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Ylndrews of Camber 



During the middle years of the second world war, Winston Churchill 

emerged from a meeting with J.M. Andrews, Prime Minister of Northern 

Ireland, growling "who, what or where is Comber?"1. Although the village 

may have been unknown to the British premier, Andrews was a product of 

Comber, and any assessrnent of his career must place him against that 

background. 

The name of Comber derives from an Irish term denoting the confluence of 

two rivers; in this case the Enler and the Glen. Cistercian monks chose the site 

for an abbey in the twelfth century, but the area was not intensively settled 

until Sir Hugh Montgomery and his Lowland Scots came to settle in 

16062.Although the early history of the Andrews family is lost in obscurity, it 

would appear that they arrived in North Down in the early decades of the 

seventeenth century, as a muster roll for 1630 names Robert and James 

Andrews in connection w i th the area of Mahee Island3
• During the rebellion 

of 1641, Robert, James and Thomas Andrews are known to have served in Sir 

Hugh Montgomery's regiment. Robert and James are listed as having 

mustered at Comber, an indication that the family had already become 

associated with the village4
• Bardon has commented that "the success of the 

Scottish settlement in north Down could not be denied", and the Andrewses 

were soon to prove this in their own activitiess. 

1 P. Arthur, Govemmcnt and Pulitics u" NOrlhC1l1 Ireland (Belfast, 1984), p.86. 
2N. Nevin, 'The Story oCCombcr ', PRONI D3743/6, 1. 
3 H.C. Lawlor, "The Risc or the Lin\.'ll Merchan ts in the Eighteenth Century", Fibres and Fabrics 
]oumal, Volume VII, F ebrWllY 19 .. 13 , p. I I g 
41. Burls (ed.), Nine Generations. /\ Ili storv or the Andrews family, Millers of Comber (Belfast, 
1958), p.12. 
51. Bm'don, A Historv or lJlsl..:r (I kl'·:ISl. 1992), p.123. 
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The acknowledged founder of the Andrews milling dynasty was Thomas, 

born in Comb er in 1698. He seems to have started milling corn in 1718, 

leasing premises from Sir Robert Colvi16
• Andrews was a man of some 

importance in the village for, although a dissenter, he was a churchwarden in 

1733-1735, and his na111e is carved on the entrance pillars of the parish 

church7
. Under Thomas' son John (1721-1808), the fortunes of the family 

began to increase. John spent his early years in Belfast as an apprentice in the 

linen trade. Like his contemporary Hugh Boyd of Ballycastle, however, he 

was active in a number of fields. Known as "John the Great", he was engaged 

as a soap-boiler, chandler, miller, maltster, distiller, farmer, brickmaker, 

contractor, linen-draper, and bleacher8
• In his account of County Down in 

1744, Harris described Comber as "but a mean village and has no trade"; had 

he revisited the area, he would doubtless have been forced to change his 

opinion9
• The earliest records for the linen concern go back to 1763, when 

2000 pieces of linen were bleached, a figure which is above the averagelO. By 

the later years of the eighteenth century, the business concerns of the 

Andrews family were becoming more focused on two main areas; flour and 

linen. A flour mill was constructed in 1771, while candle making and soap 

boiling had been abandoned by 178811
• 

The Andrewses were clearly making their mark on the economic life of 

County Down, but it is significant to note that they were also involved in the 

political life of the country. The revolt of the American colonies had an 

6N' . 2~ evm, mL-.9!., p. J. 

7 Burls, ap. cit., p. 17 . 
8N' . 6 evm, mL-.9!., p.2 . 
9 W. Han-is, The Antient and i\c,;cllt SU1te ot'thc Count v of Down (Dublin, 1744), p.70. 
10 Bm-Is, .QIL...91., p.3l. 
11 Ibid., pp.33-39. 



electrifying effect on Ulster Presbyterians, who were quick to draw parallels 

with their own lack of freedom. In 1778, John Paul Jones actually raided the 

Ulster coast, and the government, short of troops, was forced to rely on a 

citizen's militia, the Volunleers. In a few weeks, the number of Volunteers 

jumped from twel ve thoU Sc1l1d to forty thousand. This force was bound to be 

influential, as onl y the prosperous could afford the time and money necessary 

to become a Volunteer12
. As Stewart has commented on the force, "raised 

ostensibly to repel foreign in vasion, it quickly turned its attention to domestic 

politics,,13. John Andrews conlmanded one of the Comber companies of 

Volunteers, in which his son James also served as a lieutenane4
• Andrews 

paid the expenses of the "Comber Rangers" himself, amounting to some two 

hundred pounds. Equipped in a red uniform with green facings, the force 

was raised on 28 July, 177915
. The Volunteers were a potent political force and 

made use of their military organisation to press demands for the repeal of the 

restrictions which continued to hinder those outside the Established Church. 

Delegate conventions were held, most notably at Dungannon in 1782, calling 

for the legislative independence of the Irish parliament, which was conceded 

by the hard-pressed Government later that year. 

Whilst the Andrewses were involved in the general movement of reform, they 

were also associated with politics at a more local level, as the columns of the 

BeLfast News Letter of the lime bear witness. On the 18th June, 1783, a meeting 

of freeholders was held (l t Dundonald, under the chairmanship of John 

12B d 't ')1') ar on, Ql1....9l., p ...... 
J3 A.T.Q. Stewart, 'The Mind 01" I)ruk'stant LJIsk'r', in D. Watt (ed.), The Constitution ofN0J1hem 
Ireland. Problems and Prospects (i.olltiun, 1(81), p.39. 
14 S.F. Bullock, Thomas Antir\:1I s Sil Iphlli Ider (London , 1912), p.l. See also Belfast News Letter, 
28th July, 1780. 
15 Burls, .QILJit., p.69 
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Andrews, to pass Cl resol u tion expressing confidence in the parliamentary 

conduct of Rober t SteWClrl, lhe 10CClI representative16. Not all of the Comber 

Volunteers were of like nlind regarding the forthcoming election, and a split 

ensued. The Andre wses seem to have supported Stewart, who was inclined 

to reform, against the more conserva tive Lord Kilwarlin. Matters came to a 

head in June 1784, when Cl Mr. Andrews (presumably James) and a 

Lieutenant Gillespie fou gh t Cl duel, which happily resulted in no injury to 

either party17. AlreCldy, Cl picture is beginning to emerge of a family which 

was prepared to tClke Cln interes t in reform, against the background of loyalty 

to the Crown. When the United Irishmen were formed in 1791 to reform 

parliament and repeal the penCil laws, John Andrews joined - but withdrew 

from the movement when it began to advocate a revolution along French 

lines18. Indeed, when the eventual rebellion was suppressed in 1798, 

Andrews acted as host to officers from the 22nd Light Dragoons19. 

As Ireland entered into Cl new era under the Act of Union, the Andrews 

family business continued lo prosper. Perhaps the most notable figure in this 

enterprise was James' son John, who married William Drennan's daughter 

Sarah in 18262°. Tvvo yeClrs IClter, he was appointed to the Grand Jury of 

County Down21 . In 1830, Andrews became the local agent for Lord 

Londonderry's es ta tes. The correspondence between Andrews and 

Londonderry, now housed in the Durham County Record office, provides an 

16 Belfast News Letter, 20'11 .!une. 1 7~3. 
17 B I . 7~ ur s, 9lL-.Ql1., p. J. 
18N ' . 30 evm, 9lL-.Ql1., p. . 
19 B '1 . 82 ~ UI S, op. Clt. pp. -.). 
20 Nevin, op. cit., p.32. In Vie\\' or Ihc ramily's later involvement in the foundation of Ulster 
Unionism, this close connection \\ ith the architect of the United Irishmen is worthy of note. As Ervine 
pointed out, most Ulster PresbylL'riuns can -dnim at least one rebel in their family history '; St. 1. 
Ervine, Crai gavon. UlstCIlll[1Il (London. 1949), p. vi i. 
21 Burls, ~., p.121 . 
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invaluable insight into local conditions in the middle decades of the 

nineteenth century. Andrc\'\'s seems to have been regarded with affection by 

the local tenantry, as C1 contemporary piece of doggerel would suggesf2. 

However, a more dispZlssionZlte observer has recently commented that John 

Andrews' actions during the grea t famine in refusing to grant outdoor relief 

may have cost 1i ves23
. Wh'l tever the truth of this accusation, it is evident that 

Andrews took a great interest in the improvement of agricultural production 

in the area, and was a keen ad vocate of scientific farmini4. Regarding the 

family business, a contemporary observer recorded that "some 20,000 pieces 

of linen are finished Zlnnually, principally for the London market; they have 

also large flour-mill s and corn stores"25
• 

In religious orientati(:m, the Andrewses would seem to have been fairly 

conventional Presbyterians until the nineteenth century, However, in 1836, 

the first steps were taken towards the formation of a congregation in Comber 

on a more liberal basis, ZlS many church members were drifting towards 

Unitarianism26
, A series of lectures were held and in a short time it was 

decided that a congrega tion should be organised under the Remonstrant 

Synod of Ulster. As the congrega tional historian later recorded, "at the first 

Communion held ... by the Liberals, Mr. Andrews officiated as the Elder, 

handing round the BreZld and Wine" 27
, When the new congegration needed a 

meeting house, John Andrews donated the site, and laid the foundation stone 

at a service led by Dr. iv!ontgomery, leader of the liberal Presbyterians in 

22 Ibid. , pp.122-3. 
23 T. McCavery, Newto\\ 11 • 1\ II iSion' or NC\\'tO\\,I111rds (Belfast, 1994), p.124. 
24 Burls, QlL..£i!., p.123. 
25 Samuel Lewis, A Topou.raphicall)iciiolwlV or IrelaI1d London, 1837. 
26 "A Blief Sketch of thc IlistoJ\ (lr tllC RClllonstmnt Congregation, Comber", 1876, PRONI MIC 
lB/1. 
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Ulster28
• Although the Non-Subscribing Presbyterian Church in Ireland, as 

the Remonstrant Synod IClter becanle, is often described as Unitarian, it is 

perhaps more accurate to SRY that the denomination places more emphasis on 

"the human virtue of sincerity" than on Trinitarian orthodox~. This 

emphasis on ethicctl behRviour WRS to be a keynote of the Andrews family, as 

one biographer recognised , 0. Indeed, it is tempting to draw a parallel with the 

