Barbour considered there to be ‘fairly widespread opinion in favour of the 

establishment of some sort of office in London for the purpose of disseminating 

publicity and propaganda in favour of Ulster and her industries, and also for the 

purpose of counteracting the effect of many Press references unfavourable to Ulster.’19 

The timing of this changing opinion is significant: a series of events had recently 

shaken Unionist confidence in their own position, most notably the 1937 Éire 

constitution which laid claim to the six counties of Northern Ireland, and the handing 

                                                
17 Barbour memorandum, 8 Apr. 1938 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/155/1/1). 
18 W.D. Scott to G.C. Duggan, 20 July 1937 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/123/3A). 
19 Barbour memorandum, 8 Apr. 1938 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/155/1/1). 
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over of the Irish treaty ports the same month as Barbour’s memorandum.20 At a cabinet 

meeting shortly afterwards, it was agreed that ‘steps should be taken to establish a 

trade publicity bureau in London with a senior Civil Servant in charge’, and Barbour 

subsequently drafted proposals for the office: 

 

(a) It will serve as a general display and information bureau for Northern 

Ireland industries, including the tourist industry; 

(b) It will undertake certain trade promotion services and 

(c) It will carry on publicity services on behalf of Northern Ireland and 

Northern Ireland industries.21 

 

The office’s ‘primary, though not necessarily most important, function’ was to 

‘provide an Information Bureau on matters pertaining to Ulster.’ The ‘Agent-General’ 

in charge of the office would act on behalf of COM to negotiate with London firms 

considering investing in Northern Ireland. In certain circumstances the Agent-General 

was to be empowered to represent Northern Ireland at interdepartmental discussions 

on trade negotiations with both dominions and foreign countries, and would also be 

encouraged to undertake duties on ‘behalf of any department of the [Northern Irish] 

Government’.22 This final aspect of the Agent-General’s responsibilities would be 

demonstrated extensively in the first years of the war when he was responsible for 

negotiating the relationship between the Northern Irish Government and the Ministry 

of Information (MoI). In short, the Agent-General would have wide powers of 

representation for the Northern Irish Government in London. 

W.D. Scott, Permanent Secretary to COM, visited the Canadian and South 

African High Commissions in London in late May, and suggested that the potential 

organisation in London would do well to emulate some of their practices with regards 

to tourism publicity and press releases. This visit demonstrates the ambiguity of 

Northern Ireland’s status within the British empire, and suggests that people in Great 

                                                
20 Diarmaid Ferriter, The transformation of Ireland 1900-2000 (London, 2005), p. 370; 
Charles Townshend, Ireland: the 20th century (London, 1999), p. 147; Deirdre McMahon, 
Republicans & imperialists: Anglo-Irish relations in the 1930s (Connecticut, 1984), pp 271-
280; McDougall, ‘The Projection of Northern Ireland’, p. 39. 
21 Cabinet meeting, 20 Apr. 1938 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/155/1/1); Barbour, ‘Proposed 
London Trade Bureau’, 4 May 1938 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/155/1/1). 
22 Barbour, ‘Proposed London Trade Bureau’, 4 May 1938 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/155/1/1). 
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Britain may have considered Northern Irish publicity as originating outside the UK. 

In his meetings with the main representatives with each office, Scott was assured that 

these dominion representatives ‘appreciate the peculiar position of Northern Ireland’, 

and was informed that John Dulanty’s work on behalf of Éire was regarded as 

particularly effective due to his close personal connections with many civil servants 

in Whitehall.23  

Senator Roland Nugent compiled a detailed report on potential problems 

facing the office around the same time. In Nugent’s view, the office required 

significantly higher expenditure than the £10,000 proposed by COM. His main reason 

for suggesting this was that the Northern Irish public wanted a combination of a ‘High 

Commissioner’ (a dominions representative, although Northern Ireland’s status within 

the UK obviously complicated this) and ‘a “propaganda” man’. Such an appointment 

was impossible, however, unless the government was willing to spend ‘£20,000 a year 

or more and probably not even then.’ He did not consider it possible to have one 

individual ‘Provide a decent façade for public opinion here’, do ‘some useful work’, 

be cheap, ‘Avoid embarrassing and annoying the Imperial Government’ and British 

public opinion.24 His suggestions were essentially for increased professionalization of 

the propaganda machinery, and he would argue this case again in 1943.25 His 

suggestions were considered authoritative enough for James Craig to ask him to fulfil 

the role of Agent-General in July.26 He was well qualified for the post, having 

previously worked in the British Diplomatic service, the Foreign Office, and having 

been the Director of the Federation of British Industries until 1932, as well as the 

Chairman of the Industrial Development Council in 1937.27  

Senator Nugent was too busy to take the job.28 The position instead went to 

Major-General James Cooke-Collis who, having worked almost exclusively in senior 

                                                
23 Scott, ‘Proposed Northern Ireland Office in London’, 23 May 1938 (P.R.O.N.I., 
CAB/9/F/155/1/1). 
24 Nugent, ‘Ulster Publicity’, 28 May 1938 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/155/1/1). 
25 See chapter 3. 
26 Nugent to James Craig, 16 July 1938 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/155/4/1). 
27 Tom Feeney, ‘Nugent, Sir Roland Thomas’, in Royal Irish Academy (eds), Dictionary of 
Irish Biography (http://dib.cambridge.org/viewReadPage.do?articleId=a6261) (20 Feb. 
2017); ‘Nugent, Senator Sir Roland Thomas’, Who’s who in Northern Ireland 1939-40 
(Belfast, 1940), no page numbers.  
28 Nugent to Craig, 16 July 1938 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/155/4/1). 
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army positions until that point, had less apparent qualifications for the post.29 He was 

from Cork, but had been educated in Cheltenham and had spent much of his career in 

the Royal Irish Rifles.30 Cooke-Collis’s previous job had been General Officer 

Commanding the District of Northern Ireland, although he was retired when asked to 

head the UO.31 In terms of his age, Cooke-Collis had much in common with many of 

Craig’s appointments: he was 62.32 

Cooke-Collis’s appointment was publicised heavily by the Northern Irish 

government, including by providing seemingly pre-authored articles to the Belfast 

Telegraph and other publications.33 As predicted by Nugent, however, the 

appointment of someone who did not fulfil all of his criteria met with hostility from 

some quarters.34 Correspondence over his appointment to the Belfast News Letter 

demonstrated both an increased provinciality in some sections of Northern Ireland but 

also a residual all-Ireland perspective among others. J.A. Wensley from Belfast 

lamented his lack of business experience, but also condemned the government’s 

unwillingness to appoint an Ulsterman: ‘As a loyal son of the Imperial Province I 

refuse to believe that Ulster is so bankrupt in business ability and general intelligence 

that it should be necessary to give this job to a Cork man. My slogan is: “An Ulsterman 

to sell Ulster’s goods.”’35 In contrast, William Hill from Bangor, writing to express 

his irritation at some of the ‘hopelessly provincial’ opposition to Cooke-Collis’s 

appointment, claimed ‘Glad I am to feel that there are few in Ulster who would attempt 

to draw a line of demarcation between Southern and Northern Loyalists, or fail to 

appreciate gifted men from any area of Ireland.’36 Similarly, H. Malcolm McKee 

argued that ‘Neither Herr Hitler nor Mr. De Valera is of the nation he rules, but Major-

General Sir James Cooke-Collis is as British as we are. We must not be parochial.’37 

                                                
29 ‘Cooke-Collis, Major-General Sir (William) James Norman’, Who’s Who 1939 (England, 
1940), p. 669. 
30 Belfast News Letter, 25 July 1938, 26 July 1938. 
31 Story for Belfast Telegraph, 28 July 1938 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/155/4/1). 
32 ‘Cooke-Collis, Major-General Sir (William) James Norman’, Who’s Who 1939 (England, 
1940), p. 669 
33 See chapter 4. Story for Belfast Telegraph, 28 July 1938 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/155/4/1); 
Sayers to Gransden, 29 July 1938 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/155/4/1).  
34 Belfast News Letter, 26 July 1938. 
35 Ibid., 27 July 1939. 
36 Ibid., 28 July 1938. 
37 Ibid. 
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There was also some nervousness over his appointment within Stormont. The 

Speaker of the Northern Ireland House of Commons, Henry Mulholland, wrote to 

Craig informing him that the businessmen in Belfast were not enthusiastic about the 

appointment as ‘they all considered a man with wide business experience would have 

been appointed.’38 Mulholland also compared his position unfavourably to Éire’s High 

Commissioner, John Dulanty: ‘If he [Cooke-Collis] was going to be a kind of social 

representative for Ulster he would, holding no official position such as Dulanty holds, 

not get asked automatically to official functions and therefore would not be in a 

position to attain publicity through the medium of making speeches.’39  

Comparison with, and anxiety over, the perceived success of Éire’s publicity 

arrangements in Great Britain was to continue throughout the war, although, like 

Dulanty, Cooke-Collis was to ingratiate himself well with senior figures in some of 

the most important wartime departments (most notably the MoI).40 In terms of Cooke-

Collis’s appointment, the government’s only defence against accusations of his lack 

of business experience was that he had undertaken an economics course at the Staff 

College.41 Mulholland did, however, consider Cooke-Collis a good choice with 

regards to publicity, as he should be able to ‘get himself onto good terms with the 

press people, and keep the Government over on this side well informed as to the trend 

of public opinion on the other side.’42 His military background was deemed to reflect 

the values of the Ulster Unionist Party (UUP), and earned him some credit from critics. 

Certainly when the government was considering appointing a new Agent during the 

                                                
38 The Northern Whig also noted that there were ‘private grumblings among the commercial 
community at the choice of a retired military officer for a purely commercial post.’ Northern 
Whig, 9 Aug. 1938; Henry Mulholland to James Craig, 27 July 1938 (P.R.O.N.I., 
CAB/9/F/155/4/1). 
39 Henry Mulholland to Craig, 27 July 1938 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/155/4/1). 
40 Dulanty’s success in London was not unqualified, and Robert Fisk presents a nuanced and 
somewhat complicated picture of Westminster’s relationship with the Irish representative. 
Fisk quotes Churchill describing him as ‘highly friendly to England’, but also notes how he 
expressed cynicism towards Dulanty’s honesty, describing him ‘as general smoother, 
representing everything Irish in the most favourable light’. Winston Churchill in Fisk, In 
time of war, p. 425.  
41 Story for Belfast Telegraph, 28 July 1938 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/155/4/1). 
42 Mulholland to Craig, 27 July 1938 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/155/4/1). 
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war, the Junior Unionist Committee sent a resolution to the Prime Minister that the 

candidate ‘should preferably be an ex-serviceman’.43  

 

The Press Officer and the Trade Officer 

 

Early in the UO’s development process, Barbour believed that in order to effectively 

publicise the Northern Irish industrial and constitutional position, the Agent-General 

would need a press assistant. They would be an ‘experienced journalist’ from Belfast 

(indicating the centrality of the city in the unionist political imagination), who would 

issue statements to ‘the various organs of the Press in Great Britain of news relating 

to Ulster.’44 When dealing with the weekly provincial papers, Barbour argued, the 

press assistant would meet little resistance, but ‘much greater difficulty will be 

experienced in securing sympathetic treatment by the major daily papers.’45  

This wariness of the British daily press was common within the Northern Irish 

government, and had some merit. A fortnight after the above memorandum the Daily 

Mail published an article suggesting that a ‘clash’ within the Northern Irish 

government over who was to become Agent-General threatened to ‘become a source 

of controversy’.46 In September, COM announced that it had hired a press officer for 

the office by the name of Ewart P. Northwood.47 Northwood had previously worked 

as a journalist for the Northern Whig but was also, remarkably, vice-chairman of the 

Belfast branch of a pro-Nazi organisation called ‘The Link’ at the time of his 

appointment.48 This organisation was closed upon the outbreak of the war, and 

Northwood’s affiliation with the group was never brought up in correspondence 

dealing with the office.49  

                                                
43 Resolution of the Junior Unionist Committee, 22 June 1942 (P.R.O.N.I., 
CAB/9/F/155/4/1). 
44 Barbour, ‘Proposed London Trade Bureau’, 4 May 1938 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/155/1/1). 
45 Ibid. 
46 This criticism was somewhat unusual, as Ollerenshaw has noted the support the Daily 
Mail had previously given to the Unionist cause. Ollerenshaw, Northern Ireland in the 
Second World War, p. 21; Daily Mail, 18 May 1938 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/155/1/1). 
47 Northern Whig, 24 Sept. 1938. 
48 Ibid.; James Loughlin, ‘Hailing Hitler with the red hand: The Link in Northern Ireland 
1937-40’ in Patterns of Prejudice, l, no. 3 (2016), p. 299. 
49 Loughlin, ‘Hailing Hitler with the red hand’, p. 299. 
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After being in the position for a month, Northwood wrote to Cooke-Collis 

detailing his interactions with a socialist London paper called Reynolds News.50 The 

paper had alleged that another armed force similar to the Ulster Volunteer Force was 

to be revived in Ulster to resist a united Ireland. According to Northwood, this 

suggestion ‘is, in my view, calculated seriously to damage Ulster’s desire for new 

industries and increased trade’ – an interesting inversion of the heroic resistance 

narrative that most unionists held about the Ulster Volunteer Force.51 Northwood 

quickly countered the allegations: 

 

I got into touch with the Belfast News Agency Correspondents at once and a 

denial made by an Ulster Cabinet Minister was published particularly by the 

Daily Herald, a sister paper of Reynolds News, the following day.  

Subsequently, I communicated with the News Editor of Reynolds News and 

spoke to him about the damage which the cock-and-bull story of the previous 

Sunday might do to Ulster. He was angry and we exchanged sharp words, in 

the course of which he said he placed absolute reliance on his ‘Dublin’ 

correspondent. 

On Sunday, November 6th, Reynolds News published the Ulster Cabinet 

Denial of the story on its leader page.  

I gather from intimate journalistic friends of mine that harmful and untrue 

stories of the kind published in Reynolds News have not been uncommon in 

the last few years in Great Britain, and subject to your direction, I conceive it 

to be my duty to attempt to put a stop to them.52  

 

This reveals many key aspects of the press officer’s work at the UO. Over the course 

of the war Northwood was to take it upon himself (or to delegate others) to respond to 

articles hostile to Ulster. It also demonstrates the extent to which Northwood was in 

personal contract with senior newspaper figures around London. Finally it 

demonstrates that Northwood considered it his ‘duty’ to put a stop to harmful stories 

about Ulster, a remark that places strong emphasis on his role in combatting anti-Ulster 

                                                
50 Northwood to Cooke-Collis, Nov. 1938 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/155/1/1). 
51 Ibid.; Alvin Jackson, ‘Unionist myths 1912-1985’ in Past & Present, no. 136 (Aug., 1992) 
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propaganda. Over the course of the war, the worthiness of the trade aspect of the UO’s 

work was to be called into question on several occasions, but the value of Northwood’s 

efforts to counter anti-Ulster propaganda in Great Britain was consistently recognised 

as one of the office’s great strengths. 

 On 10 August 1938, COM announced the appointment of Major John M. 

Henderson to the position of Trade Officer of the UO.53 Up until then Henderson had 

been the secretary-organiser of the Ulster Industries Development Association 

(following a distinguished business career and service in WWI), and according to the 

Belfast News Letter was greeted with ‘genuine approval in industrial, commercial, and 

many other circles’ due to his experience, ability and general knowledge of trade 

conditions in Northern Ireland.’54 Interviewed by the newspaper upon his 

appointment, Henderson said he was focussed on bringing the business interests of 

Northern Ireland and Great Britain closer together.55 Shortly afterwards, Henderson 

defended Cooke-Collis from accusations that he was unsuited to the position, as 

quoted in the Belfast News Letter: 

 

Some people had the idea that Sir James was not a business man. Some looked 

upon him as a General with a rough voice giving out commands, but he (Major 

Henderson) could assure them that he was a man of the new Army, very 

approachable, a very good ‘mixer’ and a man who could make the contacts 

that were required for his office.56 

 

Henderson himself had fewer defenders as the work of the office continued throughout 

the war. In Belfast, he developed a reputation as a meddler and busybody, which was 

not helped by his consistent requests for raises and appeals to replace Cooke-Collis as 

Agent following his departure in 1940.57 Despite this, Henderson stayed on at the 

office for the duration of the war. 
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56 Ibid., 16 Aug. 1938. 
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Pre-war work 

 

Cooke-Collis appears to have spent his early months at the office expanding his 

network and giving talks at various societies and events. Some of these were well 

reported in the British press, and according to the office’s own appraisal a speech 

Cooke-Collis gave in London was given ‘considerable publicity’ by a number of 

British newspapers, including The Daily Telegraph and The Times. This coverage was 

‘obtained through goodwill, not payment, and without the help of extraneous agency’, 

and Cooke-Collis regarded it as proof that their publicity had ‘started on a favourable 

basis’.58 COM encouraged Cooke-Collis to create these networks, and in November 

1938 advised him to personally deliver economic statistics from the ministry to the 

editor of The Times.59 Cooke-Collis visited The Times, and his conversation with the 

newspaper’s secretary revealed the limits of the UO’s publicity remit: ‘I told him that 

the policy of the office was one of trade only, that we were not going to beat the drum 

of loyalty, and that I intended never to refer to Eire, Mr. De Valera, or partition. He 

said he agreed that people over here cared nothing for patriotism and that the only 

thing they were interested in was trade, trade, and trade again.’60 This aversion to 

comparing Northern Ireland to Éire is discussed below, but it is worth noting Cooke-

Collis’s awareness of how aspects of Northern Irish political culture were viewed in 

London. The trade aspect of the office’s work was also to become less important over 

the course of the war, and while the office tried to avoid explicitly politicised 

propaganda, it produced material that stressed Northern Ireland’s membership of the 

United Kingdom as well as its war contribution. Cooke-Collis wrote to Craig after this 

meeting, telling him that he had ‘made friends with “The Times” and hope we shall 

have a more favourable press in that quarter in the future.’61  

Other newspaper reports from the months following the office’s establishment 

emphasised its trade mission. Speaking at the jubilee of the establishment of the city 

of Belfast, Cooke-Collis remarked that it was the business of his office to make the 

‘many units - civic, commercial, industrial, agricultural, and tourist’ of Northern 

                                                
58 Cooke-Collis to Craig, 10 Nov. 1938 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/155/1/1). 
59 Scott to Cooke-Collis, 2 Nov. 1938 (P.R.O.N.I., COM/62/1/787); The Times, 30 Apr. 
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60 Cooke-Collis to Scott, 4 Nov. 1938 (P.R.O.N.I., COM/62/1/787). 
61 Cooke-Collis to Craig, 10 Nov. 1938 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/155/1/1). 
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Ireland as widely known as possible.62 Following this assertion, he gave one of the 

clearest statements of how he perceived his office’s role available in this period: 

 

‘The London office,’ proceeded Sir James, ‘will give the widest publicity to 

the industrial importance of Ulster with special reference to its suitability for 

new industries; to its geographical position; to its amenities for the tours, and 

its significance as a part of the Empire. We will paint a true picture of what 

Ulster is and show that it is not what some people think it is.’63 

 

Craig visited the office personally on 30 December 1938, and his visit 

highlights some of the tensions within the Northern Irish government at the time. Craig 

was planning a short social visit in London, but Cooke-Collis convinced him to meet 

selected press representatives.64 ‘One cannot get over the fact that the Prime Minister 

is “hot news” in Fleet Street’, Cooke-Collis reasoned to Craig, ‘and the disappointment 

in that quarter will be acute if the gentlemen of the Press cannot even get a glimpse of 

him on his way through.’65 Craig acquiesced, with an assurance from Cooke-Collis 

that he would not be ‘harried in any way’ by the British press. The interchange 

demonstrates that Craig presumed hostility on behalf of the British press. Cooke-

Collis briefed Craig on which messages should be emphasised, namely ‘that while we 

are discussing trade between Northern Ireland and Great Britain, it has to be borne in 

mind that Northern Ireland is an integral part of the United Kingdom’.66 The Belfast 

News Letter reported his visit under the subheading ‘misapprehensions’: 

 

‘We are carrying on very nicely and quietly in Ulster at present,’ Lord 

Craigavon said, ‘but perhaps I may be able to correct one or two 

misapprehensions which I see in the British Press occasionally. 

‘Most important of all for the people to understand is that we are very proud 

indeed to be known as part of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 

                                                
62 Northern Whig, 6 Sept. 1938.  
63 Ibid. 
64 Craig to Cooke-Collis, 18 Nov. 1938 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/155/1/1); Cooke-Collis to 
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66 Ibid., 10 Dec. 1938 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/155/1/1); Ibid., 20 Dec. 1938 (P.R.O.N.I., 
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Northern Ireland. We are determined to see that the Northern Ireland part of 

the United Kingdom shall be as much British as, say, your Southern and 

Midland Counties.  

‘We also want it to be realised that we are not, in fact, a charge upon the rest 

of the United Kingdom – far from it, because since 1921 we have not only 

balanced our Budget each year, but have contributed to the services here in 

Great Britain. We are proud to do that, and we are only sorry that the 

contribution – some £16,000,000 – has not been larger.67 

 

Craig’s figure of £16,000,000 was challenged by Wilfred Spender, head of the 

Northern Irish Civil Service and Permanent Secretary to the Ministry of Finance. He 

wrote to the new Cabinet Secretary Robert Gransden claiming that the figures did not 

align with those given by the Minister of Finance that year, which claimed that 

Northern Ireland had a ‘debit balance of £2,046,094.’ Spender asked Gransden to 

produce the working behind the figures given by the Prime Minister so his ministry 

could respond to any potential press enquiries.68 Gransden revealed that Craig had not 

told anyone he was going to speak on the province’s contribution to the Treasury, and 

that he had not been supplied with any figures. In defence of Craig’s statement, 

Gransden argued that ‘as there are so many factors involved in the calculation of our 

net payments to Great Britain’ he could not see anybody seriously questioning the 

figure, a permissive stance towards Craig’s seemingly invented statistics and the 

problems they could cause for the Ministry of Finance.69  

This incident demonstrates two issues that plagued the Northern Irish 

government in this period. First, while the economics of Northern Ireland’s 

relationship with the rest of the UK were undoubtedly complex, the analysis of the 

Ministry of Finance would have had more weight than the assertions of the un-briefed 

Prime Minister.70 These different approaches to the province’s financial position can 

be partially understood with reference to the ‘populist’ vs. ‘anti-populist’ tensions 

                                                
67 Belfast News Letter, 31 Dec. 1938. 
68 Spender to Gransden, 31 Dec. 1938 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/155/1/1). 
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be balanced through massive subventions from the imperial exchequer.’ David Fitzpatrick, 
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within the Northern Ireland government which had been present since 1921. 

Expanding on the work of Paul Bew and others, Graham Walker claims that James 

Craig and J.M. Andrews pursued a ‘populist’ policy of ensuring that Northern Ireland 

remained in step with the UK’s social security and benefits provisions, while civil 

servants such as Wilfred Spender argued for a frugal approach which would ensure 

financial independence.71 Both Walker and Thomas Hennessey argue that Craig and 

Andrews’s approach to Northern Ireland’s finances won out, resulting in (according 

to Walker) ‘a situation in which Northern Ireland received subventions from the 

British Treasury, and ad hoc payments were made periodically to balance the 

Province’s budget.’72 Craig’s exaggeration of Northern Ireland’s financial 

contribution to the British Treasury therefore suggests a financial populism, especially 

when the statistics were difficult to verify. Spender’s frustrated letter to Gransden can 

be viewed in the context of this division, as Craig claimed the reward of frugal 

economic policy while advocating policies that ensured significant economic deficit.  

Second, if Northern Ireland’s financial position within the UK was as 

dependent on British Treasury approval as Walker suggests, why did Craig bring it up 

at all? According to Brian Barton, Spender had remarked in August 1938 that Craig 

had ‘an alarming tendency to make important decisions in a casual, hasty manner.’ 

Barton found Spender’s case convincing, suggesting that Craig ‘habitually reached 

important decisions without prior discussion with the appropriate ministers’. When 

criticised in any way, Craig’s response was generally to ‘make grossly extravagant 

claims regarding the success of its [the government’s] policies’.73 Craig’s statement to 

the press in London presents clear evidence of these tendencies. 

Over the course of the first six months of 1939, Cooke-Collis appears to have 

spent a lot of time building up the reputation of his office as a go-between for the 

Northern Irish and British governments. In early June, he wrote a letter to Spender 

highlighting that his ‘presence here is now well known to all the Imperial 

Departments’ and that on several occasions Imperial departments had asked him to 
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forward messages to his superiors in Belfast.74 Cooke-Collis also advocated that 

visiting ministers from Northern Ireland give him their addresses so they could be 

contacted on short notice.75 While some ministers preferred not to (evidence of a 

broader media aversion that the government attempted to combat later in the war), that 

the idea was encouraged by Spender and Gransden suggests that the office was 

increasingly recognised as an important communicant with Westminster.76 This 

importance was to only be enhanced in the first years of the Second World War.  

 

Cooke-Collis and the war 

  

Reporting on his office’s work after two months of war, Cooke-Collis remarked in a 

letter to J.M. Andrews (Minister of Finance) that should most government departments 

in London be evacuated, ‘we were naturally uncertain as to whether our activities 

would not be seriously curtailed.’77 This did not prove to be the case. One of the 

important functions of the UO in the first year of the war was to act as a liaison 

between the Northern Irish Government and the MoI. Only three days after the 

outbreak of war, Gransden contacted Cooke-Collis informing him that the UO would 

perform as a ‘general liaison’ with the MoI.78 The MoI agreed, insisting that the UO 

act as liaison between themselves and any Northern Irish departments that wanted 

publicity.79 The office was to act as the primary communication platform between the 

Northern Irish government and the MoI regarding the establishment of a censor’s 

office in Belfast and the expansion of the MoI’s Regional Information Office 

scheme.80 Cooke-Collis considered his early mediating efforts to be successful: ‘we 

have been able to create an atmosphere which enables us to approach Ministers in 

person and with the least possible delay’.81 If his intention in the pre-war period was 

to position his office as the primary route through which the Northern Irish 
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Government would communicate with the British departments concerned with 

propaganda and supply, they were successful with regards to the MoI.  

 The UO’s own reports suggest that the Trade Officer was successful in 

securing trade deals for Northern Ireland. In a report in late November 1939, Cooke-

Collis stated that Henderson had been in ‘constant touch with the Contract 

Departments of the Fighting Services, the Office of Works, the Ministry of Health and 

the Ministry of Supply’. The purchase of various goods from Northern Ireland had 

apparently been secured by the office, including blankets, boots, clothing, army 

webbing, linens, ropes and twine. Cooke-Collis believed that this work would have 

been impossible without the assistance of Henderson, whose ‘technical knowledge 

and practical experience of the linen industry, combined with his intimate 

acquaintance with all the manufacturing industries of the Province… have enabled 

him to speak with authority when dealing with Departments like the Ministry of 

Supply, and it is entirely due to his efforts that this Ministry is now consulting us 

regularly as to the possibilities of obtaining supplies of various commodities from 

Northern Ireland.’82 Cooke-Collis clearly considered Henderson’s work of high value, 

and in early 1940 he reemphasised the trade aspect of the UO’s work.83 Most 

contemporary and historical observers do not consider Northern Ireland’s early war 

output to have been prolific, but it seems likely that without the Trade Officer their 

performance would have been even worse.84  

 Cooke-Collis also drew attention to his work with the ‘Government and other 

departments’. He considered his work in this regard to be one of his office’s three 

main achievements (the other two being relations with the MoI & trade), and remarked 

in his report to Andrews that ‘Our relations with the Heads of Ministries and 

Parliamentary Secretaries are of such a confidential nature (several important 

decisions have been made during informal conversations in the Carlton Club) [a key 

social hub for British Conservative politicians] that you will realise I am unable to 

enlarge on some of these activities on paper, as to do this would entail a breach of 

confidence, and would ruin the status this office has attained.’85 The informality of 
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these networks is notable, and coupled with his earlier insistence that visiting Northern 

Irish ministers provide him with their addresses in case some of his contacts wished 

to meet with them, it seems likely that Cooke-Collis had a significant network within 

British political circles. It is unsurprising that he networked primarily with the largely 

unionist Conservative party, especially as this report was written before the 

establishment of the wartime coalition in mid-1940, although later in the war the 

Unionist government was to develop a good working relationship with Herbert 

Morrison, the influential Labour Home Secretary.86  

During a debate on the King’s speech in the Northern Irish House of Commons 

on 19 December 1939, Craig gave his impression of the office’s work since the 

outbreak of the war. The office had successfully adapted to the challenges of the war, 

including dealing with import and export licences, processing passports and travelling 

permits, and developing their relationships with the Ministries of Information and 

Supply. ‘One of the principal duties of the London Agent’, Craig continued, was to 

‘ensure that our position as part of the United Kingdom is kept before the public not 

only at home but also abroad’. The government had decided to place a renewed 

emphasis upon the importance of publicity: 

 

It seems to the Government, that is, my right hon. Friends and myself - that it 

is of the utmost importance that the most careful attention should be paid to 

this matter, and that our efforts should be directed towards the objects we 

desire to attain, in the most effective and business-like manner possible. 

We have, therefore, decided to supplement the existing arrangements by 

appointing a Press Officer to the Government, and I am happy to be able to 

announce that Mr. F.M. Adams has consented to undertake this onerous duty.87 

 

Craig intended the new publicity machinery, discussed in chapter 3, to enhance 

the current work of the UO. Craig recognised the diversifying responsibilities of the 

UO, an unsurprising development given that it was the primary visible representation 

of the Northern Irish Government in Great Britain. Only days after Britain declared 

war on Germany, the UO was inundated with enquiries about the receipt of permit 
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cards for travelling from Great Britain to Northern Ireland.88 Other functions 

undertaken by the UO provided both practical and propagandistic value for Northern 

Ireland. In January 1940, Cooke-Collis established a canteen and entertainment room 

for Northern Irish soldiers on leave.89 The canteen had the double function of 

providing advertising for Ulster and its serving forces, as well as discouraging the 

servicemen from ‘frequenting the many undesirable haunts which have sprung up in 

London since the war began.’90 The canteen was funded largely by donations and 

appears to have been a product of Cooke-Collis’s personal initiative.91 This canteen 

ran throughout the war, and was visited by the King and Queen in 1942.92 As Craig 

implicitly recognised in his speech, however, it was in its role as a publicity office that 

the UO had demonstrated its true worth. The creation of the Northern Ireland 

Government Press Office (GPO), under F.M. Adams, can be seen as a direct 

consequence of the perceived success of the UO propaganda efforts.  

Northwood had been releasing a steady stream of Ulster news to the British 

press. A report in January 1940 by Cooke-Collis contained a six-page list of news 

topics (and the newspapers that carried them), and seemed to cover every news item 

released by the office over the course of a month (mid-December 1939 to mid-January 

1940). The list contains twelve different news packages for the British press in this 

period. Of the various press releases about Northern Irish war production, food 

rationing and recruitment, the story that was published in most newspapers was on the 

King’s speech to the Northern Irish parliament. Sixty-two newspapers gave the speech 

coverage, a fact that the UO was keen to take credit for, although the evident 

newsworthiness of royal speeches may have been more influential in its wide 

circulation. Unfortunately, there is no copy of the press announcement sent out by the 

UO on the topic, but a comparison of the stories in a selection of newspapers suggests 

that they all had the same source, making it likely that the UO had circulated the story 

to them.93  
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The emphasis of the articles, as can be seen from their titles alone, was on 

Ulster’s productivity, recruitment and membership of the United Kingdom.94 These 

were all, crucially, contentious aspects of the Northern Irish state: the province was 

not fully integrated into the pre-war rearmament programme, and the Northern Irish 

government had failed to have military conscription introduced.95 Some of the articles, 

however, did not appear in the newspapers with the titles indicated by Cooke-Collis, 

and indeed in some cases did not appear at all. In the memorandum, Cooke-Collis said 

that on 5 January 1940 the Liverpool Evening Express published an article entitled 

‘Ulstermen go home to join up’.96 In fact, the article was entitled ‘Irishmen must join 

up’, and focussed primarily on the difficulty some Irishmen of military age were facing 

leaving the UK. Indeed, the references made to Northern Ireland in the article were 

not entirely flattering. The article reported that travel restrictions applied to Northern 

Ireland, and that there was no conscription there.97 That Cooke-Collis may have 

deliberately misrepresented the material written on Ulster in order to impress his 

superiors is supported by the fact that other articles referenced by Cooke-Collis did 

not exist: neither a 19 December 1939 article on the King’s speech in the Manchester 

Evening News, nor a story on Ulster’s war savings in the 10 January 1940 Daily Herald 

can be found in the newspapers, even on the surrounding dates.98 Perhaps Cooke-

Collis was reporting positive responses from his interactions with the newspapers 

themselves, rather than what was actually reported. Indeed, with regards to the trade 

work of the office, W.D. Scott picked up on some exaggerations in Cooke-Collis’s 

report, specifically that with regards to the War Office purchase of Northern Irish 
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linen: ‘the reports that have been submitted to you on these matters have been unduly 

optimistic and have failed to take into consideration the fact that other agencies were 

at work.’99 Cooke-Collis replied to Scott defending his statements, and with regards 

to the newspaper reports the inaccuracies and omissions appear to have been the 

exception rather than the rule, and most of the articles he reported on appeared in the 

publications he suggested. 

Northwood later provided a review of his own work. While Northwood may 

have exaggerated his achievements to his superiors, other internal appraisals of his 

performance during the war suggest he performed his functions well. There were also 

un-sanctioned letters from individuals praising his work and character, and as such, 

the volume of work listed in these documents should be taken as reasonably reliable.100 

In June 1940 he listed his regular contacts with the press, including the Daily 

Telegraph, The Times and the Daily Mail. Copies from his daily diary, included in the 

package sent back to Belfast, give a broad overview of Northwood’s work. Northwood 

was in contact with the MoI on all three days for which he provided extracts from his 

diary (29 April, 6 May and 7 May), often on multiple occasions, and on each occasion 

forwarded them stories of Northern Irish significance. Northwood also made a point 

of circulating similar stories to international papers with correspondents in London, 

such as preparing a story on Northern Ireland’s war effort for the New Zealand 

Associated Press, and an interview with the London representative of the Argus South 

African Newspapers. Northwood also dealt with niche craft or trade journals. On 29 

April, for example, Northwood had meetings with correspondents from both the Daily 

Express and Poultry World.101 

The examples of press releases circulated by Northwood in the package give 

further indication of the type of publicity the Northern Irish government wanted in 

Great Britain. There are thirteen press releases contained within Northwood’s report 

from June 1940, some of which originated from the Government Press Officer in 

Belfast, while others were written by Northwood himself.102 Beyond implying the 
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important economic contribution by Northern Ireland within the UK, the material was 

relatively politically restrained. This fits with Craig’s view of the office as set out in 

December 1938 to the British press: ‘Politics will not enter its [the UO’s] walls’, 

although the office would correct ‘grossly misleading’ claims.103 Within the bundle 

there were stories on Northern Ireland reaching its ploughing aims and food targets (a 

result of the success of Basil Brooke’s Ministry of Agriculture, one of the few 

ministries to perform well in this period), ‘Ulster’s’ success with Saving Certificates 

and the donation of an ambulance to the Red Cross.104 Northern Ireland’s trade and 

industry was an important publicity tool for the office, and in May they released an 

unedited four-page copy of a speech given by Andrew Duncan, President of the Board 

of Trade to the Belfast Chamber of Commerce.105 Two of the articles contained in the 

document pack relate to positive Canadian developments, one on the right of the 

Canadian Dental Corps to use the Geneva Cross and another on a royal message to 

Canadian palace guards.106 McDougall has argued that Unionists deliberately targeted 

influential foreigners, including Canadian businessmen and politicians, ‘in an attempt 

to minimise the prospect of external factors forcing the British Government to change 

its policy on Northern Ireland’.107 These Canadian features were likely an attempt to 

maintain a presence in Canadian news-cycles.  

Another article actually criticised the domestic situation in Northern Ireland, 

albeit in soft terms and on an issue that was not of particular contention. In an article 

entitled ‘Ulster’s youth problems’, the unknown author reported that:  
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A campaign for the development of physical culture and recreation among 

people between 14 and 20 years of age has begun in Northern Ireland… Since 

the war began the problem of directing the energies of young people into right 

channels has become increasingly urgent. The growth of juvenile delinquency 

is partly due to war-time tension and the relaxing of parental control in the 

absence of parents and guardians on some form of national service.108  

 

It is possible that soft criticism of Northern Irish domestic issues, as well as the implied 

large-scale volunteering for the armed services (‘the absence of parents and guardians 

on some form of national service’), may have been intended as distraction from the 

lack of conscription in Northern Ireland, not to mention the other serious governmental 

and industrial issues at the time. In terms of this material being included in a report 

back to Northwood’s superiors, the content would have encouraged the idea that the 

office did not produce one-sided propaganda. Based on Northwood’s own appraisal 

of his work, and according to the material he included for his superiors in Belfast, the 

Press Officer for the UO appears to have had a wide network of British newspapermen 

at his disposal, and the material he produced forwarded a vision of the province as 

thoroughly invested in the war effort. 

The routine press releases available for the Northern Ireland GPO (founded in 

January 1940) and Regional Information Office (an extension of the GPO, established 

in May 1940) present a similar picture for the duration of the war, although 

unfortunately have no correspondence accompanying them to provide further insight 

into their composition.109 These press releases were likely circulated through the UO 

as well as in Northern Ireland, and throughout the conflict asserted the Britishness of 

Northern Ireland and the province’s war output. A press release from early 1940 

quoted J.M. Andrews, then Minister of Finance, asserting the ‘gallantry of Ulstermen 

serving with the forces’.110 Another press release from the same month quoted Dawson 

Bates, Minister of Home Affairs: ‘There is no part of the Empire where the people are 

                                                
108 Unknown, ‘Ulster’s youth problems’, 26 Apr. 1940 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/155/1/1). 
109 See chapter 3 for the work of the GPO. When compiling wartime records for his official 
war history, John Blake collected a wide variety of press releases by the Northern Irish press 
offices and combined them with various newspaper clippings. Blake was probably selective 
in which press releases he collected, and some of them have been used as scrap paper, with 
newspaper articles stuck over their text. (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/3/C/1-9). 
110 Press notice, 23 Jan. 1940 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/3/C/1). 



 111 

so anxious to conform to wartime regulations as they are in Northern Ireland’.111 These 

press releases were clearly designed to assert Northern Ireland’s status within the 

United Kingdom and involvement in the war effort, and continued throughout the war. 

In April 1941, a long press release entitled ‘Northern Ireland and the war’ asserted that 

‘Since the outbreak of war Ulstermen have borne their full share of the fighting in the 

Royal Navy, the Army and the Royal Air Force’.112 Similarly, in June 1943 the press 

offices circulated an article entitled ‘More war work for Ulster’, and in March 1944 

an article dealing with the sinking of H.M.S. Penelope emphasised shipbuilding in 

Belfast.113 

 As was the case with other Northern Irish propaganda in this period, references 

to Éire were limited in routine publicity. When comparisons were made, the 

Government Press Officer preferred to distance the government from the comparison. 