similarly non-conformis t Ch<1mberlain family of Birmingham, whose religious 

position "made them conscious, self-conscious indeed, of their own 

The involvement of the Andrews family in the industrial development of 

County Down was to take a significant leap forward in the 1840s. Faced with 

the inadequacies of road transpor t, the desire of most early Victorian 

businessmen was Rccess to a convenient railhead. On the 28th of March, 

1845, a meeting was held in Belfast, chaired by John Andrews, to consider the 

merits of constru cting a raih,vay from Belfast to Holywood, Comber, and 

Newtownards32
. Andrevvs was Rppoin ted as a member of the committee to 

see the appropri ate Bill through Parliament, for a company to be known as 

the Belfast and County OO\'\In Rail way33. Comber was finally reached in 1849, 

and a private siding was constructed into the family linen mill34
• The County 

Down Railway, in which the fa m.ily retained a keen interest, became "one of 

27 Ibid. 
28 Ibid. 
29 P. Brooke, UlstcrPr..:shl llTI :lIliS11l . "Ill..: 11 istnri cnl Perspcctive 1610- 1970 (Belfast, 1994), pp.76-7. 
30 Bullock, op. cit., p.35 . 
31 K. Feiling, The Lii'c ne N":I'i1k l'h~ll1lk rl :lin (London, 1946), p.3. 
32 W.A. McCutcheon, Th-: I ndlhlri :1i l\rchacoln Q.Y or NOJ1hcm Ireland (Belfast, 1980), pp. 139-140. 
33 BurIs, .QlL9.1., p.136. 
34 W.A. McCutcheon, "Tra ll ,;p\l r! 1 K2U -1 0 14 " in I,. Kcnncdy and P. Ollerenshaw, An Economic 
HistOI)' of Ulster 1820- 19-1 0 (M:llh:hcslCr. 1085), p. 124. 
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the keenest and mosl competitive in Ireland", and in the years before the first 

world war enjoyed the highes t receipts per mile in the country35. 

However, the family 's m.'1111 industrial interest lay in linen, which had 

undergone a dramatic tr,msformation. Prior to the 1820s, most of the linen 

production in Ulster had been on a rural basis, and the flax had been home

grown36
• The introdu clion of wet spinning after 1825 meant that the industry 

developed on a much larger sca le, requiring factories powered by steam 

machinery. Although Iri sh linen had experienced a depression in the 1850s, 

better times were on the ""I)'. The outbreak of the American civil war in 1861 

meant that English faclories "vould have to find an alternative to cotton37
• The 

price of cotton rocketed from 9d per oz in 1861 to £1 4sd in 1863, giving rise to 

a linen boom "quite "'"ithout equal in the nineteenth century,,38. The 

Andrewses were well placed to take advantage of this upturn in the economy, 

as a new spinning mill was constructed in Comber in 1863, under the aegis of 

John Andrews and Company. From this point, the flour milling and flax 

spinning sides of the family wen t their separate ways; the former eventually 

moving to premises in 13elfas l:19
• The erection of the Comber mill was 

overseen by Thomas Andrews, then only twenty years old40
• 

On the death of his [alher, Thomas took over the running of the mill. In 1870, 

he married Eliza Pirrie, siste r of W.J. Pirrie who was already beginning to 

35 McCutcheon, Induslli al ;\rcha~·\)I(H.!\. p 15-1. 
36 P. Ollerenshaw, ' Induslry. 1 ~2()-1 ~ 14', in Kcnncdy and Ollerenshaw, op. cit., p.69. 
37 Bd' "')7 ar on, QlL..£!1., p . ..l~ . 

38 Ibid ., p.328. 
39 N · . .,-evm, QlL..£!1., p . ..l). 
40 Burls, ~., p.14 9. 



make his mark in 13elf(lst shipbuilding circles41. Pirrie was to become a key 

figure in Ulster's he(lvy ind ust ry, and the marriage reflects the Andrewses' 

growing prominence in the economic life of the province. The family's 

poli tical interests appeilr lo ha ve revi ved at this time, and Thomas' brother 

William Drennan Andre ws, a ba rris ter, contested the County Down seat in 

the liberal interes t on the death of Sharman Crawford in 187842. Andrews 

stood on a pla tform of tenant rights against the conservative Lord 

Castlereagh, and polled some fi ve thousand votes against his aristocratic 

opponent's six thousand41
. However, Thomas Andrews himself was to prove 

the most notable politicCl l fi gure in the family to date. 

By the later years of the nine teenth century, the Andrewses had become 

firmly identified wi lh Ulster liberalism. However, in 1886, Gladstone lost 

many Irish follo wers in th e "grea t betrayal" of Home Rule. To men like 

Thomas Andrews, th e id e et of Irish self-government was inimical to 

individual freedo1Tl and econo111ic p rosperity. On 30th April 1886, the Ulster 

Liberal Unionist Commit lee was formed following a meeting in the Ulster 

Hall. The programme of the Association, as it became, was "the maintenance 

of the Union at all hazards and the refusal to submit to any 'second class 

citizenship"'44. Although conserva ti ves dominated parliamentary unionism, 

the Liberal Unionis ls exerled a grea t deal of influence on the government45
• 

As Shannon points out, lheir poli tical philosophy of improving Ireland's 

economic condition led them lo look beyond the mere negative opposition to 

41 H. l efferson, Viscoun t l'inic ollkl!',lSt (I Je ll'ast, 1947), p.10. 
42 B.M. Walker, Ulstcr 1)01 i t ic~ .liI,' 1 OIlI1;)t l\\; Y curs, 1868-86 (I3elfast, 1989), pp.123-4. 
43 Ibid., p.12S. 
44 J.R. Fisher, The Ulster Libera) lJIU.OIlI,;t Assoc i ation (I3elfast , 1914), v. 

45 Walker, QIL.91., p.2o I. 
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Home Rule46
• Denied their Cl dherence to conventional liberalism, Andrews 

and others such as Thom(ls Sinclair were forced to seek a new outlet for their 

progressive sympathies47
. 

This influence ",wuld h~ Vl' to ClwCl i t the re-election of a Unionist government 

at Westminster. In the IlH'<ll1 time, the Ulster Liberal Unionist Association was 

not idle, and played Cl IT1 Cl jor role in the organisation of the Ulster Unionist 

convention in BelfCls t in '1892. Andrews, who was "ready, witty, and 

convincing" as a speCl ker/ pl Cl yed Cl major part in the proceedings as President 

of the ULUA 48. Andre,vs m Cl de "possibly the most interesting speech on 

clerical power" / objec ting to government either by priest or parson49
• It is, 

however, for the closin g words of his oration that Andrews is best 

remembered. With whClt must have been new language for a "lifelong 

liberal", he stated "ClS Cl ICl St resource/ we will be prepared to defend 

ourselves"so. According to RonClld McNeilt this remark "touched a chord that 

vibrated through the VClS t Cl ud ience, nlaking them leap to their feet, cheering 

for several minutes"~' . SignificClntly, Andrews' comments came at a time 

when many unionis ts in the north of Ireland were beginning to drill and 

acquire armsS2
• 

With the advent of Cl Conse rvCltive administration in 1895, Andrews and his 

colleagues were Clble to direct their energies into concrete reforms for the 

46 C. Shannon, "The Ulskr Liberal Union ists and Local Govemment RefOlm 1885-1898", hish 
Historical Studies, XVIII , 1972-J, pp . ..j()7-423 . 
47H. Sheatman,Northcl1llreland 19~1 -1 97 1 (l3clfast, 1971),p.13. 
48 H.C. Lawlor, "The Rise or the I.inen Merchants in the Eighteenth Century", in Fibres and Fabrics 
loumal, Volume VTI , March 19·1]. p IS() 
49 G. Lucy , The Great COII\L' llIilln . 1 he lJlster Unionist Convention of 1892 (Lurgan, 1995), p.33. 
SOH. Sheatman, Not an Inch : !\ Stlld\' or Northe1l1 Irel and and Lord Craigavon (London, 1942), p.58. 
51 R. McNeill , Ulster 's SUlIl" ,'url Jlli lln (I.ondon, 1922), p.33. 
52 A.T.Q. Stew art , Thc Ulster Cn -; is (I ,ll ll lillll , 19(9), ]1,32, 
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better governmenl of li1l' coun lry. Andrews hosted a dinner at the Ulster 

Reform Club attended by Hori1ce Plunkett, who was forming a "Recess 

Committee" conI posed of ,1 vi1 riety of political opinions in an effort to assist 

Irish developmen t. The commi ttee was so named as many of those taking 

part were Members of Pmlii1 ment, and so meetings could only be held in the 

recess53
• Although Colonel Saunderson, leader of the Irish Unionists in the 

Commons, did no t welcome Plunkett's activities, Andrews and Sinclair 

became members of the commi ttee, which met during the autumn of 1895 and 

the early months of the follow ing year54 . The resulting report formed the 

basis of Gerald Bi1lfour's Agriculture and Industries (Ireland) Bill, which was 

first introduced in "1897 " ne! fi nall y passed in 1899. In true liberal style, 

emphasis was pl i1ced on ind ividual and combined effort rather than state 

aid55
• The Ulster Liberi11 Unionists were also active behind the scenes of the 

1898 Local Go vernment Ac t, which revolutionised the lower levels of 

administration in Ire land; i1 nd Andrews was a member of the Appeal 

Commission under the Ac t56
. Plunkett later remarked that "the only 

expression of r eet! politi cal thought which I have observed in Ireland since I 

have been in touch wilh Iris h li fe has emanated from the Ulster Liberal 

Unionist Association"';? ;\s the hi storian of the ULUA commented, many 

remedial measures "hi1d figured in the Association's minute-book for years 

before they found their W("lY to the Imperial statute-book"s8. Andrews' public 

service resulted in his ele\',llion to the Irish Privy Council in 1903, an honour 

53 M. Digby, Horace Plunh'tl All A1H!.lo-Amclican Iri shman (Oxford, 1949), p.77. 
54 T. West, I-Iorace Pl ullkdt • Co-opera! ion and Poli tics (GeITards Cross, 1986), pp.45-6. 
55 Digby, illL-.9l., pp.80-~n 
56 E. Gaskell , Ulster Leaders . SUl'i:ll and Political (London, 19 14). 
57 F' h .. IS er, ill1..-9.1., VI. 