In 1941, a press release was circulated by the GPO entitled ‘Northern Ireland and 

neutrality’, which unfavourably compared Éire’s neutrality with Northern Ireland’s 

war effort. Crucially, while this article was (ostensibly) written by the Unionist MP 

Robert Corkey, the article did not indicate his party affiliation and it was made explicit 

that the article was originally published in another publication: The Nineteenth 

Century and After.114 The article was actually written by F.M. Adams, the Government 

Press Officer, and published under Corkey’s name.115 Presumably this was done to 

distance the government from the content of the article. The recipients of the press 

release, identified only as ‘Editors’, were encouraged to ‘republish extracts from this 

article in their columns’.116 The article compared Éire’s neutrality unfavourably with 

various British dominions, who had ‘come forward spontaneously and eagerly to take 

their place in the battle line’. Northern Ireland, however, was unequivocally British: 

‘As the United Kingdom is at war, so is Northern Ireland as one of its parts’. Corkey 
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also demonstrated an awareness of the danger a publicity campaign in Britain and 

abroad could cause for unionists, and how Irish nationalists targeted British audiences:  

 

‘For many months, on both sides of the Irish Sea, there has been persistent 

agitation prompted by one purpose – to destroy the constitutional position 

established by the Government of Ireland Act… Responsibility for a “divided 

Ireland”, they assert, rests upon Great Britain. The clear implication is that, in 

their view, the British government should override the Government of 

Northern Ireland and insist on the union of North and South.’117 

 

Corkey’s defence against this argument was essentially one of self-determination: that 

it should be ‘unthinkable that the Government of the United Kingdom would bring 

pressure to bear upon … [a country within the United Kingdom] to leave the Empire 

against its will.’118 These concerns over Irish nationalists attempting to convince 

international, and especially British, public opinion of the evils of partition are 

apparent throughout the history of the Northern Irish press offices. 

 Other material emphasised the province’s international connections, especially 

after the entry of the USA into the war. A press release in April 1942 concerned a local 

co. Down man who had graduated from the Advanced Flying School in Alabama.119 

Another from August the same year entitled ‘How Ulster can contribute to winning 

the peace’ emphasised the importance of local Northern Irish citizens getting on well 

with the American forces garrisoned in Northern Ireland.120 In November 1944, an 

article about a visit from a British hospital trust emphasised, by quoting the Minister 

of Health and Local Government, that ‘We in Northern Ireland are proud of our 

partnership in the British Commonwealth of Nations.’121 The themes of these routine 

publicity materials will be drawn out more thoroughly in chapter 3 by studying three 

case studies of Northern Irish propaganda, which provide greater insight into the 

processes by which Northern Irish propaganda was created. 
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Before the opening of the Northern Ireland GPO in January 1940, these 

publicity efforts were directed by James Cooke-Collis, and his influence over publicity 

policy continued afterwards. Cooke-Collis was consistently concerned about the 

propagandistic efforts of Éire in the UK, and in a letter to Craig in February 1940 

Cooke-Collis made severe allegations against the Éire press representatives in 

London. The British press, he stated, were less interested in both Irelands due to IRA 

outrages (as Pronay has noted, the British media were not allowed to refer to IRA 

activities) and paper shortages, and on top of this ‘Ulster has received publicity for its 

case to an unprecedented degree’, due both to the work of the UO and Northern 

Ireland’s wartime strategic importance.122 This ‘state of affairs has created dismay in 

De Valera’s camp’, but that was no reason to become complacent: 

 

Republicans are carrying on their campaign (mainly through the Press), if only 

in a comparatively minor way, and the enclosed two cuttings are examples of 

it. My feeling about this Press campaign against us is that it is malicious and 

probably backed by Nazi money, and that the British Government should at 

least make an effort to discourage it.123 

 

Unfortunately the cuttings are missing from the archive, although Cooke-Collis 

references The Manchester Guardian as a frequent offender, suggesting that the 

articles were not likely to have been written by members of the IRA. That Cooke-

Collis was willing to accuse the publicity branch of the Éire Government of being paid 

for by Nazi donations demonstrates just how toxic some attitudes towards Éire were 

in the Northern Irish civil service.124 The letter also alleged ‘evidence of Roman 

Catholic and anti-Ulster influences at work in the Ministry of Information’ and that 

                                                
122 Nicholas Pronay, ‘The news media at war’ in Nicholas Pronay and D.W. Spring, 
Propaganda, politics and film, 1918-45 (London, 1982), p. 192. Cooke-Collis to Craig, 21 
Feb. 1940 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/CD/31/3). 
123 Cooke-Collis to Craig, 21 Feb. 1940 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/CD/31/3). 
124 If Cooke-Collis was talking about the IRA when he referenced ‘Republicans’, he would 
have been more accurate in his accusation of Nazi assistance. From early 1939 senior 
members of the IRA had been actively seeking the assistance of Nazi Germany, and the IRA 
leader Seán Russell died on a German U-boat. English, Armed struggle, pp 62-4; Brian 
Hanley, ‘“Oh here’s to Adolph Hitler”? The IRA and the Nazis’, History Ireland, xiii, no. 3 
(May-June 2005), p. 31.  



 114 

‘Their emissaries are in almost every area in Britain officially and unofficially’.125 

This concern had been made explicit early in the war when Cooke-Collis had 

discovered that the MoI had hired a man called Frank Pakenham to be ‘in charge of 

Irish propaganda’, whose main job was to apparently ‘do away with the border’.126 

Cooke-Collis claimed responsibility for his dismissal from the MoI in October 1939, 

claiming (an unfortunately missing) ‘dossier did the trick!’, but the issue had 

highlighted to him the extent to which Éire had supposedly infiltrated the British civil 

service.127 The holding of such beliefs by the man in charge of Northern Ireland’s 

propaganda efforts in Great Britain is evidence of how deeply sceptical many of those 

in senior positions of Northern Ireland’s government were of Éire’s policy of 

neutrality. 

 

Years without leadership 

 

On 30 May 1940 Craig announced that Cooke-Collis would be returning to Belfast to 

act as the ‘chief organiser of all forms of civil defence’, a position that perhaps 

recognised his true strengths.128 He died of natural causes in April 1941, and no-one 

was appointed as a replacement Agent for the duration of the war.129 Immediately 

following Cooke-Collis’s departure, certain government figures began questioning the 

usefulness of the office. In June 1940 W.D. Scott, Permanent Secretary at COM, sent 

a letter to Gransden arguing that it was ‘doubtful whether we should be justified on 

commercial or ordinary official grounds in keeping the office open’.130 Although he 

felt he could not comment on the political role of the office, John Milne Barbour, the 

Minister of Commerce, felt he would be ‘justified in suspending for the duration of 

the war the operations of the London Office’.131 At this point, according to Scott, the 

office’s principal business was press releases and the granting of assistance to people 

who needed a travelling permit. That the permanent secretary for COM did not 

consider the expansion of Northern Irish trade a function of the UO contradicts Cooke-
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Collis’s assertion months before that Henderson was doing fantastic work. With 

regards to press relations, Scott thought Northwood would be able to do as effective a 

job working from the recently established GPO in Belfast.132 In terms of the office’s 

role in handing out travel permits, the decision by the Westminster government to 

withhold travel permits except in cases of ‘national importance’ meant that the UO 

was no longer as inundated with requests as they had been at the outbreak of war.133 

Despite (or perhaps because of) Cooke-Collis’s relative success in positioning 

the UO as an important method of communication between Stormont and 

Westminster, with his departure the Northern Irish government considered other 

methods of communication. On 4 June 1940, Craig announced in the Northern Irish 

Commons that L.G.P. Freer, Assistant Secretary to the cabinet, was to be sent to the 

Home Office in Whitehall: 

 

It may be said that the liaison between ourselves and the British Government 

will be weakened naturally by withdrawing Sir James Cooke-Collis from the 

post he held there where he had the entrée to any of the Government 

departments, whether service departments or otherwise, but we have taken 

another step in that direction and short-circuited the system which hitherto has 

been of such great benefit to us. At the request of the British Government we 

are putting a very strong representative direct into the Home Office on the 

other side, so that we will have somebody right in the centre of that 

Government Department with which we here are more constantly in touch than 

any other. The Home Office, as you are aware, is our legitimate means of 

communication, even to other departments, except in emergencies.134 

 

Craig’s emphasis on the British government’s request that Northern Ireland send a 

representative to Whitehall indicates that good co-ordination with the Northern Irish 

government was an aim of the Westminster government, that the UO was no longer 

satisfying this particular requirement, and that Craig wanted to present Northern 

Ireland’s presence in the Home Office as desired by the Westminster government. 
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According to Scott, Freer was to act as an ‘intermediary’ between the Northern Irish 

and British departments, and when he drafted a letter announcing Freer’s 

responsibilities he referred to him as a ‘Liaison Officer’.135 Unfortunately, there do 

not appear to be any records of Freer’s specific work in the Home Office, but while 

he was brought back to Belfast in August 1943 the Northern Irish government 

maintained a liaison officer in the Home Office into the post-war period.136 These 

liaison offices do not appear to have resolved all of the communication problems 

between the Northern Irish government and the Home Office, however, as seen in the 

section on The Ulster Protestant in chapter 1. 

If Freer was to be the intermediary between the Westminster and Northern 

Irish governments, and Henderson’s use as Trade Officer was limited, the main 

function left for the UO was publicity.137 On the same day as Craig’s speech about the 

UO, Gransden wrote back to Scott informing him that in consultation with the Prime 

Minister, the Minister of Finance (J.M. Andrews) and Scott himself, the office would 

be kept open. This decision appears to have been heavily influenced by the new 

Government Press Officer in Belfast, F.M. Adams, who Gransden mentioned by name 

in his letter: ‘I am particularly anxious, in view of reports which I have received this 

morning from Adams, that our Press contact should be maintained’.138 

While Gransden may have been anxious to make sure Northwood’s services 

were maintained, the Trade Officer Henderson was not as popular. In August 1941 he 

lobbied the Home Office in Whitehall to lift the restrictions upon people travelling 

from Great Britain to Northern Ireland (a necessary consequence of the restriction on 

travel placed upon people going to Éire). In a letter to the Home Office, he highlighted 

the cases of several individuals who, despite being in circumstances of ‘severe 
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hardship, amounting to acute mental torture’, had been refused permits. His tone 

became increasingly hyperbolic: 

 

During the present strenuous times I feel it is not good enough to take up the 

time of Parliament with such cases, but on the other hand I am being inundated 

with irate loyal Northern Ireland people, who accuse the Government here of 

using the very methods now being used in Germany – methods, which they 

say, they are supposed to be fighting against.139 

 

Henderson even telephoned the Home Office when one woman’s application was 

rejected, informing a civil servant that they were ‘responsible for the consequences 

that might follow from this young woman being compelled to spend her holiday in the 

evil surroundings of London.’140 Henderson received a comprehensive reply detailing 

both why the general policy was in place and why each of the individual cases he 

referred to were rejected. But the Home Office’s response was also sent to Gransden 

by Freer, and its comments on Henderson were not flattering. According to the letter, 

Henderson had ‘recently become very tiresome’, and ‘intends by all possible means 

to have them [the travel restrictions] rescinded.’141  

It is remarkable that someone hired primarily as the trade representative of the 

Northern Irish government in Britain would use that position, without the knowledge 

of his superiors, to try and undermine UK government policy and potentially fray 

relations between the Northern Irish and UK governments. His actions suggested that 

Ulster’s situation and need came above all Imperial or broader wartime concerns, a 

perspective in many ways shared by Craig’s ‘little Ulster’ attitude.142 Gransden 

disapproved of Henderson’s conduct, but gave him the benefit of the doubt when he 

told Freer that he did not think Henderson ‘realises the damage which he is doing and 

the feeling of resentment which may be created by his method of approach to these 
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problems.’143 Henderson’s lobbying for Northern Irish citizens to have unrestricted 

travel back from Great Britain was a logical consequence of viewing the province as 

intrinsic to the UK, but this case also provides a good example of how individuals who 

pursued this agenda within the Northern Irish government machinery could irritate 

Whitehall officials who took a more pragmatic approach to the province given its 

geographical position.  

Slightly earlier in the year, Henderson had been writing to his superiors in 

Belfast in an effort to have his pay increased. In April, Spender wrote to Gransden 

about the request, which was made ‘mainly on the grounds that he is now acting as 

Agent for our Government’.144 Spender, ever the voice of fiscal restraint, expressed 

the reservations of others: 

 

I think both Mr. Milne Barbour and Sir Basil Brooke have some doubts as to 

whether the London Agency is able to achieve very much in present 

conditions, though the part of the London Office dealing with cross-channel 

services, etc. is very useful. However, in view of the opinions expressed by our 

Attorney-General and others in Parliament, I do not suppose that the Cabinet 

will wish to change its present policy to keep an agent in London (in addition 

to Freer).145 

 

Not only did Spender consider it unlikely that a new Agent would be appointed, he 

also doubted whether the UO could achieve much given its position. This suggests a 

scepticism of the value of propaganda from Spender, and is indicative of a broader 

indifference towards propaganda in Great Britain present in many Northern Irish 

ministries (aside from COM) in this period.146 Scott from COM commented on 

Henderson’s role when responding to Spender, claiming that ‘the main activities of 

this Officer relate to facilitating Northern Ireland people who wish to secure passport 

facilities.’147 Clearly, the trade value of the UO had diminished significantly in the war 

years. 
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Government Information Officer 

 

In July 1943, after the office had been without an Agent for two years, Basil Brooke’s 

new government began reforming its publicity organisation.148 According to a letter 

Brooke wrote to Cyril Falls in July 1943 (asking him to fill the position he was 

describing), Brooke wanted to ‘strengthen the present organisation by the appointment 

of a Public Relations Officer, who would hold the same position vis-à-vis the 

Government of Northern Ireland as similar officers hold in relation to Departments of 

the British Government.’149 While Brooke was pursuing this, however, Spender was 

doubting the wisdom of pursuing such a course on financial grounds.150 The Northern 

Irish government’s second choice (after Falls said no) for the position was Lynden 

Macassey.151 Macassey was an industrial lawyer born in Carrickfergus, and prior to 

his appointment had an extensive career in labour relations, having done seven year’s 

work as chairman of the Northern Ireland Fares Tribunal.152 When Brooke wrote to 

him personally in July 1943, he highlighted why he considered him an ideal candidate 

for the position: 

 

The government has felt that there was considerable scope for a Public 

Relations Officer who would take charge of the arrangements for keeping 

public opinion informed of Ulster affairs. We think this could be achieved by 

someone undertaking the work on a part-time basis, as there is suitable 

machinery already in existence on the Press side, and I write to ask whether 

you could see your way to give us the benefit of your services. You have many 

contacts in important circles in London and elsewhere in Great Britain, and I 

am sure that your intimate knowledge of Ulster affairs would be of the greatest 
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advantage to us and lead to a better understanding, not only at home, but 

abroad, of the Ulster position.153 

 

Now that the Northern Irish government had closer relations with Whitehall 

departments and a Liaison Officer in the Home Office, Macassey would no longer 

have to take on any of the liaison duties previously held by the Agent. Rather, 

Macassey’s duties would be entirely press orientated. When Macassey was appointed 

he met with Northwood and Henderson, at which point there was very little mention 

of Henderson’s trade work, suggesting it had been heavily reduced by the war.154 In 

addition to keeping the press (including the BBC, which Brooke specifically 

mentioned) on side, Macassey would ‘keep in contact with the various Divisions of 

the Ministry of Information, with a view to influencing any matter issued through the 

medium of that Department dealing with Irish Affairs as a whole.’155 Macassey agreed 

to take on the position for free, with only entertainment and travel expenses covered. 

He immediately set about reforming Brooke’s plans, telling Brooke that the title 

should not be ‘Public Relations Officer’: ‘From my knowledge of the press and of 

their views which I have constantly before me as Chairman of the Reuters’ Trust I 

know the suspicion with which the “Public Relations Officers” of all public 

departments are regarded by the press, especially the American press.’156 This was an 

attitude he took throughout the discussions over his appointment, and he frequently 

expressed the opinion that any reference to ‘publicity’ work would insinuate 

‘propaganda’ to those working in the press.157  

Macassey’s early work demonstrated a willingness to adjust the office to better 

suit its purpose and to create news events for the leading British newspapers.158 His 

entrepreneurial spirit, however, would not get a chance to develop the office. 

Macassey recognised early on that his role as Chairman of the Reuters Trust could 
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provide a conflict of interest for his work with the UO: according to Gransden one of 

the main reasons he wanted the word ‘publicity’ kept out of his title was because ‘he 

is Chairman of Reuters’ and was therefore ‘anxious not to be compromised.’159 This 

was not kept secret when he was appointed, with his work at Reuters being used as 

evidence of his competency when his appointment was announced to the Northern 

Ireland House of Commons on 3 October 1943.160 Macassey’s fears were to be 

realised: only four days after this announcement he resigned. In his official letter of 

resignation to Basil Brooke, Macassey spelled out what he considered to be a conflict 

of interest: 

 

It never occurred to me that my assisting you in connection with your 

Information Office in London could possibly be represented as something 

which impaired the independence of Reuters, but as that is being suggested in 

certain overseas quarters by organizations who would like for their own 

purposes to disparage the independence of Reuters, I feel that it is my first duty 

to avoid giving any ground for such a suggestions being made, however 

unfounded it may be.161 

 

It is surprising that Macassey could not see a conflict of interest: he, after all, pointed 

out that ‘Public Relations Officer’ made his role sound like that of a propagandist. A 

later, personal letter to Brooke elaborated further: ‘Apparently what was said in your 

House of Commons got called to [the] U.S.A.’ and as a result ‘news agencies who are 

fighting Reuters have supplied American papers with the announcement that the 

Chairman of Reuters Trust has accepted a post of Director of Information under the 

Govt. of N.I. so as to disparage the independence of Reuters’.162 Brooke expressed 

sympathy but also a degree of bewilderment: ‘Although I don’t quite see how the 

independence of Reuters Trust would be jeopardised by your undertaking the 

supervision of our information services in London, we must face the facts as they are 

and I am sorry that you have been put in such a difficult position.’163 Brooke’s inability 
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to see the conflict of interest is interesting, and should be seen in the light of his 

government’s remarkably close relationship with the major unionist news outlets in 

Northern Ireland.164  

The Northern Irish government lost little time in replacing Macassey. Just over 

a month after Macassey’s resignation, Brooke approached Ernest H. Cooper. Cooper, 

a Canadian who was offered the job ‘in the absence of an outstanding Ulsterman 

capable of filling the post’, had ‘intimate knowledge of Ulster’s industrial problems 

and requirements and had valuable contacts in Great Britain’ according to Brooke.165 

Prior to his appointment, Cooper had been an Industrial Adviser to COM, and had 

extensive business experience given his position as Chairman and Managing director 

of Gillette industries in Britain.166 Harry Midgley and William Lowry, Minister for 

Public Security and Minister for Home Affairs respectively, had fears that Cooper 

would not be able to grasp the ‘political aspect of Ulster propaganda’ - a phrase that 

suggested both a wariness of non-Ulstermen and a ‘political’ understanding of the 

UO’s work (in contrast to Craig’s earlier assertions that ‘Politics will not enter its 

walls’).167 The Minister for Labour, William Grant, asked whether it would be worth 

considering splitting the publicity work in two, having different bodies for political 

and industrial propaganda.168 The suggestion that the roles be split is particularly 

interesting as the notes of the meeting record ‘The question whether the latter work in 

London should not be undertaken under the direction of the Ulster Unionist Council 

and not under that of the Ulster Office was also mentioned.’169 This suggestion is one 

of the most explicit available that some figures within the various wartime cabinets 

thought that their British propaganda should take an explicitly party political tone, and 

also highlights how close the government and party machinery were in this period.170 

Brooke decided to delay the question of bringing the UUC into government publicity, 

but assured his ministers that he would consult ‘some of our local papers before 
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coming to a decision’, clear evidence that these newspapers were considered to have 

a role in Northern Irish government propaganda.171 

Cooper’s appointment was announced on 25 November 1943, and was 

reported in the Northern Irish and British press over the following days.172 The 

Northern Whig’s ‘London Letter’ from 27 November 1943 claimed (following a chat 

with Cooper) that ‘Mr. Cooper is a man of much weight and importance in British 

industry’, but as such it was strange that he had been given the title of ‘Public Relations 

Officer’ as that position was generally regarded as ‘considerably subordinate’ to his 

previous positions.173 The Belfast Telegraph wrote a glowing editorial on Cooper’s 

appointment, and offered a rebuke to those who would criticise his nationality: 

 

In London he is well known and highly thought of in business circles. As 

Industrial Adviser to the Ministry of Commerce here over a considerable 

period he has the benefit of a first-hand knowledge of the Province’s needs, 

and has won the high opinion of all with whom he came in contact. Offered a 

salary for this new post in London, he generously refused it. In face of these 

facts some of the criticisms offered at Stormont on Thursday can only be 

termed parochial and churlish. Were an Ulsterman available with equally good 

qualifications it would be a different matter… Indeed, the fact that Mr. Cooper 

is not Ulster born may in the special nature of the job be an advantage rather 

than otherwise.174 

 

That the Belfast Telegraph thought someone from outside Ulster may prove a better 

publicity man suggests both that supposed objectivity could be a value in publicity 

and an awareness of the UO’s international audience. The rebuke offered to the 

‘parochial and churlish’ criticisms of Cooper’s appointment also indicated an imperial 

and international perspective to Northern Irish affairs from the Belfast Telegraph.  

                                                
171 See chapter 4. Cabinet meeting, 9 Nov. 1943 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/155/3/1).  
172 Brooke statement to the Northern Irish House of Commons, 25 Nov. 1943 (P.R.O.N.I., 
CAB/9/F/155/3/1). 
173 Northern Whig, 27 Nov. 1943. 
174 Belfast Telegraph, 27 Nov. 1943. 
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His appointment was not well received among some independent unionists. 

Thomas Henderson, independent unionist for Shankill, used the opportunity of 

Cooper’s appointment to criticise the government’s publicity efforts generally: 

 

‘Mr Dulanty’, he said, ‘spent thousands and thousands of pounds in advertising 

the Irish Free State in London and in entertaining distinguished visitors, but 

the Northern Government is ‘lousy’ in its treatment of the Ulster Office, which 

is a disgrace to Northern Ireland… It is disgraceful to think that out of the 

population of Northern Ireland not one solitary person could be found to 

represent us in London. As things stand the people of the Dominions hardly 

know that Ulster exists, and when Ulster people go to London the 

representatives of those Dominions think they are citizens of Eire.’175 

  

As an independent unionist, Henderson was liable to use any occasion to strongly 

criticise the Northern Irish government. Yet his allegations reveal many of the specific 

criticisms of the government made by hard-line unionists, and echoed some of those 

made against Cooke-Collis five years previously. His parochial despair at the inability 

to find a Northern Irish individual to helm the office, his unfavourable comparison to 

Éire’s (supposedly) successful propaganda campaign, and the failure of Northern Irish 

publicity to correct British misconceptions were all criticisms of the government’s 

press work that appeared throughout the war. 

Cooper himself was pleased with his appointment, and he stressed his loyalty 

to the Northern Irish government in somewhat unusual terms when writing to 

Gransden: ‘My heart still belongs to Daddy – Daddy, being the Government of 

Northern Ireland.’176 Regardless of his nationality, Cooper was loyal to his superiors 

in Belfast. He changed his title to ‘Director of Information Services’ and started work 

in early December.177 Brooke wrote several letters to influential figures (such as 

Brendan Bracken, Minister of Information and R.W. Foot, the Director-General of the 

                                                
175 Irish News, 26 Nov. 1943. 
176 Ernest Cooper to Gransden, 2 Dec. 1943 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/155/3/1).  
177 Ibid., 6 Dec. 1943 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/155/3/1). 
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BBC) following Cooper’s appointment encouraging them to make as much use of him 

as possible.178 

 On 17 December Cooper gathered press representatives from around the UK 

to introduce himself and set out his vision for the UO. As reported in the Belfast 

Telegraph, Cooper stated that ‘The day for speaking of Ulster supplicating Britain for 

protection has gone by… Ulster is giving protection to Britain today’.179 This 

presentation of the war as correcting misapprehensions about Northern Ireland’s role 

in the UK was echoed in Northern Irish newspapers. The Belfast Telegraph, in the 

same article as above, remarked that ‘Gross misrepresentations about the Ulster people 

have been swept by the board in the last four years, for it is the people who are the 

principals in a proud story.’180 According to the Northern Whig, Cooper viewed his 

appointment ‘in the nature of a crusade - a crusade to remove ignorance and 

misconceptions about Ulster from the minds of the people of Britain.’181 Beyond the 

interesting use of Christian symbolism to describe Cooper’s appointment, this article 

suggests that the Northern Whig did not consider the UO’s previous efforts to have 

been particularly successful.  

 Half a year after his appointment, Cooper gave a speech to the Camberwell 

Rotary Club about Northern Ireland. The speech was reported on by various Northern 

Irish newspapers, including the Londonderry Sentinel who did not have a London 

correspondent, suggesting the text of the speech had been circulated to the local 

press.182 Cooper sent several drafts of his speech back to Gransden, and his speech, 

and the edits made to it by his political superiors in Belfast, are worth studying in 

detail as they help expose the nuances of how the Stormont government wanted to be 

perceived in Great Britain. Its content was wide-ranging, covering the constitutional 

position of Northern Ireland, its primary industries and exports, its war effort, the 

benefits of devolution, and its position as a meeting point between Great Britain and 

the USA. The original draft of the speech was evidently pro-Ulster, but maintained a 

relatively level tone that would have helped counter accusations of outright 

                                                
178 Brooke to Brendan Bracken, 10 Dec. 1943 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/155/3/1); Brooke to 
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179 Belfast Telegraph, 18 Dec. 1943. 
180 Ibid. 
181 Northern Whig, 18 Dec. 1943.  
182 Ibid., 27 July 1944; Londonderry Sentinel, 29 July 1944; Belfast News Letter, 27 July 
1944. 
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propaganda. Cooper never explicitly mentioned Éire, even when discussing Northern 

Ireland’s recent history. With regards to the revolutionary period, he emphasised 

Northern Ireland’s commitment to remaining in the UK, rather than their fear of being 

coerced into a united Ireland. Even when discussing Northern Ireland’s strategic 

importance, Cooper managed to refer to how essential Northern Irish ports were while 

never mentioning the return of the treaty ports in 1938: 

 

She [Northern Ireland] has become a veritable Gibraltar of the North and if I 

have one mission more than another to-day it is to stress on your minds, and 

through you, the different coteries with which you associate, a deep conviction 

that we in this country [the UK] should insist that it should be a fixed policy 

of the British people that we should hold fast to Ulster for the protection of our 

vitals as we will to Gibraltar as the protector of our Mediterranean trade route. 

We must not forget that in the days of our greatest peril our danger lay from 

that area in mid-Atlantic where our convoys did not have air cover and where 

the German submarines found a happy hunting ground for our ships coming 

from Canada and the United States.183 

 

The forward projection of British debt to Northern Ireland would have served 

both to reinforce Northern Ireland’s current worth to the UK, but also the state’s 

worthiness to be secure within the UK and included in any potential post-war social 

or industrial improvements. This was a message brought from the people of Ulster, 

who (it was implied) had not been given fair representation previously: ‘in the minds 

of Ulster people there is need for this message to be conveyed to you.’ His reason for 

asserting this, however, treaded into some of the more problematic aspects of Northern 

Ireland’s recent history. In a section that was later crossed out by Gransden, Cooper 

wrote that the people of Northern Ireland ‘have not forgotten than in 1914 the army at 

the Curragh was ordered to Ulster’ and that ‘They have not forgotten that they bought 

a cargo of rifles and ammunition in Germany’ which was then smuggled into Ulster. 

                                                
183 Cooper’s first draft of speech for Camberwell Rotary Club, 13 July 1944 (P.R.O.N.I., 
CAB/9/F/155/3/1). 
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This was done ‘so that they would be in a position to defy anyone who tried to interfere 

with their British allegiance.’184 

Gransden replied to Cooper’s draft highlighting six specific points that he took 

issue with, one of which was the reference to the Curragh incident. Suggesting he 

delete all references to 1914, Gransden argued that ‘Here you are getting into difficult 

political country and it might be best to keep off this subject.’185 It is hard to understand 

why Cooper thought it was wise to bring up that many of those who went on to form 

the first Northern Irish government were implicated in smuggling arms from Germany 

to Ulster thirty years previously. Given the supposed ignorance of many British 

subjects to the constitutional and political position of Northern Ireland, it is likely that 

many of those at the Camberwell Rotary Club would not have been aware of these 

incidents. Perhaps his confidence in the intellectual justifications for those actions 

(which suggest an understanding similar to Miller’s theory of contractarianism) 

blinded him to the potential inability for the broader British public to sympathise with 

historic unionist defiance.186 

Gransden’s other suggestions dealt with issues that were less controversial. He 

suggested that ‘it is undesirable to invade local English politics by implying… that 

other parts of the U.K. might benefit from devolution.’ Rather, Gransden thought it 

wiser to emphasise that ‘the Ulster people had self-Government forced on them, that 

they have made a first-class job of it and, in support of that statement, show what we 

have done in the realm of education, agriculture, etc.’ Another criticism related to how 

Cooper presented Northern Ireland’s role in food rationing. Cooper stated that 

Northern Ireland had only rationed its eggs to the same level as the rest of the UK, 

implying that the rest of their foodstuffs were still unrestricted. Given that this was 

inaccurate, it is unsurprising that Gransden corrected Cooper’s assertion. How he 

phrased the correction, however, highlighted how the Northern Irish government 

wished their wartime effort to be perceived: ‘the Ulster people have been glad to share 

with their fellow citizens in Great Britain such sacrifices as the Home Front was called 

upon to bear during the war period.’187 

                                                
184 Cooper’s first draft of speech for Camberwell Rotary Club, 13 July 1944 (P.R.O.N.I., 
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In late 1945 the Northern Irish government decided to reinstate an Agent into 

the office, and their choice was another military man: Major-General Brooke 

Purdon.188 Pending his arrival, Cooper wrote to Brooke in February 1946 saying that 

he was willing to stay on until the new Agent arrived, and that ‘if you feel then after 

that I could do aught for you or Ulster you have only to command me.’189 In the few 

months leading up to the arrival of the new Agent (on 1 May), Cooper went back to 

Belfast and enjoyed the personal hospitality of both Brooke and Gransden.190 Cooper 

appears to have enjoyed very good personal relations with both men, and Brooke told 

him that he had a ‘very sincere regret that our happy official association has come to 

an end.’191 He reflected upon Cooper’s work, and evidently perceived it to have been 

a great success: 

 

I do assure you that your great work for us has been very much appreciated by 

both myself and all my colleagues in the Government. It has been of 

inestimable benefit to Ulster. The fact that this work was done without 

payment or any thought of it, and merely because of your own sincere 

convictions on the importance of Northern Ireland’s position in relation to the 

United Kingdom and the Empire, puts us doubly in your debt.192 

 

These parting remarks echo Cooper’s earlier claims that his ‘heart would always 

belong’ to Northern Ireland, and they can be framed with reference to C.J.V. 

Loughlin’s concept of the ‘moral economy of loyalty’ established in Northern Ireland 

under the UUP. According to Loughlin, in the inter-war period ‘The politics of loyalty 

and disloyalty was the means by which discrimination was conducted’.193 In Cooper’s 

explicit claims of loyalty to Northern Ireland it is possible to see how this concept 

manifested itself even at the highest levels of government during the Second World 

War.  

 

                                                
188 Belfast News Letter, 8 Mar. 1946. 
189 Cooper to Brooke, 18 Feb. 1946 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/155/3/1). 
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Conclusion 

 

The functions of the UO during the Second World War were similar to those of the 

Ulster Association for Peace and Honour, the first foray of the Northern Irish 

government into publicity. As discussed, that body determined to ‘help by means of 

publicity and propaganda to create a better understand[ing] of Ulster at home and 

abroad, and to support the Prime Minister and Government in the resolute stand they 

were making against attacks on the constitution’.194 In the case of the Ulster 

Association for Peace and Honour, the attacks against the constitution were a 

consequence of the uncertain environment of the early 1920s, when the British 

government appeared to prioritise peace across the whole of Ireland over the security 

of Northern Ireland.195 To those who worked at the UO from 1938 until 1945, the main 

threat to Northern Ireland’s constitutional position came in the form of British public 

opinion, which, while infrequently demonstrating active hostility to the existence of 

Northern Ireland, certainly seemed to betray a deep apathy towards, or 

misunderstanding of, the province. This, coupled with evidence of British 

government’s willingness to sacrifice Northern Ireland to further the war effort 

following the fall of France, would have given those publicising Northern Ireland’s 

worth to the UK understandable urgency in their task.196 Publicity in Northern Ireland, 

therefore, appears to have been prompted and revitalised primarily in times of 

constitutional crisis.  

The history of the UO provides a lens through which other aspects of Northern 

Irish political life can be seen. The prestigious role of military personnel and the 

reliance on elderly establishment figures by Craig’s government are evident in the 

appointment of Cooke-Collis in 1938, while the populist versus anti-populist tensions 

within the Northern Irish government can be seen in Craig’s London speech shortly 

after the opening of the office. The original influences for its establishment suggest 
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that the Northern Irish government saw more in common between them and imperial 

dominions than they would otherwise admit in public. The scandal surrounding the 

short-lived appointment of Macassey to the office demonstrates the extent to which 

Brooke and other members of the cabinet found it difficult to grasp ethical problems 

with regards to press impartiality, as will be demonstrated in chapter 4.  

The role of the UO evolved from its creation in 1938 until the end of hostilities 

in 1945. While initially focussing largely on trade publicity, in the first year of the war 

the office became increasingly concerned with operating as a conduit between 

Stormont and Whitehall, as well as ensuring the British public were aware of Northern 

Ireland’s constitutional position and war effort. Following the departure of Cooke-

Collis, the appointment of Freer as ‘liaison officer’ between the Northern Irish 

government and the Home Office, and the limiting of trade opportunities, the UO’s 

role became largely one of official publicity. With the appointments of Macassey and 

Cooper, the propagandistic value of the office was recognised by Brooke’s new 

government in 1943, while the office’s value as a creator of trade deals had become 

relatively insignificant. Therefore by the end of the war, the UO was primarily a 

propaganda office for the Northern Irish government in Great Britain. This 

propaganda, as was repeated at various points in the available files, was primarily to 

correct ‘misapprehensions’ on behalf of the British public towards Northern Ireland.  

This transition from an office concerned with inter-governmental 

communication, creating trade opportunities and pro-Ulster publicity to being solely 

concerned with the latter was primarily a consequence of two related factors: the 

impact of the Second World War and the rejuvenation of Northern Ireland’s publicity 

machinery under Brooke. The office was conceived as a trade publicity body in 1938: 

with the rationing and trade restrictions put in place as a result of the conflict much of 

the office’s original function became untenable, as demonstrated by Scott and 

Spender’s willingness to shut it down when Cooke-Collis left. It was Adams’s 

insistence on the propaganda value of the office that convinced the government that it 

was worth the expenditure. The office’s relative stasis between Cooke-Collis’s 

departure in 1940 and Macassey’s appointment in 1943 is a further indication of the 

lack of dynamism from Andrews’s much criticised government.  
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It is difficult to tell exactly how successful the UO’s work was, as is the case 

with all attempts to measure audience reception of media.197 Certain indicators do not 

suggest a great degree of effectiveness: the Documents on Irish foreign policy from 

this period do not mention the UO or any of the Northern Irish propaganda machinery, 

despite John Dulanty (the Éire’s High Commissioner in London) being mentioned on 

several occasions in Northern Ireland’s publicity correspondence.198 Peter Catterall 

and Sean McDougall have highlighted how opinion polls in Great Britain in 1943 

‘demonstrated the considerable uncertainty in electors’ minds as to whether Northern 

Ireland was actually part of the United Kingdom’.199 Other indicators, such as the 

correspondence the publicity machinery received from members of the public and 

internal memoranda by government ministers, will be discussed further in the 

subsequent chapters.   

In his personal correspondence, Cooke-Collis demonstrated a high degree of 

cynicism and distrust of Éire and her publicity organisations. The accusation of Nazi 

funding provides a unique window into the opinions held by Northern Ireland’s most 

powerful propagandist, a comment made all the more notable having been made in a 

letter sent to Northern Ireland’s most powerful politician. From the available records 

of his speeches, however, Cooke-Collis does not appear to have made any of these 

accusations in public. By contrast, Cooper was a more moderate figure, speaking in 

flowery terms of his affection for Northern Ireland. This tone is reflected in the speech 

he gave at the Camberwell Rotary Club, where he put forward a positive image of a 
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prosperous and successful province. This distinction in perspectives may very well 

have been a result of more than just personality.  

It should be borne in mind that Cooke-Collis made his most aggressive 

accusations against Éire in the months following the fall of Poland and the Soviet 

invasion of Finland, a dire international situation that may have enhanced his 

bitterness towards neutral Éire. Cooke-Collis understood (but could not bring himself 

to appreciate) that the MoI’s lenience towards Éire propaganda may have been 

designed to avoid rustling feathers in Dublin should Éire be eventually coerced into 

the war. Cooke-Collis told Craig that ‘It is apparent that the Government wish to avoid 

- particularly in these times - any possible action which might hurt De Valera’s [sic] 

susceptibilities’, and given what is now known about the negotiations between Britain 

and Éire at that time he was probably right.200 Cooper, on the other hand, was able to 

perform his duties after the turning of the tide against the Axis forces, when Éire’s 

neutrality no longer looked like a possible cause of defeat and had in fact resulted in 

the entrenchment of Northern Ireland’s strategic value to the UK.  
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Chapter 3: The Government Press Office 

 

The Ulster Office (UO) was not the only press office created by the Northern Irish 

government. The Government Press Office (GPO) opened in January 1940, and was 

primarily meant to co-ordinate the Northern Irish government’s publicity, especially 

that for circulation in Great Britain. Its creation and publicity material provide an 

insight into the concerns and sensitivities of the Northern Irish government, as well as 

the mechanisms through which British administrative machinery were introduced to 

the province, and wartime international and domestic developments had both a direct 

and indirect impact on its work. This chapter will analyse the politics and logistics of 

the creation and maintenance of the GPO, and explore examples of the office’s output 

in order to understand how the Northern Irish government wished to be perceived.  

The historiographical material on the establishment of this office is limited, 

some of which has been discussed in the introduction to chapter 2. The most direct 

references to the GPO are in John W. Blake’s officially sanctioned Northern Ireland 

in the Second World War. Blake only discussed the office over two pages, and he 

understood the office’s main functions to be the distribution of ‘news of Northern 

Ireland’s war effort throughout the UK; to maintain contact with the Ministry of 

Information and the Ulster Office in London; and to advise industry, government 

departments and local or visiting journalists and editors on all matters relating to 

publicity’.1 His work on the office is, however, lacking in any substantial detail or 

analysis. No other histories of Northern Ireland during the Second World War 

explicitly analyse the office, but broader cultural histories of unionism are useful for 

analysing the types of material the government press offices produced. Gillian 

McIntosh’s The force of culture, Guy Woodward’s Culture, Northern Ireland and the 

Second World War, and James Loughlin’s Ulster unionism and British national 

identity are the most useful texts in this regard, all of which interrogate unionist 

propaganda from this period in order to understand various strands of unionism.2 Other 

histories which do not focus on Northern Ireland are also useful for understanding the 

developments in Northern Irish publicity in this period. Research on British 
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propaganda by Philip Taylor and Michael Balfour give a broader perspective, while 

Robert Cole has done work similar work on propaganda in Éire during the Second 

World War.3 More specifically, Mariel Grant’s work on the professionalization of 

British publicity work over the course of the war provides a useful parallel to which 

Northern Irish propaganda can be compared.4 

Before exploring how the government created publicity, it is worth considering 

how influential figures in the Northern Irish government perceived publicity itself. In 

August 1944 Roland Nugent, in his role as chair of the Cabinet Publicity Committee, 

wrote a four-page report on publicity. In this report he identified four main types of 

publicity:  

 

(a) Publicity to promote Ulster’s standing and prestige at home and abroad, 

and its attractions for industry and tourists, including, when required, defence 

of the constitution as by law established. 

(b) Publicity of a mainly objective and educational type intended to promote 

the understanding and interest of the public at home in long-term problems and 

policies such as health services, housing, industrial efficiency, education and 

so on. 

(c) Publicity, mainly political in character, designed to promote the election 

prospects of the Unionist Party, and to keep the party itself in good heart. 

(d) Sales publicity to promote the sale of specific Ulster goods, whether the 

produce of whole industries or of groups of firms or individual firms.5 

 

Both (a) and (d), according to Nugent, were self-evidently suitable for government 

expenditure, while (c) was self-evidently not so. (b) was a more complicated case, as 

the Ministry of Information (MoI) was undertaking work of this nature with regards 

to the Beveridge report when Nugent was writing this review. As was seen in chapter 

2, (d) was mainly the concern of the UO, and was increasingly de-emphasised as the 

war progressed. As shall be demonstrated, the Northern Irish publicity offices were 

most concerned with category (a) for the duration of the war while (b) came more to 
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the fore towards the end of the war, and the extent to which they managed to keep 

their publicity separate from category (c) was an ongoing concern for the Northern 

Irish government.  

 

Pre-war discussion 

 

In January 1939, W.D. Scott from the Ministry of Commerce (COM) described to the 

Cabinet Secretary Robert Gransden the various publicity bodies currently working in 

the interests of Northern Ireland. The several publicity bodies he described were 

focussed on tourism and trade, and have already been discussed in chapter 2. The final 

publicity body mentioned by Scott’s note was a ‘Proposed Government Publicity 

Officer in Northern Ireland.’ This new officer would ‘supply to the London Press 

Officer news and publicity material for dissemination to certain newspaper and news 

agencies catering for the overseas press’, and would ‘prepare a weekly bulletin for 

distribution throughout the provincial papers of Great Britain’. He would also 

‘undertake publicity work on behalf of the various voluntary organisations now 

subsidised by the Government’: 

 

In carrying out these functions, the Press Officer would issue news material 

based strictly on facts. While he would not deal with Party politics, he would 

not be precluded from dealing with constitutional questions such as the 

position of Northern Ireland within the United Kingdom, or the justification of 

the Parliament of Northern Ireland in placing on the Statute Book the Civil 

Authorities (Special Powers) Act.6 

 

This quote demonstrates two aspects of Northern Irish publicity policy. First, 

Philip M. Taylor argues that at the start of the war ‘the British convinced themselves 

that although they may have been in the business of propaganda, it was a “propaganda 

with facts” and therefore not really propaganda at all.’7 According to Taylor, 

interpretation of contentious issues would not have been regarded as acceptable British 

propaganda. Editorial propaganda of selection may have been considered more 
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effective, and would have had the secondary benefit of keeping Northern Irish 

publicity tonally similar to that emanating from Westminster. Second, what did or did 

not constitute political publicity was a contested issue in Northern Ireland. Northern 

Irish government officials felt it necessary to declare that the state’s constitution and 

the existence of exceptional powers were not political issues. Yet in a state where the 

core distinction between the two largest political blocs was the perception of the 

legitimacy of the state, many could argue that the constitution of, and powers 

possessed by, the state were party political issues.  

 

The Government Press Office 

 

After the establishment of the UO there was increased pressure on COM to co-ordinate 

publicity in Belfast. Roland Nugent, who had been asked to be the UO Agent some 

months previously, wrote a memorandum on government publicity in October 1938. 

In this memorandum he argued in detail for a centralised publicity body, based in 

Belfast, which would issue reasoned and non-emotive publicity through all other 

channels. As was the case with most Northern Irish co-ordinated propaganda, publicity 

in Great Britain was central to his proposed new office: ‘Until a few years ago, the 

British Public had still a fairly clear conception of what Ulster meant and stood for, 

and vivid memories of what the Free State meant and stood for during the troubles… 

This understanding and sympathy is dying with the years.’8 The plans for the office 

reached an advanced stage: COM placed advertisements in Northern Irish newspapers 

in January 1939 for the new position of ‘Ministry of Commerce Publicity Officer’.9 

At the meeting of industry representatives, however, it was suggested that placing a 

publicity officer in COM was not sufficient for the province’s publicity needs, and 

that the government should consider the proposal for longer before establishing an 

office.10 These encouragements for reform, ironically, appear to have stalled the 
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development of the office, despite Cooke-Collis advocating for a central office to 

bring Northern Irish publicity up to the same standards as those in Éire.11 

When the topic was raised again at the pre-war discussions surrounding the 

establishment of the MoI, there was confusion over how wartime publicity would be 

organised in Northern Ireland. The UO in London was recognised as an essential tool 

for publicising the province’s war effort in Great Britain and abroad, yet no effective 

publicity machine existed within Northern Ireland itself. At a MoI meeting in June 

1939 it was observed that while the War Savings Certificates Committees could 

organise publicity in England, ‘no similar organisation’ could fulfil the same role in 

Northern Ireland.12 Later that month Gransden proposed that the National Service 

Committees could be ‘used for the dissemination of propaganda in Northern Ireland’ 

as they were ‘widely representative’ and could organise local meetings and rallies.13 

The Cabinet Secretariat, however, would ‘be responsible for all government of 

Northern Ireland communiqués to the press and for that purpose would charge one of 

its officers with this special duty.’14 At a meeting of the heads of departments in 

September, Gransden suggested (after consultation with Craig) that all public 

statements, ‘whether for broadcasting or for the Press, should be sent direct by the 

Departments concerned to the B.B.C. or for the Press.’15 The MoI, however, preferred 

the ministries to subject their material to their censorship prior to their release.16 The 

MoI informed Gransden that no Northern Irish ministry should communicate directly 

with the BBC or the press without first sending their material to the MoI through the 

UO.17  

                                                
11 Cabinet Meeting, 10 Feb. 1939 (P.R.O.N.I., COM/62/1/779); Cooke-Collis, ‘The London 
Office’, 31 Jan. 1939 (P.R.O.N.I., COM/62/1/779); Cabinet Meeting, 2 Mar. 1939 
(P.R.O.N.I., COM/62/1/779). 
12 Meeting of Northern Irish and MoI officials, 8 June 1939. (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/123). 
13 The National Service Committees were set up to advertise the National Voluntary 
Register. The first meeting of the Belfast National Service Committee took place in 
February 1939. Ollerenshaw, Northern Ireland in the Second World War, pp 33-4; Northern 
Irish inter-departmental meeting, 20 June 1939 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/CD/31/1); Gransden to 
Rhodes, 5 July 1939 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/CD/31/1). 
14 Gransden to Rhodes, 5 July 1939 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/CD/31/1). 
15 Meeting of heads of departments, 7 Sept. 1939 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/CD/31/4). 
16 Thomson, Blue pencil admiral, p. 107. 
17 Rhodes to unknown in Cabinet Secretariat, 8 Sept. 1939 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/CD/31/3); 
note of a telephone conversation between Cooke-Collis and Gransden, 13 Sept. 1939 
(P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/CD/31/4). 
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This system would give Gransden a lot of extra work, and he clearly wanted a 

dedicated press officer. At a cabinet meeting on 7 September, Gransden said ‘that he 

had in mind, as part of the war publicity arrangements, the appointment of a special 

officer attached to the Cabinet Secretariat’. This officer would ‘co-ordinate, edit, and 

issue both to the Press and the B.B.C. all Government statements’, and was to be the 

main method of communication between the Northern Irish government and the 

MoI.18 But it was not until 6 November that the Northern Irish government agreed to 

set up a press office, and that office did not begin operating until 1 January 1940.19  

The main reason for this delay was the MoI, which was going through a period 

of restructuring as pre-war planning was confronted with the realities of day-to-day 

functioning.20 Regional Information Offices (RIOs) were established and operating 

throughout England, Scotland and Wales by 9 September.21 There were twelve RIOs 

in Great Britain at this time, but only one in Scotland - a region that was frequently 

used as a point of comparison for Northern Ireland.22 They proved to be over-staffed 

and were ‘liquidated’, restructured and left with only a single ‘responsible local 

representative’ in each region.23 It was during this period that a RIO was being 

considered for Northern Ireland, and the then Minister of Information, Hugh 

MacMillan, wrote to James Craig personally on 2 October to apologise for the collapse 

of the plans and the inconvenience caused to Belfast’s prospective Regional 

Information Officer, St John Ervine.24  

With no immediate prospect of a RIO being set up, in November Gransden 

decided to develop an independent press office.25 This office would be attached to the 

                                                
18 Meeting of heads of departments, 7 Sept. 1939 (P.R.O.N.I., COM/61/48). 
19 Gransden to Craig, 12 Feb. 1940 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/CD/31/1); Gransden to Cooke-
Collis, 22 Sept. 1939 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/CD/31/3). 
20 McLaine, Ministry of morale, p. 36; Williams, Press, parliament and people, pp 3-6. 
21 Rhodes to Gransden, 9 Sept. 1939 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/CD/31/4). 
22 Cooke-Collis to Gransden, 14 Sept. 1939 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/CD/31/4); Rhodes to 
Gransden, 9 Sept. 1939; extract from parliamentary debates on Scottish RIO, 20 Sept. 1939 
(P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/CD/31/4). 
23 Eakins to Gransden, 2 Oct. 1939 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/CD/31/4); Unknown to Gransden, 16 
Sept. 1939 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/CD/31/4); Cooke-Collis to Gransden, 16 Oct. 1939 
(P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/CD/31/4). 
24 St John Ervine is discussed in chapter 4. Hugh MacMillan to Craig, 2 Oct. 1939 
(P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/CD/31/4). 
25 Gransden to Cooke-Collis, 2 Nov. 1939 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/CD/31/3); Gransden to Craig, 
12 Feb. 1940 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/CD/31/1). 
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Cabinet Secretariat and under Gransden’s general direction. The press officer’s main 

role would be to create material for circulation in the British and Northern Irish press, 

and they would also act as a liaison between the Northern Irish ministries and British 

newspapers. Northern Irish ministries could still issue their news directly to local 

newspapers, and only had to submit it to the press officer when it was to be sent to 

Great Britain. Even after the RIO and various UK-wide censorship schemes were 

introduced to the province from May 1940 onwards, there does not seem to have been 

any requirement for Northern Irish departments to have any of their press releases 

screened by anyone unless they were going to Great Britain, where they would be 

processed by the UO and the MoI. The Government Press Officer was to be available 

to the various ministries, but it was suggested that those ministries draft their own 

press releases in the first instance and it was ‘to the discretion of the Departments as 

to the extent to which they shall utilise the publicity officer’s services’ for domestic 

articles.26 COM appear to have made the most use of the Government Press Officer, 

while the Ministry of Public Security made some use of the RIO after it was 

established. Other departments, however, appear to have largely neglected it. It was 

not until the GPO was restructured into the Government Publicity Office in 1944 that 

Northern Irish ministries were actively encouraged to have their press releases for 

local papers sent out through the press officer. 

Frank M. Adams was made Government Press Officer without the position 

being opened up to public competition: Gransden considered him to possess ‘in the 

highest degree the necessary qualifications for the successful conduct of publicity 

work.’27 Certainly he understood the Northern Irish press climate, as for the eight years 

prior to his appointment Adams was the editor of the Northern Whig.28 His 

appointment as press officer is clear evidence of the close relationship between the 

Northern Irish government and the unionist press in this period.29 According to a later 

report on his work, Adams’s roles were laid out in a letter to him before he took the 

job: 

 

                                                
26 Unknown, role of the Government Press Officer, 6-11 Nov. 1939 (P.R.O.N.I., 
CAB/9/CD/31/4). 
27 Gransden to Craig, 12 Feb. 1940 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/CD/31/1). 
28 Northern Whig, 30 Dec. 1939. 
29 See chapter 4.  
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…generally speaking, it [the work done by the press officer] will embrace the 

preparation of articles for insertion in the Press covering the economic, social 

and cultural life of Northern Ireland and its close association with the United 

Kingdom; the writing up of news items and other items dealing with Northern 

Ireland likely to be of general interest; the preparation, in close collaboration 

with the Departments concerned, of articles of a more informative nature 

designed to interest particular classes of readers; advising the Departments on 

points arising in connection with press notices, advertisements and other 

matters more particularly associated with the Press, and on publicity matters 

generally.30 

 

The emphasis on providing broader information about Northern Ireland’s distinct 

economic, social and cultural life while affirming its ‘association with’ the UK fit in 

with the founding principles of the UO (although Gransden’s language implies an 

intellectual distance from the UK when he asserts Northern Ireland’s association with 

the UK, as opposed to position within it). The office’s work was to be primarily 

outward facing: the first ‘Press’ referred to are clearly the press of Great Britain, as 

Northern Irish papers would be unlikely to want articles on the ‘economic, social and 

cultural life’ of Northern Ireland. Later in the same letter Gransden asserted that ‘the 

need for such an appointment had made itself felt after the establishment of the UO in 

London in August 1938, as no arrangements were in force for ‘feeding’ that office 

with material for issue to the Press in Great Britain.31 The need to inform the public 

of Great Britain about Northern Ireland, therefore, was clearly the core consideration 

when creating the GPO.  

 

The Regional Information Office 

 

There had been plans to create a RIO in Northern Ireland since September 1939.32 The 

RIOs in England were contracted to publicise the war effort, assist Whitehall 

government departments in their regional publicity and report back to the MoI on 

                                                
30 Gransden memorandum on publicity, 9 Mar. 1943 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/123/14). 
31 Ibid. 
32 Unknown to Adrian Robinson, 21 Sept. 1939 (P.R.O.N.I., HA/32/1/711). 
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regional morale.33 Belfast’s office was to have similar responsibilities, although they 

would not analyse morale to the same extent (possibly due to expected dissatisfaction 

among the Irish nationalist population) and the office would have less contact with the 

press.34 

But by January 1940, although the Northern Irish government had set up its 

own press office, it still did not have its own RIO. Gransden was anxious to keep 

Northern Ireland in step with the rest of the UK: ‘I do not suggest for a moment that 

it [the Belfast RIO] need be on anything like the scale and scope of other regions in 

Great Britain but the essential fact remains that by leaving us out the impression may 

be given in those quarters - of which there are many - which do not know the facts, 

that we are not part of the United Kingdom.’35 Cooke-Collis echoed these insecurities 

when he attended RIO meetings in London, where he became frustrated due to his lack 

of official status.36 After Cooke-Collis consulted with the MoI, they agreed that a RIO 

should be established in Northern Ireland concerned exclusively with ‘publicity and 

general intelligence’, although it would be of a ‘modified character’ to fit in to 

Northern Ireland’s local conditions.37 Why the office would have to be of a ‘modified 

character’ was not explained, although it could have been an allusion to the recently 

established GPO. But one of the more unpalatable of Northern Ireland’s ‘local 

conditions’ surfaced when Cooke-Collis met with MoI representatives in November 

1939: 

 

Rhodes [from the MoI’s Home Publicity department] then discussed the 

constitution of the Ulster Regional Advisory Committee and said that one of 

the Heads of a Home Regional section had expressed grave doubts as to 

whether Roman Catholics would be adequately represented on this Committee. 

My reply to this was that if and when this Committee was set up this matter 

might safely be left with our government… This is a clear indication that 

certain parties in the Ministry will endeavour to influence the constitution of 

                                                
33 Rhodes to Gransden, 29 Feb. 1940 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/CD/31/8). 
34 Ibid. 
35 Gransden to Cooke-Collis, 20 Jan. 1940 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/CD/31/8). 
36 Cooke-Collis to Gransden, 4 Mar. 1940 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/CD/31/8). 
37 Ibid., 22 Jan. 1940 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/CD/31/8); Gransden to Cooke-Collis, 24 Jan. 1940 
(P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/CD/31/8). 
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any Committee, and is an ominous sign of outside interference which we 

should bear in mind.38 

 

The Ulster Regional Advisory Committee was to be part of the RIO in Belfast, and 

clearly any efforts by the MoI to interfere with the Northern Irish government’s 

recruitment for it would be unwelcome.39 His stance illustrates an inherent 

contradiction in the Northern Irish government’s attitude towards the MoI’s authority 

in the region: they wanted a RIO to bring Northern Ireland in line with the rest of the 

UK, but they wanted to choose the personnel themselves and did not want the 

restrictions in autonomy that such an office would entail.  

In early May 1940 the Ministry of Finance gained Treasury sanction for the 

Belfast RIO.40 Gransden wanted to use Section 63 of the Government of Ireland Act 

to appoint the Ministry of Finance as the MoI’s agent in Northern Ireland (allowing 

Finance to exercise the MoI’s authority on their behalf).41 Once Finance was appointed 

as the MoI’s agent, it would be able to devolve the MoI’s responsibilities to the Press 

Office in the Cabinet Secretariat.42 The Northern Irish government wished for the 

MoI’s power to be partially devolved to them, perhaps a consequence of Cooke-

Collis’s earlier reservations about the MoI exercising power in Northern Ireland, 

although this was also a common mechanism through which Westminster government 

functions were administered in the province.43 In the end, Adams was put forward as 

the head of the new office, a position he held simultaneously with that of Government 

Press Officer, and his staff was boosted accordingly (although this was paid for by the 

MoI, as was 50% of Adams’s salary).44  

The Northern Irish RIO officially came into existence on 20 May 1940.45 The 

office began work as proposed, and from its establishment onwards the office 

circulated UK-wide publicity material that originated in the MoI to the local press. A 

                                                
38 Cooke-Collis to Gransden, 24 Nov. 1939 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/CD/31/4). 
39 Unknown, Plan of proposed RIO in Northern Ireland, 15 Sept. 1939 (P.R.O.N.I., 
CAB/9/CD/31/4); Cooke-Collis to Gransden, 24 Nov. 1939 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/CD/31/4). 
40 Rhodes to Gransden, 10 May 1940 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/CD/31/8). 
41 Government of Ireland Act 1920, 10 & 11 Geo. V [N.I.] (23 Dec. 1920). 
42 Gransden to Rhodes, 1 Apr. 1940 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/CD/31/8). 
43 Derek Birrell and Alan Murie, Policy and the government in Northern Ireland: lessons of 
devolution (Dublin, 1980), pp 24-5. 
44 Gransden to Rhodes, 1 Apr. 1940 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/CD/31/8). 
45 Ibid., 20 May 1940 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/CD/31/8). 
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report produced by the Regional Information Officer at the end of the war asserted 

that this material was distributed to the press in Northern Ireland regardless of whether 

they were sympathetic to the Allies or not.46 An Associate Press Officer, C.L. 

Frankland, was appointed in June 1940 to help Adams deal with his increased 

workload.47 Later that year Gransden wrote to the MoI stating that Adams was 

spending 60% of his time working for the RIO as opposed to the GPO, and therefore 

asked the MoI to pay 60% of his salary.48 Gransden’s approach to funding appears to 

have echoed that of the Northern Irish government more generally who, in the inter-

war period at least, made far-reaching efforts to obtain significant grants and 

concessions from the Westminster Treasury.49 

There are unfortunately no dedicated records for the work of the RIO section 

of the GPO in either the Public Record Office of Northern Ireland or the National 

Archives in London. The most direct evidence of the office’s performance is a very 

positive review, prepared by Frankland (who was Regional Information Officer by 

this point), at the end of the war as part of a performance review of all RIOs.50 Overall, 

the report did not focus to a great extent on the published propaganda produced by the 

office. In the sections where Frankland’s report addressed print publicity, he claimed 

that the RIO worked throughout the war ‘without receiving one serious complaint from 

any of the large number of newspapermen in Northern Ireland’, and highlighted that 

the RIO produced a weekly war survey. Frankland argued that the RIO, and the MoI 

more generally, pursued ‘a policy directly opposed to the Nazi theory of propaganda 

which believed in lies as allies and in the spreading of distorted news to affect the 

minds of potential victims’. These claims of impartial news were common throughout 

the self-assessments of Northern Irish propaganda during the war. Frankland argued 

that the RIO followed a hands-off approach, allowing the local press opportunities to 

‘do better their own particular and vitally important jobs.’  

Indeed, Frankland’s report alludes to several press events co-ordinated by the 

RIO for local journalists to report on the work of the service departments, including 

anti-submarine patrols launched from Larne and visits to the operations room in 

                                                
46 Frankland, ‘Northern Ireland’, 15 Dec. 1945 (T.N.A., INF/1/297). 
47 Gransden to Rhodes, 6 June 1940 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/CD/31/8). 
48 Ibid., 24 Dec. 1940 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/CD/31/8). 
49 Riordan, ‘Politics, Economy, Society’, p. 321. 
50 Frankland, ‘Northern Ireland’, 15 Dec. 1945 (T.N.A., INF/1/297). 
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Londonderry. The report asserted that the RIO preferred to enable local reporters to 

generate their own stories, instead of providing them with a ‘handout’, although the 

RIO did routinely produce press releases and weekly round-ups. The office also 

enabled the visits of foreign journalists to Northern Ireland to report on important 

visits or events, which received its own section in the report. Unfortunately, however, 

the report does not dwell on the nature of the material produced by the office for the 

press, and in his report Frankland presents an image of the office benignly guiding 

journalists to information on which they are free to report themselves.51 

The rest of the report provides some interesting insights into the broad range 

of the office’s work over the course of the war. One section concerned the office’s co-

operation with the Ministry of Public Security following the April/May 1941 air raids 

on the province. The RIO set up an emergency broadcasting service in Belfast for the 

six days following the most severe raid, and the report recounts the efforts made to get 

a morning announcement to the press and the use of mobile loudspeakers to control 

the large groups of people evacuated from their homes. Other sections of the report 

recounted the work of mobile cinema vans, which travelled to small towns and villages 

to bring MoI films to as broad a section of the public as possible. Frankland considered 

the film work one of the most successful aspects of the MoI’s work during the war, 

and that government films would be one of the most effective methods of propaganda 

in the post-war period.52 The RIO also co-ordinated wartime exhibitions of model 

military equipment and pictures relating to the war effort. Some of these were co-

ordinated through the British Council, but due to the local representative of the council 

being part-time much of the responsibility for organising these apparently fell on the 

staff of the RIO.53 To a lesser extent the RIO also organised speaking tours in Northern 

Ireland (forty between September 1940 and May 1945). The RIO was also responsible, 

along with the Northern Irish government, for local hospitality committees for the 

visiting American GIs, of which there were apparently forty-five at the height of the 

war.54  

 

                                                
51 Frankland, ‘Northern Ireland’, 15 Dec. 1945 (T.N.A., INF/1/297). 
52 For the film publicity of the Northern Irish government during the Second World War, see 
Hill, Cinema and Northern Ireland, pp 78-108. 
53 See chapter 4 for the Northern Irish print propaganda through the British Council.  
54 Frankland, ‘Northern Ireland’, 15 Dec. 1945 (T.N.A., INF/1/297). 
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Picture Post 

 

The Northern Irish press offices frequently wrote letters to various publications 

defending the Unionist government and the province’s reputation. These letters were 

not only written by press officers, who sometimes ghost-wrote articles for others, but 

also by outside figures who were encouraged to patriotically respond to negative 

coverage in a non-official capacity.55 The relationship between the Northern Irish 

government and the Picture Post provides an ideal example of this type of publicity, 

as it involved multiple outside figures working to advance Northern Ireland’s 

reputation in Great Britain. The episode also gives an insight into high level Unionist 

political opinion early in the war.  

The Picture Post was a photojournalistic weekly magazine published from 

1938 to 1957. Generally liberal, the periodical published regular features from well-

known left-wing writers such as J.B. Priestley.56 The publication liked to publish 

provocative material: Tom Hopkinson, the assistant editor (later editor), provided 

some insight into their mentality: ‘I was never happy unless I could see in every issue 

some topic which was going to be discussed and argued over.’57 The Northern Irish 

author, playwright, and biographer St John Ervine wrote an article about Belfast for 

the Picture Post in January 1940 which was published on 2 March.58 After a draft of 

the article had been presented to the editor of the Picture Post, Northwood visited him 

to check the article. According to Cooke-Collis, the article was ‘typical’ of Ervine’s 

work, containing ‘a number of “back-handers” for Dublin!’.59 He was aware of the 

potential for negative reaction from Irish nationalists, but ‘in our view it will constitute 

one of the finest pieces of publicity that Ulster has ever had, especially when you 

remember the Picture Post has a circulation of over 2,000,000 copies here and 

                                                
55 See chapter 4.  
56 John Baxendale, Priestley’s England: J.B. Priestley and English culture (Manchester, 
2007), p. 52. 
57 Tom Hopkinson, ‘Introduction’, in Tom Hopkinson (ed.), Picture Post 1938-50 
(Middlesex, 1970), p. 8. 
58 Patrick Maume, ‘Ulstermen of letters: the Unionism of Frank Frankfort Moore, Shan 
Bullock, and St John Ervine’ in Richard English and Graham Walker (eds), Unionism in 
modern Ireland (Houndmills, 1996), p. 71; Parr, Inventing the myth, pp 45-8. 
59 Cooke-Collis to Gransden, 5 Jan. 1940 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/123/3A). 
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abroad.’60 Cooke-Collis emphasized the value of Northwood’s trip, as he had managed 

to catch many ‘appalling mistakes’ with the captions of the photographs before it went 

to print.61 The article was not directly commissioned by the Northern Irish 

government, and Ervine frequently wrote pro-Northern Ireland articles for the British 

press by his own volition, but Northwood’s visit to the offices of the Picture Post 

ensured the article was agreeable to the Northern Irish government (if not reflective of 

their official position). In this way the government could distance themselves from 

some of Ervine’s more aggressive messages.62 

The positive coverage of Northern Ireland by the Picture Post was not to last. 

In July 1940, Picture Post took as their core theme ‘The Story of Ireland’.63 Among 

the many articles on Ireland there were two that caused particular offence to the 

Northern Irish government: ‘Ireland’ by the American journalist Tania Long, and 

‘From the past history of Ireland’, by the Irish republican Dorothy Macardle. Posing 

the question ‘what is going to happen in Ireland’ in its byline, Long’s article provided 

a range of political, cultural and social observations on the journalist’s time in Éire. 

Her range of sources was impressive, including an interview with Éamon de Valera, 

who the author found ‘uncompromising’ on neutrality and the ending of partition. It 

was these political aspects of the article that upset the Unionist authorities that read it. 

Long remarked that partition apparently ‘makes every good Irishman shudder’ and 

‘presents the chief stumbling block to agreement on a common defence programme 

for the whole island’. These anti-partition statements were not reported upon 

uncritically, and Long reported bluntly on de Valera’s hope for a united Ireland that 

‘one cannot have one’s cake and eat it, too’, as well as on the existence of the IRA and 

the Blueshirts. Long concluded by considering how the defensive weakness of Ireland 

could be overcome. She saw the Westminster government as a central brokering power 

between the two Irelands, ‘a referee big enough to enforce her decisions, and fair 

enough to win the confidence of the two sections, Catholic and Protestant’. The 

attitudes of the two Irish leaders, however, would be hard to overcome: 

                                                
60 Supposedly 80% of the adult British population read Picture Post at its peak of nearly 2 
million copies sold per week in December 1943. Paul Jobling and David Crowley, Graphic 
Design: Reproduction and Representation since 1800 (Manchester, 1996), p. 187; Cooke-
Collis to Gransden, 5 Jan. 1940 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/123/3A). 
61 Cooke-Collis to Gransden, 5 Jan. 1940 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/123/3A). 
62 See chapter 4 for the content of this article. 
63 Picture Post, 27 July 1940. 
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If De Valera has been stubborn in his refusal to co-operate with the North in 

Ireland’s defence, except on his own terms, so has Lord Craigavon, Prime 

Minister of Northern Ireland, who demands that Eire first abandon her 

neutrality and become a belligerent with Great Britain before talking of co-

operation. De Valera on the other hand has refused to consider co-operation 

with [the] belligerent six counties of the North, until a united Ireland has been 

achieved under an all-Ireland Parliament in which the rights and autonomy of 

the Protestant minority would be safeguarded.64 

 

This was a reasonable summary of the position of the two governments. Long provided 

her own opinion on which course of action would be best, using her status as an 

external observer as evidence of her impartiality: 

 

As an American observer, I cannot escape the conclusion that the peril is so 

real, the need so dire, that no sacrifice is too great for those who profess most 

loudly their love for the Crown and Empire…  

… the question arises whether the time has not come for Northern Ireland to 

release this [British] government from that pledge [to keep Northern Ireland 

within the UK], as its contribution toward winning the war and preserving the 

empire of which it is so proud a part. There cannot be a solution unless one 

side or the other gives way. Eire cannot abandon her neutrality to side with the 

North. To do so would be to run the risk of civil war.65 

 

Despite their public protestations to the contrary, certain high-profile Unionist 

politicians had privately expressed a reluctant willingness to sacrifice their state for 

the good of the war. Basil Brooke, according to an interview his son gave to Robert 

Fisk, regarded Western civilization as ‘of greater worth than anything else’, and was 

willing to pay the price of Irish unity to preserve it.66 Long’s suggestion also bears 

some similarity to the British offers of unity made to Éire, but with one key 

                                                
64 Picture Post, 27 July 1940. 
65 Ibid. 
66 Fisk, In time of war, p. 217. 
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difference.67 Long did not suggest that the new united Ireland would enter the war as 

a belligerent, and indeed suggested with her final remark about civil war that such an 

approach might be impossible. Long therefore perceived the ability of a neutral united 

Ireland to stave off German invasion to be of more value to the British government 

than the current value of Northern Ireland as a belligerent on the side of the Allies.  

Dorothy Macardle’s article on the recent history of Ireland was explicitly pro-

Éire. Macardle wrote The Irish Republic in 1937, and is considered by J.J. Lee to be 

the ‘hagiographer royal to the Republic’.68 Her article made accusations against the 

Northern Irish state that were similar to other republican critiques from the period. 

Introduced in the by-line as an author whose feelings are ‘on the side of Eire’ but who 

‘writes without prejudice or bitterness’, Macardle accused the Unionists of being the 

‘stumbling block’ in most aspects of Irish and British policy, and at one point 

remarked that ‘the obduracy of the Ulster Unionists had proved calamitous to Anglo-

Irish relations’ – a statement that underestimated both the British and Irish 

responsibility for the complicated legacy of the revolutionary period.69 The article did 

not endorse violence against Northern Ireland. 

Northwood wrote to Adams complaining about the articles on the day of their 

publication: 

 

Today’s Picture Post, as you may have seen, contains a section on Ireland, 

including much nonsense affecting Ulster and written obviously, from an anti-

Ulster angle. I am getting in touch with the paper about it in the hopes of 

securing a publication of a ‘rebutting’ article. 

Picture Post people do not mind whose corns they tread upon and their editor, 

Lorant, is a Central European Catholic. 

They gave Ulster a good show some time ago. Have you any suggestions as to 

what might be done about the current articles?70 

 

                                                
67 Fisk, In time of war, pp 186-219, 564-5. 
68 For a more sympathetic assessment, see Eunan O’Halpin, ‘Historical Revisit: Dorothy 
Macardle, “The Irish Republic”’ in Irish Historical Studies, xxxi, no. 123 (May 1999), pp 
389-94; J.J. Lee, Ireland 1912-1985 (Cambridge, 1989), p. 270. 
69 Picture Post, 27 July 1940. 
70 Northwood to Adams, 24 July 1940 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/123/3A). 
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Northwood’s assertion that Lorant was a ‘Central European Catholic’ highlights how 

he viewed criticism of Northern Ireland through an explicitly sectarian lens. The 

assertion was, remarkably, inaccurate: as a Hungarian Jew who had been imprisoned 

by the Nazis, Stefan Lorant would have presumably been sympathetic to arguments 

that strengthened the British fight against Germany.71 That Northwood assumed he 

was a Catholic highlights the degree to which Northern Irish officials viewed others 

through their own dualistic conception of identity. It also demonstrates arrogance with 

regards to their own position, in that Northwood was unable to see criticism of the 

Northern Irish government as having any rationale aside from petty sectarianism. By 

connecting Catholicism and criticism of the Northern Irish government, Northwood 

also demonstrated a clear connection between religion and political positions on 

Northern Ireland independent of the concept of loyalty frequently espoused to defend 

discriminatory practices in the state. 

Northwood’s appeal to Adams demonstrates the intertwined nature of the two 

offices, and Northwood clearly saw it as part of his job to co-ordinate a rebuttal to the 

accusations made. The manner in which this response was obtained demonstrates 

several features of Northern Ireland’s press organisation as well as the stubbornness 

of J.M. Andrews, the Minister of Finance. Northwood took quick action on the issue, 

and on 26 July wrote to Adams informing him that their response ‘should come from 

the pen of someone who has no association with the Government of Northern Ireland, 

although it should give the Ulster loyalist point of view as strongly as possible.’72 St 

John Ervine was no longer wanted by the Picture Post as he had written the last article 

on Northern Ireland.  

Adams responded a week later stating that they could not ‘suggest the name of 

an author of national repute who could be commissioned by the Editor to write an 

article from the Ulster standpoint’, evidence that their journalistic networks were not 

particularly well developed at this point in the war. Yet Andrews had taken it upon 

himself to write a reply to the article and could ‘not be dissuaded’ by Adams from 

sending it.73 Andrews’s article was over a thousand words long, and the Picture Post 

had specifically requested someone who was not affiliated with the Northern Irish 
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government. Andrews’s article (appendix) is one of most forceful statements of the 

Northern Irish government’s self-perception in this period and, despite the press 

offices’ failure to get it published, it was intended to be seen by millions of people as 

the official Northern Irish position.  

Andrews’s article revealed both his sense of isolation from the British public 

and his understanding that the British saw Northern Ireland as a place apart. When he 

posed the question ‘How is it that in the summer of 1940 Ulster is not a land of tourists 

and holidaymakers but a vast war workshop?’, Andrews assumed that the reader 

would be ignorant of the answer.74 Later in the letter he stated that ‘It is important that 

the world should understand these basic things. Once they are recognized, Ulster’s 

wholehearted participation in the war is seen to be both natural and inevitable.’ This 

is clear evidence that Andrews saw his state as misunderstood. His reference to Ulster 

as a ‘war workshop’ may also have been a reaction to the domestic criticisms his 

government was facing at that time, including the resignation of Parliamentary 

Secretaries over perceived government lethargy in war production.75 His answer left 

the reader in no doubt of Northern Ireland’s status: ‘Ulster is constitutionally linked 

with Britain, and, as part of the United Kingdom, is proud to own allegiance to His 

Majesty and King.’76 This assertion is the article’s introductory premise, and therefore 

should be regarded as its key theme. His assertion of the constitutional position of 

Northern Ireland was couched in the language of loyalty highlighted by C.J.V. 

Loughlin: ‘For every loyal Ulsterman United Kingdom citizenship is a prized 

possession and will not be exchanged for any other. For every loyal Ulsterman, too, 

the Crown is the symbol of unity of spirit that gives strength and splendour to the 

constitutional structure.’77 The non-referenced other is evidently Irish nationalists, but 

crucially, Andrews makes no reference to religion in his conception of loyalty. When 

speaking to an audience outside of Northern Ireland, Andrews downplayed the 

sectarian aspect of Northern Irish social division expressed by Northwood in his earlier 

internal correspondence. 
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The article also discussed Northern Ireland in the context of Éire. This 

comparison was generally avoided in official propaganda, and its presence here is 

likely because the article was a response to Long and Macardle’s articles. Elaborating 

on Northern Ireland’s constitutional status, Andrews claimed that ‘Constitutionally 

Ulster cannot be neutral while Britain is at war. It has no desire for neutrality.’78 This 

statement set up his later accusations against Éire. He highlighted how at the outbreak 

of the war Craig decided ‘to relegate political controversy to the background and to 

make the winning of the war the supreme aim of Government and people’, and 

contrasts this unfavourably with de Valera’s insistence on ‘demanding the further 

dismemberment of the United Kingdom.’79 This insistence that his government had 

abandoned political issues for the duration of the war demonstrates the extent to which 

Andrews perceived that (or at least projected that) the constitutional status of Northern 

Ireland was outside of the realms of political discussion.80  

Indeed, when he later put forward nine ‘facts’ regarding the Northern Irish 

situation (many of which were opinions), he stated that ‘Ulster will not, under any 

circumstances, give up her place in the United Kingdom’ under point two. This was 

not an appropriate topic to discuss in wartime: ‘This is no time for dissipating energy 

on contentious political matters like “Partition”.’81 This assertion that partition was a 

‘political’ matter inadvertently admitted that the prohibition of non-violent anti-

partition publications was a ‘political’ act. Andrews’s assertion also contradicted other 

parts of Northern Ireland’s publicity: as will be discussed later in the chapter, Northern 

Irish ministers and senior administrators frequently asserted that partition, as a 

consequence of Northern Ireland’s constitutional position, was not a political matter 

and was therefore appropriate for government expenditure. 

While it was not appropriate for de Valera to campaign against partition, 

Andrews had no problem criticising Éire’s war policy. In his nine-point list, Andrews 

asserted that joint defence of Ireland was only possible if both Northern Ireland and 

Éire were belligerents. Therefore, ‘The only practical solution to Eire’s security 

problem is to abandon neutrality and to come into a common scheme of defence for 
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the United Kingdom and Eire.’ These remarks were likely a response to Long’s 

assertion that a united Ireland was the only method through which common defence 

could be achieved. Later Andrews remarked: ‘In these critical days no one in Ulster 

wishes to irritate Southern Ireland by raking up the past or dwelling on present political 

differences.’  

Despite asserting that ‘Ulster’ does not wish to irritate ‘Southern Ireland’ by 

stressing current political differences, Andrews directly encouraged Éire to amend 

their wartime policy. This apparent contradiction was in line with Andrews’s broader 

agenda in the piece: to encourage a perception of Northern Ireland as reasonable in 

comparison with unreasonable Éire. This unwillingness to irritate ‘Southern Ireland’ 

was given as the explanation for not rebutting Macardle’s article: ‘For that reason, and 

that alone, I refrain from commenting upon Dorothy Macardle’s article beyond saying 

that it gave “Picture Post” readers a lamentably distorted account of the troubled 

events of twenty years ago. There is another and very different side to the story.’82 

That Andrews did not respond to the accusations in Macardle’s article suggests that 

he did not consider them as damning or as important to counter-act. This is likely 

because Long’s article provided a more neutral and reasoned case for the end of 

partition, similar to the government’s policy of ‘propaganda with facts’, and was 

therefore probably considered more dangerous than Macardle’s. 