58 Ibid., p.66. 
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which his brother \lV.D. Al1.dre\vs had already enjoyed for some years59
• He 

was also a deputy lieulenzm t for County Down; and chairman of the County 

Council for severed years60. 

As the years went on, however, Plunkett was to take a divergent line from 

Andrews and Sinclair, favouring a measure of home rule. When, in 1904, 

Lord Dunraven proposed a more extensive scheme of devolution for Ireland 

than existing local government afforded, the Ulster unionists responded by 

forming a body which uniled all shades of unionist opinion in the province. 

On 3rd March 1905, the Ulsler Unionis t Council was formally constituted, and 

Thomas Andrews was one of those appointed to the Standing Committee, 

along with Thomas SincL-lir61
. When Sir Edward Carson assumed the mantle 

of the Ulster Unionist le(ldership, it was Thomas Andrews who made the 

speech of welconle at Craiga von on 23rd September 1911. In the course of a 

stirring address, Andrews told his audience that "we will never submit to be 

governed by rebels who acknowledge no law but the laws of the Land League 

and illegal societies l/
62

. The prominence of Andrews in the Ulster Unionist 

movement can be furlher add uced from the fact that, when a commission of 

five was elected to fr(ll11c a constitution for a provisional government of 

Ulster, he was one of th ose chosen63
• Andrews seems to have become if 

anything more milit(lnt in his later years, as a letter to Lady Londonderry after 

Covenant day in 1912 would seem to suggest; "the British army could shoot 

us down, but could never subject us to a home rule parliament"64
• 

59 Gaskell, QlL.Qi1. 
60 Lucy, QlL.Qi1., p.97 . 
61 J.F. Harbinson, The Ulstcr Un\Ull\st 1)~lJW 1882-1973 (Belfast, 1973), p.24. 
62 H. Montgomery Hyde, Carson (Londun, 1987), p.290. 
63 Ibid. , p.292. 
64 Thomas Andrews to Lad\ l.oml,)ndc\TI' , ]'d October 1912, PRONI D2846/l17 12. 

12 



By the early decades of the t \ven tie th century, the Andrewses of Comber had 

developed as a m{ljor inclus lri{l l fa mily - the firm's products were quoted as a 

standard for government CCll1tr{lc ts- w ith marital connections to several other 

notable Ulster ent reprencllrs6
:,. The family had a strong dissenting tradition, 

perhaps inherited from Wi lli am Drennan. Like Drennan's son, however, the 

Andrewses were comnl i lled unionis ts, with a demonstrable interest in the 

amelioration of social condi tions66. The career of J.M. Andrews was to take 

the family inheri tance of constructi ve unionism a stage further. 

John Miller Andrev"s W{lS born on 17th July, 1871 at Ardara, the family home 

of Thomas and Eliza Andrevvs in Comber. Although very little is known 

about his early life, it is fortu nate tha t some of his own memories of his 

childhood have been preserved, when he recalled "the healthy home life in 

which we w ere brought up. We were never otherwise treated than with 

kindness and devotion, (lnd we learned the difference between right and 

wrong rather by example th{l n by precept"67. John was the eldest son, and he 

was followed by Thomas, James, and William. Abstention from alcohol and 

tobacco was encouraged by Thomas and Eliza Andrews, who offered a prize 

to each of their sons if they cou ld cl aim abstention by the age of twenty-one; 

an award which all four gained 6H
. Andrews was educated at the Royal Belfast 

Academical Institution, i1 school wi th which his family had had a long 

association. "Inst." \V{lS founde d in 1807 by liberal Presbyterian citizens, 

among them William Drl'nni1n, w ho provided much wise counsel in the 

65 Bw-Is, op. cit. , p. 149. 
66 A.T. Q. Stewart , The Nill"]"\)\\ ( Jl\llllhL "\spect,; or Ulster 1609-1 969 (London, 1977), p.164. 
67 Bullock, ~., p.3. 
68UI L't' d O" 111 ster lI e an PIIlIOIL 7 .Iuh· 1027, p.23. 
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school's turbulent eo rl y ye{l rs69
. J.M. Andrews entered the school aged 

thirteen on the 8th Sep lember 1884, and left on 30th June 1889, passing through 

the English Dep<H lmC'l1t, Mothematical Department, and Writing 

Departmenfo. Although few school records of the period exist, he is known 

to have obtained (1. pr ize in lhe Writing Department71
, Andrews served his 

apprenticeship in the f(1.mi ly f] ox-spinning firm, and also spent some time 

with the textile firm of JollIes Toylor and Sons at Carrickfergus72
, He appears 

to have become involved in church life from an early age, and by 1897 was a 

member of the congregil tionol committee73
, Although one observer has 

ascribed his apporent ]Z)ck of eo rl y political activity to filial deference, it was 

not long before he wos making his own mark in unionist circles74
, 

69 1. Jamieson, Thc I I is!on or Ih~' I«()\al I kl l"<1s1 Academical Institution 1810-1960 (Belfast, 1959), 
~p.1O-29 . 
° Records of the RoyallkILI";! /\cl,kl lli-:,lIlns!i!u! ion, PRONI SCH 524/ 1A/4. 

71 Andrews family p;lp-:rs 
72 Th T' 6th A - . e 1mes, ugu,.;1 I l}:J() 

73 Records of Comber NOll-Sub";":J"I blllt! l'l\;slw!-:rial1 Church, PRONI MIC 1 BI1 
74 Interview 'vvith Colonel.l . CUl1nillt!ll:I111. 15,h June, 1995. 
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Andrews' early political career is shrouded in obscurity, although he later 

recalled a boyhood visit to hear William Johnston of Ballykilbeg, a noted 

Orange politician, speak at Ballynahinch1
• The bulk of his time appears to 

have been spent in running the mill during his father's absence on Unionist 

business2
• The linen trade was not especially prosperous in the closing years 

of the nineteenth century3 and Andrews had to struggle against cheaper 

foreign yarns in the Scottish market4
• However, in the 1906 general election 

Andrews was campaigning in North Down on behalf of T. L. Corbett against 

an Independent candidates. In the following year, he appeared on the 

platform at a Unionist meeting in Newtownards beside F.E. Smith6
• Home 

Rule was not a particularly contentious issue at the time, despite the advent 

of a Liberal government, as the strongly Conservative House of Lords could 

reject any maverick Bills. This security was abruptly ended by the 

parliamentary crisis of 1910-11, when the power of the Lords was dramatically 

curtailed, and the Liberal administration leaned heavily on Irish Nationalist 

support. Reaction was swift in Ulster, and a popular movement of 

opposition to Irish self-government began to gather momentum in the 

dosing months of 1911, in which the Andrews family played a prominent 

role. 

1 Belfast News Letter 13 th May 1921. 
2 T. Andrews to lM. Andrews, 7 May 1900, Andrews family papers. 
3 W.D. Andrews to lM. Andrews, 10 May 1900, Andrews family papers. The 'wee judge' as he was 
known in Comber, expressed a high opinion of his nephew's business abilities in the letter. 
4 Pari Deb. (Conmlons), vi, 8 Dec. 1925, col. 1850. 
s NewtownardsChronicIe 20th January 1906. 
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By 1912, Andrews was joint managing director of the family business with his 

brother William, James was establishing his career as a barrister, and Thomas 

was chief designer at Harland and Wolff. Thomas Andrews had started as an 

apprentice at Queen's Island in 1889 and his promotion was rapid, due as 

much to his diligence as his family connections. Favourable to social reform, 

he had an enlightened attitude to labour, wanting his workforce to be 

organised and wellled7
• However, his career was to be dramatically cut short 

by the sinking of the "Titanic" on April 15, 1912, when he drowned after 

making sterling efforts to save as many of the passengers and crew as possible. 

Andrews seems to have been genuinely popular with his workforce, and at 

least one lyrical tribute to this "Queen's Island Trojan" was in circulation 

after the disasters. Thomas Andrews' popularity among shipyard workers 

may not have been without significance in his brother's later political career. 

As the year progressed, Unionist resistance showed no signs of weakening. 

To demonstrate the solidarity of Ulster's views, arrangements were made for 

the signing of a Solemn League and Covenant following a campaign of 

carefully-orchestrated meetings in September. Under the direction of James 

Craig, an organising committee, of which Andrews and his father were 

members, was formed to oversee events for "Ulster Day", 28th September9
• 

Andrews' membership of the committee is indicative of his growing 

6 IllliL 6th April 1907. 
7 Bullock, QlL..d1. , p.5l. 
8 Denis Smyth, An Atlantic Tracedy (Belfast, 1991). 
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prominence in political circles. Meanwhile, Ulster Day was celebrated 1 n 

Comber with flags and bunting in evidence from almost every houselO . 

As a leading industrialist, Andrews' skills were called upon by the Ulster 

Unionist Council in the creation of a provisional government in 1913. 

Consisting of a central authority and ancillary committees, this body was to be 

activated in the event of a Home Rule Bill passing into law. Andrews had 

been a member of the Businessmen's Executive Committee from July 1913, 

an organisation which was devised to foster political involvement by local 

commercial nabobs, and deliberated over such issues as the withholding of 

income taxll
. On 24th September, he was appointed to the Finance and 

Business Committee of the provisional government, which was called in to 

being to 'arrange and carry out the most suitable system of financing the 

Provisional Government in the event of the passing of Home Rule'12. 