Tom Hopkinson, the assistant editor of Picture Post, responded to Andrews in 

early August informing him that they had already organised a response through the 

UO (by unionist ally Cyril Falls), and that they would not be able to cover the same 

ground twice.83 Adams tried ‘pressing’ Picture Post staff to include Andrews’s article, 

and he told Andrews that the publication was ‘not very easy to handle but I hope the 

Editor will see the justice and reasonableness of the request’84 Writing to Hopkinson, 

Adams argued that Andrews had known that Cyril Falls was writing a response, but 

‘In view of the very large circulation of “Picture Post” and the amount of space 

devoted in a recent issue to articles setting forth the standpoint of Eire’, a Northern 

Irish minister should be allowed to respond. Adams appealed to Hopkinson’s 

patriotism, arguing that given ‘the vital national importance of the issues involved’, 
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Andrews’s article should be published to counter the ‘inaccurate impression’ given by 

the previous articles.85  

Picture Post pointed out that they had published Ervine’s article on Belfast 

recently and that they would publish on the subject again in the future when the 

circumstances permitted.86 At that time, however, given that they had Falls’s response 

and that they were restricting their size due to paper rationing, they would not publish 

Andrews’s article. Adams informed Andrews and suggested that ‘The Picture Post 

people, I think, have taken up a stubborn attitude in this matter’, an indication that 

Adams was used to dealing with a compliant press.87 It is also a reflection on Adams’s 

own perception that newspaper editors frequently bowed to government pressure, a 

stance that he may have had when he was the editor of the Northern Whig.88 

 The Picture Post episode demonstrates several aspects of Northern Irish early 

wartime publicity. The correspondence between Northwood and Adams shows how 

the relationship between the two officers worked in practice, with Northwood acting 

as the Northern Irish government’s proof-reader for upcoming articles in Great Britain 

and referring difficult questions back to Adams for his judgement. That Ervine wrote 

the article Northwood was proofreading also shows the extent to which the press 

offices encouraged outside writers to write pro-Ulster articles.89 Andrews’s response 

to the article provides one of the clearest attempts to justify Northern Ireland’s wartime 

policies from the first year of the war, while Adams’s frustration at his inability to get 

it published indicates that he was used to dealing with a compliant press. It must be 

borne in mind, however, that the actions of the Northern Irish publicity machinery and 

government in this case were the actions of an administration under severe duress, for 

less than two months earlier France had been defeated by the Germans, leaving the 

UK at a high risk of invasion.90  
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1943 revision of work 

 

In January 1943, the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Home Affairs William 

Lowry contacted the then Prime Minister Andrews concerning Northern Ireland’s 

publicity. His letter was sent at a point of crisis in Andrews’s premiership when many 

in his party were mobilizing against him.91 Lowry’s recommendations for reform, 

therefore, can be seen as an attempt to assuage dissatisfaction within the party. 

Drawing Andrews’s attention to a ‘rascally’ paragraph in the London Evening 

Standard, Lowry said that in a wide range of high profile British publications, ‘Never 

a week passes but some derogatory matter is published about our people and 

Government.’ Lowry had confronted Adams over the situation, but despite Adams 

doing a lot of good work Lowry’s experience ‘did not encourage [him] to try again’. 

Éire, on the other hand, were doing excellent work in London, and John Dulanty 

(Éire’s High Commissioner in London) was singled out as the ‘focus’ of their 

propaganda efforts, largely thanks to his excellent contacts. With no Agent in Great 

Britain, Northern Ireland could not compete. After consulting with Major Baird, 

proprietor of the Belfast Telegraph, as well as his editor and publicity manager, they 

agreed that something had to be done, ‘otherwise the good position that Northern 

Ireland has established since September 1939 is going to be lost.’92 Andrews was 

susceptible to these concerns, and looked into revitalising publicity in March.93 

Gransden reported on the performance of Northern Ireland’s publicity bodies 

soon afterwards. His general impressions were not flattering. He summarised the work 

of the GPO under six subheadings: ‘Dissemination to the Press of factual material 

regarding Northern Ireland’; ‘Arrangements for Press journalists to see Northern 

Ireland “at war”’; ‘Encouragement of Ministerial conferences with the Editors of the 

Local Press’; ‘Correction of misstatements appearing in the Press regarding Northern 

Ireland’; ‘Publication of articles in the more serious journals’; and ‘Responsibility for 

full Press arrangements when important personages visit Northern Ireland.’ The 

common assertion that Craig discouraged the dissemination of ‘political’ publicity as 

a result of the war was given as justification for why the British public were so ignorant 
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of Northern Ireland in this period.94 As evidence of British ignorance, Gransden 

presented a letter from the well-known Oxford Classicist Richard Livingstone. This 

letter is useful as an insight into how non-government figures perceived Northern Irish 

publicity during the Second World War. In two letters in November 1940, Livingstone 

argued that: ‘not only is Eire presented in a more favourable light in its attitude to 

England than is fair; but what is more important the Ulster case is hardly presented at 

all.’95 Livingstone also suggested that ‘One does not want propaganda: one does want 

a candid account, moderate in tone, with facts and views that can’t be controverted by 

reasonable people… They aren’t propaganda (which defeats itself) but they make 

propaganda.’96 This stance agreed with how the Northern Irish (and British) 

government approached propaganda.  

Gransden’s review agreed with Northwood and Livingstone’s approach, and 

he argued that both local but especially international propaganda should be ‘left to tell 

its own story’ [Gransden’s underline].97 In reviewing how effectively the Press Office 

had communicated the work of the various Northern Irish ministries, Gransden 

conceded that the efficiency of the office depended on the willingness of the various 

ministers.98 While no ministries were singled out for criticism, COM, as the original 

ministry in charge of the UO, appear to have made the most use of the publicity 

machinery. From 1941 onwards Basil Brooke was Minister of Commerce (renamed 

Commerce and Production in 1943), a position he continued to hold when he became 

Prime Minister.99 The engagement of COM with the GPO should be considered 

alongside his enthusiasm for propaganda as Prime Minister.  

The best example of COM’s use of the GPO was Dame Dehra Parker’s salvage 

committee. Parker was one of only two women elected to the first Northern Irish 

parliament in 1921, where she sat as a Unionist for a total of thirty five years.100 When 
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she was asked in June 1940 by Craig to become chairman of a new Northern Ireland 

Salvage Committee, housed within COM, she was parliamentary secretary to the 

Ministry of Education, and the first woman to hold government office in Northern 

Ireland.101 She appears to have performed well in the role, engaging a wide variety of 

women to coordinate local salvage drives across the province.102 Parker had an 

especially keen eye for publicity, circulating slides about the drive to local cinemas 

and writing to newspapers across Northern Ireland asking them to advertise their local 

representative and encourage local salvage, alongside paid-for advertisements in those 

papers.103 These early efforts were publicised by the Government Press Officer, 

although the press releases Adams circulated about the Salvage Committee appear to 

have been drafted by Parker’s committee itself.104 Throughout the war Parker’s 

committee sent pre-written appeals for further scrap to Adams for him to circulate 

among the local press.105 Occasionally, Parker’s committee asked Adams to write 

articles for insertion into the Belfast press for them. In October 1941, the secretary of 

the committee sent Adams summaries of various salvage meetings, informing him that 

‘Mrs. Parker would be very pleased if you would be so good as to prepare a general 

article covering these meetings and try to have it inserted into the Belfast papers’.106 

Adams duly turned the meeting notes into a press release for the Belfast newspapers.107 

This use of the GPO by COM appears to have been the exception within the ministries 

of the Northern Irish government. As a way to ensure that as many ministries as 
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possible were represented to both the Northern Irish and British public, Adams appears 

to have ghost written articles as several political figures for various publications.108  

Some general conclusions were offered towards the end of Gransden’s review. 

Gransden perceived that ‘the constant comparison of Northern Ireland’s position in 

the war effort with the attitude taken up by Eire only tends to irritate the British public.’ 

On certain occasions Éire would have to be answered, but generally ‘factual 

statements concerning N.I.’s contribution to the war are the best form of propaganda.’ 

The evidence presented suggests that the publicity machinery had been relatively 

successful in this regard in the years leading up to Gransden’s review. Northwood’s 

reports on his own work analysed in chapter 2 suggest a positive, information based-

campaign, while responses to Éire propaganda were only pursued in exceptional 

circumstances, as seen in the interaction with the Picture Post. Gransden also 

perceived Northern Ireland’s standing to be higher in Great Britain than it had ever 

been, but warned against an aggressive publicity campaign which might ‘seriously 

embarrass the Imperial Government in its relations with Eire’. Therefore a ‘moderate 

attitude’ was recommended, as ‘It is desirable to keep the bulk of one’s ammunition 

in the locker and not to blow it off until a serious crisis arises.’109 

 

Cabinet Publicity Committee 

 

The limited review of Northern Irish publicity in early 1943 encouraged Brooke’s new 

government to modify their publicity arrangements. At a cabinet meeting on 1 June 

1943, a new cabinet committee on government publicity was created, which included 

Basil Brooke and J. Maynard Sinclair (Minister of Finance). The function of the 

Cabinet Publicity Committee (CPC) was to ‘enquire into the existing methods of 

Government publicity and propaganda’ and to recommend changes.110 The CPC 

meetings concerned the work of the entire publicity machinery of the Northern Ireland 

government, including the UO, and provide valuable insights into both what aspects 

of publicity the new government valued and the relationship between the Belfast and 
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London press offices. Its first meeting took place in June 1943, and was attended by 

Brooke, Sinclair, Gransden, Adams, and J. Knipe who recorded the proceedings. 

Introducing the meeting, Sinclair remarked that Northern Ireland achieved far more 

publicity through the GPO and the UO than was ‘generally realised.’111 General 

ignorance of their work helps explain why Brooke created the committee.  

It is, however, ironic that the bodies responsible for the publicity of the 

Northern Irish government were not adept at advertising their utility to the departments 

of that government. At this meeting the idea of recruiting a ‘Public Relations Officer’ 

(eventually Ernest Cooper) for the UO was first raised. It is significant that the 

appointment of Cooper was a consequence of Brooke’s enthusiastic engagement with 

government publicity – an enthusiasm echoed by Brooke’s encouragement of 

dedicated funds being put aside for government publicity in early 1944.112 It was also 

decided that the UO would be controlled by the Cabinet Secretariat (instead of COM) 

as the extent to which the office dealt with trade matters had been heavily curtailed.113 

The first memorandum on the committee’s objectives, written by Brooke and 

Sinclair, set out seven specific objectives: the appointment of Cooper; changing the 

ministry in charge of the UO; improving relations with the MoI; getting more speakers 

for Great Britain; establishing a teleprinter service with the UO; encouraging ministers 

to engage more with the GPO to discourage misinformed criticism of government 

policy; and publishing Northern Ireland’s war effort, especially in Great Britain.114 Six 

of the seven points dealt explicitly with publicity in Great Britain. The point about 

ministers being reluctant to make full use of the publicity machinery was a common 

one. In December 1943 Scott from COM complained to Gransden about his already 

over-worked staff having to write material for the press.115 Gransden replied that they 

were trying to put together a panel of writers who could provide regular material for 

them.116 That Gransden was looking for outside sources to publicise the work of 

Northern Irish ministries on their behalf is clear evidence that the ministries were not 

engaging with the press machinery effectively.  
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The lack of success of the press offices in ingratiating themselves with the MoI 

was criticised prior to the establishment of the CPC. At a meeting between 

representatives of the MoI’s news division and Brooke, Sinclair and Adams in June 

1943, it was suggested that a new liaison officer could be a useful way of keeping 

Northern Ireland at the forefront of the UK’s publicity efforts.117 Northwood initially 

had some reservations about this new liaison officer, but his concerns were allayed 

when he realised that the new officer would not ‘in any way interfere with his 

activities’.118 Northwood had clearly failed to integrate himself into the ministry, a 

conclusion backed up by Sinclair listing several MoI publications that Northern 

Ireland could have been featured in if they had better relations with the ministry.119 

Ernest Cooper eventually took on this role in practice when he was appointed the 

Government Information Officer in the UO.120 Remarkably, despite 60% of his salary 

being paid by the MoI, the role of Adams in liaising with the MoI was never raised in 

these discussions. 

Reports from later 1943 and early 1944 suggest that progress was being made 

on many of the important issues flagged at the committee’s conception. The 

development of a textbook for British schools in order to publicise Northern Ireland’s 

war effort was underway (see Northern Ireland: its history, resources and people 

below), ministers (including the Prime Minister) were due to give speeches in Great 

Britain, and contacts with the MoI had improved.121 Ulster: the British bridgehead 

(see below) had a high circulation, and following its success the committee discussed 

the publication of other pamphlets, possibly written by long-time collaborators Ervine 

or Falls.122  

The CPC were also considering Northern Ireland’s post-war international 

reputation. At a meeting in March 1944 it was mentioned that Ervine wanted the 

government to send copies of a book called Ulster sails west to the United States.123 
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The committee approved the idea in principle. Harry Midgley, the Minister for Public 

Security (the only non-UUP member of the cabinet and a regular attendee at CPC 

meetings) remarked that ‘the circulation of this book in America would be well worth 

while [sic] as opposition to Ulster in Canada and the United States was continually 

being fostered.’124 

From the foundation of the GPO, there was extensive collaboration between 

Northwood, the Press Officer of the UO, and Adams, the Government Press Officer 

in the GPO. The records of the CPC make the nature of their relationship explicit. In 

March 1943 Northwood provided a review of his work to his superiors: ‘his basic task 

is to be the Channel [sic] for the supply of straight official and other news of Ulster to 

the rest of the United Kingdom, to the Empire, and to foreign countries, especially the 

U.S.A.’. Northwood described the process by which he received news from Northern 

Ireland: ‘When news items are received from Ulster… they are received almost 

entirely through the Government Press Office at Stormont’. The war, the reduction of 

staff, and the departure of Cooke-Collis had thrown extra work onto Northwood. 

Henderson (the trade office of the UO) and Northwood now had to run the office in 

addition to their other duties. While he was primarily concerned with ‘the supply of 

straight official and other news’, Northwood’s work could be quite diverse. His review 

highlighted his role in liaising with the BBC, that the office was responsible for 

organising Ulster exhibitions in Great Britain, and that Henderson had given many 

speeches and lectures around England. As a result, Northwood claimed that the UO 

press officer, ‘like the Government Press Officer at Stormont, is better described as a 

Public Relations Officer because his activities are not and cannot in the circumstances 

be confined to the Press.’125  

Occasionally their correspondence revealed a policy distance between the two 

offices. In November 1943 Northwood suggested to Adams that their offices should 

counter Independent Labour Party (ILP) anti-partition propaganda. Claiming the ILP 

was getting a lot of publicity in London, Northwood advised Adams that ‘This seems 

to be a very good opportunity of pushing our case right into the middle of the enemy’s 

camp and to let the I.L.P. members have the facts direct’ – a stance that demonstrates 
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self-confidence that the ‘facts’ themselves vindicated the Unionist position.126 Adams 

consulted with Gransden in Belfast, and responded saying that the government did not 

want to give the ILP credit by responding to their stance.127 Northwood disagreed, 

pointing out that the statement had ‘received circulation in the press’ and that ‘Some 

of our friends over here think it is a pity that we should lie low and say nothing even 

to the I.L.P., which, after all, is quite influential in its own way and has the support of 

the Left-Wing press.’128 

 The differing vantage points of the two offices clearly influenced their 

approach to publicity. Distance from the ILP in Belfast may have encouraged the GPO 

to disregard them, while Northwood’s proximity to the party may have exaggerated 

their influence.129 Northwood also referenced ‘friends over here’, and regretted that 

there was not more pro-Ulster publicity circulating. This was a common complaint 

from Unionist Westminster MPs and local sympathetic private individuals alike. Not 

only did Unionist Westminster MPs consider themselves ill-informed about publicity, 

they also often considered themselves left out of government policy entirely. At a 

meeting with the government of Northern Ireland in June 1943, Hugh O’Neill and 

Ronald Ross (both Unionist Westminster MPs) remarked that they ‘did not know what 

was going on in Northern Ireland or what the policy of the Government was on a 

number of matters.’ Cooper, as the government’s representative in London, was 

suggested as the best solution to this poor communication between Belfast and London 

MPs.130 The ILP episode also demonstrated Adams’s authority over Northwood. 

Northwood was appealing for action in London, and Adams acted as the liaison with 

the cabinet which rejected his suggestion.  

 Northwood saw this system as appropriate. In December 1943, when 

advocating for the creation of a booklet on ‘Ulster’s constitutional position’, 

Northwood argued that ‘the compilation of any such document should be done at 
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Stormont, where, among other things, it is so much easier to obtain the necessary 

official approval to it and where it could be examined so conveniently by members of 

the Committee.’131 These were compelling reasons to write publicity in Belfast, and 

the GPO was the main source of publicity material for the UO. The publicity pamphlet 

Ulster: the British bridgehead provides an example of this.  

 

Ulster: the British bridgehead 

 

Ulster: the British bridgehead was produced by the Northern Irish government in late 

1943. The twelve-page booklet produced by the GPO was primarily intended to be 

read by American forces stationed in Northern Ireland, but ended up having a much 

broader audience.132 It provided an overview of Northern Ireland and its strategic 

importance to the war effort. It had a large circulation: by February 1944, 350,000 

copies had been ordered from the Northern Ireland stationary office, and the 

government perceived it to be ‘one of the most effective pieces of publicity yet 

adopted.’133 In September the same year, the UO claimed they had circulated 200,000 

copies from their office alone, which they estimated had reached 5,000,000 people.134 

At the second meeting of the CPC, the editor of the Belfast Telegraph R.M. 

Sayers (who was in attendance) suggested that ‘there was scope for a short publication 

dealing with Ulster… [which] would be a most useful guide, particularly for Service 

visitors to Northern Ireland.’135 The following month he forwarded a letter ‘typical of 

many received’ from a civilian reader in Yorkshire to Gransden which stressed ‘the 

atrocious ignorance many people over here possess concerning Northern Ireland.’136 

This did not surprise the author, who had ‘yet to read a book or pamphlet on Northern 

Ireland over here’.137 The comments were a damning indictment of the performance 

of the UO, at least outside of London. When Sayers forwarded the letter, he 
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emphasised the point about pamphlets, and when Gransden replied he said that the 

Prime Minister was very interested in the letter ‘in view of the recent discussions he 

has had with you recently on publicity matters’ – evidently the recent meeting of the 

CPC.138  

The drafts of the booklet available have ‘R.I.O.’ written on the front cover, but 

the final booklet stated ‘issued by the Government of Northern Ireland’ (not the MoI) 

on its front cover, so it was actually produced by the GPO.139 From the first draft of 

the pamphlet in August 1943 to publication in October, the main text of Ulster: the 

British bridgehead underwent remarkably few adjustments. The main change from the 

first draft to the final published version was the section on the Northern Irish budget 

and the province’s financial contribution to the war, which was expanded to include 

more detailed figures on various war drives in Northern Ireland. Unsurprisingly, 

Ulster: the British bridgehead was entirely positive about Northern Ireland. It is, 

however, interesting to observe exactly how the Northern Irish government glossed 

over or adjusted the emphasis on certain points. These changes highlight what aspects 

of their war performance the Northern Irish government sought to promote or 

overlook, and demonstrate the type of propaganda the Northern Irish press machinery 

found most effective. 

The cover of the booklet cited Winston Churchill, using a phrase that recurred 

in government propaganda: ‘But for the loyalty of Northern Ireland and its devotion 

to what has now become the cause of Thirty Governments or Nations we should have 

been confronted with slavery and death, and the light which now shines so strongly 

throughout the world would have been quenched.’140 Praise by figures of British and 

American stature featured on the front and back cover. Richard Livingstone, President 

of Corpus Christi College in Oxford, was quoted on the ‘deep vein of idealism in the 

Ulster character’, while Herbert Morrison, the UK Home Secretary, emphasised 

Northern Ireland’s ‘key part’ in the battle of the Atlantic.141 In an inclusion designed 

to improve the province’s standing among Americans, Major General Russell P. 

Hartle, commander of the first American troops to land in Northern Ireland, expressed 
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his ‘sincere thanks and lasting gratitude to the citizens of this hospitable country’.142 

These individuals were probably quoted to attach some famous and respected names 

to the province, as well as to imply the approval of these figures for the content 

within.143 The front cover clearly stated that the pamphlet was issued by the 

government of Northern Ireland: there was no deception as to its origins.144 

 Inside the front cover there was a full-page image, chosen by the governor 

himself, of the Governor of Northern Ireland with a BBC microphone.145 The inclusion 

of the microphone reinforced the core message that Northern Ireland was culturally 

and politically part of the UK, although this message had nuance in parts. Livingston’s 

comments on ‘Ulster character’ emphasised a degree of cultural distinctiveness from 

the UK. The third page of the pamphlet gave some positive geographical and 

architectural details of Northern Ireland (‘Londonderry, whose walls proclaim its long 

and stirring history’), and highlighted its industrial achievements.146 Belfast had a ‘fine 

Lough bounded by the richly wooded hills of County Antrim and County Down’, and 

is also an ‘important port, world famous as a shipbuilding centre and as the home of 

the linen industry.’ This passage reinforced an image propagated through much of 

their publicity: both naturally beautiful and heavily industrialised. The use of the term 

‘Ulster’ was also clarified as referring to the six counties of Northern Ireland, although 

it was mentioned that the ‘old Province of Ulster consisted of nine counties’.147 The 

attachment of Unionists to the confusing term ‘Ulster’ must have been strong to 

encourage them to clarify its dual meaning in this short booklet.  

 Under the subheading ‘External trade’, the fourth page asserted that before the 

war Northern Ireland’s external trade was ‘£100,000,000 annually’. Tellingly, the 

author compared that figure with Éire whose external trade was almost half, although 

this was one of only two short references to Éire in the booklet. Unattributed quotes 

compared Northern Ireland favourably with other economic success stories: the 
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province had apparently ‘become “the Denmark of the British Isles.”’ The section 

referenced multiple statistics, only some of which were given context. The 

250,000,000 eggs shipped to Great Britain from Northern Ireland each year were 

apparently enough to fulfil greater London’s entire egg ration.148 These statistics all 

stressed the agricultural output of Northern Ireland, the region’s single largest 

employer despite a common understanding that Northern Ireland was primarily an 

industrial region.149 Although the agricultural performance of Northern Ireland during 

the war is hard to qualify exactly, the province evidently provided significant levels 

of produce to the rest of the UK.150 

 The next section dealt with Northern Ireland’s separate parliament, and 

summarised the revolutionary period: ‘When the Irish Free State, consisting of twenty-

six counties, came into being, Ulster refused to be separated from Great Britain, but 

agreed, somewhat reluctantly, to accept the provisions of the Government of Ireland 

Act, 1920, under which the Parliament of Northern Ireland was set up.’ The measured 

tone was consistent with the broader British trend of non-emotive propaganda 

explored earlier. An awareness of the audience for the pamphlet (especially 

Americans, many of whom had Irish heritage or were Catholic) would have 

discouraged anti-Irish sentiment, and instead promoted an Ulster-positive message. 

This moderate approach fit in with the publicity’s broader objective of not routinely 

comparing Northern Ireland to Éire – this was only the second (and last) reference to 

their neighbour in the booklet. The section went on to assert Northern Ireland’s 

Britishness in sentimental terms: Stormont was based on the ‘Mother of Parliaments 

in London’, and concluded with a forceful assertion of the province’s integral position 
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within the UK: ‘Ulster owns allegiance to the British Crown. Its flag is the Union Jack. 

Its currency is the British currency… In short, it is British to the core.’151 

 The second half of the booklet emphasised Northern Ireland’s military 

contribution. Controversial aspects of the province’s wartime performance were 

explained away: ‘By a decision of the Imperial Government conscription was not 

applied to Northern Ireland. Nevertheless, very large numbers of Ulster men and 

women are serving in the fighting and auxiliary Services and in the Merchant Navy.’152 

The Westminster government was given responsibility for the lack of conscription in 

Northern Ireland. Despite the prevalence of statistics elsewhere, the numbers of 

recruits were not mentioned. Both hostile contemporaries and historians have pointed 

out that Northern Ireland’s war recruitment was not particularly impressive, notably 

when compared with Éire’s higher overall numbers of volunteers (although less as a 

percentage of population).153 The booklet’s statement is not untrue, but reluctance to 

mention specifics belies an awareness that this aspect of Northern Ireland’s war effort 

would not stand up to close scrutiny.  

The use of evidence for Northern Ireland’s war industry was selective and 

vague in parts, although the author justified this on ‘national security’ grounds. The 

levels of production appeared impressive: ‘The output of naval and mercantile craft 

has increased by leaps and bounds. Before the war Belfast ship construction frequently 

headed the world’s tonnage lists. The tonnage launched in 1937-38 was 154,384.’ The 

author arguably undermined their attempt to protect national security, as the passage 

clearly highlighted the Belfast ship works as an important military target (not to 

mention the airplane construction and weapons manufacturing mentioned later).154 

According to Philip Ollerenshaw, however, Northern Irish war production did not 

compare well with the rest of the UK in the early war years, although by the time the 

pamphlet had been written the situation had improved to a degree.155  

 The final sections of the booklet were particularly directed to American 

readers. The arrival of American troops in Northern Ireland in January 1942 was 
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highlighted, as was the importance of Londonderry as a Royal Air Force base for 

protecting Atlantic convoys. The Northern Irish heritage of significant military 

individuals was highlighted, including Field Marshal Montgomery and Alan Brooke. 

The booklet also claimed that fourteen US presidents were of ‘Ulster birth or descent’ 

and that the Declaration of Independence was ‘drafted, printed and first read publicly 

by Ulstermen.’156 The success of Éire’s propaganda in courting America is a theme 

that emerges throughout the files on Northern Irish publicity in the period, although to 

a much lesser extent than their work in Britain.157 With the opportunity afforded by 

the stationing of American soldiers in Northern Ireland, the GPO wished to combat 

some of Éire’s propaganda successes. The section on the province’s strategic position 

is surprisingly brief, as most historians (and Herbert Morrison on the booklet’s back 

cover) consider Northern Ireland’s strategic position to be their most valuable asset 

during the war.158 The length of this section may be a consequence of how the piece 

was formatted, or may reflect the GPO’s desire to emphasise more active aspects of 

Northern Ireland’s wartime contribution.  

The booklet was received well in the local press, and the reformist zeal of 

Brooke’s new government was praised by the unionist Londonderry Sentinel: ‘it is 

gratifying evidence that our present Ulster Government, under the inspiring and 

enthusiastic leadership of Sir Basil Brooke, is propaganda minded.’ With this praise 

came criticism of the previous propaganda arrangements: ‘Ulster has long suffered 

because of the fact that her case has not been effectively stated and her cause 

inadequately served in the publicity sphere.’159 The Irish News, however, used the 

publication of the booklet to criticise Northern Irish housing policy and partition more 

generally: ‘The booklet falls into an old error, however. It was one frequently 

committed by Victorian writers, who were lyrical in their praise of progress and 

imperial enterprise, but forgot the mention the appalling housing conditions of the 

majority of the people… Twenty-two years of a measure of self-government have not 

brought a solution to the most pressing of domestic problems. There is, in 
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consequence, a threat of revolution.’160 Evidently, this booklet designed to convince 

an international audience of the veracity of the unionist claim to Northern Ireland was 

ineffective at challenging critical domestic attitudes to the state. 

 Ulster: the British Bridgehead demonstrated the Northern Irish government’s 

dual approach to their own position: entirely British but also individual in certain 

respects. The booklet also demonstrated the GPO’s attempts to present information to 

an international audience in a way that could not be interpreted as propagandistic. The 

section on the Irish revolutionary period is the clearest example of this, presenting 

neutral commentary on Éire in comparison to the more severe critiques made by non-

governmental Unionist publications.161  

 

Northern Ireland: its history, resources and people 

 

In October 1943, J.A. Glen of the Northern Irish Ministry of Education wrote to 

Adams about the representation of Northern Ireland in British schools.162 Later reports 

attributed the idea for a booklet to the Westminster Home Secretary Herbert Morrison, 

who apparently thought that ‘steps should be taken to publish the story of Northern 

Ireland’s part in the war’.163 Morrison, as shown in chapter 1, became increasingly 

sympathetic to the Northern Irish government over the course of the war, and his 

encouragement of this project provides further evidence for this. After Northwood 

contacted the Board of Education in London, they informed him that if the Northern 

Irish government produced a pamphlet that stressed the characteristic aspects of the 

province (flax growing and shipbuilding), as well as the ‘strategic significant of 

Ulster’, the Board of Education would be ‘glad to arrange for its circulation to the 

schools.’164 

The early models for the project were some of the pamphlets produced by the 

MoI for British overseas territories. R.S. Brownell from the Northern Irish Ministry 

of Education suggested in November that ‘by far the best method to adopt would be 

to arrange, through the Ministry of Information, for the compilation of attractive 
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pamphlets giving clear and accurate information about Northern Ireland.’ The 

‘excellent examples’ Brownell gave were those being distributed to schools on Burma, 

India, and ‘the Colonies etc.’.165 These examples imply a similarity in status between 

Northern Ireland and the colonies and dominions, a comparison seen earlier when the 

UO was established. The final booklet, however, was to emphasise in unequivocal 

terms the position of Northern Ireland within the UK.166  

At a meeting in March 1944 the CPC decided to approach three authors to 

write a pamphlet ‘strictly objective in character and not of a propagandist nature’, a 

commonly stated objective of Northern Irish wartime propaganda.167 Interestingly, 

following this meeting Brooke agreed to release Sinclair (the Minister of Finance) 

from the CPC as he was in a ‘difficult position’ when issues of government 

expenditure were discussed.168 The Northern Irish Ministry of Finance, as seen when 

they advocated shutting down the UO, had previously advocated for less expenditure 

on propaganda and publicity.  

Despite originally agreeing to approach three authors, Glen initially only 

contacted Louis MacNeice. MacNeice was a peculiar choice for the Northern Irish 

government: born in Carrickfergus and raised in Belfast, his father was a well-known 

pro-Home Rule bishop in the Church of Ireland.169 During the war he worked for the 

BBC in London, and was producing morale-boosting plays and features about various 

Allied nations. He had also worked on a series of broadcasts aimed at America entitled 

The Stones Cry Out which described the bomb damage wreaked upon British cities. 

In one of these broadcasts, on the Belfast Blitz, MacNeice spoke warmly of his 

hometown.170 The publication that encouraged the Northern Irish government to write 

to him was ‘Meet the U.S. Army’, which had been written by MacNeice to help British 
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citizens relate to American soldiers.171 This publication was of the length and tone that 

Glen wanted for their booklet but, perhaps due to his antipathy towards the Northern 

Irish government, MacNeice declined.172  

The Ministry of Education then offered the job to Hugh Shearman, author of 

Not an inch: a study of Northern Ireland and Lord Craigavon, who accepted.173 He 

was asked to write a pamphlet ‘which would be a factual document free from 

propaganda’ which would ‘give a clear picture to English and Scottish teachers (and 

pupils) of the history and position of Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom, about 

which there is still a great deal of misconception.’174 Shearman, as McIntosh has noted, 

acted as a ‘moderate apologist for the Northern Irish government in the 1940s and 

early 1950s’.175 He was a theosophist, and it is for his theosophical works that 

Shearman is best remembered as an author.176 Shearman’s biography of Craigavon 

was adulatory, and occasionally suggested a hard-line loyalist perspective. He wrote 

of Churchill’s visit to Belfast in 1912 that ‘there are those who assert to this day that, 

if Mr. Churchill had not at that moment been accompanied by his wife, he would have 

been spilled out of his car and would have had his entrails kicked out on the stones of 

Royal Avenue.’177 Ironically, as Guy Woodward has pointed out, this passage was 

later quoted by Cahir Healy in a 1945 anti-partition booklet to highlight how 

unpopular Churchill had previously been among unionists.178 Some Unionist MPs 

understood this book to have anti-English elements: writing to the Ministry of 
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Education to make sure they properly vetted Shearman’s script, Westminster Unionist 

MP Douglas Savory remarked on Craig’s biography that ‘He said some things against 

England, which to my knowledge, are absolutely untrue’.179 Overall, however, 

Shearman often wrote in a balanced manner, emphasising the importance of context 

in Irish politics and demonstrating a grudging respect for several Éire politicians.180 

Shearman also tended to elevate the interests of Northern Ireland over those of the 

British Empire. One hostile reviewer of his Craig biography commented that ‘The 

author takes sides with Craigavon against both Ireland and England’, and that while 

the book was ‘stimulating reading’ it was ‘stimulating to the point of apoplexy’.181 

This ‘little Ulster’ perspective made him an uncomfortable fit for a booklet ostensibly 

aimed at British schoolchildren.  

Shearman sent a draft of his book, entitled Northern Ireland: its history, 

resources and people, to the Ministry of Education in May 1944. Some of the 

difficulties he had writing the script express both a genuine cultural unionism but also 

an awareness of the political peculiarities of Northern Ireland: ‘The greatest difficulty 

I have felt is that for the most part everyday life in Northern Ireland is so very like that 

in other parts of Great Britain that it cannot be made very exciting, particularly when 

we have to omit all partisan sting and unparliamentary [sic] language’.182 Hall-

Thompson circulated the draft to the cabinet after writing extensive notes and 

corrections on it. The cabinet’s reception was not positive: writing to Cooper, 

Gransden disclosed that ‘we were not happy about Mr. Shearman’s script’.183 The 

original draft of the book was 37 pages. Aside from the introduction and epilogue, the 

book had four main sections: history (19 pages), Northern Ireland to-day (9), 

constitution and finances (5), and physical geography (2). In the introduction, 

Shearman set out clearly the purpose of the work: 

 

This little book has been written at the request of the Government of Northern 

Ireland as an attempt to do something to meet the large contemporary demand 
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for general information about Northern Ireland and to satisfy this lively and 

widespread interest aroused by the unique character and constitutional position 

of that part of the United Kingdom and by the vital importance which it has 

had in the strategy of Great Britain and the United Nations in the Second World 

War.184 

 

Hall-Thompson considered the introduction suitable, so like Ulster: the British 

bridgehead, no attempt was made to disguise the source of the book.185 Shearman 

commented that while ‘every effort has been made to be objective and to give facts 

and not opinion’, it was inevitable that ‘a personal factor inevitably enters into the 

process of selection, emphasis and condensation.’186 Shearman was frank in his 

recognition that his process of selection may, in itself, prioritise a certain narrative of 

the Irish past, and the text bears this out. Shearman also asserted that he was solely 

responsible for the text. This appears to have been accurate, for while Hall-Thompson 

suggested extensive corrections to the work, he recommended to his colleagues that 

they should be regarded as suggestions: ‘any appearance of dictating to him the form 

of words which any particular passage should take ought to be avoided.’187 The vast 

majority of the suggestions on the first draft, however, were implemented by 

Shearman.  

Hall-Thompson provided comments on 24 of the 35 pages of text, and while 

remarking that the work was overall ‘very good’, he suggested that he had a better 

view as to the ‘object of the book’. His comments on the four main sections 

encouraged the trimming of unnecessary or potentially controversial issues, and that 

the history section should especially ‘bring out those fundamental historical conditions 

and events which explain the position of Northern Ireland to-day’.188 What Hall-

Thompson recommended changing, as well as what he considered appropriate, offers 

an insight into how the Ministry of Education wanted Northern Ireland to be 

understood at the most basic level in Great Britain.  
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In the first and briefest section (on physical geography), Shearman attempted 

to give historical legitimacy to Northern Ireland by stressing its geographical 

distinctiveness. After describing the size and counties of Northern Ireland (as well as 

clarifying that ‘Ulster’ generally referred to the Northern Irish state), Shearman 

asserted that: 

 

The six counties of Northern Ireland form a distinct geographical unit. In this 

fact can be found the most fundamental reason for the existence of Northern 

Ireland as a distinct political, economic, social and cultural unit within the 

United Kingdom at the present time; for, although the present constitutional 

status of the province of Northern Ireland was created only in the twentieth 

century, the area has had a history which has differed in a marked degree for 

many centuries from that of other parts of Ireland and Great Britain; and it has 

been the dwelling-place of a more or less separate community since before the 

beginning of known history, though not always the same community.189 

 

The projection of individuality into pre-historic times was a clear attempt to legitimise 

partition. Shearman further stressed the geological distinctiveness of Northern Ireland: 

‘In earlier historical times, the forests and bogs of south Ulster made a very formidable 

land frontier against the rest of Ireland... Geologically Northern Ireland is similar in 

character to Scotland, to which it is separated by only a few miles of sea… The greater 

part of Eire, on the other hand, belongs to a different geological type.’ These factors 

gave Ulster a ‘special character and tradition’, and the people of Ulster spent much of 

their recorded history warring against other provinces on the island and developing 

connections with Scotland.190 The pairing of Northern Ireland with the province of 

Ulster implied the historical nature of young state, and the use of geography to stress 

nationhood was deployed by other nationalists in the war period, as demonstrated by 

Harold A. Innis in 1945.191 
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These claims were clearly designed to reinforce Northern Ireland’s distance 

from the rest of Ireland in the eyes of the British schoolchildren who would read them. 

Yet Shearman’s account is unusual in that he justifies Northern Ireland’s status from 

a pre-plantation (and pre-historical) perspective. Most Ulster Unionist celebrations of 

historical identity in this period were based on the plantation and subsequent events, 

most notably the battle of the Boyne in 1690 and the sacrifices of the 36th Ulster 

Division in the First World War.192 Claims of pre-historic legitimacy were more 

commonly deployed in the Irish Free State and Éire, as seen in the Aonach Tailteann 

games which fused pre-Christian Gaelic mythology and contemporary Catholicism.193 

These ancient historical justifications were more common in explicitly nationalist 

texts, and the nationalist credentials of many of these publicity works will be discussed 

further in the general conclusion. 

Following the section on Ulster’s early history, Shearman covered ‘The Ulster 

War’ from 1592-1603 (usually the ‘Nine Years’ War’ and dated from 1594-1603). 

Shearman gave a fairly balanced account, but Hall-Thompson took umbrage with a 

particular phrase. Following the Flight of the Earls, Shearman argued, the ‘English 

and Scottish colonial element’ in eastern Ulster was greatly strengthened by the 

‘establishment of a number of strong English and Scottish landed proprietors and by 

immigration.’194 Although certain native Ulster chiefs were maintained in positions of 

‘some affluence and dignity, their status inevitably became increasingly persecuted, 

false and intolerable. They were kept under the constant threat of biased legal 

proceedings [Hall-Thompson’s underlines].’195 Hall-Thompson thought this language 

‘may be considered too strong’, perhaps due to the inferences that could be drawn with 
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the contemporary treatment of Northern Irish Catholics or to downplay the 

problematic aspects of British colonisation.196  

Similar corrections were made throughout the pages leading up to the 

revolutionary period of the early twentieth century, although some criticisms of the 

plantation were allowed to remain. Shearman’s contention that the land set aside for 

natives was ‘absurdly restricted’ was left by Hall-Thompson, as was the assertion that 

the ‘first and obvious weakness’ of the plantation was the ‘treatment of the natives, 

which prepared the way for the rebellion and massacre of 1641.’197 Hall-Thompson 

may have left them to give a more balanced perspective on this period, although his 

overall recommendation that the section should ‘bring out those fundamental 

historical conditions and events which explain the position of Northern Ireland to-day’ 

would encourage the trimming of material that complicated the moral authority of 

modern unionism.198 According to Shearman, the general picture of the seventeenth 

century for Ulster, including the battle of the Boyne, is one that ‘gave a stubborn 

strength to the Ulster community’.199 

The sections on Home Rule and the revolutionary period received the most 

revisions from Hall-Thompson. His adjustments of tone at certain points reflected the 

Northern Irish government’s contemporary concerns. The statement that an Ireland-

wide parliament would be ‘Roman Catholic’ was not deemed sufficient by Hall-

Thompson, who recommended the insertion of the phrase ‘& anti-British’.200 Hall-

Thompson also recommended placing Catholicism last in the list of reasons for 

Ulster’s opposition to Home Rule, perhaps to de-emphasise the sectarian aspect of 

opposition to an all-Ireland government.201 The minister also demonstrated an 

awareness that Catholicism would not necessarily conflate to anti-Britishness, and 

recommended that certain sections be amended (most pointedly a reference to ‘the 
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more docile Roman Catholic workers’) to avoid insulting Catholics in Great Britain.202 

Senior Unionists were evidently aware how anti-Catholic sentiment would be received 

outside of Northern Ireland, even if there was a tolerance of it within Northern Irish 

government circles.203  

Wilson Hungerford, secretary of the UUC and Parliamentary Secretary to the 

new Ministry of Health and Local Government, also responded to Shearman’s first 

draft. Most of his comments resembled Hall-Thompson’s, but some of his adjustments 

demonstrated unionist mythologizing of the recent past. Hungerford criticised 

Shearman for remarking that the ‘Ulster Volunteers served’ in the 36th Ulster Division. 