Following Hobbes' dictum that covenants without swords are mere words, 

preparations of a more martial nature were also under way. At various 

periods of anti - Home Rule agitation, small armed units had developed 

under the tutelage of former army officers. In January 1913, a decision was 

made to organise a province - wide movement to be known as the Ulster 

9 Belfast NewsLetter 28th September 1912. 
10 NewtownardsChronicle 5th October 1912. 
11 Minutes of the Businessmen's Executive Committee, Ulster Unionist Council Papers, PRONI 
D/132712/14. 
12 Papers of the Provisional Government, Ulster Unionist Council Papers, PRONI D/132712/12. 
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Volunteer Force13. Initially limited to the 100,000 men who had signed the 

Covenant, it was to be organised into county divisions, regiments, battalions, 

companies, and sections. Comber was in the North Down Regiment area, 

and had two companies totalling 177 men14. Despite his own lack of military 

training, Andrews commanded El Company of the 2nd Battalion under Lord 

Dunleath15. A contemporary observer, Count Gleichen, described the 

activities of local worthies such as Andrews; "rich men ..... held local meetings 

and enrolled nearly all their men in the Volunteer force . They went round 

their properties night after night, superintending the organisation and 

attending at the drill halls to see that all was going well"16. The involvement 

of the Andrews family in this movement was singled out by the Inspector 

General of the Royal Irish Constabulary to be evidence of the permeation of 

militant ideas through the old liberal merchant class of Ulster17
. By January 

1914, the North Down Battalion felt sufficiently competent to organise a sham 

fight outside Comber. Andrews led the attacking force which penetrated to 

the final line of defence before being repulsed. The official umpires were well 

pleased with the day's proceedings and it was felt that the participants had 

learned "many valuable lessons in the art of war"18. A similar skirmish 

attracted the attention of the local constabulary, who remarked that the two 

hundred and twenty Comber Volunteers were armed with seven fowling 

13 A.T.Q. Stewart, The Ulster Crisis (London, 1979), p.70. 
14 P. Buckland, Irish Unionism - A Documentary History 1885 -1923 (Belfast, 1973), p.235 . 
15 From a photograph album in the possession of the Andrews family. A list of the members of Andrews' 
company can be found in PRONI D/3743/3 . 
16 Stewart, ~., p.72. 
17 Colonel N. Chamberlain, 'Report on the Condition of Ulster', 26th August 1913, PRO CO/904127/3. 
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pieces19. The new force was indeed powerless without rifles and Andrews' 

battalion had to wait until April 1914 to be supplied from the "Mount joy" at 

Donaghadee20. 

The German invasion of Belgium in August 1914 meant that Andrews and 

his company never had to face down the British Army over the defence of 

Ulster. Instead, while the Ulster Volunteers were fighting in France, 

Andrews turned his attention to harnessing the mill to war work. Linen was 

particularly useful to the aircraft industry, and a high proportion of British 

machines were covered with fabric from Irish mills. The dramatically 

increased production of linen during the war more than offset losses in 

overseas markets21 . 

Thomas Andrews died on 16th September 1916 at the age of 73. Ulster's 

leading Liberal Unionist newspaper paid tribute to his ability by remarking 

that 'he might have obtained the honours that fall to political leaders in 

parliament, but he preferred to shoulder a musket in the ranks'22. His death 

meant that J.M. Andrews was in a position to take up a more prominent role 

in public and commercial life. On 4th October, he was appointed as a director 

of the Belfast and County Down Railway Company, which his father had 

18 Newlownards Chronicle 28th January 1914. 
19 ' Summary of Reports for the Week ended 28th March 1914', PRO CO/904127/3 . 
20 NewtownardsChronicJe, 2nd May 1914. 
21 D.S. Johnson, 'The Northern Ireland Economy, 1914-1939', in L. Kennedy and P. Ollerenshaw, An 
Economic HislO1Y of Ulster 1820-1940 (Manchester, 1985), p. 184. 
22 Northern Whig 18th September 1916. 
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served as Chairman23
• Within a few weeks, he was co-opted to Down County 

Council to serve for Comber Electoral Division, and by the end of the year had 

been appointed to the County Insurance Committee24
• 

Although Home Rule had been officially shelved in 1914, the dreary steeples 

of Fermanagh and Tyrone never entirely disappeared into the mists of war. 

The actions of Pearse, Connolly, and their followers in the Easter Rising 

meant that the question of Irish self-government assumed a new piquancy. 

Lloyd George's attempt to introduce an immediate solution based on the 

existing Act collapsed when his duplicity over partition was revealed. 

However, there was renewed pressure for a settlement after American entry 

into the war in April 1917, and the consequent need to keep transatlantic 

opinion happy on the Irish question. In an effort to break the stalemate, the 

novel idea of an Irish Convention was proposed. 

To a government engaged in a major war, the idea of a Convention had the 

twin attractions of not splitting any British political party, and of minimising 

the amount of Cabinet time to be spent on Irish affairs25
• The Ulster 

Unionists, who had already witnessed something of Lloyd George's penchant 

for bestowing Greek gifts, were rather more wary of the proposal. However, 

the Northern Whig was firmly in favour of a Unionist delegation attending, 

23 Minutes of the Belfast and County Down Railway, PRONI UT N20/ N22 . 
24 Minutes of Down County Council, PRONI LA3I2GNI5 . 

21 



commenting that "all that acceptance of the Government's invitation pledges 

the parties to the Convention to do is to state their proposals to each other 

face to face and to discuss them ,,26. Taking a characteristically long-sighted 

view, L. S. Amery was firmly in favour of Ulster participation, remarking 

that the very establishment of a Convention to re-examine the issue of Irish 

government was an admission that the 1914 Act was moribund, offering the 

Unionists a golden opportunity to cement the bond between the two 

islands27. Under the influence of such counsel, the Ulster Unionist Council 

decided to send representatives to the Convention28. The deputation was led 

by H.T. Barrie, and included H.M. Pollock and the 7th Marquis of 

Londonderry, both of whom were to be members of Northern Ireland's first 

Cabinet. An advisory committee was appointed to ensure that the delegates 

were not enticed into conceding vital ground. The committee numbered 

Andrews among its members, most of whom thought "that it would be 

treason to agree to setting up any form of home rule in any part of Ireland"29. 

The deliberations of the Convention were singularly pointless as Sinn Fein, 

who were rapidly replacing the Irish Parliamentary Party as the mouthpiece 

of nationalist aspirations, refused to attend. After prolonged discussion, the 

Convention finally broke on the Unionists' inability to accept a large measure 

of fiscal autonomy for Ireland, and the failure of the nationalists to provide 

2S D.G. Boyce, 'British Politics and the Irish Question' in P. CaBins (ed.), Nationalism and Unionism. 
Conflict in Ireland 1885-1921 (Belfast, 1994), p.99. 
26 Northern Whig 25 th May 1917. 
27 L. S. Amery to Carson, 17th May 1917, Carson Papers, PRONI D/1S07/N23/36. 
28 Northern Whig 9th June 1917. 
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an acceptable solution for Ulster. Thus it was that "one of the most striking 

failures in Irish history" came to an ignominious end in June 19183°. From 

the Unionist point of view, the most lasting result of the Irish Convention 

was perhaps the establishment of labour representation within the party 

structure, a development in which Andrews was to play a key role. 

The role of labour in organised unionism has generally been viewed through 

the prism of the Ulster Unionist Labour Association. This body has not 

enjoyed a favourable reputation among historians, and has commonly been 

portrayed as the nervous response of Carson to the Russian Revolution, 

fearing the possibility of Bolshevik revolution in Belfase1
• However, the 

history of labour unionism is considerably more complex and certainly 

predates the fall of the Czar, as some commentators have recognised32
• From 

the later nineteenth century onwards, Unionist leaders were beginning to 

recognise the importance of harnessing the support of the lower classes to the 

loyalist cause. In England this took the form of Lord Randolph Churchill's 

'Tory democracy'; in Ireland a 'working man' would sometimes appear on 

the same platform as Colonel Saunderson33
• With the advent of the third 

Home Rule Bill in 1912, working class involvement centred round the Ulster 

Volunteer Force, and sometimes on more direct action, such as overturning 

29 P. Buckland, Irish Unionism ' Two Ulster Unionism and the Origins of Northern Ireland 1886-1922 
(Dublin, 1973), p. 109. 
30 R.B. McDowell, The Irish Convention 1917-18 (London, 1970), vii . 
31 An example of this can be found in M. FarreIl, Arrnin& the Protestants (London, 1983), p. 26. 
32 Such as H. Patterson, Class Conflict and Sectarianism (Belfast, 1980). 
33 Newtownards Chronicle 3rd September 1898. 
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Churchill's car on his visit to Belfase4
• The first signs that working class 

unionists were prepared to organise themselves as a body came in 1914 when 

some twenty trade unionists prepared an appeal to their mainland 

counterparts, pointing out the possible consequences of Home Rule to trade 

unionism in Britain as a 'deadly blow at the solidarity of the movement'35. 

This resolution was followed up some three weeks later by a large 

demonstration in the Ulster Hall, to repudiate the pro - Home Rule stance 

adopted by the Belfast Trades Council. Admission to the meeting was 

restricted to trade union members and several thousand were in attendance. 

The speakers were drawn from trade union ranks and included names such 

as Thompson Donald and William Grant, both of whom were to feature 

prominently in labour unionism. Whilst the tenor of the speeches followed 

a strongly unionist line, many emphasised social issues such as educational 

provision36. Joseph Cunningham, who played a major role in the 

proceedings, later recalled that 'the speakers were of little consequence but 

served very well,37. This meeting appears to have had no input from the 

Unionist leadership at the Old Town Hall and was a genuine manifestation of 

popular opposition to Home Rule. Although the prime movers behind the 

gathering continued to meet, no steps were taken towards the development 

of a formal organisation. 

34 Stewart, ~. , p.53. 
35 BelrastNewsLetter 7th April 1914. 
36 Thid., 30th April 1914. 

37 Joseph Cunningham Papers, PRONI O/1288/1A. 
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The advent of the Irish Convention made it desirable that the Unionist 

delegation be composed from a wide range of social strata, to scotch the myth 

that Ulster Unionism was merely an alliance of agricultural and commercial 

magnates with no popular following. John Hanna, who had chaired the 

meeting in 1914, was appointed to represent labour unionism on the 

delegation. Hanna had apparently been instrumental in keeping Belfast's 

shipyards free of 'traitors and pacifists' and ensuring that there were no 

strikes,38. He was to exert rather less influence in the Convention, and does 

not appear to have made a particularly significant contribution to the debate. 

However, the principle of labour representation had been established and 

efforts were made to develop this on a more ordered footing, under the 

auspices of the advisory committee to the Irish Convention delegation. 