Instead, Hungerford argued, ‘The 36th Ulster Division was formed from the Ulster 

Volunteer Force.’204 Timothy Bowman has demonstrated that this simple narrative 

does not do justice to the complicated formation of the 36th Ulster Division, and that 

‘the U.V.F. certainly did not transform itself en bloc into a division of Kitchener’s 

army.’205 

After Shearman had incorporated the criticisms on his first draft, criticisms 

came from other ministries. Cooper thought that Shearman had ‘not been adequately 

briefed before he wrote this manuscript’.206 Cooper argued that ‘We want a book to 

inform the youth of Great Britain on Northern Ireland as it is constituted today and on 

its economic and strategic importance to the United Kingdom’, and that the Ministries 

of Agriculture and Commerce would not be happy with their representation.207 This 

was the case. G.S. Robertson from the Ministry of Agriculture wrote to the secretary 

of the Cabinet Publicity Committee in October 1944 informing him that the section 

on Agriculture was ‘so bad and gives such a completely inaccurate and misleading 
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view of Northern Ireland agriculture… that I thought it was impossible to amend it. 

As a consequence I have had the section completely rewritten’.208  

Brownell wrote to Shearman on 30 December 1944 informing him of the 

feedback from the various ministries. He conceded that there had been extensive 

corrections suggested by each ministry, but this was only because each ministry 

wanted more ‘justice’ done to their administrative activities. His comments on the 

feedback from each ministry are revealing: ‘the Ministry of Agriculture wanted the 

booklet to be 90% a panegyric of Unionist agriculture, while the Ministry of 

Commerce wanted much more space devoted to industry, and the Publicity Agent (Sir 

Ernest Cooper) wanted the historical potion left out and the booklet to be wholly and 

blatantly propagandist.’ Evidently, Brownell considered Cooper to be essentially a 

propagandist for the Northern Irish government, and it is interesting that he considered 

Cooper’s suggestions to draw out the economic and strategic importance of Northern 

Ireland to the UK to be essentially propagandistic. Brownell, ultimately, managed to 

get the booklet sent to the Whitehall Board of Education with only minor further 

amendments.209 

The process by which Shearman’s work was produced provides evidence of 

how the Northern Irish government used the process of selection and editing, as well 

as some interpretation, to justify Northern Ireland’s cause to a young audience. When 

Shearman incorporated the corrections from his first draft, he informed Brownell that 

this was a difficult process: 

 

To condense historical matter without distortion is one of the most difficult of 

tasks… in the case of Ulster history it is peculiarly difficult at the present time; 

for if we go whittling it down, keeping in mind the aim ‘to bring out those 

fundamental historical conditions and events which explain the position of 

Northern Ireland today’, we pass imperceptibly into a bald statement of the 

historical Ulster Unionist case, and we have a booklet which ought more 

fittingly to be issued from Glengall Street [headquarters of the UUC] than from 

your department.210 
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Shearman saw the unionist perspective on the history of Ireland as a party 

issue, but this approach exposes some of the complexities of party/state relations in 

Northern Ireland. In order to write a book about the Northern Irish state on behalf of 

the Northern Irish government, it is necessary in the first place to accept the legitimacy 

of that state. But the legitimacy of the Northern Irish state is predicated on a unionist 

interpretation of Irish history. If this historical perspective is, as Shearman suggests, 

essentially a party political matter, then it is impossible to argue for the legitimacy of 

the Northern Irish state without discussing party politics. Thus the Northern Irish 

government’s attempts to distinguish between constitutional and party publicity had a 

fundamental tension at its core that remained unresolved over the course of the war. 

This much was admitted by Gransden in March 1943 when he said in a review of 

Northern Irish publicity that ‘The line of demarcation between the Party organization 

and the Government Press Office is not always easy to define’, although he did believe 

that ‘in practice’ the matter had never caused any problems.211 

David Fitzpatrick notes how ‘Despite state control [in Northern Ireland] of the 

elementary school curriculum, the ministry of education did not attempt to inculcate 

Ulsterness through the teaching of history or geography.’ The Northern Irish 

curriculum, in the lead up to the Second World War, concentrated on Britain rather 

than Ireland, primarily for fear of inciting sectarian passions. In Fitzpatrick’s view, 

Craig (who had died at this point) deliberately pursued a defensive cultural strategy, 

discouraging the teaching of Northern Irish history in schools in order to avoid 

alternative Irish nationalist interpretations which would divert from ‘the more abstract 

affirmation of fealty to the British monarch and Empire.’212 It is therefore significant 

that Shearman’s work was aimed primarily at British schoolchildren, where Irish 

nationalist opposition would be less likely.  

Shearman’s work also provides evidence of Henry Patterson’s assertion that 

before the late 1960s writing on Northern Irish unionism was ‘Unionist history’ as 

opposed to the ‘history of Unionism written by historians.’ According to Patterson, 

the result was a ‘narrative of the “Ulsterman” and his historical, regional, and 
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psychological distinctiveness’, a product of Victorian racial categorization which 

emphasized the Northern Irish Ulsterman as ‘the embodiment of honesty, hard work, 

resolution, and resourcefulness as compared to the Catholic Irish who were portrayed 

as, at best, dreamy and impractical and, at worst, feckless and lazy.’213 Shearman’s 

explicit politicization of Ulster’s past, as well as his work for the Northern Irish 

government, should also be considered in light of the historical context he was 

working in: Nagle has highlighted how it was common for historians in the early 

twentieth century to combine history with political activism.214  

When the draft was sent to the Westminster Board of Education, they 

suggested what they considered to be ‘minor alterations’. One of these was the deletion 

of the whole paragraph which described Northern Ireland as a distinct geographical 

unit with a distinct people from the rest of Ireland and Great Britain. There were no 

reasons given for this suggested deletion, but evidently claims of the racial 

distinctiveness of Ulster, both from the rest of Ireland and Great Britain, were not 

considered suitable for British schoolchildren. It was also requested that the section 

dealing with the Home Rule crisis be deleted.215 This, according to McIntosh, 

indicated a belief that ‘in the aftermath of the Second World War stories of loyal 

British citizens importing German arms to defy the British government would be 

inappropriate’ – a belief they shared with Gransden, given his insistence in late 1943 

that Cooper remove references to gun-running from a speech to be given in England.216 

These amendments were accepted by the CPC and by Shearman, but ultimately the 

booklet had to go through further drafts before it was published in 1946.217 The first 

edition of 50,000 quickly ran out, much of it being distributed to an overseas audience, 

including fifty one issues being sent to British newspapers.218 By 1950 it was on its 

third edition.219 
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Government Publicity Office 

 

The CPC was a route through which individuals previously affiliated with publicity 

could be returned to positions of influence over policy. In April 1944, Roland Nugent 

joined the CPC as Minister Without Portfolio.220 Nugent had previously conducted 

important research for the foundation of the UO, and was an early candidate for its 

Agent.221 In August 1944, Nugent, now chair of the CPC (and also chair of another 

committee on post-war reconstruction), wrote a report on government publicity.222 

Highlighting four classes of publicity (quoted in the introduction), the purpose of this 

review was to reform the Northern Irish publicity machinery in the late-war and post-

war period. Nugent argued positively for a well-informed public: ‘it is of great 

importance that any Government should have, during this period, the benefit of 

intelligent criticism and support from an enlightened public opinion. In fact, unless we 

are to resort to authoritarian methods an enlightened and active public opinion is 

absolutely essential.’ To create this public opinion, the government should conduct 

specific publicity campaigns on the principal issues as they arose, both before and 

after the events. Creating a favourable public climate for the reception of an 

announcement was as important as the announcement itself, and in order to achieve 

this the existing publicity bodies would need to be expanded.223 

 Nugent then summarised the UK publicity machinery, which included both 

‘transitional machinery’ (the MoI) and ‘permanent machinery’ (public relations staffs 

in departments etc.). These models should not be copied wholesale, as Northern 

Ireland was much smaller than the UK and had ‘comparatively few and simple 

objectives’ in its publicity. Additionally, delegation of publicity duties to different 

departments, in Nugent’s view, created ‘conflicting publicity policies and methods’ 

and tended to be disliked by the press. Thankfully, the Northern Ireland press 

machinery was already organised along the right lines, with strong centralised control 

(in the CPC) over the output of the GPO and the UO. In the post-war period, the 
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hierarchical structure should continue (Cabinet – CPC – press offices), and the press 

offices would only need a few more staff members. The most important change was 

that the relationship between the publicity organisation and the Northern Irish 

ministries must be overhauled, an admission that this relationship had not been 

harmonious during the war. Nugent believed that if ministries released material 

directly to the press themselves and bypassed their own publicity machinery, they 

were disrupting the timing of press releases which were carefully designed to give 

maximum emphasis to certain points. Nugent concluded: 

 

I should like to emphasise my belief, based on some experience, that publicity 

is a professional job, and that to leave it to chance or to amateur control, which 

amounts to much the same thing, is not merely wasteful and ineffective but 

can be extremely dangerous. 

The mere pushing out of news, without regard to the effect it may have, may 

easily do more harm than good, indeed there can be circumstances under which 

a publicity organisation’s chief task is to damp down publicity, not to promote 

it. Only a trained mind, free to concentrate entirely on the ‘publicity angle’ can 

judge with any accuracy the probable effects of any particular publicity 

materials or methods, and adjust these methods continually to changing 

circumstances and to the nature of the available material. 

It is the effect of publicity which matters, not its volume.224 

 

The report is essentially an appeal for the professionalization of Northern Irish 

publicity. It is therefore remarkable that it appears in mid-1944, six years after the first 

press office opened in London and four and a half years after the GPO was opened. 

Indeed, Nugent made a similar case shortly after the UO was opened in 1938: clearly 

he did not consider his advice to have been adequately followed.225 Mariel Grant has 

argued that this process of professionalization was echoed in Westminster, where in 

1946 the MoI was shut down and a new Central Office of Information was opened: 

‘the abolition of the MOI and the establishment of the COI represented the culmination 

of a long process whereby the state became active in the sphere of information 
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distribution in peacetime.’ The Second World War was a ‘catalyst for change’ in the 

process, which had begun prior to the war.226 The development of Northern Irish 

publicity machinery echoed this process; the UO was established before the war, 

increasing drives for professionalization occurred throughout the conflict, and a peace-

time publicity body (co-ordinated by the new CPC) was established towards the end 

of the conflict. 

 Nugent’s memorandum proved influential. Nugent discussed the report with 

the cabinet in September, and highlighted the extent to which the cabinet had neglected 

publicity: ‘so far as he could ascertain, it had never been clearly laid down or 

recognised as a matter of policy that the Government was justified in expending public 

money on publicity designed to defend the constitution of Northern Ireland as by law 

established.’227 This statement went to the heart of what constituted legitimate 

government expenditure in propaganda, and Nugent had a clear opinion on the matter: 

‘it seemed to him to be the duty of the Government to defend the constitutional 

position’.228 He also argued that publicity should educate the general public as to 

government policy, and the Prime Minister agreed with him. Brooke said that ‘He 

considered that the education of the public on matters of public policy, if carried out 

in an objective way, was highly desirable and could legitimately be borne on public 

funds.’229 

The cabinet agreed with Nugent’s proposals. Lowry (Minister for Home 

Affairs), however, emphasised that the government should not present ‘only the 

Government side of debatable issues’. In order to ensure that this new approach to 

government publicity was delivered on, the cabinet agreed that ‘a Government 

Publicity office should be established as soon as practicable, and that the functions of 

the office should be on the broad lines indicated in the Memorandum under 

discussion.’230 It was a poor reflection on Adams’s existing GPO that the cabinet felt 

compelled to open a new office. Nugent’s report enshrined the guiding principles of 

the new office: in March 1945 Adams referred to the ‘principles embodied in a 
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Memorandum on Publicity issued by Sir Roland Nugent on the 1st September, 1944, 

and Ministers will be aware of the Cabinet conclusions thereupon.’231 

This Government Publicity Office was opened on 1 November 1944. It was 

essentially a retooled Government Press Office (as was evident from the confusing 

similarity in their names) with two rooms attached to the Cabinet Offices. The office’s 

location was a clear demonstration of the government’s new commitment to 

publicity.232 Adams would no longer hold the duties of Regional Information Officer 

(which would be passed on to his deputy C.L. Frankland), and would take on the new 

title of Press Officer and Director of Publicity.233 His new duties were explained in a 

letter to all ministers: 

 

Broadly speaking, the aim of the Publicity Department will be to promote 

Ulster’s prestige in the United Kingdom and overseas; to extend (particularly 

outside Ulster) knowledge and appreciation of our constitutional position; to 

keep the public at home accurately informed on all aspects of Government 

policy; to give wider publicity to the advantages of Northern Ireland as an 

industrial and tourist centre; and to stimulate public interest in Ulster’s 

resources and manufactures.234 

 

The new Government Publicity Office appears to have run relatively smoothly 

in its early months, and reports on its performance until the end of the war and 

afterwards indicate a great deal of publicity material was produced by the office. A 

report on the new office’s work from November 1944 emphasised the importance of 

sending material to Northwood for circulation in Great Britain, but also highlighted 

the creation of press material for local papers. This material was ‘selected and prepared 

with the object of presenting Government policy to the public in its true setting and 

perspective’, and included articles on Brooke’s tribute to the Ulster Home Guard, 

Northern Irish book drives, and the visits of British health trust officials to the 
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province.235 All of this material was, of course, sent on the UO. Adams was also in 

close contact with the Ministry of Education with regards to the publication of the 

White Paper on Education, and had prepared a press summary for ‘simultaneous issue 

in Northern Ireland and by the London Office when the White Paper is released for 

publication’ which was released in December.236 Simultaneous and targeted publicity 

on specific government initiatives was the type of publicity organisation Nugent was 

advocating for.  

Despite this apparent improvement in co-ordinated publicity in Northern 

Ireland, Adams continued to assert that ministers should improve their relationship 

with the local press. At a CPC meeting in March 1945, Adams stressed ‘the importance 

of Ministers having confidential talks with Editors on important items of Government 

policy as a means of securing knowledgable [sic] and sympathetic treatment of 

Government proposals in editorial comment.’237 It was this co-ordination of the 

ministries’ relationships with the Northern Irish press that was the main new role of 

the Government Press Office. In January 1945, the office recorded the publicity that 

had been obtained in Northern Irish newspapers that month. Thirty-six publicity items 

had been taken up by different papers for a combined 1,806 inches of coverage which, 

by implication, would not have been achieved without the Government Publicity 

Office.238 A report written by Adams in March 1945 continued to emphasise the 

importance of domestic propaganda, and noted that ‘with particular reference to the 

post-war period… the need for impressing the salient points of policy favourably on 

the public mind and of answering criticisms is of pressing importance.’239 This focus 

on the domestic press in the post-war period suggests a return to peacetime publicity 
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footing, as questions of social reform and elections returned to the forefront of public 

life. Interestingly, Adams highlighted that it was often hard to get government news 

into more provincial newspapers in Northern Ireland, as they often occupied 

themselves with purely local news, and left political analysis and government 

announcements to the Belfast and evening papers.240 

Yet the primary audience for the press offices’ work remained the rest of the 

UK and further abroad, and occasionally, the office’s new remit to encourage domestic 

post-war reconstruction appears to have been left by the wayside. In the report of the 

Government Press Office’s work for April 1945, twenty of the report’s twenty-one 

points dealt primarily with British or international publicity and/or visits by senior 

individuals from outside Northern Ireland, perhaps unsurprisingly given the 

conclusion of the war the following month.241 International propaganda opportunities 

were taken full advantage of in early 1945. Extensive publicity was given to a 

contingent of Ulster workers who were sent to London to assist in the repair of war 

damage, and Adams reported on this event in a manner that emphasised the 

harmonious relationship between the two press offices: ‘As a result of prior 

arrangements made between the Government Press Officer and the Press Officer at 

the London Office, Mr. E.P. Northwood, first-rate facilities for reporters, 

photographers, and a film cameraman were organised at Euston.’242 The press offices 

were also in discussion with both the British Council and the MoI for the production 

of films relating to Northern Ireland.243 Other projects were redolent of Ulster: the 

British bridgehead. In April 1945 the Government Publicity Office advocated to the 

CPC that a new Ulster handbook should be created for the UO, which would ‘give 

information concerning Ulster’s constitutional position, its Parliament and 

Government Services, its principal industries, its wartime activities, its facilities for 

new industries, its cultural life and attractions as a tourist centre.’244 The CPC agreed, 

                                                
240 Note by Government Press Officer on publicity in Northern Ireland, 14 Mar. 1945 
(P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/123/14). 
241 Report on the work of the Government Publicity Office, 7 May 1945 (P.R.O.N.I., 
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and in the post-war period this booklet, called Ulster Today, was sent out to individuals 

requesting further information about Northern Ireland.245  

By May Adams was overworked. Giving a summary of his work to Gransden 

as he asked for more help, Adams noted that he had to write two 10,000 word articles 

(one for the MoI and another for the British Bulletin of Commerce), complete a 

handbook on Ulster for visitors, as well as perform his day-to-day duties of creating 

‘Press handouts for Government Departments’. On top of this he was planning on 

expanding his output to include a weekly bulletin to be sent to the UO, as well as 

writing ‘special articles on Ulster themes for publication outside Ulster, these articles 

to be as factual as possible the “propaganda” being implied rather than obvious.’246 

He also wanted to organise more press visits to Northern Ireland, as well making 

greater use of press conferences which had been largely neglected by the government 

to this point. Anticipating the dissolution of the MoI, Adams suggested that Frankland, 

who was then exclusively serving as the Regional Information Officer in Northern 

Ireland, should be allowed to work for him part-time (Gransden still managed to 

convince the MoI to pay 60% of Frankland’s salary). Adams was planning on 

expanding the work of the Government Publicity Office to face the challenges of the 

post-war environment.  

 Trade publicity was also back on the agenda as the government moved from a 

wartime to a peacetime mentality. According to Brian Maginess, then Parliamentary 

Secretary to COM, ‘post-war publicity for Northern Ireland should in the view of this 

Ministry be directed not only to enhancing the general prestige of the Province, but 

also to the most important task of inspiring in the minds of industrialists elsewhere 

confidence in Northern Ireland as a suitable and desirable location for new 

industry.’247 He did not believe the MoI was sufficiently advertising Northern 

Ireland’s industrial achievements, so the government had to take it upon itself to 

publicise this aspect of their war effort.248 For all their efforts to ensure that Northern 

Ireland was well represented in Great Britain as the war wound down, however, the 

                                                
245 CPC minutes, 3 May 1945 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/123/34); Adams to Messrs. Macarthur 
and co., 7 July 1947 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/123/80).  
246 Adams to Gransden, 29 May 1945 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/123/14). 
247 Brian Maginess memorandum for the CPC, 18 Nov. 1944 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/123/14).  
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publicity officers’ efforts could still be thwarted by one of the most common 

oversights. In March 1945, Adams reported to the CPC that the book Farming in 

Britain, published by the MoI, had excluded Northern Ireland.249 Despite these 

setbacks, Northwood believed the Northern Irish government could not let up in their 

propaganda in Britain. For, as he remarked in a report in July 1945, ‘It should be borne 

in mind that while Ulster is today infinitely better known and better thought of than 

ever it was, the English people have notoriously short memories and fall easy victims 

to offensive propaganda of the kind put out by Eire publicists. It is therefore essential 

to plod away in defence and offence day by day.’250 

   

Conclusion 

 

During the war, the UO, and the non-RIO aspects of the GPO, were most concerned 

with promoting Northern Ireland’s prestige outside of the province, mainly in the UK. 

The UO was the first publicity office opened by the Northern Irish government, and it 

is significant that it was opened in London, not Belfast. It was originally concerned 

mainly with trade, but as the war continued and opportunities for trade with UK 

companies waned, the office was refocussed on wartime propaganda detailing 

Northern Ireland’s contribution to the British war effort and emphasising her integral 

place within the UK. The clearest indication of this change in emphasis was the 

transfer of the UO from COM control to that of the Cabinet Secretary. There was also 

propaganda value in the existence of the UO itself, and perhaps more obviously, the 

granting of RIO status to the GPO shortly after it was opened. Robert Gransden, in 

hoping that the introduction of an RIO to Belfast would quell ‘the impression… that 

we are not part of the United Kingdom’, demonstrated an eye for the political 

significance of the extension of UK government machinery into Northern Ireland. But 

Northern Ireland was different as it had a devolved government which required 

different treatment, as seen in the tensions over Catholic appointments to the office 

and the transfer of MoI powers to the Cabinet Secretary. An additional, and 

undoubtedly significant, benefit of the RIO arrangement was that the Northern Irish 

government could claim a significant amount of the expenditure of Adams’s office 
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from the MoI, although Frankland’s report certainly suggests that the work Adams did 

for the MoI was significant. 

 The three publicity case studies of the Picture Post, Ulster: the British 

bridgehead, and Northern Ireland: its history, resources and people were all aimed at 

audiences outside of Northern Ireland. In all three of these case studies the position of 

Northern Ireland within the UK was strongly emphasised. Yet some of the 

correspondence concerning the publicity campaigns inadvertently revealed an 

intellectual and cultural distance from the UK. Gransden’s references to Northern 

Ireland’s ‘association’ with the UK, as well as the frequent references to colonial and 

dominion models of publicity, implied that Northern Irish government officials had a 

somewhat complicated relationship with British identity and the British state. This 

sense of cultural distinctiveness seeped into their publicity, with Richard Livingstone 

discussing ‘Ulster character’ on the back cover of Ulster: the British bridgehead.  

As will be demonstrated in chapter 4, the Unionist embrace of the term ‘Ulster’ 

and occasional bridling at the terms ‘Northern Irish’ and ‘Irish’ may have been an 

attempt to entrench the separateness of the Northern Ireland from Éire. Their attempts 

to stop comparing the two states were somewhat successful in the evidence presented 

(aside from the article for the Picture Post), although articles like that written by 

Adams and published under Corkey’s name, discussed in chapter 2, demonstrate that 

the press offices were happy to make the comparison if the government was distanced 

from the message.  

 Senior Northern Irish publicists expressed different attitudes to Irish 

nationalists depending on whether they were communicating in private or public, and 

justified their state’s approach to the minority in different ways. In the correspondence 

concerning the Picture Post episode alone there is evidence of sectarian assumptions 

in Northwood’s assertion that Stefan Lorant was Catholic, and a different 

understanding of citizenship being derived from ‘loyalty’ as shown in Andrews’s 

article. Andrews’s approach appears to have been the model most commonly deployed 

in publicity aimed at Britain from this period, and evidently corresponds with C.J.V. 

Loughlin’s assertion that ‘loyalty’ was the primary justification for discrimination in 

Northern Ireland. The Northern Irish government expressed a clear understanding that 

blunt sectarianism would not play well in Great Britain when they edited some of the 

more contentious aspects of Shearman’s Northern Ireland: its history, resources and 
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people. This text was also edited to downplay historical discrimination against 

Catholics in Ireland. 

 The relationship between the Northern Irish press and the Stormont 

government will be analysed in chapter 4, but it is worth observing certain aspects of 

their relationship at this point. The hiring of Adams as the government’s most senior 

publicity official, without the position being opened to competition, complements 

Jackson’s assertion of the increasingly ‘paternalist and clientelist manner’ of Craig’s 

last years as prime minister.251 Adams’s previous position as editor of the Northern 

Whig indicates that that paper’s outlook shared much with that of the government. The 

government’s close relationship with the Belfast Telegraph will be discussed in the 

pages that follow, but the extent to which its editor, Sayers, appeared at meetings with 

senior press officials throughout the war suggests that the publication had a very close 

relationship with the government. Also worth noting is the almost total absence of any 

Irish nationalist newspaper staff in the records of the Northern Irish publicity 

machinery, although they were included in the routine advertisements taken out by the 

government in the majority of the local press and had press releases circulated to them 

by the RIO.252 But no concerted effort appears to have been made to convince the press 

of the disaffected population of the justness of Northern Ireland’s wartime position, 

and they were never invited to discussions of Northern Ireland’s publicity policy. The 

only direct contact the editorial staff of Irish nationalist newspapers appear to have 

had with the Unionist government was when some of their publications were banned 

under regulation 26 of the Civil Authorities (Special Powers) Acts.   

 The pre-Brooke governments of the Second World War were certainly not 

oblivious to propaganda and its power. The much-mocked debates on the protection 

of the Carson statue at Stormont prior to the Belfast Blitz can be understood as 

reflections of Unionist awareness of the power of state-building myths in unifying the 

unionist population. It was Craig’s government that oversaw the creation of the UO 

and the GPO. There were, however, rumblings of dissatisfaction with these 

arrangements, as seen in the revision of publicity initially prompted by Andrews’s 

collapsing government in 1943, and Brooke’s new government approached publicity 
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252 See chapter 4.  
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with fresh enthusiasm. The establishment of the CPC, Brooke’s personal interest in 

the government’s publicity activities, and Roland Nugent’s review of publicity in 1944 

all spurred on the most significant revision of government publicity since the 

foundation of the GPO: the establishment of the Government Publicity Office. The 

actions and agendas of certain influential figures within the Unionist government had 

a profound influence on these changing attitudes to publicity, and the consistent work 

of Gransden on behalf of the publicity machinery (not to mention his role in the 

establishment of the GPO in the first place) was central to the improvement of 

Northern Irish publicity.  

Northern Irish publicity developments also echoed publicity developments in 

the UK more generally. The first concerted publicity undertaken by the British 

government in the inter-war period was generally trade focussed. In the 1920s and 

early 1930s, the Treasury encouraged the Foreign Office to focus primarily on trade 

publicity as opposed to cultural or political propaganda abroad.253 According to Philip 

M. Taylor, the creation of the British Council in 1934, however, was evidence that 

British publicity policy had developed to incorporate ideological and cultural 

propaganda alongside that for trade.254 This developing awareness of the importance 

of publicity for non-trade purposes was echoed by the UO’s increasing focus on 

ideological and production publicity during the war. These developments in publicity 

policy did not take place in a national or historical vacuum, and it is no coincidence 

that a drive for the increased professionalization of the government’s publicity efforts 

came towards the end of the war. The Northern Irish government looked to secure its 

future position within the UK and claim its share of responsibility for the war’s 

successful prosecution. In the revised Government Publicity Office, they now had a 

powerful tool with which to convince people of their claim.  

                                                
253 Philip M. Taylor, ‘Cultural diplomacy and the British Council: 1934-1939’, British 
Journal of International Studies, iv, no. 3 (Oct. 1978), pp 246-7. 
254 For an in-depth discussion of the work of the British Council for Northern Ireland see 
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Chapter 4: Non-official publicity 

 

Pro-Northern Irish publicity during the Second World War was not exclusively 

generated by the government. Other organisations and individuals took it upon 

themselves to enhance Northern Ireland’s international reputation and to improve the 

Ulster Unionist Party’s (UUP) domestic standing. These individuals and organisations 

are the focus of this chapter which is divided into four sections: non-sanctioned 

publicity by individuals; the Northern Irish unionist press; the British Council; and the 

Ulster Unionist Council Propaganda Sub-Committee. While these four categories are 

diverse, the one commonality between them is that they attempted to enhance 

Northern Ireland’s reputation without being formally directed by the Northern Irish 

government. 

 This chapter will explore how the Northern Irish government’s publicity 

networks helped improve the province’s standing in the rest of the UK. It will 

interrogate the different styles and functions of the publicity promoted by the 

government. The closeness of the government to the local press will also be analysed, 

as will the degree to which the Northern Irish government managed to control the 

domestic press though these networks. The relationship between the UUP and the 

Ulster Unionist Council (UUC) will be analysed through the work of the Publicity 

Sub-Committee, which will provide insights into the relationship between the state 

and party in Northern Ireland. The ability of the Northern Irish press offices to shape 

how the province was represented by large, influential British propaganda bodies will 

be analysed. The nature of ‘politics’ with regards to appropriate government 

expenditure will also be explored. This analysis will point towards a complex picture 

of various unionist identities represented within and promoted by the Northern Irish 

government, and will complement the broader studies on unionist cohesion and 

organisation in the mid-twentieth century.  

 

Non-sanctioned publicity by individuals 

 

Many individuals took it upon themselves to work in the interests of the Northern Irish 

government by contributing letters and articles to various publications. One of the 

most famous was Belfast-born biographer and playwright St John Ervine. Patrick 

Maume’s assessment of Ervine describes how his early twentieth century moderate 
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Home-Rule sympathies transformed into a pro-Northern Ireland stance after he 

witnessed de Valera make anti-unionist statements in America. He was further 

influenced by the carnage of the Irish Civil War.1 His earlier political works, however, 

were characterised by a degree of nuance and complexity. In 1915 he wrote a 

biography of Edward Carson that was described by Gillian McIntosh as ‘short and 

highly critical’.2 This text was to prove unique in its criticism of unionism, however, 

and his later political works assumed a more hagiographical tone.3 His plays were 

popular in Northern Ireland early in the war: Sam Hanna Bell recalled productions of 

Ervine’s Boyd’s Shop (1936) from September 1940 until the raids of April/May 1941.4 

Ervine’s pro-Ulster work drew some  criticism from fellow playwrights and poets. In 

1943 John Hewitt suggested that W.R. Rodgers should write a book on Ulster if only 

to ‘stop St J-Ervine doing it’, presumably because it would have been too flattering to 

the Northern Irish government.5  

A fair amount of research has been done on Ervine’s propagandising for the 

Northern Irish government.6 McIntosh has analysed in detail his biography of James 

Craig, commissioned in 1946 and published in 1949.7 McIntosh’s work focusses on 

how Ervine, ultimately without the official sanction of the Northern Irish government, 

wrote a polemical and anti-Éire text which expressed a vehement and splenetic disdain 

for the citizens of Éire and Éamon de Valera in particular.8 The work is remarkable in 

its aggressiveness (particularly in comparison to the more passive critiques of Éire 

made in the work of Hugh Shearman), and McIntosh’s analysis provides insights into 

the extent to which Unionist politicians privately agreed with Ervine’s denunciations 

but declined to air them in public.9 Maume’s work on Ervine stresses his belief that 

Northern Ireland combined localism and cosmopolitanism, in contrast with Éire which 

freed itself from Britain ‘only to impose new restrictions on its citizens and sink into 

reactionary peasant selfishness exemplified by wartime neutrality.’10 Ervine’s disdain 

                                                
1 Patrick Maume, ‘Ulstermen of letters’, p. 73. 
2 McIntosh, The force of culture, p. 148. 
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for Éire appears to have shaped much of his writing on Irish politics. This section will 

expand upon this existing research on Ervine by exploring his relationship with the 

Northern Irish government during the Second World War, complementing McIntosh’s 

analysis of this relationship in the immediate post-war period. It will assess one 

specific piece of publicity Ervine produced with government approval for the Picture 

Post, and it will also assess how intimately involved in various aspects of official 

government publicity Ervine was in this period.  

Ervine appears in the records of the Northern Irish press offices early in the 

war. When the Northern Irish government was first planning to open the Government 

Press Office (GPO) in late September 1939, and the original choice for their press 

officer was Ervine. Craig liked him, and considered him well liked by the local press.11 

When the Ministry of Information (MoI) was restructured shortly afterwards the 

creation of the office was temporarily halted, and Ervine was notified that he would 

not be able to take up the post.12 Although Ervine never took up any responsibilities, 

with the position instead going to F.M. Adams later in the year, his consideration for 

the role indicates that senior politicians in the Northern Irish government considered 

his skills and outlook suitable to represent them officially. As the war went on, Ervine 

took on a significant amount of work to improve the reputation of Northern Ireland in 

Great Britain and abroad, and the extent to which he co-ordinated these efforts with 

the Northern Irish press offices provides a useful insight into the networks fostered by 

those offices. 

In March 1940 Ervine wrote to Craig informing him that Good Housekeeping 

was going to publish an article on him by Ervine.13 The article was written in such 

flattering terms that Craig commented that he would have to hear what the opposition 

members had to say about him in order to ‘not be turned by all the kind things you 

have said.’14 The editor of Good Housekeeping, however, did not take as kindly to the 

article. Ervine informed Craig five months later that the editor had refused to run the 

article.15 The disagreement was enough to encourage Ervine to stop writing for the 

                                                
11 Craig to St John Ervine, 25 Sept. 1939 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/CD/31/4); Craig to 
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14 Craig to Ervine, 6 Mar. 1940 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/123/3A). 
15 Ervine to Craig, 2 Aug. 1940 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/123/3A). 
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magazine, despite having contributed to them regularly for over a year. Ervine 

speculated as to what he thought were the true objections to the article: 

 

Mr. B.Y. McPeake, the writer of the enclosed letter [unfortunately missing 

from the archive], has recently received his appointment. He is the son of a 

Belfast Roman Catholic, a very able journalist who died some years ago, and 

his sympathies are Eirean [sic]. I am almost certain that if I had written an 

article about de Valera favourable to him but unfavourable to you, it would 

have been printed.   

What a commentary on the ‘freedom’ of Eire, McPeake’s letter is.16 

 

Ervine’s letter expressed the Northern Irish government’s much feared 

penetration of the British press by Irish nationalists. In his response, Craig, while 

agreeing that the letter was a ‘tragic comedy on the state of affairs in the South’, was 

optimistic in his appraisal of Northern Ireland’s reputation in Great Britain.17 ‘I feel 

confident’, Craig replied, ‘that so far as Great Britain is concerned, the Press as a 

whole have, in recent weeks, shown a more realistic view of the situation and a greater 

understanding of what Ulster stands for to-day.’18 Craig was evidently pleased with 

the progress being made by the Ulster Office (UO) to improve Northern Ireland’s 

reputation in Great Britain.  

Craig had seen evidence of this progress: on 2 March 1940 Ervine had an 

article called ‘Belfast’ published in Picture Post. The article had not been 

commissioned by the Northern Irish government, although E.P. Northwood from the 

UO had vetted the article prior to publication.19 The content and tone of the article 

reveals Ervine’s perspective on wartime Northern Ireland. The images on the first 

pages of the article primarily focus on the industrial aspects of Belfast, with four large 

profiles of Northern Irish working men (all in some way connected with shipbuilding) 

dominating the introduction to the article. Beneath these images, a picture of the 

Stormont parliament buildings was juxtaposed with an image of terraced housing for 

dock workers, perhaps to imply a connection between the high political and working 

                                                
16 Ervine to Craig, 2 Aug. 1940 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/123/3A).  
17 Craig to Ervine, 7 Aug. 1940 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/123/3A).  
18 Ibid. 
19 See chapter 3.  
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men in Northern Ireland.20 The subsequent pictures emphasised significant figures and 

various aspects of high Belfast social life, such as gatherings at City Hall and charity 

meetings by the Red Cross. Images of broader social life appeared, including meetings 

at the Y.M.C.A. and young women ice-skating (although captioned with masculine 

language, which described how ‘The Ulsterman is an enthusiast for all sport’).21  

The final pictures in the ten-page article placed images of large-scale flax and 

tobacco production placed opposite more traditional production, such as domestic 

knitting in a cottage with a ‘primitive churn’ – a contrast perhaps designed to 

emphasise both the industrial output and traditional values of the province.22 Belfast, 

however, was exclusively industrial: ‘To stand on the Queen’s Bridge in the evening 

and watch the Islandmen going home from their work is a marvellous and energising 

sight… In that swarm, at that spot, the whole meaning of Belfast appears. It is the city 

which supplies the Seven Seas with ships.’23 Ervine stressed that despite Belfast’s high 

levels of industrialisation, living standards in the city were high, and it ‘has no 

congestion of overcrowded houses’.24 The fallacy of these statements was made 

apparent the following year when the poverty of certain sections of Belfast was laid 

bare by the Blitz.25 

Ervine’s writing had a clear agenda: to promote the value of Northern Ireland 

and to diminish the standing of Éire for the Picture Post’s significant readership. The 

comparison between Northern Ireland and Éire is sustained throughout the piece. ‘I 

doubt, indeed, if there is anywhere in the world a greater contrast than exists between 

the capital of Eire. The distance between them is only 120 miles, but it might be 

thousands of miles, so little they have in common.’26 This comparison emphasised the 

                                                
20 Picture Post, 2 Mar. 1940.  
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were idealized traits that individuals in the wider unionist community were expected to 
emulate’, which helps explain why the province was projected in exclusively masculine 
terms in this article. Jane G.V. McGaughey, ‘The language of sacrifice: masculinities in 
Northern Ireland and the consequences of the Great War’, Patterns of Prejudice, xlvi, no. 3-
4 (2012), p. 302; Picture Post, 2 Mar. 1940.  
22 Picture Post, 2 Mar. 1940.  
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wartime environment in Northern Ireland in contrast to Éire, perhaps in an attempt to 

counter the perception that Northern Ireland had not suffered as a consequence of the 

war.27 His jibes at Dubliners in particular suggested bitterness, a bitterness which then 

expanded to target all people from southern Ireland:  

 

The Belfast man laughs most heartily at himself: the Dubliner never laughs at 

himself; he laughs only at other people. He’ll laugh himself sore at an 

Englishman, but if an Englishman laughs back at him, he’ll sulk for a century. 

The measure of the Southern Irishman’s lack of humour is his assumption that 

he, the spoiled child of the British Commonwealth, is oppressed, and that he 

can only liberate himself by depositing bombs in railway cloakrooms. 