Andrews was a member of this body by 21st July 1917, and seems to have 

taken the place of Colonel R.H. Wallace, who was appointed to the 

delegation proper9. In the following month, a printer from the 'Derry 

Standard' was co-opted to the advisory committee as a trade union 

representative, and John Hanna was deputed to find more recruits from the 

same stable40
• By the middle of August, sufficient numbers had been gathered 

together to permit the formation of a separate Labour Advisory Committee, 

which met with Andrews in the chair41
• Quite why Andrews was chosen is 

38 Jean Bates to Lady Londondeny, 20th August 1917, Londondeny Papers, PRONI D2846/1/9/9. 
39 Minutes of the Advisory Committee, Ulster Unionist Council Papers, PRONI D/1327/2/17. 
40 Ibid. 
41 Ibid. 
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hard to assess in the absence of sufficient evidence. He had no previous 

record of involvement in labour matters, but does seem to have possessed a 

reputation as a humane employer. Certainly his relationship to Thomas 

Andrews can only have increased his standing among Belfast shipyard 

workers. Whatever the reason, it was the start of an association between 

Andrews and labour unionism which would last until his death. Accounts of 

labour unionism have often pointed to the apparent irony of an employer 

chairing a 'bogus' labour meeting42
• However, this is to misunderstand the 

nature of the organisation, which made no pretensions to socialism and was 

perhaps more akin to a Conservative working men 's organisation. At the 

initial meeting of this committee, arrangements were made for the analysis 

of the position adopted by Belfast trade unions on the national question43
• 

This concentration on the fundamental political issue of the union was a 

central feature of labour unionism. 

The 'Labour Advisory Committee' metamorphosed into the 'Unionist Watch 

Committee' and met separately from October 191744
• One of the first issues 

pursued by the committee was the possibility of labour representation in 

Parliament. Within a month, Lloyd Campbell, a leading figure in Belfast 

unionism and a future local MP, was addressing the committee to inform 

them that the possibility of labour unionist candidates had been 'favourably 

42 1. D. Clarkson, Labour and Nationalism in Ireland (New York, 1970), p.373. 
43 Minutes of the Advisory Committee, Ulster Unionist Council Papers, PRONI D/1327/11/2/17. 
44 Minutes of the Ulster Unionist Labour Association, Ulster Unionist Council Papers, PRONI 
D/1 327/11 /4/ 1. 
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discussed' by the higher echelons of the party45. Looming on the horizon was 

the Electoral Reform Bill, a measure which had been originally devised with 

the modest aim of ensuring that Service personnel would not be disqualified 

from voting on residential grounds. The measure ultimately passed into law 

as the Representation of the People Act, which besides redistributing 

Parliamentary seats and increasing their number to 707, awarded the vote to 

all men and women over thirty46. The electorate was more than doubled, 

and the number of Belfast seats increased from four to nine. With this 

prospect in view, the Unionist leadership were most anxious to encourage 

any organisation which would help to consolidate their hold over the city. At 

the committee meeting on 8th November 1917, a resolution was proposed 

calling for the selection of three labour unionist MPs, who would be free to 

vote on all issues save the union47. 

In April of the following year, Andrews expressed concern over the 

representation of the real voice of labour in London, and it was agreed to send 

a deputation to wait upon the Government in the aftermath of the Irish 

Convention's demise, when some new proposals for the government of 

Ireland would doubtless emerge48. The delegation included Grant and 

Donald among its number and had interviews with Bonar Law, Lloyd George, 

WaIter Long, and the Labour Party. The key plank in their argument was that 

4S Ibid. 
46 L.C.B. Seaman, Post-Victorian Britain 1902-1951 (London, 1993),p.103. 
47 UULA Minutes, Ulster Unionist Council Papers, PRONI D/1327/1114/1. 
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'over 90 per cent of the organised democracy and trade unionists in Belfast are 

Unionists on the question of Home Rule and are opposed to it'49. 

However, Andrews did not confine his vision to events in London and he 

remained anxious to ensure that labour unionism did not go unrecognised in 

Belfast, insisting at a committee meeting on the 18th of May that the matter of 

parliamentary representation be pursued without further delay. He urged the 

need for co-operation with the local associations, who had the power to select 

candidates, and a sub-committee was nominated to draw up a list of twelve 

names to put before the Ulster Unionist Council50
• From the outset, it seems 

as if Andrews did not expect an entirely smooth acceptance of the prospective 

parliamentarians. In this his fears were to prove justified. 

Perhaps in an effort to give the cause of labour unionism some extra 

credibility, and certainly to establish it on a more permanent footing, the 

existing committee decided to form an Ulster Unionist Labour Association on 

1st June 191851
• By the end of the month, the decision had been taken to write 

to local constituency organisations, informing them that the UULA was now 

in being and asking them to receive a deputation from the Association. 

Carson was elected as president of the UULA on 3rd July, and Andrews 

48 Ibid. 

49 Northern Whig 10th May 1918. 

50 UULA Minutes, Ulster Unionist Council Papers, PRONl D/1327/1114/ 1. 
51 Ibid. 
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continued in the office of chairmans2. One of Belfast's leading unionist 

dailies was very encouraged by the development and expressed the hope that 

public opinion in England and Scotland would now be more truthfully 

informed about working class feeling in BelfastS3
• The 'Irish News' took a 

rather more sanguine approach to the new 'Carsonite Cult', condemning the 

movement as a last ditch attempt by the Unionist oligarchy to emasculate the 

rising forces of labou~4. Commenting on the new President, the editorial 

considered that 'the average matter-of-fact citizen who reads of Sir Edward 

Carson as President of an organisation of working men may well pinch 

himself, and take other steps to ensure that he is not living in a "Midsummer 

Night's Dream'"ss. As one might expect, the leading Liberal Unionist organ 

took a rather more favourable view of a body pledged to the cause of class co-

operation in the unionist ranks, remarking that the formation of the UULA 

gave the lie to Devlin's oft-repeated assertion that he was the only authentic 

voice of Belfast Labour. Whilst welcoming the prospect of labour unionists 

sitting at Westminster, the leader writer perceptively warned that great 

discretion would need to be employed in selecting candidates who would not 

be seduced from their roots by the heady atmosphere of London societt6
• 

This advice was to prove prophetic. 

S2 Belfast NewsLetter 4th July 1918. 
S3 Thid. 
S4IrishNews 15th July 1918. 
ss Thid. 
S6 Northern Whig 15th July 1918. 
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The first public meeting of the UULA was held in the Old Town Hall on 13th 

July 1918 and was attended by Carson and LondonderrT7
• Andrews chaired 

the meeting and used the occasion to give a brief history of the Association, 

remarking that the Labour Sub-Committee had been brought into being at 

Carson's suggestion to ensure that trade unionists became more involved in 

the unionist movemenf8. This comment reveals something of the twin 

pillars on which the UULA stood; popular enthusiasm and organisation from 

above. The organisation was not a mere plant by the Unionist leaders to gull 

the working classes; and in fact initially arose from popular enthusiasm on 

the part of the workers themselves in the period of the third Home Rule Bill. 

However, for the grouping to have any lasting significance, it would have to 

be organised on an official basis. Carson and Andrews, rather than creating a 

sham form of workers' representation, placed an existing nucleus on a firmer 

footing. This is not to say that the organisation did not play a useful part in 

the plans of the Old Town Hall strategists in seeking to canalise support from 

the workers of Belfast. As Goldring points out, fostering the UULA was one 

way of ensuring that the independent activities of Sloan and Walker in the 

early years of the century were not repeated59
• 

57 R. D. Bates to Lady Londondeny, 17th July 1918, Londondeny Papers, PRONI D/2846/1/8/71. 
58 Belfast NewsLetter 15th July 1918. 
59 M. Goldring, Belfast : From Loyalty to Rebellion (London, 1991), p. 121. 
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The establishment of the UULA was a major part of Carson's "New 

Unionism" which began to emerge in the closing year of the war60. The key 

tenets of this political philosophy, besides strident unionism, were that 

harmony should exist between capital and labour; and that those who had 

contributed to winning the war should reap their reward in peacetime. 

Carson's inaugural address to the UULA incorporated several of these 

elements, as he expressed his desire that the organisation be a 'real 

representative association' and not a camouflage61 . His concentration on this 

aspect of the movement may be a case of protesting too much, but the 

remainder of his speech ran along what was new ground for the Unionist 

leader. The leitmotif of the union ran through the address, which was 

mainly concerned with the post-war world. Carson remarked that the war 

had 'made a revolution' which could not be ignored, and that 'wages are not 

going back again', thus giving some credence to trade union demands. 

However, he also focused his listeners' attention on the need for co-operation 

between capital and labour to ensure that Britain's enemies did not overtake 

her in the economic battle which would follow an armistice62. Whilst this 

speech was hardly a blueprint for a Fabian New Jerusalem, it did offer a 

slightly alternative vision of unionism to that previously peddled by the 

Ulster Unionist Council. 

60 Patterson, op. cit. , p.99. 
61 BelfastNewsLetter 15th July 1918. 
62 Thid. 
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The first real test of labour unionism was to come in the selection of 

candidates for the December 1918 General Election. On 6th September a 

meeting took place between the nine local associations and a sub-committee 

of the Ulster Unionist Council and it was agreed to allocate three of the nine 

Belfast candidacies to members of the UULA 63. When asked to define the 

nature of a Labour Unionist candidate, Andrews replied that it would be 

someone 'whose unionism was undoubted, and whose trade unionism was 

also beyond question, and whose record would bear investigation would 

satisfy labour opinion (sic) ,64. This fairly innocuous, if ungrammatical, 

definition does not appear to have met with universal acclaim, as A.W. 

Hungerford, secretary of the UULA, later recalled. Hungerford made the 

rounds of the Belfast constituency associations in an effort to have candidates 

from the labour wing adopted, and it was only on Carson's personal 

insistence that the candidates were adopted at a1l65
• On 13th September a 

further meeting was held with the local associations in an effort to establish a 

definite commitment to labour representation. The divisions of North and 

East Belfast having indicated a willingness to accept a labour candidate, it was 

resolved that the South Belfast division should meet and offer a seat for the 

third candidate, subsequent to which, Andrews was asked to hold a meeting 

of the UULA 66. 

63 UULA Minutes, Ulster Unionist Council Papers, PRONI D/13271l1/4/1. 
64 Ibid. 
65 Buckland, Documentruy Histoty, p.441. 

66 UULA Minutes, Ulster Unionist Council Papers, PRONI D/1327/11/4/1. 
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Ultimately, UULA candidates were approved for the constituencies of 

Shankill, St. Anne's, and Victoria. The men chosen were Samuel McGuffin, 

a tenter, Thomas Burn, a printer, and Thompson Donald, a shipwright. Each 

had connections of varying strength with the trade union movemen t. 