Ulstermen are adult: they do no behave like overgrown infants.28 

 

Ervine clearly implicated all ‘Southern Irishmen’ in the republican violent insurrection 

as well as the IRA campaigns that had been taking place in Britain since 1939. These 

crude accusations, self-evidently inaccurate to anyone with knowledge of Irish affairs, 

were clearly intended to undermine the reputation of Irish people in Britain.29 

Other sections of the article did not mention Éire. Ervine asserted Ulster’s 

beauty (confusingly referencing Donegal, apparently referring to the historic 

province), but did so to refute an oft-repeated British perception of the province: ‘Yet, 

so ignorant are the British people of the most easily ascertainable facts of our 

Commonwealth, masses of people think of Belfast and Ulster in general as if they 

were like the Black Country.’ Clearly the concept of Northern Ireland as 

misunderstood by the British existed beyond the Unionist government. Ervine’s 

accusations of ignorance extended to British attitudes towards the Northern Irish 

themselves: 

 

The commonest charge made against the Ulsterman, and especially against the 

Belfastman, that he is the blindest of bigots, is one that will not stand impartial 

                                                
27 Many historians have quoted Moya Woodside’s assertion that Northern Ireland was 
probably ‘the pleasantest place in Europe’ early in the war. Wills, That neutral island, p. 
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examination. The most trivial brawl in the streets in Belfast is magnified in 

English newspapers to something like the worst episodes of the French 

Revolution, and a couple of corner boys have only to give each other a bleeding 

nose or a black eye for the world to be told that the fires of Smithfield have 

been relit and the worst horrors of the Spanish Inquisition revived.30 

 

Ervine considered the British press to be complicit in the creation of 

misunderstanding over Northern Ireland’s position. His subsequent defence of 

communal relations in Northern Ireland is also revealing. He considered the common 

assertion that the Catholic population in Northern Ireland was rising, while the 

Protestant population in Éire had declined, as a sufficient response to accusations of 

sectarianism.31 Interestingly, he recognised that Catholics were mistreated in Northern 

Ireland when he stated that ‘a better answer is the famous retort of the Falls Road 

man… who returned to the North after the worst of “the troubles” some years ago, 

asserting that he would rather be beaten-up in Belfast than feasted in Dublin!’32 This 

off-hand admission that Catholics faced beatings in Belfast, but that they chose to live 

there anyway (presumably due to the higher standard of living than Éire would 

provide) was hardly a ringing endorsement of a tolerant society. According to Guy 

Woodward, when criticising an edition of the New Northman in 1941, Ervine singled 

out its ‘intentional editorial avoidance of political matters, urging the magazine to 

address economic disparities between Northern Ireland and the southern state’, a clear 

sign that Ervine saw this as one of the great arguments for partition.33 

Craig was given a glowing treatment towards the end of the article. His 

Imperial service was less significant than the fact that he was ‘entirely Ulster in his 

outlook and origin.’34 While intended to be complimentary, Ervine’s assertions could 

be viewed within the context of criticisms of Craig’s notoriously provincial approach 

to matters dealing with Northern Ireland in his later life.35 This provincialism, 

however, was complicated in the following paragraph by the presentation of Northern 
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Ireland as an outward looking, cosmopolitan region. Ervine described how ‘Unlike the 

South, which aspires to be a community withdrawn from other people, the North 

aspires to keep its contact with the world and to make that contact firmer.’36  

Ervine’s Picture Post article should be viewed in the context of his invitation 

to become the Northern Irish press officer fewer than six months previously. The UO 

had checked and approved the publication before it was published, and Craig wrote to 

Ervine shortly after its publication: ‘I can think of nothing better suited to enlighten 

public opinion in Great Britain about the true position of Northern Ireland.’37 While 

the government of Northern Ireland was not affiliated with the article, these were 

Ervine’s attitudes close to the time he was considered a suitable figure to be head of 

Northern Irish publicity in Belfast: racialized hostility to Éire and her people. By the 

time Ervine published his biography of Craigavon in 1949, the Northern Irish 

government under Brooke appeared to have realised the potential hazards of 

associating with such explicit anti-Éire sentiment.38 The developments in wartime 

publicity in those intervening years, and an increasing awareness of the power of 

subtlety in propaganda, provide compelling arguments for this shift in government 

position.  

Ervine’s work to bolster Northern Ireland’s reputation continued throughout 

the war. John Hill has highlighted Ervine’s script for a film called Ulster in 1940 which 

had many similar themes to his Picture Post article. In cinematic terms, Ulster was 

original in ‘the emphasis that the film places upon imagery of industrial labour – 

shipbuilding, munitions manufacture, the production of nets, parachutes and 

cigarettes’, themes explored in his written propaganda.39 Indeed, Ervine’s work to 

further Northern Ireland’s reputation abroad was so prolific that government officials 

occasionally found his work difficult to differentiate from official propaganda. At a 

Cabinet Publicity Committee (CPC) meeting in March 1944 Harry Midgley brought 

up an ‘excellent rejoinder’ that Ervine had written in response to a ‘very defamatory 

letter’ which had appeared in Time and Tide. The extent to which Ervine was 

mentioned within official publicity circles encouraged Midgley to ask whether the 
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work had been commissioned by the UO in London.40 Remarkably, the committee did 

not know (it had not been commissioned) – clear evidence of a blurring of distinctions 

between official and external propaganda, at least when it came to Ervine.41  

On other occasions the Northern Irish government approached Ervine for 

advice. Robert Gransden wrote to Ervine in February 1944 congratulating him on 

being asked to write a section on Northern Ireland for a British Council booklet. When 

it became unclear whether he would be able to do the work, Gransden asked him if he 

could get his ‘personal advice as to the best person with the right political approach to 

be consulted.’42 Clearly Gransden considered Ervine’s judgements on political matters 

to be in tune with the government’s. Ervine replied with candour about some of the 

other candidates: ‘[Ivor Brown] knows nothing about Ulster, so far as I know, and is 

exceedingly sloppy about the South, where he went when he was a Conchie 

[conscientious objector] in the last war.’43 In this stinging rebuke, Ervine revealed, 

unsurprisingly, that pacifism was also an attribute that made someone unsuitable to 

propagandise for Unionism.44 Northwood also provided some of his own opinions on 

the alternative authors: ‘With regard to Robert Lynd I have at the back of my mind an 

impression that he might not have the true political approach.’45 The existence of a 

‘true’ political approach is further proof that Northern Irish publicity officials had a 

great deal of difficulty imagining that political interpretations other than their own had 

any justification.  

There was also a strong culture of writing letters to the editor by unionists not 

affiliated with the government. Cyril Falls provides a good example of this trend 

because he wrote both articles as a professional journalist and letters to the editor to 

promote unionism in Great Britain. Falls, from Fermanagh, became the full-time 

military correspondent for The Times in December 1939, and from 1940 occasionally 

provided military analysis for the BBC Home Service.46 His articles on Northern 
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Ireland for The Times were sympathetic.47 In September 1940 he reported that while 

there was ‘still some yachting, and crowds enjoy the seaside’, Northern Ireland was 

evidently a belligerent and ‘Everywhere strenuous war work is going on, and the war 

harvest is said to be the biggest in history.’48 Coverage of speeches later in the war 

emphasised the wartime contribution of the province, and in January 1943 under the 

subtitle ‘Atlantic Bridge’ he reported on American generals praising their time there.49 

Other articles written by Falls as military correspondent emphasised the sacrifice made 

by the Northern Irish government for the needs of the broader war effort. In an article 

on transport restrictions between Great Britain and Northern Ireland in March 1944, 

Falls remarked that ‘The decision to impose the travel ban is accepted willingly in 

Northern Ireland, where it is recognized that inconvenience must give way to the 

overriding considerations of military security.’50  

Falls also defended his homeland in letters to The Times. In November 1940 

he replied to a letter which defended Éire’s right to neutrality and encouraged the 

unification of Ireland.51 Humorously referring to himself as a ‘Black, suspicious 

Ulsterman’, Falls argued that because a united Ireland would be neutral, attempts to 

appease Éire would be disastrous for the war effort.52 This argument was well-trodden 

by unionists, but it is noteworthy that he wrote it as a letter, not as an article by the 

military correspondent of the paper. Enthusiastic endorsements of the unionist cause 

by Falls in The Times were apparently deemed more suitable for letters to the editor 

although his Northern Irish sympathies were implied in his other work.  

                                                
47 The Times, in this period, was generally sympathetic to the unionist cause. James Loughlin 
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49 Ibid., 27 Jan. 1943. 
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Falls also wrote a response to Irish nationalist articles in the Picture Post in 

1940.53 Falls’s stance was more nuanced than that of Ervine (who had published in the 

Picture Post only five months previously), and did not express any of the racialized 

disdain Ervine harboured towards people from Éire. His main argument was 

essentially military: ‘It is only because Northern Ireland is an integral part of the 

United Kingdom that there are assembled within its border those powerful British 

forces which afford practically the sole hope of saving all Ireland, in the event of an 

invasion.’54 Falls also shared some of the Northern Irish government’s anxiety 

regarding its representation in Great Britain, remarking: 

 

One reason why Ulster seldom gets in this country what she herself calls ‘a 

fair crack of the whip’ is because of the influence of Irishmen in England and 

their talent for propaganda. They are very numerous in two walks of life of 

great importance. The Civil Service and the Press.55 

 

These complaints were commonly voiced in Northern Irish government circles, yet 

Falls presented a more complex understanding of Irish nationalism than was usual in 

official unionist circles. He argued for an all-Ireland unionism: ‘Ulster is not interested 

in Partition as an ideal… To-day she would rather see the whole of Ireland united 

under the Crown.’56 Additionally, Falls was willing to concede some British historical 

mismanagement in Ireland: ‘I will assume the wrongs that Ireland has suffered at 

England’s hands. I will not ask whether they justify the cutting of all ties to such an 

extent that Eire declares herself neutral when the British Empire is fighting for her 

life, and fighting for ideals in which Eire, too, believes.’57 It is hard to imagine Ervine 

making such concessions to Irish nationalists, nor was he so generous towards de 

Valera, whom Falls described as a ‘high-minded and honourable man’ who was 

                                                
53 See chapter 3.  
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unfortunately ‘afraid of his own terrorist wing’.58 These two different types of 

propaganda probably had different impacts. As David Welch has highlighted, most 

propaganda theorists now believe that propaganda is much more effective when the 

recipient already has some latent sympathy with the messages communicated in it.59 

Ervine’s work was therefore more likely to appeal to Northern Irish loyalists, while 

Falls’s may have had a greater chance of persuading those who were less emotionally 

invested in Ireland.  

In that sense it is interesting to consider Falls’s invitation to become the new 

Government Information Officer for the UO in 1943. Falls would have offered a more 

nuanced and less aggressive form of unionist propaganda than St John Ervine, who 

had been considered for the GPO role over three years earlier. Ernest Cooper, the 

eventual choice for the appointment, also demonstrated nuance in his approach to 

Ireland. That Cooper and Falls were considered for the role suggest an enthusiasm to 

present a more subtle unionism to the British public, but it is worth bearing in mind 

that figures like Ervine were still unofficially involved in publicity in 1944. The 

movement to a more nuanced and professional propaganda machine was therefore not 

comprehensive, and many aspects of previous practice remained.  

 Some Unionist MPs took it upon themselves to promote Northern Ireland. The 

Unionist Westminster MP Douglas Savory wrote extensively to the press, and the UO 

noted in February 1944: ‘At the moment, and for some time past, the number of anti-

Ulster letters in the Press over here is comparatively small, and we have found that 

with the assistance of people in Ulster, Professor D.L. Savory, M.P., and others, the 

situation is being well dealt with.’60 Later in the war, the UO actively helped private 

citizens to write to the local press in Great Britain. In April 1944 Cooper told the CPC: 

 

A certain number of anti-Ulster propaganda letters have appeared in the 

Devonshire daily papers (including the Western Morning News), and we have 

been and are in touch with Miss Dorothy Bowhay of Plymouth who is 

effectively counteracting them with information supplied by us. Miss Bowhay 
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is an enthusiastic protagonist of Ulster and we have thanked her for her co-

operation and practical help.61 

 

The letter that Bowhay wrote for the Western Morning News was in response to a 

letter from someone writing under the pseudonym ‘Ulsterman’, and Bowhay’s letter 

criticised his anti-partition statements.62 Towards the end of her short letter, Bowhay 

recommended that ‘Ulsterman’ read Ulster: the British Bridgehead ‘recently issued 

by the Government of Northern Ireland.’63 It is likely that this recommendation was 

provided by the UO.  

Why did the Northern Irish government publicity bodies feel the need to 

encourage non-government figures to respond to critical articles? Perhaps government 

involvement in responses to hostile articles would have delegitimised the article in the 

eyes of the reader – although it is worth noting that this did not dissuade J.M. Andrews 

from writing to the Picture Post. It may also have been because the offices had limited 

personnel, and many of those who were making the government’s case on their behalf 

were professional writers.  

On several occasions, however, Adams wrote articles for the press, but 

persuaded others to sign them. He appears to have done this throughout his time as 

Government Press Officer: as was discussed in chapter 2, in May 1940 he wrote an 

article for The Nineteenth Century and After which he had signed by Robert Corkey 

(Stormont UUP MP).64 He also wrote letters in response to offensive articles. When a 

critical article appeared in the New Statesman and Nation concerning the execution of 

IRA member Tom Williams in late 1942, written by the well-known Dublin socialist 

R.M. Fox, Adams wrote a letter in response to the article and sent it on to the Northern 

Irish Ministry of Home Affairs.65  

Adams also secured non-governmental figures to attach their names to his 

articles. In early 1940 Adams wrote a letter to the Saturday Evening Post which was 

signed by Lord Londonderry who was, by this point, removed from Stormont 
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politics.66 Others who agreed to lend their names to articles written by Adams had 

never held any position in Stormont or had any official connection to the UUP. In 

September 1941 he wrote an article on Northern Ireland, Éire, and Britain which was 

forwarded to Colonel E. Lascelles, chairman of the War Savings Agricultural 

Advisory Committee 67 Adams noted: ‘Colonel Lascelles has greatly helped us on a 

number of occasions by appending his signature to propagandist articles’.68 Clearly 

the publicity bodies were making extensive use of their network of sympathetic 

supporters, as is also demonstrated in their relationship with the Northern Irish 

unionist press. 

 

The Northern Irish unionist press 

 

This section will analyse the Northern Irish government’s relationship with the local 

unionist press, specifically with regards to developments in Northern Irish publicity 

and propaganda. Of the major newspapers in Northern Ireland in this period, the 

government had the closest relationship with the Belfast Telegraph. The Belfast 

Telegraph had the highest circulation of all Northern Irish daily newspapers: in 1920 

it was selling at least 70,000 copies a day in comparison to the Belfast News Letter 

(34,000) and the Northern Whig (30,000).69 While the broader government’s 

relationship with all of these publications was not unequivocally positive throughout 

the war, with the collapse of Andrews’s government providing the most averse 

comment in local papers, the relationship between the Northern Irish government 

publicity machinery and the unionist dailies was very close.70 The most direct 

evidence of the close relationship with the Belfast Telegraph comes from before the 

war when James Cooke-Collis was appointed to the UO. Within the files concerning 

                                                
66 Adams to Robb, 23 Mar. 1943 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/123/14); Bridget Hourican, 'Stewart, 
Charles Stewart Henry Vane-Tempest 7th marquess of Londonderry', in James McGuire and 
James Quinn (eds), Dictionary of Irish Biography. (Cambridge, 2009) 
(http://dib.cambridge.org/viewReadPage.do?articleId=a8301) (14 June 2018). 
67 Adams to Robb, 23 Mar. 1943 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/123/14); Yorkshire post and Leeds 
intelligencer, 23 June 1942, 4 Nov. 1942. 
68 Adams to Robb, 23 Mar. 1943 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/123/14). 
69 Dennis Kennedy, The widening gulf, pp 11-12. 
70 Graham Walker highlights how even the ‘ultra-loyal’ Belfast News Letter criticised 
Andrews’s government as old and static. Walker, A history of the Ulster Unionist Party, p. 
95. 



 205 

Cooke-Collis’s appointment, there is what appears to be a typed newspaper article, 

titled ‘Appointment of Ulster Agent in London’. This article began: 

 

Our special correspondent in an interview the with the Prime Minister 

(Viscount Craigavon) at Stormont Castle this morning was informed that Sir 

James Cooke-Collis had accepted his invitation to fill the position of Ulster 

Agent in London, and was shortly crossing there to secure suitable premises, 

to make the necessary arrangements for the fullest co-ordination with the 

various existing organisations for developing trade and commerce and tourist 

development, and to supply on the spot accurate information covering the 

constitution and administration of the Government of Northern Ireland.71  

 

This document appears to have been typed by a government official: a handwritten 

note at the bottom of the document reads ‘Handed to Belfast Telegraph representative. 

25. 7. 38’.72 A government official, it would seem, had written an article for the Belfast 

Telegraph, phrasing it as if a reporter from the paper had written it themselves.  

This is further suggested by a document that appears two sheets later in the 

file, also entitled ‘Appointment of Ulster Agent in London’. It began ‘It was officially 

announced from Stormont Castle today that Sir James Cooke-Collis had accepted the 

Prime Minister’s invitation to fill the position of Ulster Agent in London…’, and from 

there onwards was largely identical to the Belfast Telegraph article.73 The main 

distinction between the two documents is the inclusion of a special correspondent who 

receives his information directly from the Prime Minister. The second article could be 

interpreted as a press release, but the first article is clearly composed to misleadingly 

appear as an interview. The second article was accompanied by a handwritten note at 

the bottom: ‘Phoned to Whig, N.Letter, Irish News, Mail, Express.’74 This second 

article was intended for the press more generally, while the first appeared to give the 

Belfast Telegraph an exclusive scoop. This preferential treatment was repaid in co-
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operation from the editorial staff, as demonstrated when John Sayers, editor of the 

Belfast Telegraph from 1937-1939, wrote to Robert Gransden:75 

 

I am sending the news of Sir James Cooke-Collis’s appointment to the various 

papers represented from this office as requested [my italics], but I am afraid 

the premature publicity given to it this morning has largely queered the pitch 

so far as cross-Channel publicity is concerned.76 

 

The use of the phrase ‘as requested’ indicates a symbiotic relationship between 

Northern Ireland’s largest newspaper and the government. In return for preferential 

access to the Prime Minister, including reports written for them, the Belfast Telegraph 

were willing to promote government initiatives. The Belfast Telegraph were, 

evidently, a useful non-official publicity outlet for the Northern Irish government.  

Further evidence of this close relationship can be seen in the appointment of 

William Baird, the managing director of the printing company which owned the 

Belfast Telegraph, to the UUC Publicity Sub-Committee in 1938.77 This committee 

also included representatives from other unionist dailies, including Captain Lilburn 

Henderson from the board of directors of the Belfast News Letter, and James 

Cunningham, the proprietor of the Northern Whig.78 In May 1939 Cunningham 

resigned from the committee due to other responsibilities, although the Northern Whig 

was still indirectly represented by Robert Lynn, and who had been editor of the paper 

from 1913-28.79 These individuals attended most of the sub-committee meetings until 
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they suspended most of their activity after the outbreak of war. None were re-

appointed to the Publicity Sub-Committee when it was reformed in June 1944.80 

However, the staff of the Belfast Telegraph did not need the party machinery 

to remain in contact with government figures throughout the war. R.M. Sayers, editor 

of the Belfast Telegraph from 1939-53, frequently wrote to the Cabinet Secretary, 

often drawing his attention to useful propaganda material.81 In February 1941, Sayers 

supplied Gransden with a list of British Sunday papers and their Belfast 

representatives. He complained about their coverage of Northern Ireland: 

 

In the early stages of the war correspondents were notified to send practically 

nothing owing to newsprint shortage. Ulster has suffered under this head much 

more than Eire. Representations have been made from time to time by 

correspondents in more than one case but these have not been too 

sympathetically received. One reason is that in too many cases southern 

Irishmen hold editorial berths in these papers. Another is an undue 

sensitiveness over the Eire censorship. The papers know that anything 

displeasing to the Eire Government might mean a banning and they are careful 

not to offend… 

… There is no question that Northern Ireland is not getting a fair crack of the 

whip at the present juncture. There is too much palliation of and special 

pleading for the South, whereas when there is not overt misrepresentation of 

the North it is cold shouldered.’82 

 

This perception of unfair representation in the British press was common 

within unionist circles. It is also noteworthy that Sayers was explaining the British 

press to Gransden. Sayers asked Gransden if he could help him persuade the Sunday 

Times and the Observer to write more on Northern Ireland, and Gransden agreed to 

approach them using the UO.83 Gransden was clearly willing to use government 
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resources to get the editor of the Belfast Telegraph greater access to London 

newspapers for mutually beneficial purposes. Gransden also identified a gripe with 

the presentation of Northern Irish articles in the Sunday Times: ‘It is unfortunate that, 

side by side with the “Ulster” article, is one headed “Ireland” “From our Irish 

correspondent”.’84 Unionists’ relationship with the words ‘Ireland’ and ‘Irish’ was a 

complex and shifting one. It was a title some were unwilling to give up, and Kennedy 

suggests that Ervine deliberately referred to ‘Eireans’ in his work so as not to affiliate 

the term ‘Irish’ with those in Éire – further evidence of the diversity of unionism.85 

The distribution of Ulster: the British bridgehead to the local press is also 

revealing. A distribution list from November 1943 lists 36 Northern Irish publications 

which received a copy ‘For Favour of Review in Your News Column’. This list did 

not include the Irish News or the Derry Journal, the two largest Irish nationalist 

newspapers in Northern Ireland at the time.86 A subsequent supplementary list 

indicated that a single copy was sent to the Irish News, whereas twelve copies went to 

the Belfast Telegraph.87 While purchased advertisements in Northern Irish newspapers 

by the Ministry of Finance still included nationalist newspapers like the Irish News 

and the Derry Journal during the Second World War, and press releases from the 

Regional Information Office were sent out to all newspapers in Northern Ireland, Irish 

nationalist newspapers were largely excluded from big publicity drives like Ulster: 

the British bridgehead.88 This is reinforced by a letter sent by Adams to W. Douglas 

of the UUC: ‘As you will appreciate we are not issuing them in Northern Ireland as 

this would be preaching to the converted’.89 Clearly a significant minority of the 

population of Northern Ireland were not ‘converted’, yet Irish nationalists did not 

feature in the government’s construction of Northern Ireland for external 

consumption, nor did the Unionist government make much effort to convert them.  

In July 1943, Sayers suggested to Gransden that Northern Ireland should be 

included in the Oxford pamphlets on world affairs.90 The Oxford pamphlets on world 
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affairs were a series of short wartime publications which covered topics from Britain’s 

food production and naval warfare to non-imperial countries such as Greece and 

Japan. There were no booklets on the countries within the United Kingdom, although 

there were booklets on various dominions and colonies, such as Canada, India and 

South Africa. That Sayers wanted Northern Ireland included in the series is further 

evidence that unionists considered their status to have similarity with those dominions, 

or at least to be somewhat external to the United Kingdom.91  

Gransden agreed, but noted a common concern in his response: ‘the danger is 

that if the wrong author were selected we might do more harm than good.’92 Shortly 

afterwards Sayers applied pressure on the government to generate propaganda by 

informing Gransden that an author had been commissioned to write an entry for Éire 

but one was yet to be secured for Northern Ireland.93 Often Sayers was included in 

relatively mundane aspects of government publicity. In March 1944 Cooper sent 

Sayers ‘a copy of an article by Brutus in the RECORDER, a North London paper. Mr. 

De [sic] Valera will not like it.’94 That Cooper sent Sayers articles as a matter of 

common curiosity suggests an exceptionally close relationship between the newspaper 

and the press offices. 

There are fewer records detailing the government press team’s relationship 

with other unionist publications during this period, suggesting that they were in less 

frequent contact regarding publicity policy, but occasionally there are insights into a 

close relationship. The staff of the Belfast News Letter occasionally took it upon 

themselves to try to influence government appointments directly. In January 1942 the 

paper’s editor, W.H. McKee, wrote to Andrews in a ‘personal capacity’ (although 

using the newspaper’s letter-head) about the potential appointment of a new Agent in 

London.95 McKee had heard that the new Agent might be Frederick Ogilvie, former 

Director General of the BBC (who had resigned four days previously), as well as 
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former vice-chancellor of Queen’s University Belfast, 1934-38.96 Remarkably, 

McKee advised Andrews that this accomplished individual would be a poor choice for 

the role. He questioned ‘what the public reaction would be if your choice were to be 

another non-Ulster man’, and recalled the controversy which had met Cooke-Collis’s 

appointment three and a half years previously. McKee recommended instead Brooke 

Purdon, an old friend of his from Queen’s University Belfast, who was from an ‘old 

Belfast family’, had extensive experience of organisation and administration’ and who 

‘is a man of personality and charm.’97 Brooke Purdon was to be appointed the new 

Agent for the UO in 1946.98 

This could suggest hostility to the BBC, which received much criticism from 

independent and backbench unionists towards the end of the war.99 The language used, 

however, makes it more likely that McKee’s argument was evidence of provincial 

insularity and an anti-meritocratic approach to government appointments, seen 

previously in the appointments of Adams and Northwood without any apparent 

competition earlier in the war, as well as in the complaints against the appointment of 

Cooke-Collis in 1938 and Cooper in 1943. Given that there would have been nothing 

more indicative of Northern Ireland’s Britishness than to have a former director-

general of the BBC as a principal propagandist, McKee’s assertion that the public 

would have reacted poorly to his appointment is evidence of the provincial nature of 

aspects of Northern Irish society during the war. His comments also demonstrated a 

lack of appreciation for imperial integration among some senior unionist tastemakers, 

for the BBC in this period was generally regarded as an icon of imperialism.100  

Lynden Macassey’s appointment to the UO and his subsequent departure 

provoked extensive comment in Northern Irish newspapers. Many of these comments 

were preserved by Northern Irish officials in the UO files, indicating a concern for 

domestic public opinion. Coverage of his appointment in the Belfast News Letter was 
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positive, which stated (under the sub-heading ‘Service to Ulster’) that ‘there are few 

men not directly engaged in business, whose opinions on purely industrial affairs carry 

greater weight.’101 Interestingly, the Belfast News Letter did not provide any editorial 

comment on his resignation, a stance consistent with their striking dismissal of the 

value of criticism: 

 

Carping criticism of the Administration reacts upon the Party, and it is the 

Party, not the Government of the day, which stands between Ulster and 

political insecurity. To allow the fundamental oneness of the Party to become 

undermined is, therefore, to close our eyes to the most obvious of all 

necessities – that of being strong and united to meet the challenge which, 

sooner or later, will surely come.102 

 

This call for less criticism of government as a point of principle is a remarkable 

position for a newspaper to adopt. It provides an insight into the extent to which the 

Belfast News Letter saw its role as one of supporting the UUP and unionist cohesion 

as opposed to criticising it or holding it to account. It also demonstrates the extent to 

which threats to the party were equated to threats to the existence of Northern Ireland. 

These threats shaped unionist perspectives during the war, and were exploited to 

ensure cohesion.  

The Northern Whig, which took a very positive view of Macassey’s 

appointment, was slightly less forgiving of the factors that led to his resignation. 

Describing his appointment in its news section, the London correspondent noted that 

‘Sir Lynden is one of the most honoured and respected men in the legal world and in 

public life in Britain’.103 Reporting on his rejection of the post in ‘Our London Diary’, 

however, the Whig reported on ‘a complication, which had very oddly been 

overlooked in the first instance’: Macassey’s chairmanship of the Reuter Trust.104 

While the tone is not especially critical, there is an implication of incompetence in the 

fact that Macassey’s conflicting roles had not been foreseen.105 Other ‘Our London 

                                                
101 Belfast News Letter, 6 Oct. 1943.  
102 Ibid., 9 Oct. 1943.  
103 Northern Whig, 6 Oct. 1943. 
104 Ibid., 11 Oct. 1943.  
105 See chapter 3.  



 212 

Diary’ columns from this period suggest a degree of aloofness from the government. 

Reporting on the visit of the Northern Irish Minister of Finance to London, the 

columnist revealed that they ‘cannot enlighten’ their readers as to the reason of the 

visit.106 This language subtly implied that the columnist was not close enough to the 

government to obtain inside information. These soft critiques of the Unionist 

government may have been intended to give the newspaper a unique selling point in 

comparison to their more adulatory competitors. John Horgan argues that the Northern 

Whig ‘intermittently espoused a more liberal version of Unionism’, which may help 

explain its comparative aloofness from the government press bodies.107  

This mild criticism of the government should not be over-emphasised, and the 

closeness of this publication to the government is seen most obviously in the 

appointment of the Northern Whig’s former editor (Adams) and former reporter 

(Northwood) to two of the most senior publicity positions in the Northern Irish 

government. The paper explicitly stood for unionist unity in the post-Andrews period, 

and in an editorial on 9 October 1943 it praised the government’s publicity efforts (and 

Ulster: the British bridgehead in particular), suggesting that ‘With outside opinion 

hardening in Ulster’s favour it is vitally important that there should be unity at 

home.’108 Thus appeals for political unity could be made both in the face of external 

threats and as a response to a more positive external environment.  

In contrast to the support offered by the main unionist newspapers, the Irish 

nationalist newspapers used the opportunity of Macassey’s resignation to criticise the 

Unionist government. The Irish News, interestingly, was not particularly hostile to 

Macassey’s appointment, but its commentary was tinged with sarcasm: ‘no place has 

suffered more heart-burning than Northern Ireland because of the forgetfulness and 

ignorance of the English people’, the editorial on 6 October 1943 read.109 The paper 

provided an assessment of the work of the UO that actually chimed with much internal 

correspondence within the Northern Irish government from this period: ‘Apparently 

the herculean endeavours of its representatives at Westminster to give “Ulster” its 

proper place on the map have now succeeded, even though harassed Ministers show 
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impatience and irritation when “Ulster” members shower questions upon them.’110 

The editorial ended, however, with what could only be read as withering sarcasm in 

the province’s largest Irish nationalist newspaper: ‘All we know is that an apostle of 

Unionism has still to rise to convert darkest England and enlighten it with knowledge 

of the true greatness and undying loyalty of the North.’111 The Irish News did not 

provide any comment on (or indeed report) his resignation, and provided no editorial 

comment on the appointment of Cooper the following month, possibly indicating a 

degree of indifference to the government’s propaganda bodies.112  

The Derry Journal, which had three years previously been banned by the 

Ministry of Home Affairs, described Macassey’s resignation from the position of 

‘Stormont propagandist’ as both ‘piquant and amusing’.113 His departure provided an 

opportunity to criticise Stormont’s propaganda machinery: ‘It does seem to us as if the 

decision which has Sir Lynden Macassey’s exit from, hot foot after his entry into, 

Stormont’s London office, recognises by an innuendo on Reuter’s part that freedom 

from bias and Stormont propaganda could not well go hand in hand - and that, in point 

of fact, is putting it mildly.’114 It is significant that almost no representatives of the 

Irish nationalist press appear in the records of the government’s press machinery. 

Indeed, the primary capacity in which the Irish nationalist press appear to have 

engaged with the Northern Irish government’s press machinery was when they were 

on the receiving end of regulation 26 of the Civil Authorities (Special Powers) Acts 

(CASPAs).  

 

The British Council 

 

The British Council (BC) was established in 1934 as part of the British government’s 

inter-war development of its publicity bodies.115 Its main purpose was to represent 
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British culture and lifestyle abroad.116 The BC was strongly influenced by its funders 

at the British Foreign Office and Treasury from its inception, although the granting of 

a Royal Charter in 1940 gave the BC a degree more independence from these 

ministries. Philip Taylor argues that the ‘award of the Charter was not merely an 

assertion of independence but also a positive recognition of its future survival’, and 

largely a response to the MoI trying to take control of the BC.117 Alice Byrne asserts, 

however, that ‘No matter how much the term [cultural propaganda] was qualified, or 

associated with a commitment to openness and honesty, the British Council was, 

nonetheless, portrayed as a propaganda organisation sponsored by the British 

Government.’118 That Treasury grants to the BC increased eightfold between 1939 and 

1946 illustrates both the perceived importance of the BC and also the significant power 

the Treasury held over its operations, even if the BC was immune to external 

dissolution.119 

  In October 1941 Lindsay Keir, Vice-Chancellor of Queen’s University 

Belfast, wrote to Gransden highlighting that Northern Ireland had no direct link with 

the BC.120 The BC seems to have done very limited work on Northern Ireland prior to 

this date. Northern Ireland had received some coverage in a BC film in early 1940 

entitled Ulster, but crucially the BC had not initiated this project and only agreed to 

financially support it when the original filmmakers, the Ulster Tourism Development 

Association, abandoned it at the outbreak of war.121 James Loughlin has noted that a 

1941 BC publication called British life and thought had only three short references to 

Northern Ireland in its 462 pages, and a detailed discussion of the British Isles ignored 

Northern Ireland altogether.122 

Gransden, concerned by this lack of representation, attempted to have 

Northern Ireland better represented by the BC in late 1941.123 He received a reply from 
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the BC’s representative for the North of England and North of Wales, C.H. Wilmot, 

who had previously arranged some cultural events for Northern Ireland. Wilmot 

promised that they would ‘bear Northern Ireland very carefully in mind in each aspect 

of our activities in the future.’124 Gransden was somewhat dissatisfied, and wrote to 

Keir stating while ‘the undertaking they have given might be accepted for the present’, 

if it subsequently turned out Northern Ireland was still being overlooked they should 

renew their pressure for greater representation.125 

 A regional representative for Northern Ireland called W. Welland was 

appointed in mid-1942.126 Unfortunately, there are no records of this representative’s 

work in the BC files in The National Archives in Kew, and he only worked part time, 

but it would seem that Welland did produce some limited material, most notably two 

booklets on Belfast and Londonderry for the use of American servicemen in the 

province.127 In August 1943, however, Gransden wrote to Wilmot, lamenting the 

‘meagre’ references to Northern Ireland in the 1942-43 report for the activities of the 

BC.128 Wilmot provided Gransden with a list of the BC’s activities in Northern Ireland, 

but admitted that they were somewhat lacklustre, comprising primarily of the 

aforementioned booklets, a few exhibitions brought over to Northern Ireland as well 

as the circulation of some press material. Wilmot’s list gave only two lines to 

Welland’s work, and Gransden was later dismissive of Welland: ‘he carries practically 

no weight at all’.129 

The apparent lack of co-operation with the BC could have been a result of 

British Foreign Office priorities. As Louise Atherton has pointed out, while the BC 

was ‘publicly presented as an independent body, it was, from its creation, guided by 
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the foreign office’.130 In terms of Ireland, the priority of the British government early 

in the war was ending neutrality.131 The BC, to the extent to which it echoed this 

policy, would not have wanted to compromise it by circulating unionist publicity. It 

was only as it became increasingly unlikely that the UK would be invaded from 1941 

onwards, and the strategic value of Northern Ireland became more apparent, that 

Foreign Office and MoI policy became less sensitive to Eire’s sensibilities, and the 

timing of BC-Northern Irish discussion may reflect this.132  

In late 1943, Gransden appears to have again pushed for better representation 

of Northern Ireland through the BC. He organised a meeting with a regional officer of 

the BC called Paul Reed in November 1943, and the following month Reed informed 

him that he had drawn the attention of all ministries to Northern Ireland’s situation 

and secured the province more space in the BC’s overseas services. Reed had also 

circulated Ulster: the British Bridgehead with their London Letter, which went to 168 

publications in 82 territories.133 Clearly pleased, Gransden consulted Adams about 

what further measures could be taken to promote Northern Ireland through the 

Council.134 A series of booklets on the people of the UK was proposed by the BC in 

1944.135 As discussed, Ervine had been suggested as a potential author for the 

Northern Ireland entry by Gransden, but the BC eventually approached Louis 

MacNeice.136 Northwood hoped to see the manuscript before it was published, a 

common mechanism through which the Northern Irish press offices tried to maintain 

control of publicity concerning the province.137 After Cooper and Northwood were 

allowed to see the MacNeice manuscript, Northwood wrote to Adams: 
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Sir Ernest and I are in complete agreement that the typescript is largely a 

travesty and we could on no account give it our blessing. It deals prominently 

with religious and political differences in Ulster and throws into bold and 

altogether disproportionate light various matters which are best omitted and in 

any case are not suitable to the character of the pamphlet… It is full of 

comparisons with Eire, it mentions ‘partition’ and talks about the ‘Six 

Counties’, and is in many respects somewhat insulting to Ulster.138 

 

Northwood’s criticism of MacNeice’s manuscript is striking in its ferocity, and 

suggests a sensitivity to the content. The manuscript was indeed harshly critical of 

aspects of Northern Ireland, as McIntosh has pointed out. It highlighted the apparent 

geographic peculiarity of the state’s boundaries, its high levels of political violence, 

and the existence of a large disaffected minority.139 MacNeice also suggested that 

people from Ulster had a distinct identity from the rest of the UK and harboured a 

degree of Anglophobia: 

 

In spite of the fact that the Union Jack is more prominent in most small Ulster 

towns on any day in the year than it is in London except on special occasions, 

the ordinary Ulsterman would hate to be thought like an Englishman. For in 

Ulster eyes the English are affected and humourless and (this may be surprising 

to Continentals) shockingly lacking in reserve. In some quarters the English 

are also considered both hypocritical and godless. Hence arises a paradox: the 

majority of the Northern Irish (i.e. the Unionists, of whom more later) are 

politically the most fervent devotees of the Crown and Empire you could find 

and correspondingly the most fervent critics of separatist Eire; as individuals, 

however, Northern and Southern Irish, Protestant and Catholic, will in most 

cases club together in the presence of an Englishman, however much they 

differ from each other, they both think of the Englishman as foreigner.140 
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This explicit awareness of the complex layers of unionist identity, coupled with 

insinuations of Anglophobia, unsurprisingly upset the Northern Irish officials who 

read it. It is, however, of interest that Northwood was taken aback by MacNeice’s 

critique of Northern Ireland and comparisons to Éire. As McIntosh has noted, 

MacNeice had never been particularly positive about his homeland, describing Belfast 

as ‘A culture built on profit’ where ‘The minority is always guilty’ in Autumn Journal, 

his most famous work, in 1939.141 Adams replied to Northwood’s letter the next day 

telling him he was glad that the UO was there to check material like this before it was 

published, evidence of its value to the GPO.142 

 In response to Northwood’s critique, the BC asked MacNeice to redraft it along 

the lines suggested by the UO, and his new manuscript was reviewed by Northwood 

and Cooper in October.143 This version, while better, was still considered unsuitable: 

‘It is clear that Macneice [sic] writes with a peculiar complex about Ulster. His script 

emphasises that Northern Ireland is very rainy, has mud floor cottages, and is a land 

of strife!... I am afraid we shall have to insist that the British Council should scrap 

Macneice’s effort’.144 Northwood had sufficient power to force MacNeice’s 

manuscript to be abandoned, and the BC instead approached Cyril Falls, Montgomery 

Hyde, and Douglas Savory, all of whom had been suggested by the UO.145 Falls 

accepted the job, but a new controversy arose over the name of the booklet. Adams 

argued that the new title for the booklet, ‘The Northern Irish and Their Country’, was 

‘definitely objectionable from our point of view.’146 Northwood managed to get the 

title changed to ‘The Ulstermen and Their Country’.147 Adams did not say explicitly 

why the original title was unsuitable, but given what the title was changed to, the most 

obvious explanations are either that ‘Northern Irish’ contained the term ‘Irish' or it 
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inferred that those under discussion were from the north of Ireland. The term ‘Ulster’ 

was preferred by some unionists for its suggestions of historical legitimacy.148  

 Much to Adams’s surprise, Falls’s manuscript was rejected in March 1945, 

and the BC approached Helen Waddell instead.149 The problem, according to 

Northwood, was trying to find an author to write ‘in a style suitable to the particular 

technique of BC Publications.’150 The BC were no longer taking their 

recommendations from the Northern Irish press offices. At this point, the Northern 

Irish press offices had already suggested four different authors, three of whom (Ervine, 

Falls, Savory) were consistent contributors to Northern Ireland’s own publicity work. 

The style and tone (and possibly content) of Northern Irish propaganda, therefore, was 

evidently at odds with that of the BC. 

Waddell was approached without consultation with the Northern Irish 

government.151 Northwood asked the Ministry of Education what they thought of her, 

and while they did not know much about her and ‘could not guarantee her from the 

political angle’, she had a good writing style and strong Ulster connections.152 Internal 

correspondence such as these reveal the degree to which distinctions between 

constitutional/governmental and political matters were blurred within the Northern 

Irish government. The UUP wanted to maintain a stance that the state existed separate 

from party politics in its use of government funds for constitutional publicity, but in 

this letter it is apparent that the author’s ‘political angle’ may result in the Northern 

Irish press offices wielding their influence over the BC to suppress her script. Their 

concerns over her political perspective were well founded. Waddell had strong Home 
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Rule sympathies and had been sharply critical of Edward Carson.’153 Adams 

encouraged Northwood’s oversight of the project: 

 

I would suggest that you inform the British Council that the Government of 

Northern Ireland have no objection to Dame Helen Waddell as the author of 

the proposed booklet. It would be wise, however, to make the reservation that 

the script should be sent to you for perusal. On one or two occasions Dame 

Helen has been rather critical of the Northern Ireland Administration, and we 

want to make sure that there is no political bias in what she writes for the 

booklet. I have no doubt that the British Council will be willing to let us see 

Dame Helen Waddell’s script before the Council commits itself to 

publication.154 

 

Adams’s confidence that they would be allowed to examine Waddell’s script 

suggests a high level of influence over how the province was portrayed by the BC. 

Waddell was ultimately unable to do the work due to other commitments, and the BC 

subsequently approached W.R. Rodgers (who Adams and Gransden had never heard 

of).155 Rodgers was investigated by the press offices in a similar manner to Waddell 

(who turned out to be the niece of Rodgers’s wife).156 Again, Northwood informed the 

BC that they were happy with the author, but that they would like to see the text before 

it was published.157 Rodgers, like MacNeice, was an interesting person for the 

Northern Irish government to approve: the poet Derek Mahon later described Rodgers 

as ‘a renegade Presbyterian minister with an all-Ireland perspective’.158 It is revealing 

that Adams and Gransden had not heard of Rodgers (even spelling his name 

incorrectly in various internal correspondence). Rodgers had published articles on 

Northern Ireland in The Bell in 1942, as well as an article called ‘Black north’ for the 
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New Statesman and Nation in 1943.159 Their ignorance of Rodgers, as well as their 

apparent lack of knowledge of MacNeice’s views on Northern Ireland, suggests that 

senior Northern Irish civil servants were unfamiliar with some of the province’s most 

famous writers. 

In the end, Rodgers provided the BC with a much more positive conception of 

Northern Ireland than MacNeice, although it was not without subtle critiques. Rodgers 

shared a perception of the historical distinctiveness of Ulster with Hugh Shearman, 

remaking in his introduction that ‘If you visit Ulster today you will note that this 

northern province… has its own Government and also its own deliberate frontier 

fencing it from the South of Ireland. There is nothing new in this. For you may yet see 

the remains of the Black Pig’s Dyke, a great wall built by Ulstermen in the 3rd century 

A.D. to keep out the Southerners.’160 James Loughlin has highlighted how Rodgers 

attempted to establish a regional identity for Northern Ireland: an ‘Ulsterman’ who 

has distinct characteristics from those on the rest of the island.161 But Rodgers also 

recognised the existence of ‘opposition’ in the province, albeit suggesting that this 

existed in all countries. While Rodgers subsequently acknowledged that the booklet 

was rather restricted by his being forbidden to mention politics and having it approved 

by the Northern Irish government, he was pleased that for the ‘first time they’ve 

allowed the existence of a Catholic-Protestant problem’.162 

 Despite the Northern Irish press offices vetting the BC’s depiction of the 

province, the press officers were sensitive to the BC’s reputation for autonomy. 

Sending Adams a BC manuscript concerning education in the UK, Northwood asked 

Adams to get the opinion of the Northern Irish Ministry of Education on the content. 

‘I think it might be remembered’, Northwood added, ‘that the British Council require 

to be allowed considerable freedom in comment so that their publications do not have 

the appearance of official “vetting”’ [my italics].163 Despite this claim to a light touch, 

it is clear from the process by which the author was chosen for Ulstermen and their 

country that the Northern Irish press offices were willing to (successfully) apply 

pressure on the BC to ensure favourable publicity. 
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 Interestingly, the BC at one point misunderstood the relationship between their 

organisation and the Government Publicity Office. In April 1945 the BC wrote to 

Adams: ‘We understand that you have taken over the work in the Belfast area’, and 

asked him to continue the work of the previous BC representative in Belfast.164 Adams 

informed them that he had not taken over the work of the BC, a clear indication that 

the BC did not have a clear understanding of their operations in Northern Ireland. 

Adams, however, was happy to help as ‘The links between the Press and Publicity 

Department of the N.I. Government and the British Council are extremely close and 

the utmost co-operation has always existed.’165 The BC took him up on his offer, and 

Adams provided extensive feedback and support for the project, a booklet about 

Belfast for foreign visitors.166 In response to a request for a new message from the 

Lord Mayor of Belfast, Adams wrote the text, asking the Mayor to agree to it.167 He 

was also sent the original draft of the booklet, which Adams amended.168 Adams typed 

out the entire text again to include his seemingly extensive changes.169 Both the Lord 

Mayor’s message and the booklet that it prefaced conformed strongly to the types of 

propaganda and publicity produced by the Northern Irish press offices during the war. 

The booklet stressed the multitude of Allied personnel who visited Northern Ireland 

during the war, the natural beauty of Belfast and its surrounding countryside, and the 

industrial output of the city.170 

 Brooke also authored material for the BC. In August 1945, a booklet written 

by Adams but published in Brooke’s name was released entitled ‘How Northern 

Ireland is governed’. The booklet provides an insight into the image of the province 

that the Prime Minister wished to project to the world.171 The use of Brooke’s name 

on the text certainly pleased the BC who told Adams that they would be ‘honoured to 

distribute this article to the world under his name’.172 Brooke’s introduction stressed 

the uniqueness of Northern Ireland’s constitutional position, describing it as a ‘striking 
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illustration of the principle of “unity in diversity” upon which the Commonwealth, 

with its widely differing circumstances and needs, has been built up.’ The article 

begins by defining what Northern Ireland is not: ‘Unlike Canada, South Africa, 

Australia and New Zealand, it is not a Dominion with full powers of self-government. 

Nor is it a Colony, governed in all respects from Westminster and administered 

through the Colonial Office.’173 This explicit distancing from dominion status is 

interesting given the previously explored ambiguity of the government’s self-

perception with regards to its status within the United Kingdom.  

There is, of course, a distinction between the internal psychology of 

government and the messages presented to the public. This article provides good 

evidence that, regardless of their complicated private relationship with the British 

state, government ministers consistency supported the union in public appearances. 

Other passages echo some of the tonal adjustments that Unionist figures made when 

writing for British audiences (explored in chapter 3). Unionist opposition to Home 

Rule was justified because it would ‘ultimately lead to the complete separation from 

Great Britain’, an essentially contractarian interpretation of the Home Rule crisis.174 

Elided, however, from discussion of this issue is any reference to the ethnic and 

religious nature of much unionist opposition to the bill, although the existence of a 

minority supporting Home Rule in Northern Ireland was implied.175 The rest of the 

booklet was largely descriptive, explaining the governance of Northern Ireland. The 

final paragraph emphasised their connection to the UK, a core theme of Northern Irish 

publicity: 

 

Thus Northern Ireland possesses a democratic form of government on the 

British model. Close contact is maintained between the Executive and the 

members of both Houses, who in turn are in direct touch with an electorate 

possessing a highly developed political consciousness in an area comparatively 

small in size. Senators and Members of Parliament are easily accessible to their 
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constituents. The Prime Minister and the members of the Cabinet are in 

frequent consultation with their ‘opposite numbers’ in the United Kingdom 

government – a procedure both necessary and advantageous by reason of the 

legislative and administrative inter-relations between Northern Ireland and 

Great Britain. This close collaboration proved invaluable – indeed 

indispensable – during the years of war, and is being fully maintained in 

connection with the working out of the details of future policy affecting the 

welfare and prosperity of the United Kingdom as a whole.176 

 

The emphasis on democratic government modelled on the British system 

would present international readers unfamiliar with Northern Ireland an image of a 

contested parliamentary system. Yet, as a result of the abolition of proportional 

representation in both local and Stormont elections (the article refers to process by 

which representatives to the Northern Ireland House of Commons were elected as 

‘corresponding with that which exists in Great Britain’, an accurate reference to the 

first-past-the-post system), the gerrymandering of electoral districts, and long periods 

of abstention from the Northern Irish parliament by the Nationalist Party, the Northern 

Irish parliamentary system essentially functioned as a one-party state (albeit with 

potential destabilization from independent unionists and labour).177 Indeed the 

opposition were notable in their absence from the article, as was any reference to 

which political party was in power. By obscuring Irish nationalist opposition and the 

one-party nature of the state, the booklet conveyed a image of Northern Ireland as a 

normally functioning democracy.  

 These publications, however, were only one aspect of the BC’s work with 

Northern Ireland. Correspondence from the immediate post-war period suggests that 

the GPO and UO succeeded in having Northern Ireland represented in broader UK-

themed BC literature.178 Brochures on issues such as juvenile delinquency and 

children’s education both had sections on Northern Ireland included in them provided 

by the Northern Irish Ministry of Education and Ministry of Home Affairs.179 This 

                                                
176 Brooke, ‘How Northern Ireland is governed’, Aug. 1945 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/123/23A). 
177 Marianne Elliott, The Catholics of Ulster (London, 2000), pp 396-7; Bew, Ireland: the 
politics of enmity, p. 457; Ó Dochartaigh, ‘Northern Ireland since 1920’, p. 145. 
178 Adams to Montgomery, 29 Oct. 1945 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/123/23A). 
179 Northwood to Adams, 26 Oct. 1945 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/123/23A). 



 225 

inclusion of Northern Ireland in broader literature is perhaps a greater indicator of the 

press offices’ effectiveness than the individual booklets. Individual specific brochures 

and articles could emphasise certain aspects of the province, but the routine reference 

to Northern Ireland in the BC’s brochures might encourage a fundamental attitude 

change among those reading them. As Guy Woodward has noted: ‘during the war 

scenes of wartime bomb damage in Belfast, whether in photographs or the officially 

commissioned and popular drawings of William Conor, served to align its scarred 

urban landscapes with those of British cities.’180 The desire of the Northern Irish press 

offices to have Northern Ireland included in the various publicity and cultural 

paraphernalia of the BC is a manifestation of this trend.  

 

The UUC Propaganda Sub-Committee 

 

The UUC was established in March 1905 to co-ordinate unionist opposition to Home 

Rule in Ireland.181 According to Alvin Jackson, ‘The functions of the UUC were 

defined as uniting the local unionist associations, binding Ulster Unionist MPs and 

their constituents, contributing to the formulation of parliamentary policy, and 

expressing the opinions of the broader movement.’182 Following the establishment of 

Northern Ireland, the relationship between government and party was exceptionally 

close. This was a mixed blessing, as Sir Harry Batterbee of the Dominion Office 

remarked in 1938: ‘it is everywhere inimical to good and impartial administration 

where government and party are as closely united as a Northern Ireland [sic]’.183 Given 

the lengths to which the UUP went to maintain its hegemony in Northern Ireland from 

1921 to 1972, it is worth analysing the methods used by that party’s machinery to 

maintain their position during the Second World War.  

In 1920 a separate ‘Propaganda Department’ was set up by the UUC. 

According to John F. Harbinson, its primary role was combating socialism. References 

to ‘anti-partitionists were few and far between’ in the propaganda department’s early 
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years, usually only surfacing at elections.184 This line was, according to Harbinson, 

generally followed throughout the 1920s and 1930s, and Sean McDougall argues that 

the UUC’s propaganda work was both highly industrious in its early years and seen as 

highly effective by the Irish government in 1922.185 The ease with which the Unionists 

continued to win power, however, resulted in the propaganda machinery stagnating.186 

Consequently, in 1938 the UUC set up a ‘Propaganda Sub Committee’ (PSC) in order 

to ‘consider ways & means of countering adverse propaganda regarding Northern 

Ireland’.187 Reporting on the creation of the new sub-committee in its annual report 

for 1938, the UUC mournfully claimed that ‘No part of His Majesty’s realms suffers 

so much as Ulster from malicious and mendacious statements made to further political 

ends.’188 Interestingly, the UUC felt comfortable listing many commonly stated Irish 

nationalist grievances, including discrimination in education, single-member 

constituencies, discrimination in Government employment and municipal services, 

and abuse of the CASPAs.189 The real nerve that had been struck, however, was 

revealed elsewhere in the report:  

 

Letters dealing with one phase or another of Ulster’s life have appeared in 

newspapers throughout Great Britain, and an examination of their contents 

clearly shows that the whole thing is part of a cleverly organised campaign. 

Unfortunately this campaign has achieved some success, for the simple reason 

that it is widespread and lies once given a start are hard to overtake.190 

 

The UUC saw a conspiracy behind pro-Éire letters in Great Britain, although 

it was true that Irish representatives (especially John Dulanty) were working to further 

Éire’s reputation with the British government at this time.191 In later annual reports, 

this international campaign against Northern Ireland was used to explain the necessity 
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for reorganising the UUC’s propaganda. That these criticisms had begun to surface in 

the British press appears to have re-energised the UUC’s propaganda wing, but it is 

also worth noting that these accusations were dismissed as ‘lies’. The UUC, 

unsurprisingly, shared the same self-belief in the righteousness of their cause as the 

government press offices. The timing of this reassessment of UUC publicity is also 

significant: it occurred the same year as the establishment of the UO. 

The PSC, as created in 1938, was comprised of Unionist politicians such as 

Senators Joseph Davidson and Gerald Browne, as well as prominent newspaper 

figures.192 The PSC was occasionally attended by senior government ministers. By the 

end of 1939 the sub-committee had been attended by Dawson Bates, Brooke, Andrews 

and Craig.193 In December the sub-committee decided to appoint someone to deal with 

press work, and it was also proposed that a weekly newsletter be sent out to 

correspondents with the UUC (as well as Unionist Associations in England and 

Scotland).194 It was also suggested at early meetings that stamps should be circulated 

to all Unionist associations bearing the slogan ‘Northern Ireland is part of the United 

Kingdom’.195 It is unclear whether any of these early programmes came to fruition, 

and by 18 October 1939 the sub-committee had so little to do it decided to ‘suspend 

general operations’, maintaining only a skeleton staff to deal with enquiries and 

compile ‘facts and figures regarding recruiting, war activities of Ulster and also 

breaches of neutrality or hostile actions of Eire’.196 Until 1944 the sub-committee met 

infrequently, and even resigned twice, although it did produce some material 

(discussed below).  

The lull in its activity is occasionally referred to in its annual reports and, in 

the early years, is usually explained by the UUC’s commitment in 1939 to refrain from 
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political activity during the war. Following Unionist by-election defeats in 1941, the 

UUC decided that it needed to re-energise its electoral machine. The annual reports 

frame this decision in the context of constitutional challenges to Northern Ireland, 

including those defeats suffered by the party at the hands of independent unionists and 

labour: 

 

Comparatively little attention has been paid to Party politics since the outbreak 

of war. This was in accordance with the decision of the Council that all efforts 

should be directed towards defeating Germany, Italy and the other aggressor 

nations. The attitude of our political opponents, however has been different. 

They have never ceased in their agitation to secure the whole of Ulster and 

place it under the jurisdiction of Southern Ireland.197  

 

In reality, the UUP faced a greater threat from independent unionists and labour than 

Irish nationalists. The first by-election was Craig’s North Down Stormont seat, 

recently vacated by his death, and according to Graham Walker the election of an 

independent unionist revived the ‘party’s deep-rooted fear of Unionist fragmentation 

leading to weakness regarding the constitutional position of Northern Ireland.’198 The 

second by-election loss, the defeat of Unionist Fred Lavery by the Northern Irish 

Labour Party leader Harry Midgley (now decidedly pro-partition) in Willowfield, was 

just as grievous, with the previously safe Unionist seat being lost by a landslide.199 

According to Walker, the unionist press saw this as a serious warning, leading to ‘a 

wide-spread expectation that the complacency perceived to be rife in government 

circles would at last be shaken off.’200 The attempt to re-energise the UUC’s party 

machinery should be seen in this context, although it was not particularly successful 

until the final year of the war.  

Harbinson considers the early material produced by the various propaganda 

bodies of the UUC to be ‘poor in content and presentation’. It was mostly written in 

‘uniform black type’, presented in ‘plain covers (usually blue) with simple titles’, and 

given with ‘a complete absence of visual material’. The content was ‘usually 
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variations on the theme of basic Unionism, with potted histories of important stages 

in the struggle against Home Rule appearing from time to time.’201 The limited 

material available from the Second World War fits some of Harbinson’s description. 

Two booklets from 1942 were simply reproductions of speeches Andrews gave in the 

Northern Irish House of Commons in that year. One, printed for the UUC by the 

Belfast News Letter, was about post-war policy, and probably designed to undermine 

labour’s recent successes in by-elections. Concerning primarily local issues, the 

statement addressed seven distinct areas in which Andrews promised post-war 

development. The conclusion stated: ‘this I can promise. I have declared the policy of 

this Government on social and local problems, and if foresight, energy and courage 

can solve them, they will be solved.’202 This speech is an early example of Andrews 

anticipating demands for improved social conditions after the war, and his promise of 

significant social reforms in late 1942 following the publication of the Beveridge 

Report irritated Westminster (and local civil servants such as Wilfred Spender) with 

its impetuousness.203 The UUC, which remained loyal to Andrews throughout his 

embattled premiership, supported efforts to undercut Northern Irish labour by 

publishing this booklet.204  

This loyalty was reinforced by another booklet printed for the UUC by the 

Northern Whig two months later reproducing a speech by Andrews in the Northern 

Ireland House of Commons. Andrews was responding to criticisms from independent 

unionists and labour politicians, and claimed that his proposals had met most of the 

demands made by the opposition members in the house. By rejecting them publicly 

‘they have shown that they put political considerations before their professed aims as 

social reformers.’ This booklet addressed more explicitly the government’s critics, and 

was clearly aimed at undermining their support among unionist swing-voters. A 

striking aspect of these publications, however, is their evident ineffectiveness as 

propaganda. Both were largely verbatim republications of speeches given in the House 

of Commons. The first did not include any pictures, and was published in black and 
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white. While the second booklet features a single image of Andrews, the text included 

tedious details from the speech (‘At the end of my speech I told them [the opposition 

MPs] that as soon as the short recess was over I would be very pleased if they would 

adopt the ordinary course of putting down a Motion and arrange with the Whips for a 

day or two to debate it’). It also included the various interruptions of opposition MPs, 

indicating that the entire speech was lifted verbatim from Hansard.205  

A third propaganda booklet published by the UUC in 1942 was called Eire and 

the war. This publication combined the analysis from an unknown author with 

extended quotations from various well-known figures. It focussed on negative aspects 

of Éire’s neutrality, most notably the unavailability of the Treaty Ports to the Allies. 

It re-tread familiar elements of Northern Irish government publicity, notably 

proclaiming the loyalty of Northern Ireland which will ‘stick by Britain to the last and 

afford every possible help.’ In other respects it strayed from the general policy of the 

Northern Irish government press offices. In sarcastic and often bitter terms, the booklet 

criticised Éamon de Valera, who was happy to ‘Let Britain perish so long as Eire 

survives’.206 This explicit criticism of Éire was generally refrained from by the 

Northern Irish publicity offices, but was prevalent in non-official publications in the 

Second World War. Dennis Kennedy argues that comparisons between Northern 

Ireland and Éire served a useful function for Unionists, one which had been exploited 

enthusiastically in the pre-war period. For example, in July 1932 the Northern Whig 

reported in the context of a row between the Governor General and de Valera: ‘At the 

very moment when the Loyalists of Northern Ireland are renewing their declaration of 

fealty to the Crown and their devotion to Protestant principles, the Free State 

Government is giving the world an almost incredible exhibition of peevish narrowness 

and discourtesy to the King’s representative.’ The real significance of this behaviour 

was made explicit: ‘The contrast between the two attitudes illustrates anew the 

impossibility of any sort of fusion between Northern and South.’207 

The booklet also emphasised de Valera’s protestation at the arrival of 

American troops in Northern Ireland. According to the author ‘This was a piece of 

unwarranted interference which the Ulster people strongly resented’, and Andrews 
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was compelled to respond to it. In doing so he was ‘Speaking on their [the Ulster 

people’s] behalf’.208 This language implied that the category ‘Ulster people’ was 

synonymous with Unionists, and excluded Irish nationalists. The author’s conception 

of ‘Ulster’ and its people was essentially a political one, not geographical, but also 

inferred the nationalist conception of volk.209 This conception also excluded those 

unionists who did not support Andrews. Kennedy has noted that this attitude was 

common, and the phrase ‘Ulster people’ was one by which ‘Unionist politicians 

invariably meant the Protestants or Unionists of Ulster.’210 John Hill has also 

highlighted how similar language was used in the 1940 film Ulster, written by Ervine. 

His narration was, according to Hill, ‘a selective, and implicitly partisan, imagining of 

“the people of Ulster” that suppresses the problematic relationship of the Northern 

Ireland Parliament to the whole of its “people”’.211 This is further evidence that many 

Northern Irish propagandists considered ‘Ulster’ identity in essentially nationalist 

terms, with a specified people and others outside of that conception. 

While they had managed to publish some material, the PSC were perennially 

concerned about their output and finances. The situation was so bad by the end of 1942 

that the sub-committee informed the UUC Standing Committee of their resignation.212 

Complaining that ‘the Government had not given the Committee either moral or 

financial support’, the chairman of the PSC, Colonel D.C. Lindsay presented an 

analysis of the propaganda environment that did not reflect well on the operation of 

the Northern Irish press offices: 

 

He considered that now was the time to engage in publicity work dealing with 

how Northern Ireland in many directions was helping to win the War. 

Reference could be made to the hospitable treatment of the American troops. 

This would go down well in the U.S.A. There was a great opportunity to 

achieve much if only availed of. The Ulster Office in London was not really 
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doing anything of lasting benefit to the Province. At present it was purely a 

canteen.213 

 

Lindsay’s criticisms of the government’s publicity efforts were severe, and the timing 

of them is significant: they came shortly before the collapse of Andrews’s government 

in early 1943, which was seen by many as stagnant and lacking initiative. Also of 

interest is his assumption that the Northern Irish government (as opposed to the UUC) 

should financially support the PSC, further evidence of the closeness of party and 

government in this period.  

Shortly after Brooke became Prime Minister he persuaded the PSC to rescind 

their resignation, but three points were agreed as a prerequisite for their reformation: 

that propaganda was necessary internally and externally, that money must be raised in 

order to make effective propaganda possible, and that ‘the question of financing 

Propaganda be left until the new Committee to raise Party funds is inaugurated.'214 

The following month, however, the PSC met and resigned again.215 The annual report 

for 1943 states that there had not been ‘much scope for political propaganda’ as 

‘newspapers and magazines across the water are not inclined during the war to give 

space to articles or letters of a political nature.’216 This suggests that a significant 

amount of the PSC’s propaganda work was directed at improving Northern Ireland’s 

image in Great Britain. Members of the UUC still took the trouble respond to 

‘anything which misrepresents Ulster’, however, and missed no opportunity to ‘repel 

attacks by opponents.’217 

Despite the PSC being disbanded for all but five weeks of 1943, the UUC still 

produced some propaganda booklets that year. Again, one reproduced in full a 

statement by J.M. Andrews, this time criticising the Northern Ireland Labour Party 

leader Jack Beattie. It reiterated the usual criticisms of socialists, stressing especially 

Beattie’s anti-partition stance. Andrews’s statement identified common Irish 

nationalist grievances (the CASPAs received a section of their own) but entirely 

refuted that there was any basis for complaints: 

                                                
213 PSC meeting, 16 Nov. 1942 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/123/14). 
214 Ibid., 19 Apr. 1943 (P.R.O.N.I., D1327/13/6). 
215 Ibid., 28 May 1943 (P.R.O.N.I., D1327/13/6). 
216 UUC annual report, 1943 (P.R.O.N.I., D1327/20/2/26) 
217 Ibid., 1942 (P.R.O.N.I., D1327/20/2/25/1); Ibid., 1943 (P.R.O.N.I., D1327/20/2/26). 



 233 

 

In Northern Ireland, as in Great Britain, we have a democratically elected 

Parliament, a free and unfettered Press, and free expression of opinion at public 

meetings. Every citizen is at liberty to give utterance to his opinions, however 

strongly he may be opposed to the Government and its policy. But the law 

forbids treason, whether by speech or act.218 

 

The use of the term ‘treason’ is noteworthy, and gives further insight into the 

ideological basis behind the suppression of many newspapers and periodicals by the 

Northern Irish government during the Second World War. While the government was 

committed to a ‘free and unfettered Press’, the banning of publications was justifiable 

if they were ‘treasonous’. Anti-partition material, such as Irish Freedom, Orange 

Terror or indeed the occasional issue of the Derry Journal, occasionally came under 

this definition.  

Another UUC publication from 1943, entitled Northern Ireland: part of the 

United Kingdom, compared Northern Ireland and Éire. This publication reiterated the 

exclusive definition of ‘Ulster People [sic]’ seen previously, in this case declaring that 

‘It is the will of the Ulster People that their country should be at war.’ Ulster identity 

was very much tied into imperial identity: ‘The Loyalists of Ulster were bitterly 

opposed to Home Rule. They rejoiced in their British citizenship and bore true 

allegiance to His Majesty the King. They knew that in an Irish Parliament, the power 

of government would rest with the avowed enemies of the British Crown and 

Empire.’219 The emphasis on crown and empire was indicative of Unionist loyalty to 

the concept of Britishness, if not to its legislative manifestation in the governments of 

Westminster.220 The booklet also compared Northern Ireland to the Dominions, most 

frequently New Zealand, suggesting a certain detachment from the UK, despite this 

connection being asserted in the pamphlet’s title. Emphasis was placed on the extent 

to which Northern Irish legislative machinery was based on imperial models, and the 
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pamphlet reasserted common Unionist themes such as Northern Ireland’s financial 

benefit to the UK and war production.  

The booklet devoted a long section to Éire, combining statistics with relatively 

subjective opinions, possibly in an effort to give the latter an air of authority. The 

section began: ‘Southern Ireland (now known as Eire), comprises 26 counties, and is 

distinctly anti-British. Population 2,967,000.’ The pamphlet’s brusque summary 

(alongside the titular assertion) suggests that the booklet was for audiences outside of 

Northern Ireland. In the same manner in which Northern Irish loyalty to the crown 

was emphasised, the disloyalty of Irish republicans was highlighted: ‘Having secured 

complete control the Republicans lost no time in removing every “sign and symbol” 

of British authority. The Crown was degraded, and the Oath of Allegiance abolished.’ 

The booklet complained that ‘Much is heard of the “wrong of partition”’, reflecting 

Unionists’ belief that the Irish nationalist case was heard better outside of Northern 

Ireland than the Unionist case. The booklet was clearly designed to diminish the 

international reputation of Éire and improve the international standing of Northern 

Ireland by associating it with the British Empire and British dominions.221 

One of the most enlightening pieces of UUC publicity during the war was a 

response to Orange Terror. The response was made by Rev. W.S. Kerr, the Church of 

Ireland Dean of Belfast (later Bishop of Down and Connor), who had previously 

argued in a letter to the Belfast News Letter that Orange Terror should not have been 

banned: ‘It should be countered by argument and exposure – a very easy task – not by 

the helpful advertisement that it is suppressed in Northern Ireland.’222 His counter was 

published in the Dublin periodical The Bell in February 1944.223 This riposte was 

republished in its entirety by the UUC, and later in the year was sent to the Catholic 

Archbishop of Westminster in an effort to inform him of the Unionist position.224 
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Kerr’s pamphlet contains many staples of Unionist responses to allegations of 

sectarianism. Kerr resorted to a common defence of Northern Ireland by highlighting 

how the Catholic population in Northern Ireland had been increasing: ‘When pictures 

are drawn of the helpless oppressed minority here is it realised that Belfast Roman 

Catholics are equal in numbers to the combined population of their co-religionists in 

Cork and Waterford cities?’ Kerr suggested that Protestant domination of industry in 

Northern Ireland demonstrated the province’s essential tolerance: ‘There are no large 

Roman Catholic employers of labour in Belfast. How then does it come that Roman 

Catholics find Belfast such a land of promise to resort to? Because in Protestant-owned 

businesses they find by their thousands well-paid jobs available.’225  

Other common Unionist political views were repeated in the booklet. Kerr 

suggested that Orange Terror was aimed at gullible readers beyond Ireland: ‘His 

[Ultach’s] propaganda theme of persecution of Catholics “as such” can deceive none 

but the most ignorant outsider. It may be a plausible device to impose on credulous 

Englishmen but it involves maligning abominably his own countrymen.’226 Kerr’s 

categorization of ‘countrymen’ is indicative of an all-Ireland brand of unionism that 

was still very much present in senior Unionist circles in the mid-1940s (and in the 

Church of Ireland), and is somewhat unsurprising given that he was from Wicklow.227 

Kerr presented a racial conception of the ‘Ulster Protestant’, who is ‘in general a 

kindly Irishman, wanting to live on friendly terms with his neighbours of a different 

creed.’228 His soft disdain for Englishmen is notable, and the perception of the English 

as gullible and liable to betray Ulster can be seen elsewhere.229  
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Kerr noted the abstention of Irish nationalists (largely synonymous with 

Catholics) from the state.230 He equated broader Catholic rejection of the Northern 

Irish state with support for the IRA. He quoted Ernest Blythe: ‘Catholic opposition to 

the very existence of the Northern “State” is general; and when a secret military 

organisation is operating against the said “State” it is only natural that policemen 

should be ready to suspect almost any Catholic.’231 Remarking that ‘Here the true 

factors are well stated’, Kerr argued that, given the Irish nationalist boycott of the 

state, ‘their opposition explains why they have not a larger share in official posts.’ 

This explanation overlooked the fact that discrimination in recruiting for public 

positions deterred recruitment of Catholics into ‘official posts’, while Kerr’s reference 

to Irish nationalist abstention was used to justify some unjustifiable behaviours.232 

Problems in policing were attributed to the fact that Catholics did not sign up to take 

the one third of places available to them, a stance that apparently further justified 

police profiling.233  

Kerr later stated that ‘to allege, as “Ultach” does, that “the persecution is 

religious” and that it is “of Catholics as such”… is simply manufacturing propaganda 

for political ends. Just as truly might it be proclaimed that the efforts to suppress the 

I.R.A. in Eire are a persecution of Catholics “as such”’.234 His comparison is an 

awkward one, as it was obviously unfeasible for An Garda Síochána to profile every 

domestic Catholic as a suspected subversive, but quite plausible for the Royal Ulster 

Constabulary to do so. The remarkable aspect of this section is that it does not deny 

that the Catholic minority was targeted. Kerr took a very narrow perception of 

sectarian discrimination, arguing that it would only be sectarianism if they were 

targeted because of the tenets of their religion. In this sense his argument could be 

compared to the defences made of the gerrymandering of local electoral boundaries, 

specifically that they were weighted to return more seats for those who paid the most 

rates. That those who paid the most rates were generally unionist, who were on average 
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richer, was seen as a side point. But as John Whyte has convincingly argued, ‘this was 

not a refutation of the charge of gerrymandering; it was a description of how the 

gerrymandering was achieved.’235 This could be applied to Kerr’s argument – his is 

not a refutation of police discrimination against Catholics, rather it is a description of 

how it was achieved.  

In June 1944 the UUC reinstated the PSC, just over a year after its resignation. 

Shortly afterwards W.H. Webb of the PSC compiled a report into party publicity. The 

report stressed that previous publicity failures were due to the Northern Irish Ministry 

of Finance refusing to pay for them out of public funds, and Webb’s proposed 

revisions were mainly designed to allow public funds to be spent by UUC 

propagandists. Webb’s idea was that a new propaganda agency would be established 

‘on the basis of an incorporated advertising and press agency organisation’. Thus, ‘By 

being an independent organisation it would be then possible for Government 

departments to contract with the Corporation’. Propaganda was defined by Webb as 

‘the application of the science of psychology to practical and specific objectives’, and 

he suggested that ‘truth properly and palatably presented is the most effective form of 

propaganda’. This belief that the ‘truth’ of the Unionist position was its best 

propaganda asset was prevalent among Unionist propagandists in this period.236 

By sub-dividing propaganda into three functions, the new UUC propaganda 

agency would be able to secure government funding for those functions that were not 

party political. The two functions that would qualify for government funding were the 

marketing of Ulster products and the delivery of ‘reconstruction propaganda’ to Ulster 

people. In this respect the new body would have both a domestic and international 

focus. Discussing ‘Reconstruction propaganda to the Ulster people’, Webb asserted 

that it would be non-political as ‘it would be to the Ulster people as a whole and 

directed to their material interests.’ Here Webb has a less narrow conception of Ulster 

identity than that presented in other, public-facing UUC publicity from this period. 

Non-politicised propaganda, he noted, ‘is probably a new idea to Ulster, but it is not 

so in other countries who have learnt the value of such propaganda.’ Webb clearly 

thought that the Northern Irish press machinery was still under-developed. 

Remarkably, the other function of this new agency (and which was not suitable for 
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government expenditure) was ‘Safeguarding Ulster’s Constitutional Position 

(classified as Party Politics)’, a classification that stood in direct contrast to the 

government’s position. Later in the same document, Webb noted that ‘Definite 

objection would be encountered to the use of public money for this purpose’.237 

Webb’s assertion that the constitution was political was comprehensively rejected in 

the subsequent meetings of the PSC, including a meeting held the following week with 

Roland Nugent. 

Before making concrete plans as to how they would begin their work, the sub-

committee decided to meet with representatives of the new CPC. Roland Nugent met 

them in a personal capacity in June 1944 (although he was now the chair of CPC). In 

his introductory statement to the UUC representatives, Nugent clarified the distinction 

between what was, and was not, appropriate government propaganda: 

 

I also said that I personally could see no objection to a Government propaganda 

organisation handling, firstly, national propaganda designed to promote the 

good name of Ulster and of Ulster goods both at home and abroad, and I 

thought such propaganda would of necessity have to deal on occasion with the 

constitutional position of Ulster; secondly, that I thought a Government 

organisation could conduct propaganda of a purely objective character at home 

and designed to educate the public in current questions and to explain the 

approach of the Government to such questions and the broad outlines of their 

policy, and that I thought propaganda of such a nature was very badly needed 

in Ulster; thirdly, I did not think that purely Party propaganda designed to 

promote the interests, and particularly the election interests, of the Unionist 

Party was a suitable function for a Government propaganda organisation, nor 

did I think that the Government could properly give any financial assistance to 

any organisation carrying out such propaganda.238 

 

Nugent clearly understood there to be a distinction between party and 

government propaganda, and asserted that constitutional issues were not party related. 

It is worth noting his use of the term ‘Ulster and of Ulster goods’ in place of ‘Northern 
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Ireland and Northern Irish goods’. ‘Ulster’, when used in this case, was not 

representative of Irish nationalist interests, for they would have surely objected to 

enhancing the good name of Northern Ireland. Public expenditure on this type of 

propaganda was almost certainly not supported by the local minority, but it was 

endorsed by Nugent regardless. The PSC agreed with this stance and, in October, a 

report from the sub-committee declared explicitly that propaganda defending the 

constitution was within the grounds of legitimate government expenditure. Their 

reasoning for this stance is insightful: ‘as the strategic position of Ulster is now 

recognised as of such importance to the Empire, it is agreed that it is legitimate to 

incur public expenditure here.’239 The war-experience, apparently, had resulted in 

Northern Ireland’s status within the United Kingdom moving from a political issue to 

one of constitutional certainty. 

An additional reason was given for the need to spend public money on 

defending the constitution: ‘Eire has been spending large sums of money on her 

external propaganda, has been working methodically, probably under German 

guidance, and it is recognised as dangerous to allow the Ulster position to go as 

default.’240 The competition with Éire for international influence was a common 

thread of Unionist publicity during the war, but this provides an insight into the degree 

of paranoia that senior Unionists had towards the Dublin government.  

Regardless of his distinction between official and political propaganda, at the 

June meeting Nugent had suggested that the new Government Publicity Officer could 

be used by the UUC in a manner that complicated this clean break: 

 

I thought it might be possible, however, that if the Government were to engage 

an expert for Government work some private and unofficial arrangement might 

be made by which the advice of that expert, but not of course his active help, 

could be obtained by the Party or organisation… I also emphasised that I did 

not think that any attempt to combine Government propaganda with Party 

propaganda could be efficient. The public was bound to find out the connection 

and one or other propaganda – probably both – would suffer in consequence.241 
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The PSC agreed but thought it ‘important, however, that some liaison should exist 

between the Party propaganda organisation and any organisation conducted by the 

Government.’ In order to get this liaison started, the PSC suggested that the 

government provide them with statistics so they could start putting together material 

for a potential election.242 At a follow-up meeting in September, Nugent informed the 

PSC that ‘there was no reason why consultation should not take place’ between the 

Government Publicity Office and the UUC. They would be able to help each other, 

although a ‘definite line would have to be drawn between the two’.243 This relationship 

between the official government publicity bodies and the party propaganda machinery 

is confirmed in later records from the war. Adams occasionally took it upon himself 

to keep the UUC updated with the work of his office, and in November 1944 he wrote 

to W. Douglas, the secretary of the UUC, informing him that he was co-ordinating 

responses to hostile articles in The Times.244 Nugent understood that there should be a 

clear distinction between party political and government propaganda, but his 

willingness for there to be co-operation between the party and government propaganda 

bodies suggests a fudging of this distinction.  

What was the difference between ‘official’ and ‘political’ propaganda? When 

COM took over the publicity machinery of the Ulster Association for Peace and 

Honour in 1926, they decided to shift the body’s output from ‘political’ to ‘official’ 

propaganda.245 In practice, the distinction between political and official propaganda 

was not self-evident. The assertion that Northern Ireland’s existence within the UK 

was non-political was disingenuous, and there was disagreement on the issue within 

the UUP. In Northern Ireland, where the very existence of the state was contested by 

the majority of those who stood for election against the largest party, partition was 

very much a political issue. As Kennedy observed, ‘Every election Craigavon fought, 

he fought on the border, on the preservation of the union with Britain and the fight 

against Irish unity’.246 There were no other large parties in Northern Ireland that had 
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the maintenance of the connection with the UK as a core principle (the UUP’s main 

competitors for votes in the war period – in terms of which parties were likely to take 

seats from them – were the various labour parties and independent unionists, who even 

at the height of their electoral success in 1945 could only muster seven of Stormont’s 

52 seats between them).247 A publicity booklet from June 1945, published by the UUC 

and designed to ensure support at the forthcoming general election, put ‘Maintenance 

of Ulster’s position in the United Kingdom’ first in its ‘Eight Cardinal points of 

Unionist policy.’248 The classification of constitutional publicity as ‘official’ and 

suitable for governmental funding, as opposed to party political funding, is therefore 

open for debate. The counter argument for the expenditure of public funds in this 

manner also has weight. Northern Ireland was, after all, part of the UK, and defence 

of the state’s existence would in most non-contested nations be a core role of the 

government. As such, the complex and intertwined nature of Northern Ireland’s 

political landscape makes it difficult to apply conventional rules of appropriateness 

with regards to state expenditure.  