Donald had perhaps been the most prominent in labour unionism prior to 

1918, having been an organiser of the 1914 Ulster Hall meeting. McGuffin 

seems to have been chosen for his prominence in the Shankill area, as he did 

not even join the UULA until 2nd November 191867
• Burn seems to have 

risen wi thou t trace. 

The campaign for the election began to gather momentum at the end of 

November and Carson's first major speech commented on his experiences of 

the recent war, which had left him with a great sense of debt to the working 

man, remarking that 'I want a better condition of affairs for my fellow-men'. 

He welcomed the advent of labour representation as a source of advice for 

him, and as a source of education for British trade unionists. Although he 

called for 'proper wages', this was to be balanced out by higher production68
• 

Carson's ambiguity on labour matters was further revealed by his 

involvement in a meeting organised by the advocates of a 44 hour week for 

engineering workers in place of the existing 54 hour working week. Carson 

rather cautiously expressed himself in favour of shorter hours in order that 

workers could enjoy some leisure time, but issued the caveat that production 

67 Ibid. 
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must not suffer as a result; Belfast could not afford to fall behind other British 

yards69
• An emphasis on social concerns was to be a feature of Carson's 

speeches throughout the campaign. In his concluding address in his own 

constituency of Duncairn, itself a predominantly working class area, he 

defined 'Carsonism' as 'the progress and social advancement of our people, 

in the march of democracy, and in the pride of empire'. Confirming his 

credentials in this area, he pointed to his own record of parliamentary voting 

on issues such as soldier's pay and social insurance7o
• 

The speeches of the UULA candidates themselves followed a similar line of 

argument. McGuffin variously billed himself as 'the soldiers' and workers' 

friend' and the candidate for 'Unionism, Temperance, and Trades Unionism' 

71 Like Carson, his argument in favour of a shorter working week was 

balanced by a need for higher production, and he was strident in his 

condemnation, both of Sinn Fein, and of the influence that the Roman 

Catholic Church would have over education in a Home Rule parliament. 

One questioner, obviously anticipating the influence that McGuffin would 

have over foreign affairs, endeavoured to divine his position on the presence 

of a British envoy at the Vatican. The candidate's response was that 'he had 

as much right to be there as the Pope had at the peace conference.n. This was 

68 Northern Whig 29th November 1918. 
69 Northern Whig 6th December 1918. 
70 Northern Whig 13th December 1918. 
71 Northern Whig 26th November 1918, Belfast News Letter 3rd December 1918. 
72 Belfast News Letter 9th December 1918. 
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just the stuff to give the electors of Cliftonpark A venue. Commenting on F.E. 

Smith and Tory Democracy in Birkenhead, John Charmley has pointed to the 

existence of an electorate that was 'patriotic, monarchist, xenophobic, beer-

drinking and instinctively Protestantf73
• With the possible exception of beer-

drinking, (the alcoholic tendencies of Belfast were inclining more towards 

temperance and local option by 1918), this description fairly neatly 

encapsulates the constituency to which the UULA was appealing. 

Andrews chaired at least one of the meetings for the UULA candidates in his 

capacity as chairman of the organisation74. The candidates needed all the 

support that they could get from the upper levels in the party to eradicate the 

residual suspicion against the new movement. In St. Anne's, Burn had to 

face opposition from W.H. Alexander, a local businessman who stood on the 

platform of 'a business man for a business division,7s. This campaign does 

appear to reflect the fears of some unionists that the UULA did indeed 

represent the thin end of some revolutionary wedge in loyalist ranks and was 

no mere Potemkin village. However, Alexander's stand earned Carson's 

personal opprobrium in a speech on December 10th in which he referred to 

his own wartime experience of working with trade unionists such as Clynes 

and Barnes. Alexander was condemned by Carson for splitting unionist ranks 

73 J. Charmley, Churchill ' the end of ~lOIY (London, 1995), p.44. 
74 Northern Whig 7tlt December 1918. 
75 Belfast News Letter 9tlt December 1918. 
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and making his position as leader more difficule6
• In due course, McGuffin, 

Burn, and Donald were elected, although their contribution to parliamentary 

affairs was of questionable value. Furthermore, their credibility as working-

class representatives was rather undermined by the ease with which they took 

to London society77. 

The demands for a shorter working week in the engineering industry 

culminated in a strike in January 1919. This industrial dispute has sometimes 

been hailed as a sign that Protestant and Roman Catholic workers were 

forgetting their differences and marching behind the common banner of 

socialism78
• However, this is a misleading statement. The strike was part of a 

general British campaign and in no way sought to overthrow the existing 

order. Afterall, it could be argued, Carson himself had given credence to the 

worker's claims by his Ulster Hall speech in favour of a shorter working 

week. The strike meetings were not marked by Socialist rhetoric and a clear 

distinction was drawn between 'Ulster' and the rest of Ireland. William 

Grant and Robert Weir, members of the UULA, were members of the strike 

committee. Indeed, many of the strikers carried traditional loyalist insignia 

such as union flags79
• The strike does not appear to have made much impact 

on the UULA, as there is no reference to it in the organisation's minutes. 

Whenever troops were brought in to resolve the situation, the strikers backed 

76 Northern Whig 11th December 1918. 
77 Buckland, DocumentruyHisto[y, p. 441. 
78 G. B. Kenna, Facts and Fi~res ofthe Belfast Po~om 1920-1922 (Dublin, 1922), p. 10. 
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down; Dawson Bates had predicted that the bulk of the workers would be 

chary of abandoning constitutional methodsBo . 

Now that the UULA had achieved its objective of having three members of 

parliament, it remained to find a more defined role for it to fulfil in the ranks 

of the unionist party. This issue was certainly exercising Andrews' mind in 

the middle of 1919, as lengthy letter from Bates to Carson on the subject 

makes abundantly clear; 'the question of extending the work of the 

Association has given Andrews and myself a great deal of concern'B1. Bates 

was of the opinion that no adequate forum existed for the discussion of 

domestic matters under unionist auspices; leading to younger Unionists 

drifting away to 'Socialist and Extreme Organisations'. Bates recognised that 

the UULA was doing valuable work in this area but felt that its programme of 

monthly meetings was less than adequate, despite such ventures as a housing 

deputation to Dublin CastleB2. 

Discussions had taken place within the organisation and a resolution was 

framed calling for the formation of social clubs on the pattern already 

established by mainland political parties. Andrews and Bates had also given 

the matter consideration and had decided that clubs could do 'an incalculable 

amount of good ...... if nothing is done the Association will die, because its 

79 Patterson, op cit. , pp. 102-110. 
80 R. D. Bates to James Craig, 30th January 1919, Carson Papers, PRONI D/ 1507IN2917. 
81 R. D. Bates to Edward Carson, 30th June 1919, Carson Papers, PRONI D/1507/A/30/12. 
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members will feel that it is not sufficiently progressive'. This gloomy 

prognosis was not a good reflection on an organisation which had won an 

election but failed to find a role. 

In an interesting aside to the letter, Bates commented on Andrews' activities; 

'there are many employers in Belfast who take the view that Andrews goes 

too far on Labour Questions, but on the other hand, the vast bulk of thinking 

Employers, and those who have the interests of the Empire at heart, realise 

that Andrews' actions have been most beneficial'83. Given the paucity of 

evidence, it has been impossible to discover quite what these actions were. 

However, it is probably fair to assume that Andrews was advocating fair 

treatment of the working classes in the post-war period. 

The UULA's next test was to come in the local elections of January 1920. 

Andrews had little direct influence in the election campaign and does not 

appear to have spoken at any of the meetings. However, he was mentioned 

in at least one speech when William Lorimer, standing as a candidate in the 

Ballynafeigh area, attempted to justify the role of an industrialist in a 

worker's organisation. Lorimer assured his audience that Andrews was 'the 

idol of the association', and 'no one could have done more for the working 

classes of Comber'84. Allowing for some exaggeration, this comment does to 

82 UULA Minutes, Ulster Unionist Council Papers, PRONI D/1327/1114/l. 
83 Bates to Carson, 30th June 1919, Carson Papers, PRONI D/1507/N30/12 . 
84 Belfast News Letter 7th January 1920. 
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illustrate the high regard in which Andrews was held by the members of the 

association. The members of the UULA generally stood on a platform of 

better education and improved housing; although J.F. Cordon used his new 

prominence to advocate the provision of more facilities for the swimming 

fraternity85. The results of the election were not especially favourable to 

Unionism in Belfast and the number of seats that they held on the council 

declined, with a corresponding rise in the number of Labour councillors. In a 

letter to Carson, Bates felt obliged to remark that the results 'look worse than 

they really are,86. The party secretary went on to remark that the results could 

largely be blamed on public apathy, the 'absurdity' of PR, and the fact that 

'many of the old Members of the Corporation were rather unpopular,87. Be 

that as it may, the election did not bode well for the future of the VULA. 

Andrews was, meanwhile, active in other political spheres. He was elected as 

President of the Ulster Liberal Unionist Association, the organisation which 

had enjoyed his father's service. By 1920, the ULUA had become little more 

than a discussion forum for rather elderly Unionists, direct political action 

being undertaken by the VUC. Nevertheless, the Association did number 

some local political luminaries among its members, including H. M. Pollock 

and Sir Crawford M'Cullagh. Andrews had addressed the Liberal Unionists 

on several occasions, and his prominence in the organisation reveals that, 

85 Belfast News Letter 3rd January 1920. 
86 Bates to Carson, 23rd January 1920, Carson Papers, PRONI D/1507/N33120. 
87 Ibid. 
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although identified with the new force of Unionist labour, he had not abandoned the 

family tradition entirely88. 

The events of July 1920 in Belfast, when simmering tensions exploded into open 

violence, provided a new ou tlet for some UULA members. Contemporary 

nationalist opinion directly blam.ed the expulsion of Roman Catholic shipyard and 

engineering workers on Carson's 12th July speech in which he linked Labour to Sinn 

Fein89
• This was later modified to lay the blame at the feet of the Unionist 

oligarchy90. Subsequent historical opinion has tended to moderate this verdict by 

pointing to the events in Cork, following the killing of Thomas MacCurtain and the 

subsequent murder of Brigadier - General Smyth91
• Smyth was a wounded veteran 

of the trenches and a native of County Down; his death aroused great anger in his 

native province. To add insult to injury, railway workers in Cork refused to allow 

the policeman's body to be conveyed to Dublin, and an inquest into the murder 

could not be held as only nine jurors attended92
• On 21st July, and subsequent days, 

the Roman Catholic shipyard workers and those of a socialist persuasion were 

ejected. The grievances of the loyalist workers were subsequently expressed largely 

in terms of the need to employ ex-servicemen 

88 Northern Whig 3rd May , 1920. 
89 Irish News 23 rd July 1920. 
90 Irish News 24th July 1920. 
91 A. Morgan, Labour and Pm1ition The I k ll'ast Working Class 1905-1923 (London, 1991), p.268. 
9292 Northern Whig 20th July 1920. 
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rather than disloyal Catholics93
• By 1920, the brief post-war economic 

resurgence had dissipated, and the competition for work had intensified. 

However, the leading Belfast Nationalist newspaper remarked that many of 

those expelled were themselves veterans of the European conflict, including 

many holders of the Mons star94
• The UULA minutes contain no comment 

on the expUlsions, and the organisation as a whole does not seem to have had 

a direct involvement. However, individual members of the UULA played 

prominent roles in the series of shipyard meetings which characterised the 

summer of 1920 in Belfast. For example, at one meeting held in Harland & 

Wolff a speaker commented that 'Sinn Fein blood money would not bribe 

the Ulster Unionist Labour party'. The resolutions at this meeting were 

moved by Robert Holness and John Crumlin, who were members of the 

UULA, and at the close of the meeting an invitation was issued to join the 

Association95
• In an attempt to keep order in east Belfast, a local clergyman 

developed a vigilante force in which UULA members came to play a key 

role96
• Although Andrews was not personally involved in the disturbances 

his ULLA connections would have given him a clear insight into the 

concerns of ordinary loyalists. 

As the year pursued its bloody course, Craig put pressure on the London 

government to ease the position in Ulster by raising an official police force; 

93 Northern Whig 29th July 1920. 
94 Irish News 31st July 1920. 
95 Northern Whig 31st July 1920. 
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and delegating some administrative powers to an under-secretary in Belfast97
• 

Carson had already discussed the idea of a special constabulary with Bonar 

Law, and gave Andrews the credit for coming up with the proposal as a safety 

valve to relieve loyalist fears98
• In retrospect it can be seen that the decision to 

organise a special constabulary was a key plank in the development of the 

state of Northern Ireland, through the Government of Ireland Act. In the 

closing months of 1920, the Ulster Unionist Council was active in making 

preparations for establishment of the new state, and Andrews was closely 

involved in this process. 

A new government department was established in Belfast under the 

supervision of Sir Ernest Clark, who set about establishing a basic 

administrative machine in parallel with the passage of the Government of 

Ireland Bill through Parliament. The VUC Standing Committee met with 

Cl ark and his superior Sir Hamar Greenwood on numerous occasions to 

ensure that their interests were being adequately represented; Andrews was a 

member of these delegations99. His prominence can also be deduced from his 

membership of a committee to examine the financial provisions of the BilllOo. 

Part of his duties on this body involved a visit to Sir Laming Worthington 

96 Morgan, ~., p.288. 
97 J.J. McColgan, British Policy and the Irish Administration (London, 1983), p.26. 
98 Maxwell, 'The Life of Sir Wilfrid Spender 1876 - 1960' (ph.D. Queen's University Belfast 1991). P.116. 
99 Minutes of the Standing Committee, Ulster Unionist Council Papers, PRONI D/1327/7/4. 
100 Northern Whig 30th April, 1921. 
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Evans, Minister without Portfolio, in London101 . Unfortunately, the UUC 

archive relating to these delegations is rather skeletal. However, one account 

of a visit to Greenwood has survived, which provides an insight into some of 

Andrews' concerns at the period. On 13th October 1920, a deputation from the 

Standing Committee met the Irish Secretary in Belfast. Andrews expressed 

his disappointment that Clark was not a full under-secretary reporting direct 

to Greenwood but was responsible to other officials. The UULA chairman 

said that he represented the 'strongest Labour political organisation in 

Ireland' and criticised the under-secretary James MacMahon, who was viewed 

in Ulster as being a friend of Sinn Fein102. 

With the passing of the Government of Ireland Act in 1920, it seemed as if 

one part of the island at least would be settled. The Ulster Unionists accepted 

the idea of their own parliament rather reluctantly at first, and made it clear 

that they were only doing so to facilitate a settlement. The matter of social 

services under the new regime had been discussed by the UULA as early as 

June 1920, when the matter of transferring labour services was considered. 

The three Westminster members were in favour of this, to enhance 

Northern Ireland's status, but William Grant favoured Westminster 

101 Minutes of the Committee to consider the Financial Clauses of the Home Rule Bill , Ulster Unionist 
Council Papers, PRONI 0/1327/15/4. 
102 Memorandum of the VUC Standing Committee Delegation to the Chief Secretary, PRONI FIN/ 1811 /67. 
103 UULA Minutes, Ulster Unionist Council Papers, PRONI 011327/ 111411 . 
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As the advent of the new parliament approached, in March 1921, the UULA 

members felt that Andrews would be 'the best man that they could get to 

represent their interests', and it was resolved to recommend his selection by 

the County Down selection committee104
• Andrews had already indicated his 

own willingness to stand in January, although he admitted that he would be 

sacrificing a good deal of his industrial interests by doing S0105. His 

candidature was soon endorsed by Craig, Carson's successor to the Unionist 

leadership, at a meeting in Comber106
• 

Andrews was duly selected as one of the six Unionist candidates for Down, 

and his electoral speeches reveal his concerns at the time. A key principle 

was the constitutional issue and the need to obtain a just settlement without 

a dishonourable capitulation to the IRA107
• An equally common theme was 

the need to obtain some amelioration of Ulster's social problems, and 

Andrews maintained that it was the duty of the new Parliament to 'introduce 

carefully considered social reforms,108. Whilst not holding out any promises 

of a land flowing with milk and honey, Andrews was making his own 

inclinations clear. On the day before polling, the Belfast Union Jack 

Committee held an Empire Day service which was attended by a UULA 

104 Ibid. 

105 Belfast NewsLetter January 31st
, 1921. 

106 Belfast NewsLetter 7th February, 1921. 

107 Northern Whi& 16th May, 1921. 
I~ Northern Whig 9th May, 1921. 
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delegation; Andrews led the march from the Old Town Hall109
• His 

performance through the campaign attracted the comment of one leader 

writer that he had won 'golden opinions,llo. 

It was soon apparent that these opinions had been translated into votes. 

Andrews was one of three members elected on the first count; the others 

being Craig and De Valera111
• Craig gained 29, 829 votes, De Valera polled 

some 16,269, and Andrews achieved a respectable 12,584 first preference 

votes1l2
• Within a few days, the Comber mill owner had been named as a 

possible member of the new administration1l3
• The appointment was 

confirmed by early June, when it was announced that Andrews was to be 

Minister of Labour in Craig's first Cabinet1l4
• The appointment caused some 

murmurs in the province; 'no one could say he had done 

anything ....... although he was then a man of fifty'lls. While it is true to say 

that Andrews lacked the public profile which several of the other Cabinet 

members had enjoyed, it is perhaps a trifle harsh to say that he had done 

nothing. An astute and successful businessman, he had also played a key role 

in the Ulster Unionist Council for almost a decade, and kept a watchful eye 

on the UULA. With a proven interest in social affairs, he was a suitable 

candidate for the Labour portfolio, which was to administer; 'trade disputes, 

l~ Northern Whig 23rd May 1921. 
110 Northern Whi~ 24th May 1921. 

III Northern Whig 28th May, 1921. 
112 B. A. Foil is, A State Under Sie~e The Establishment of Northern Ireland 1920-1925 (Oxford, 1995), 
p. 196. 
113 Northern Whig 30th May, 1921. 
114 Northern Whig 8th June, 1921. 
115 Northern Whig 28th November, 1940. 
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trade boards, Labour exchanges, factories, and workshops, workmen's 

compensation, national health insurance, unemployment insurance, and 

matters relating to labour and employment generally,116. As Follis points out, 

Craig was at pains to draw up a Cabinet which was representative of the 

various strands of Ulster Unionism, and Andrews could stand with Pollock 

in the Liberal Unionist traditionl17
• 

It was soon apparent that the new Minister was taking on something of a 

poisoned chalice, as a newspaper report made very clear on the day after his 

appointment was announced. The United Kingdom Unemployment Fund 

was losing some £1,650,000 per week, and it was estimated that the fund 

would only last another month. The Imperial Minister of Labour, Dr. 

MacNamara, warned of reduced benefits and increased contributions118. 

Andrews' new post was clearly going to be no sinecure. 

116 Northern Whig 8th June, 1921. 
117 FoUis, ~., p. 47. 

118 Northern Whig 9th June, 1921. 
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The new government was soon considering the problems that it had 

inherited, and at the very first meeting of the northern Cabinet, the issue 

of continuing the out-of-work donation for ex-soldiers was considered, 

alongside the arrangements for the state opening of Parliamene. 

However, the actual power of administering Irish social services still lay 

with Dublin Castle and Andrews' ministry existed in little more than 

name. The bulk of the Cabinet's time over the summer was taken up by 

the Treaty negotiations in London, and Andrews was part of the Ulster 

delegation which met Lloyd George in July to express the new parliament's 

desire to remain independent of the south2
• 

Although several of the new ministers had served in the Provisional 

Government, for most of them it was their first experience of power 

beyond county council level. Only Craig, Londonderry, and Archdale had 

sat at Westminster and could offer some insight into parliamentary 

governmene. Like Fletcher Christian and the crew of the 'Bounty', 

Ulster's former rebels were to learn that government brought its own 

problems, and could strain old alliances. Holding office was something of 

a part-time occupation; and ministers were free to attend to their own 

interests in the time that remained4
• Naturally, this meant that senior 

civil servants had considerably more influence than their counterparts in 

I Cabinet conclusions, 15 June 1921, PRONI CAB/4/1/4. 
2 Press cutting from Yorkshire Post, 16 July 1921 , in Lady Craig's press scrapbook, PRONI 
D1l415/Nll. 
3 Ervine, Craigavon p.384. 
4 D. Birrell and A. Murie, Policy and Government in Northern Ireland Lessons in Devolution 
(Dublin, 1980), p. 49. Despite the limited workload, Andrews' salary was identical to that of his 
Whitehall counterpart; N. Mansergh, The Government of Northern Ireland ' A Study in Devolution 
(London, 1936), p. 179. 
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Great Britains. The Cabinet generally met once per week, and procedure 

was modelled on that of the Imperial Cabinet as devised by Sir Ma urice 

Hankey. W.B. Spender, former commander of the U.V.F., spent a two 

day apprenticeship with Hankey for his new post as Cabinet Secretarl. All 

business for discussion was to pass through the Cabinet Office, items 

involving increased expenditure being notified to the Minister of Finance 

beforehand7
• In time, this implied primus inter pares position of the 

financial minister was to cause friction with his colleagues. 