From late 1944 onwards the UUC began to turn its attention towards the 

upcoming Westminster and Stormont elections. UUC election literature provides 

insights into the complex layers of Unionist identity from the late war period, as well 

as the UUC’s most pressing concerns regarding the upcoming election. Aaron 

Edwards asserts that ‘attempts by the NILP [Northern Ireland Labour Party] to inflate 

the twin barrage balloons of unemployment and poor housing were targeted by 

Brooke’s administration when it reanimated a series of social welfarist initiatives that 

had been lying in cold storage since Andrews’s premiership’. 249 This assertion is only 

partly borne out by the 1944-5 election literature.  

Of the six election propaganda booklets available in the UUC’s records, only 

two referred directly to increased social expenditure after the war. The longest 

publicity booklet, the twenty-four page Planks on your platform: a guide for Ulster 

Unionist workers listed ‘Social services, including health schemes, on the same scale 
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as in Great Britain’ as one of the party’s eight ‘cardinal points’.250 Another booklet, 

Personal to you, assured the reader that the Unionist party stood for ‘Keeping step by 

step with Great Britain in Social and other services’.251 However, other booklets 

complicated this commitment to the welfare state. The pamphlet What Ulster 

Unionists stand for claimed: ‘We want to see our STANDARD OF LIVING 

CONTINUALLY RISING. This can be done only through increasing efficiency. For 

that we must depend on individual enterprise rather than State ownership and 

management.’252 Here it is possible to discern a conservative ideological stance which 

may imply a broader aversion to state involvement in improving individual welfare. 

Patterson and Kaufmann have identified this as a ‘contradictory message’ when 

considered alongside their enthusiasm for broader British social reforms, and suggest 

that this contributed to their (relatively) poor election results.253 Another booklet 

attempted to move young voters away from socialist politics: 

 

Others may try to win support by illusory promises and appeals to the 

narrowest motives of class and self-interest. 

Remember: 

(1) It is easy for people to promise, but difficult to perform. 

(2) That promises are no use unless they can be put into Action. 

(3) That the qualities of Self-reliance and Courage are as much needed to-day 

as ever they were.254 

 

The appeal to avoid ‘the narrowest motives of class and self-interest’ can be 

read as an attempt frame voting in Northern Ireland as part of a broader constitutional 

clash with greater significance than class politics. Separately, the booklet appealed for 

young Unionists to help ‘combat Communistic doctrines’.255 Disdain for communism 

was made explicit in Personal to you. The booklet argued that communists stood for 

‘Separating Northern Ireland from the United Kingdom and placing it under Mr. De 
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Valera and the Eire Government in Dublin.’256 Communists did not specifically want 

a united Ireland under Fianna Fáil, but this allegation fit in with the broader attempts 

to frame all politics in terms of partition. Attacks on socialism, and the communist 

party specifically, were a significant feature of the UUC election literature, although 

these arguments sat somewhat uncomfortably alongside qualified declarations of 

support for a British welfare-state.  

One aspect of the UUC election propaganda campaign that was unambiguous 

was its stress on the importance of the Union. In Planks on your platform, 

‘Maintenance of Ulster’s position in the United Kingdom’ is placed first in the list of 

eight ‘cardinal points of Unionist policy’.257 Appealing specifically to the youth vote, 

one of the propaganda booklets argued that ‘by upholding the Unionist cause you will 

preserve for yourselves the many opportunities which are open to you in common with 

your own kinsfolk in Great Britain and Overseas.’258 This positive perspective on the 

benefits of Empire was one held by many senior Unionists: David Fitzpatrick has 

highlighted how ‘Craig’s government applauded it as a sign of imperial integration 

and took full advantage of empire settlement and other schemes of assistance.’259   

The government appreciated the UUC’s usefulness beyond its ability to 

electioneer. It could serve as a buffer for some of the government’s more extreme 

supporters, and the government occasionally forwarded awkward correspondence to 

the PSC. In October 1944 Gransden forwarded a letter by James A. Fleming to the 

UUC which lamented the ‘propaganda used by certain people in the Irish Free State’ 

regarding the border and other aspects of Northern Ireland, and suggested that in 

Unionist propaganda they should ‘insist on the return of the Counties of Ulster’, that 

the ‘Unionist press does not retaliate against such rags as the Irish News and Irish 

Press’, and that ‘The list of tragedies caused by these gangsters of Leinster House 

posing as democrats’ was not sufficiently stressed.260 The correspondence which 
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followed involved the UUC dodging questions about how many Catholics were 

employed in Stormont (and how many Protestants were employed in Leinster 

House).261 Fleming ended the correspondence with disappointment at the UUC’s 

unwillingness to come out more forcefully against Éire.262 Clearly there were those 

within the unionist community who desired a more hard-line propaganda campaign, 

and while some of Fleming’s demands for propaganda had been met (he requested a 

strong stance against de Valera’s complaint at the arrival of American troops), the 

UUC had difficulty satisfying the many demands of the complex and fractured 

unionist movement. It is also worth noting the manner in which the government 

offloaded difficult correspondence onto their party machinery, which also indicates 

that they thought the Party publicity machinery was the appropriate place to pursue a 

more vociferous anti-Éire campaign.  

 

Conclusion  

 

The various types of non-official propaganda produced in Northern Ireland during the 

war demonstrate several trends in unionism in this period. Most obviously, they speak 

to the diversity within that group. The comparison between St John Ervine and Cyril 

Falls, two of Northern Ireland’s most enthusiastic private advocates during the war, is 

illuminating in this regard. Ervine’s campaign to enhance Northern Ireland’s 

reputation often took the form of explicit Hibernophobia, while Falls expressed a more 

moderate outlook. These disparities are seen in the other examples explored in this 

chapter, but despite this diversity, the consistency of the major unionist daily 

newspapers in supporting the Northern Irish government suggests that, for major 

unionist opinion-makers, this diversity was a weakness rather than a strength. The risk 

of a splintering unionist support base appears to have overridden any impulse to 
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critique the publicity work or effectiveness of the government for any concerted period 

of time. This may have been a consequence of the closeness of the state and the UUP 

in Northern Ireland, making it difficult for the latter to be critiqued without the former. 

This closeness can also be seen in the PSC’s frequently expressed expectation that 

they would receive government funding.  

Another clear conclusion that can be drawn from non-official unionist 

propaganda during the war was that the Northern Irish press offices were quite 

effective in exploiting their existing networks, especially in the final two years of the 

war. While there are some examples of the limitations of their networks (such as their 

inability to offer another author for a Picture Post 1940 article), Northwood, Adams, 

Cooper and Gransden persuaded many individuals to contribute pro-Union articles to 

high-profile publications in the UK, and often made efforts to integrate these 

individuals into the government propaganda machinery. Adams was especially adept 

at securing high-profile signatures to articles he had written himself. When they made 

new contacts, such as with the BC, Northwood and Cooper managed to keep the 

Northern Irish government position at the forefront of content discussions. Not only 

did they effectively exercise a veto over unacceptable content, they attempted to do so 

while paying lip service to the BC’s editorial independence. The government press 

offices’ relationship with the UUC was somewhat less close, however, and a consistent 

complaint by the PSC throughout the war was the unwillingness of the government to 

co-ordinate effectively with it.  

Some of the non-official unionist publicity generated during the war expressed 

sentiments that would not have generally been made through official channels. The 

most obvious examples of this are the repeated negative references to Éire by both 

Ervine and the PSC. For unionists, comparisons with the south served the double 

function of improving Northern Ireland’s reputation internationally, as well as 

reducing the possibility of a united Ireland. While these comparisons were mostly 

discouraged within official government propaganda circles, probably to maintain a 

relatively non-partisan tone in line with British propaganda, they were permitted (and 

privately celebrated) in non-official publicity. Indeed, McIntosh’s argument that 

Ervine’s critique of Éire in Craigavon: Ulsterman provided unionists with ‘a 

necessary pressure valve’ for some of their ‘genuinely held but, at the time, politically 
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sensitive beliefs’ could be readily applied to the non-official critiques of Éire produced 

during the war.263  

Some of the research in this chapter reinforces the conclusions reached in 

chapter 1. The looseness of the government’s definition of ‘treason’ was seen in 

Andrews’s speech printed by the PSC, and the difficulty the government faced 

defining political or constitutional issues was seen in the discussions between Nugent 

and the PSC. This inability to decide whether Northern Ireland’s constitution was a 

political or constitutional matter directly relates to the conditions under which the 

government banned Irish nationalist publications, for if criticism of the existence of 

Northern Ireland was ‘political’, then so was the suppression of those sentiments. It 

therefore suited both the needs of government publicity and government censorship to 

define constitutional issues as distinct from ‘politics’ in Northern Ireland.  

A persistent theme throughout this chapter was unionism’s concern with their 

own identity. Dennis Kennedy has suggested that: ‘The question of identity was not 

one Northern Unionists anguished over much in public, either in political speeches or 

in newspaper articles. The term ‘Ulsterman’ was generally deemed sufficient and 

conveniently could embrace either a British or Irish emphasis as occasion 

demanded.’264 Brian Walker similarly observed that in earlier periods the term 

‘Ulsterman’ was ambiguous enough that it could be claimed by Irish nationalists as 

well as unionists.265 Yet it is clear that, at least by the war, the term had a much more 

restrictive meaning, generally implying unionists from Northern Ireland. Joseph 

Devlin recognised this trend himself within his lifetime, and in 1929 remarked that 

‘there is an ever-growing tendency here in the north of Ireland to draw us away… 

from our national attachments; to tell us that we are not Irishmen but Ulstermen, that 

we belong to something that is apart from Ireland.’266  

                                                
263 McIntosh, The force of culture, p. 156. 
264 Kennedy, The widening gulf, p. 230. 
265 Walker, A political history of the two Irelands, p. 25. 
266 Joseph Devlin quoted in Ibid., p. 26. 



 247 

Conclusion 

 

The study of propaganda and censorship in Northern Ireland during the Second World 

War provides a new lens through which to understand the nuances and complexities 

of unionist identities. The research presented in this thesis has refuted the argument 

that unionists were incapable of communicating their beliefs and politics to a wider 

audience, while also highlighting oppressive aspects of their press policy. It has 

demonstrated that the Northern Irish government enthusiastically sought to have 

British censorship and propaganda machinery introduced to the province, but 

occasionally bristled at the restrictions on its autonomy that these measures brought 

about. The British government’s difficulty managing the particular conditions in 

Northern Ireland in part resulted from the Northern Irish government’s desire to 

project its system of governance as an entirely British one. Ultimately, this desire was 

not realised: while they aimed for British standards in their publicity, their use of 

censorship powers for political purposes was more aggressive and persistent than in 

the rest of the UK.  

In their operation of censorship powers, as in other aspects of governance, the 

Northern Irish government discriminated against local minorities, primarily Irish 

nationalists but also socialists, who appear to have been targeted due to their 

republican sympathies. The Northern Irish government also maintained bans against 

socialist publications that were pro-Allied for essentially political reasons. In this 

regard it is worth comparing the Northern Irish government’s maintenance of a ban 

against the socialist Irish Freedom with the British government’s lifting of a ban 

against the Daily Worker. For, as Curran has argued, the Westminster ban was only 

lifted after large scale public and political mobilisation: ‘The political process of a 

democratic society saved the government from itself.’1 The maintenance of the ban in 

Northern Ireland is therefore evidence of the ineffectiveness of opposition to the 

government in the province, and the weakness of its democracy.2  

The Northern Irish government’s conclusion that the ‘constitution’ was not 

‘political’ allowed it to expend government funds on pro-partition propaganda. The 

                                                
1 Curran, ‘The press under public regulation’, p. 62. 
2 It should be remembered, however, that that the communist publication Unity was allowed 
to circulate unrestricted from 1942 onwards. 
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UUP’s active campaigning on the issue of maintaining the connection with the UK 

also allowed the party to portray itself as the defenders of the constitution, a position 

identifying the party with the state. This stance helps to explain how the government 

could justify suppressing publications critical of the government as seditious.  

The government’s propaganda machinery developed over the course of the 

war, becoming more professional as the conflict continued, in line with broader British 

and international trends. The material it produced was varied, reflecting the multiple 

perspectives within unionist identity. For example, both J.M. Andrews’s unequivocal 

assertions of the province’s total assimilation into Britain and Hugh Shearman’s more 

regionalist booklet were produced officially by the Northern Irish press offices. This 

variety of outlooks is also seen in the unofficial publicity the government encouraged: 

St John Ervine and Cyril Falls articulated very different perspectives on Northern 

Ireland, but both were encouraged to propagandise on Northern Ireland’s behalf and 

both were considered as candidates for official government propaganda posts.  

The Northern Irish government’s approach to the press sheds light on the 

nature of Northern Ireland’s democracy. This thesis presents a nuanced picture that 

does not wholly support Andrews’s assertion that ‘Every citizen is at liberty to give 

utterance to his opinions, however strongly he may be opposed to the Government and 

its policy’.3 Local small-circulation Irish nationalist and socialist publications were 

frequently banned with little justification or apparent cause beyond their political (as 

opposed to violent) content. Yet the Derry Journal and the Irish News, the most 

popular Irish nationalist newspapers in Northern Ireland, generally circulated without 

interference from the Northern Irish government which, except for in the summer of 

1940, seemed content to simply ignore these influential shapers of Irish nationalist 

opinion in the province. This should not be necessarily understood as the government 

acting benevolently: as was highlighted after the ban of the Derry Journal, the 

suppression of large nationalist newspapers may have caused serious civil 

disturbances, and ultimately would have reflected poorly on the Northern Irish 

government internationally. While it could be argued that the threat of the Civil 

Authorities (Special Powers) Acts (CASPAs) would have intimidated these papers 

into compliance, the Derry Journal’s editorial staff showed remarkable willingness to 

criticise the government even after their brush with the law. The existence of a separate 

                                                
3 UUC, Libelling Ulster, 4 March 1943 (P.R.O.N.I., D1327/20/3/8). 
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press within Northern Ireland that challenged most aspects of the state’s unionist ethos 

supports Patterson’s assertion that the ‘Catholic population of Northern Ireland 

increasingly focussed its practical horizons on building a distinct civil society within 

a Protestant-dominated state.’4  

The unionist press, however, was another matter: the Northern Whig, Belfast 

Telegraph and Belfast News Letter all enjoyed close relationships with the 

government, and while there was some variation in how unequivocal that support was, 

all three ultimately reinforced the cohesion of Ulster unionism. The attempted 

suppression of The Ulster Protestant represents perhaps the most damning refutation 

of the Northern Irish government’s claims to allow the free circulation of any opinion 

outside of treason. Suppression of smaller scale Irish nationalist and socialist 

publications was at least well-known, and advertised by the Northern Irish 

government, but the suppression of The Ulster Protestant was attempted 

surreptitiously in order to avoid public scrutiny. This indicates how the Unionist 

government was more concerned about political repercussions from hard-line 

unionists than Irish nationalists in this period.  

This thesis offers some insights on debates around Ulster nationalism. Anthony 

D. Smith observed that ‘Historic territory, legal-political community, legal-political 

equality of members, and common civil culture and ideology; these are the 

components of the standard, Western model of the nation.’5 Some of the propaganda 

produced by unionists in Northern Ireland during the war, most notably the work of 

Hugh Sherman and some of the Propaganda Sub-Committee propaganda, conforms to 

this essentially nationalist typology: the appeal to a local (instead of British) culture 

and civic ideology, a sense of historic place, occasional implications of political 

separateness, and notions of ethnic distinctiveness and the existence of a ‘people’. The 

deployment of the CASPAs by the Unionist government reveals how particular groups 

were seen as undeserving of ‘legal-political equality’. 

One of the fundamental mechanisms used to justify discrimination was a 

selective reading of who belonged to Northern Ireland, or perhaps more accurately, 

who belonged to ‘Ulster’. ‘Ulstermen’ were generally defined as ‘loyal’ to the 

Northern Irish government, providing the government with a rationale to ignore or 

                                                
4 Patterson, Ireland since 1939, p. 28. 
5 Smith, National identity, p. 11. 
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persecute those outside of this definition. Indeed, in international publicity, those who 

were not ‘Ulstermen’ were often not mentioned at all. Irish nationalists, as a 

consequence of their identification with Éire rather than Northern Ireland, were 

excluded from common definitions of Ulster people and elided from international 

depictions of Northern Irish society. This thesis, therefore, supports C.J.V. Loughlin’s 

assertion that ideas of belonging in Northern Ireland centred on a ‘moral economy of 

loyalty.’6 

Of course, not all propaganda from this period indicates a nationalistic 

conception of Northern Ireland. The publicity that the government had the most direct 

involvement in, that of the Ulster Office (UO) and Government Press Office (GPO), 

generally made explicit the fundamental connection between Northern Ireland and the 

UK. Basil Brooke’s British Council booklet published towards the end of the war 

explicitly distanced the province from dominion status, and Ulster: the British 

bridgehead asserted that the province was ‘British to the core’. Crucially, even those 

texts which demonstrated many of the aspects of what J.C. Beckett described as the 

‘embryonic nationalism’ of the unionist past never made an explicit claim for a distinct 

Northern Irish nation.7 Separatism of this ilk would emerge in the immediate post-war 

period when Roland Nugent and Brian Magennis argued for Dominion status to 

prevent Northern Ireland being implicated in Britain’s leftwards lurch.8 During the 

war, however, the national allegiance presented in government propaganda was 

explicitly British.   

Although expressions of unionist identity in this period were complicated and 

sometimes contradictory, this was not generally recognised or explored by senior 

unionist figures either in public or private. One theme that emerges throughout the 

internal correspondence regarding the establishment of the various publicity offices is 

the conviction with which virtually all civil servants and politicians framed their 

political viewpoints. The allusions to ‘true’ political approaches in private 

communications, not to mention the assumption that critics of Northern Ireland had 

an Irish nationalist or Catholic identity, demonstrate that Ulster unionists had 

                                                
6 Loughlin, Labour and the politics of disloyalty, pp 141-6. 
7 J.C. Beckett, ‘Northern Ireland’ in J.C. Beckett et al. (eds), The Ulster debate (London, 
1972), p. 20. 
8 Hennessy, A history of Northern Ireland, p. 94. 
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difficulty considering non-unionist outlooks as having any rationale other than 

political or religious prejudice. 

Alvin Jackson has suggested that ‘Irish unionism was a confluence or a node: 

it was a religious, geographic, economic, and party political intermingling.’9 John 

McGarry and Brendan O’Leary have also highlighted this diversity of unionist 

outlook: ‘Some proffer essentially negative ethnic and cultural arguments against Irish 

nationalism, condemning the Irish state’s Gaelicism, Catholicism or its allegedly 

exclusive nationalism; others emphasise the economic or instrumental benefits of the 

union; and yet others advance the positive thesis that the Union makes Northern 

Ireland part of a modern multi-national state in which all citizens benefit from liberal 

democracy, pluralism, equal citizenship and the rule of law.’10 The research presented 

in this thesis illustrates the existence of all three of these outlooks during this period. 

Negative ethnic and cultural arguments against Irish nationalism can be most 

obviously seen in the use of the CASPAs to suppress nationalist publications in the 

period, but can also be seen in the work of St John Ervine and (to a lesser extent) Hugh 

Shearman. The economic and instrumental benefits of the union were promoted 

through the official propaganda of the GPO and the UO, frequently framed to stress 

the industrial and agricultural output of the province. The positive thesis of Northern 

Ireland as an outward looking state was encouraged most explicitly in the booklet 

Ulster: the British bridgehead which, being aimed primarily at an American audience, 

stressed the impact of Ulster figures in the founding of the USA and the newly forged 

links between the province and their American guests. In terms of its ideological 

outlook, and articulation of a political identity, unionism was, and remains, a diverse 

movement. 

As an administrative history, this thesis provides insights into the operation of 

devolution in the UK in the mid-twentieth century. It has demonstrated both the extent 

to which Northern Irish politicians and civil servants desired the province to be 

incorporated into British government machinery, but also how they occasionally 

bristled over the resulting interference this could entail. Cooke-Collis’s irritation at 

the Ministry of Information’s (MoI) attempts to control who would be appointed to 

                                                
9 Alvin Jackson, The two unions: Ireland, Scotland, and the survival of the United Kingdom, 
1707-2007 (Oxford, 2012), p. 283. 
10 McGarry and O’Leary, Explaining Northern Ireland, p. 92 
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the Regional Information Office in Belfast could be regarded as a cynical contradiction 

in Northern Irish political culture but it can also be seen as evidence of the complicated 

and contested relationship between Stormont and Westminster. For, as Vernon 

Bogdanor has observed, while Stormont was theoretically subordinate to Westminster, 

in practice ‘Northern Ireland came to enjoy a degree of autonomy more appropriate to 

that of a provincial unit in a federal system.’11 This autonomy can be seen in how 

censorship through the CASPAs (occasionally justified in terms of wartime security) 

operated independently of the MoI, although Northern Ireland’s desire to be perceived 

as simply another region of the UK can also be seen in the government’s desire to 

have ‘Imperial’ prosecutions brought against troublesome publications.12 This 

complex administrative relationship can also be seen in the functioning of the Regional 

Information Office (RIO) in Belfast, which was headed by a Northern Irish civil 

servant (Adams) who had 60% of his wages paid for by the MoI. This research also 

demonstrates the multiple communication routes the Northern Irish government had 

with various branches of the British government: while the Home Office was 

ostensibly the primary channel for Northern Irish issues to be communicated to 

Westminster, early in the war the UO acted as a contact point with Northern Ireland 

for multiple ministries in London, and towards the end of the war Cooper became the 

primary communicant with the MoI.  

The three states with censorship powers in the British and Irish isles publicly 

justified their censorship as security-based. Censorship in Éire was designed to ensure 

the state survived the war by giving neither belligerent a pretext for invasion, while 

British censorship was designed to prevent the leakage of sensitive military 

information to the press. Éire’s censorship, in that it was permitted (and perhaps 

primarily designed) to censor opinion, bears the greatest similarity to that practiced in 

Northern Ireland, although as has been demonstrated the British government also used 

its powers to suppress politically troublesome newspapers. While Irish neutrality was 

a political matter, a position implicitly recognised by allowing Fine Gael TD James 

Dillon to publicly campaign against it at election time, all criticism of neutrality 

outside of these periods was strictly forbidden.13 This censorship was justified by 

                                                
11 Vernon Bogdanor, Devolution in the United Kingdom (revised ed., Oxford, 2001), p. 72. 
12 Ibid., p. 74. 
13 Ó Drisceoil, Censorship in Ireland, pp 262-3; 267-8. 
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conflating the policy of neutrality with the security of the state, a stance that bears 

some similarity with the UUP’s attempts to equate their party with the survival of the 

state.   

Northern Ireland’s propaganda policies also share similarities with those of the 

British government. Both governments attempted to pursue a policy of persuasion 

through facts and limited interpretation, in strong contrast with the hyper-partisan 

propaganda published by Nazi Germany. The propaganda produced by the Northern 

Irish government also conformed to an essentially Whiggish interpretation of the 

British past, associating Northern Ireland (and Belfast in particular) with a broader 

British narrative of industrial, agricultural and social progress.14 Mariel Grant has 

observed that most histories of British propaganda consider the British ‘reluctant 

propagandists.’ Grant, however, argues that ‘while this may have been true with regard 

to the dissemination of information and propaganda abroad during peacetime, it does 

not hold for the domestic sphere.’15 This is evidenced by the fact that almost every 

Westminster ministry acquired its own publicity machinery between 1918 and 1939.16 

As has been demonstrated, this was not the case in Northern Ireland, where the main 

department to have publicised itself well in both the pre-war and wartime period was 

the Ministry of Commerce. As the war continued, most Northern Irish ministries 

remained ‘reluctant propagandists’, and as the province moved into a post-war 

environment, one of the Government Publicity Office’s most significant obstacles was 

encouraging these previously introverted ministries to engage more with the public. 

It has been argued that given the size of the Unionist majority, anti-partitionist 

parties in Northern Ireland did not pose a serious threat to Unionist electoral 

dominance.17 There was, therefore, generally a difference between the government 

political propaganda that faced outwards and the material that was aimed at a domestic 

audience, although many of the press offices’ routine press releases were circulated in 

both Northern Ireland and abroad. Domestic political publicity appears to have been 

largely prompted by elections and co-ordinated by the UUC. It was primarily designed 

to ensure that the unionist movement did not fracture by criticising socialism, and it 

                                                
14 Nagle, Histories of nationalism in Ireland and Germany, p. 4. 
15 Grant, ‘Towards a central office of information’, pp 49-50. 
16 Ibid., p. 50. 
17 D.G. Pringle, ‘Electoral systems and political manipulation: a case study of Northern 
Ireland in the 1920s’ in Economic and Social Review, xi, no. 3 (April 1980), p. 204. 
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sought to depict the UUP as the primary defenders of the province’s connection with 

Britain. Pro-partition material published by the various arms of the Unionist 

governmental and political machinery should be understood as essentially outward 

facing, designed to convince a sceptical international audience of the veracity of the 

Unionist claim to Northern Ireland. The primary target of this propaganda was Britain, 

and its principal purpose was to counter the general British trend of excluding 

Northern Ireland from broader narratives of the British experience. Texts like Ernest 

Barker’s Britain and the British people (1942), which asserted that Northern Ireland 

‘is a British nation inhabiting the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 

Ireland (only Northern for Southern and Western Ireland… is called Eire)’ provided a 

rare exception to this trend.18 Correcting this perception was the most important 

purpose of Northern Irish government propaganda during the Second World War. 

The ultimate effectiveness of these efforts is difficult to judge, given that self-

appraisals within the Unionist government suggested varying degrees of success. 

However, some conclusions may be drawn from the volume of material the offices 

produced and the ability of the press offices to have the province included in broader 

British propaganda material. As has been demonstrated, the UO and BPO engaged in 

wide-reaching and carefully drafted publicity campaigns, primarily aimed at the 

British public but also targeted further abroad, most notably at the USA. The volume 

of material produced by these offices was significant, with over three hundred 

thousand copies of Ulster: the British bridgehead being printed. The offices also 

managed to promote their message through unofficial propagandists, as well as by 

exercising effective vetoes over their representation in material produced by some 

British propaganda bodies, which (they perceived) were becoming increasingly 

receptive to the presentation of the province abroad.  

Yet while the offices doubtless managed to have the province included in a 

broader swathe of publications than would have occurred otherwise, the Northern Irish 

government was not entirely successful in incorporating its wartime role into broader 

discourses circulating in the rest of the UK, as evidenced by the frequent exclusion of 

the province from other British propaganda materials right up until the end of the war. 

This pattern continued in the post-war period: Guy Woodward has pointed out that 

                                                
18 Loughlin, Ulster unionism and British national identity, p. 122; Ernest Barker, Britain and 
the British people (London, 1942), p. 13. 
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negative London press reactions to John Blake’s official history of Northern Ireland 

during the war suggested ‘a certain degree of resistance in Britain to the inclusion of 

Northern Ireland’s anomalous story within the history of the British war effort’.19 This 

resistance indicates that the efforts of the Northern Irish press offices to normalise and 

incorporate Northern Ireland in general discussions about the war and Britishness were 

not wholly successful with all sections of the London Press. 

Both publically and privately, senior Northern Irish politicians asserted that 

British public awareness of Northern Ireland was increasing, largely as a result of the 

work of the UO and GPO. At various points, however, senior propagandists both 

inside and outside the government bemoaned the continued ignorance of the British 

public towards Northern Ireland. While the work of the Northern Irish press offices to 

correct perceived misapprehensions towards Northern Ireland was both voluminous 

and, at times, sophisticated, most accounts of the post-war period suggest that their 

efforts were ultimately ineffective.  

Phillip Ollerenshaw has highlighted the expanding horizons of Northern Irish 

publicity in the United States in the post-war period: ‘The main obstacle for Northern 

Ireland was that whatever publicity machine the government put in place, it could 

never match those of Dublin or of Irish America.’20 In the USA, anti-partition 

propaganda was prevalent, with Dehra Parker remarking after a tour in 1946 that ‘All 

the Ulster people I met, in all walks of life, complain that our side is never heard and 

that absolutely nothing is done to further our interests’.21 These complaints were 

similar to those made by unionist members of the public in Britain during the Second 

World War. Indeed, by 1947 F.M. Adams had noted that propaganda against Northern 

Ireland was increasing from Irish American and Irish quarters in both Britain and 

America, with particular focus on partition and discrimination.22 In 1957, a 

commercial survey conducted by a Northern Irish firm showed that 48 per cent of the 

English public still did not know that Northern Ireland had taken part in the Second 

                                                
19 Some of these critiques, interestingly, suggested a unionist viewpoint. The Times Literary 
Supplement remarked about Blake’s work that it was ‘questionable whether a provincial 
history of the war [was] either necessary or dignified’, language that implied that the author 
considered Northern Ireland a province of the United Kingdom. Woodward, Culture, 
Northern Ireland, and the Second World War, p. 187. 
20 Ollerenshaw, Northern Ireland in the Second World War, p. 226.  
21 Dehra Parker in Ibid., p. 230. 
22 Ollerenshaw, Northern Ireland in the Second World War, p. 227. 
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World War, while 45 per cent did not even know what ‘Ulster’ was.23 In the face of 

such significant British and American public ignorance towards the province in the 

years after the war, it is hard to conclude that the Northern Irish government’s co-

ordinated publicity efforts were a long-term success.  

Why was this the case? One of the more persuasive answers can be found in 

modern propaganda theory. David Welch has argued that ‘Most writers today agree 

that propaganda confirms rather than converts – or at least is more effective when the 

message is in line with existing opinions and beliefs of most consumers.’24 Given the 

suggested prevalence of Éire’s publicity machinery in both Britain and America, it 

would have been much more difficult for Northern Irish propagandists to actually 

change the opinions of British people towards Northern Ireland, as opposed to 

bolstering their latent support for the state. The much lamented ignorance of the 

international public towards Northern Ireland, and the prevalence of Irish propaganda, 

may have rendered their propaganda ineffective. 

This ignorance fuelled unionists’ sense of their own perilous position within 

the UK. Analysts of both historical and contemporary unionism and loyalism have 

argued that a fundamental insecurity lies at its heart. Discussing loyalism and the flag 

protests of 2012/13, James McAuley criticised the ‘widely held views that regard 

loyalism as the manifestation of an almost entirely negative politics, emphasizing what 

is seen as the: “ever present paranoia” of loyalists based on the notion: “that a 

constitutional apocalypse is just around the corner”’.25 Aspects of this thesis have 

emphasised more positive assertions of Ulster Unionist identities, but it would be 

misleading to overlook the more negative and, occasionally, paranoiac aspects of 

government propaganda. The consistent fears of Éire’s infiltration of British 

government and media circles betray a fundamental constitutional insecurity at the 

heart of Northern Irish propaganda policy. 

Ultimately, as Ultach pointed out in Orange Terror, the Northern Irish state’s 

main vulnerability lay in its dependence upon Britain. The UK government made it 

clear in mid-1940 that Northern Ireland’s status could be bartered under the right 

                                                
23 Bogdanor, Devolution in the United Kingdom, p. 79; Loughlin, Ulster unionism and 
British national identity, p. 173. 
24 See also Jowett and O’Donnell, Propaganda and persuasion, p. 271; Welch, 
‘Introduction’, p. 11. 
25 McAuley, Very British rebels, p. 3. 
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circumstances, and it is no coincidence that the Northern Irish government’s most 

intrusive censorship occurred in this period. Fear of Éire was more explicitly 

articulated in the correspondence surrounding Unionist publicity during the war than 

in the government’s actual propaganda. James Cooke-Collis’s assertion that Éire 

propagandists had infiltrated the British press and ministries clearly demonstrated this 

fear, as did the various assertions throughout the war that non-sympathetic journalists 

were likely Catholics or had Irish connections. Such insidious and subtle efforts to 

improve Ireland’s standing were generally regarded as more dangerous in terms of 

their potential impact in Great Britain than overt Irish propaganda. As seen in 

Andrews’s response to the Irish nationalist Picture Post articles (appendix), nuanced 

and apparently impartial articles that advocated Irish unity were seen as requiring a 

far more robust response than those that were evidently propagandist, an approach that 

indicated how non-emotive propaganda was regarded as more effective. The fear at 

the root of much Northern Irish publicity, particularly in the early years of the war, 

was that the British could be convinced to abandon their claim on the province. With 

the successful prosecution of the war, unionists in Northern Ireland could enjoy 

increased political favour in Westminster and security within the UK, regardless of 

whether that new good will was shared by the British public. This security was to 

remain largely unshaken until the tumultuous events of the late 1960s, when the 

structural flaws of the state were finally and dramatically exposed to wider scrutiny.
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Appendix 

 

Letter from John Miller Andrews to Stefan Lorant, editor of the Picture Post, 1 August 

1940 (P.R.O.N.I., CAB/9/F/123/3A). 

 

ULSTER IN WAR-TIME 

By the Right Honourable J.M. Andrews, D.L., M.P., Minister of Finance, Northern 

Ireland.  

Since the European war clouds burst last September a dramatic change has 

come over the normally peaceful Ulster scene. The life of a million and a quarter 

people has been transformed: their peacetime avocations have given place to the 

incessant activity of war production. 

Although, to the eye of the casual visitor, the rural areas seem much the same, 

the farmers are concentrating their energies on supplying the needs of a country at 

war. Small provincial towns where life was a leisurely affair have responded to war’s 

impetus. In large centres of population the whirr of machines continues day and night. 

Uniforms are everywhere. Ulster is at war.  

Why? There must be some compelling reason for all this. How is it that in the 

summer of 1940 Ulster is not a land of tourists and holidaymakers but a vast war 

workshop? How is it that so many Ulstermen who might have been engaged in the 

ordinary pursuits of industry and commerce or in the professions are in the fighting 

Forces and that still more are coming forward, without compulsion, to defend Britain 

and the Empire? 

The answer is simple. Ulster is constitutionally linked with Britain, and, as part 

of the United Kingdom, is proud to own allegiance to His Majesty and King. 

Constitutionally Ulster cannot be neutral while Britain is at war. It has no desire for 

neutrality. The heart of Ulster beats in unison with the heart of the Empire. For every 

loyal Ulsterman United Kingdom citizenship is a prized possession and will not be 

exchanged for any other. For every loyal Ulsterman, too, the Crown is the symbol of 

unity of spirit that gives strength and splendour to the constitutional structure.  

It is important that the world should understand these basic things. Once they 

are recognised, Ulster’s wholehearted participation in the war is seen to be both natural 

and inevitable. 
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Readers of “Picture Post”, whether they have visited Ulster or not, know 

something of the contribution the Province has made to the building up of the British 

Commonwealth. Ulstermen have distinguished themselves as soldiers and 

administrators, as captains of industry and men of letters, and have exerted a profound 

influence on the affairs of Church and State. To-day two of the most responsible posts 

in the British Army are held by Ulstermen, General Sir John Dill being Chief of the 

Imperial General Staff and General Sir Alan Brooke Commander-in-Chief Home 

Forces. The head of the Ulster Government, Lord Craigavon, who has held the 

Premiership since the Northern Ireland Parliament was set up 19 years ago, is a great 

Imperialist and the trusted leader of the Ulster people. 

As a colleague of Lord Craigavon in the Cabinet of Northern Ireland I fully 

endorse his statesmanlike decision, announced at the outbreak of hostilities, to relegate 

political controversy to the background and to make the winning of the war the 

supreme aim of Government and people. This is no time for dissipating energy on 

contentious political matters like “Partition”. It is to be deplored that Mr. De Valera 

and his followers, instead of putting first things first, persist in demanding the further 

dismemberment of the United Kingdom.  

There are signs that Hitler may attempt the invasion of Britain - possibly 

landing troops in Eire as a first step. In such circumstances we can only view with 

amazement the attitude of Mr. De Valera and the Eire Government in refusing to join 

with the Government of the United Kingdom in a concerted plan of defence. By 

insisting on the maintenance of neutrality Mr. De Valera is placing the security of Eire 

in jeopardy, and at the same time prejudicing the safety of the United Kingdom. 

This question of defence involved vital matters not of opinion but of fact. And 

the facts are these: 

1. The danger of invasion is immediate, and the completion of adequate defence 

measures means a race against time. 

2. Agreement between North and South on the border question is unattainable. 

Ulster will not, under any circumstances, give up her place in the United 

Kingdom.  

3. Joint defence is only possible if both parties to the arrangement - the United 

Kingdom and Eire - are belligerents. 
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4. If Ulster joined with Eire in an all-Ireland defence policy on Mr. De Valera’s 

conditions Ulster would be compelled to change over from belligerency to 

neutrality. 

5. Consequently British troops would have to be withdrawn from Northern 

Ireland. 

6. This would leave all Ireland at Germany’s mercy, for the combined resources 

of Eire and Ulster would be unable to withstand invasion.  

7. With Ireland overrun by German forces, the enemy would be able to use Irish 

soil as a base for an attack on Britain’s western flank. 

8. Ulster refuses to have any part in such a catastrophic policy. 

9. The only practical solution of Eire’s security problem is to abandon neutrality 

and to come into a common scheme of defence for the United Kingdom and 

Eire. 

Tania Long’s recent article in “Picture Post” contained one or two passages 

that demand a categorical reply. In the first place it is not a fact that “because of the 

division of Ireland into two political separate entities and because of historic 

antagonisms her will to resistance has been rendered impotent.” If North and South 

were politically united to-morrow Ireland would still be impotent to repel a German 

invasion without the help of Britain. Tania Long admits that “it would be a mighty 

task even for a united Ireland to withstand the German’s armies which have overrun 

most of Europe”. Yet Mr. De Valera refuses to ask for Britain’s help. Why does Mr. 

De Valera refuse to face the facts now? It is he, not Lord Craigavon, who is the 

“stumbling block” to the effective defence of all Ireland. 

Tania Long suggests that Northern Ireland should “release” the British 

Government from its “pledge” that the Six Counties would “remain for ever part of 

the United Kingdom”. She excuses Eire from making any concession as a contribution 

towards winning the war: the sacrifice, she suggests, should be all on the side of 

Northern Ireland. This is neither fair nor a practical solution. Northern Ireland is 

entitled to regard the Government of Ireland Act, under which its constitutional status 

was settled, as a permanent measure. Whatever political arguments may be used in 

favour of repealing that Act - and in my view there would be no justification for it - 

the surrender of Ulster’s constitutional position and its incorporation in an Irish 

Republic governed from Dublin would have no effect whatever on the present defence 

situation.  
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The inescapable fact is that Eire will remain in peril until Mr. De Valera’s 

Government is prepared to pay the legitimate price of security by joining Britain in 

the war, so ensuring the full protection that the British Navy, Army and Air Force can 

give. 

In these critical days no one in Ulster wishes to irritate Southern Ireland by 

raking up the past or dwelling on present political differences. For that reason, and 

that alone, I refrain from commenting upon Dorothy Macardle’s article beyond saying 

that it gave “Picture Post” readers a lamentably distorted account of the troubled 

events of twenty years ago. There is another and very different side to the story.  

Until this war is won Ulster wants to banish these unhappy controversies and 

bury the hatchet. Is Mr. De Valera, as the chief spokesman of Eire, prepared to do the 

same? 
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