Pending the transfer of powers, a start was made at creating the permanent 

staff of the Ministry of Labour, under J.A. Dale as Permanent Secretary8. 

Dale came from the War Office and had been personally recommended by 

Sir John Anderson9
• He was assisted by H. Conacher, a barrister with 

special experience of labour management in railway companieslO. Wi th 

this guidance, Andrews was able to begin planning the work of his 

ministry. A memorandum of 25 August gave a figure of 57,358 on benefit 

and analysed the causes of unemployment; the principal factors being the 

linen depression, strikes, civil commotion, and the boycott against Belfast 

goods then being enforced in the south and west. The report also 

commented that some 2,500 expelled workers remained unemployed, and 

that their return to employment had been hampered by the murder of 

5 Birrell and Murie,~. , p. 143 . After 1925, Spender replaced Clark as Permanent Secretary at 
the Ministry of Finance. 
6 P. Buckland, The FactOIY of Grievances Devolved Government in Northern Ireland (Dublin, 1979), 

f ·24. 
W.B. Spender memorandum, 31 December 1921, PRONl HN32/l/399. 

g MinistIY of Labour Annual Report 1922. 
9 Follis, Follis, ~., p.34. 
10 1. Oliver, WOrkin~ at Stoouont (Dublin, 1978), p. 57. 
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three policemenll
. The Cabinet heard that the shipyards were still 

discharging men, and that flax stocks were too low to permit a revival of 

the linen trade12
• Clearly, the economic optimism which had prevailed in 

the drafting of the Government of Ireland Act was proving to be 

somewhat misplaced. 

It was perhaps doubly unfortunate for Northern Ireland that the very 

nature of unemployment insurance had changed in the years immediately 

prior to 1921. The original scheme of 1912 had been limited to the 

engineering trades and was based on the Edwardian economic model 

where the incidence of unemployment was generally short-lived, and 

predictable in pattern, an ideal insurance risk. Payments into the Fund 

would balance the benefits paid, based on an unemployment figure of 

some 8.5%. During the war, the scheme was extended to cover virtually 

all workers, but the world of 1919 was very different to that of 1912. The 

new-found militancy of the working classes meant that the government 

felt obliged to succour them - regardless of the cost. As Gilbert points out, 

'society was admitting that an adult working man unable to find 

employment had a right to make a claim upon it'13. For Northern Ireland, 

this had the potential to be a major problem; with rising unemployment, 

the Fund was running further into debt each day, whilst contributions 

I I Memorandum 'Unemployment in Northern Ireland' 25 August 1921, PRONI FIN/18/1I118. 
12 Cabinet conclusions, 23 August 1921, PRONI CAB/4/15/13B. 
13 B.B. Gilbert, British Social Policy 1914-1939 (London, 1970), p.60. 
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were falling. Unemployment Insurance was indeed 'full of unforeseeable 

consequences and developments1l4 

Andrews was aware of the seriousness of the situation and communicated 

his concerns to the Minister of Finance in October. He stated that 'if the 

Unemployment Insurance Fund of Northern Ireland is to be financially 

sound, not only can it not start with a deficit, but it should start with a 

financial reserve, owing to the increased unemployment risks which 

attach to Northern Irelandlls
. As the national unemployment Fund was 

in debt, the division of the Fund would provide the new government 

with a liability, not an asset. The issue was also exercising the mind of 

Conacher, who wrote to Clark, by now Permanent Secretary at the Ministry 

of Finance, on the subject. Conacher felt that great care would have to be 

taken in the division of the two funds to secure Northern Ireland's 

future16
• Craig raised the matter with Lloyd George, who felt unable to 

cancel the debt. However, he agreed to limit Northern Ireland's liability to 

some £200,000; and it was anticipated that the total debt by 31 March 1922 

would be £530,00017
• To ensure that his Fund contained sufficient money 

to meet his requirements, Andrews arranged a borrowing limi t of half a 

million pounds with the Ministry of Finance18
• The position was not 

entirely hopeless; Craig managed to obtain the promise of some £530,000 

from Westminster to keep the unemployment Fund in a state of 

14 L. O'Nuallain, Ireland ; Finances of Partition (Dublin, 1952), p.66. 
15 J.M. Andrews to H.M. Pollock, 10 October 1921, PRONI FIN/18/3/193 . 
16 H. Conacher to Sir E. Clark, 15 December 1921 , PRONI FIN/18/1/342. 
17 Clark to lA. Dale, 16 December 1921, PRONI FIN/18/3/193 . 
18 Report of conference between Andrews and 1. Milne BarboUf, 19 December 1921 , FIN 18/11138. 
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solvency19. The subsequent use of this sum was to prove a large bone of 

contention within the northern government. Andrews realised that not 

all of his colleagues shared his concern for the provision of cash social 

services, and he felt obliged to write to Craig urging that benefits be 

maintained at current levels, 'it would be disastrous if in any way we 

estranged from our Government the support of the working classes while 

we are at grips not only with Sinn Fein in the South, but also with the 

British Government at Westminster,2o. This concern of linking the 

government's political future with the provision of cash benefits was to 

prove an abiding feature of Andrews' career, and was an opinion shared by 

Craii1. 

To advise on the future direction of government social policy, Andrews 

appointed a committee to fully investigate the desirability of continuing 

unemployment insurance on parallel lines with Great Britain. The final 

report of the Shillington Committee fully supported Andrews's position, 

and recommended that the policy of parity should continue22. The 

implementation of this policy was the primary goal of Andrews' ministry 

over the next five years. 

The actual matter of apportioning the liability of the Northern Ireland 

Unemployment Fund was hammered out by the civil servants on either 

side of the channel. Sir Horace Wilson, later to achieve prominence as the 

19 W.B. Spender to Pollock, 21 December 1921, PRONI FIN/18/3/193. 
20 Andrews to Sir James Craig, 19 December 1921 , PRONI CAB/9C/1/1. 
21 Dale to Spender, 22 December, 1921, PRONI CAB/9C/1/1. 
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eminence grise of appeasement, wrote to Dale outlining the alternatives. 

If the United Kingdom Fund were to be divided on the basis of Northern 

Ireland's previous contributions, the new government would be saddled 

with a debt of £1.5 million. However, by taking into account Northern 

Ireland's post-war trauma, this figure could be reduced to some £250,00cf3• 

The figure eventually agreed upon was £160,00024. Andrews, however, 

was still of the opinion that 'no liability of this kind should be handed 

over,25. The Ministry of Finance, rigidly adhering to financial orthodoxy, 

took a sterner view and commented that the province should shoulder its 

fair share of the debf6. This concentration on financial stringency was to 

be the cause of much friction between the ministries of Finance and 

Labour. 

The Northern Ireland Unemployment Fund was inaugurated on 1 

January 1922, when Andrews' ministry could begin work in earnest; 

despite the 'abominable state' of the transferred labour exchanges27. It was 

not long before the matter of the £530,000 was brought into question, when 

Pollock attempted to argue that the money was a loan from the Ministry of 

Finance to the Ministry of Labour upon which interest must be paid. 

Andrews objected to this arrangement, and he was supported by Craig who 

maintained that the amount should be free of interesf8. Andrews also 

22 Final Report of the Committee of EDQuiIy on UnemplQyment Insurance and Employment 
Exchanges. 1922, Cmd. 11. 
23 Sir H. Wilson to Dale, 23 December 1921, PRONI FIN/lS/3/174. 
24 Dale to Clark, 29 September 1922, PRONI FIN/lS/2/12S. 
25 Dale to Clark, 23 December 1921, PRONI FIN/lS/3/193. 
26 Clark to Dale, 29 December 1921, PRONI FIN/lS/3/193. 
27 Andrews to Craig, IS June 1923, PRONI PM/9/9. 
28 Cabinet conclusions, 10 January 1922, PRONI CAB/4/29/5 . 
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asked that the borrowing power of the Fund be raised to £750,000 to allow 

more 'elbow-room,29; he was clearly not anticipating an early economic 

recovery. Within a few weeks, he was asking for an extension of benefit 

on similar lines to the Imperial Ministry of Labou~o. Andrews gave a 

concise view of the difficulties he was facing in these early months when 

he stated that the unemployment Fund was going into debt at the rate of 

£100,000 per month, with an unemployment rate of between 25 and 30%31. 

One way of meeting this need was the provision of relief works, an activity 

for which the Treasury had been reluctant to grant funds to Northern 

Ireland. To counter this, Andrews claimed that much of the 

unemployment was as a result of the war and was therefore an Imperial 

responsibili ty32. In the event, some £42,000 was granted to Northern 

Ireland for this purpose. Andrews felt that this sum, whilst helpful, 

should be augmented by £150,000 to employ some 1,500 persons for a 

year33. 

Within a few months, he was to be granted a much larger sum to promote 

public works. As part of the peace agreement signed between Craig and 

Michael Collins on 30 March, the sum of £500,000 was to be made available 

for the relief of unemployment. A committee was set up under Andrews 

to oversee the spending of this grant, whilst a similar committee was 

established under Dawson Bates to make the police force more acceptable 

29 Dale to Clark 26 Janmltv 1922, PRONI FIN/1S/4/56. 30 , ~J 

Andrews memorandum, 7 February 1922, PRONI CAB/9C/1/1. 
31 Report of a meeting between the Minister of Labour and a delegation from Belfast Corporation, 16 
February 1922, PRONI FIN/1S/1/379. 
32 Andrews to Clark, 21 February 1922, PRONI FIN/1S/ l/379. 
33 Andrews memorandum, 10 March 1922, PRONI FIN/1S/1/379. 
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to Northern Catholics. Bates' committee was an abject failure, but 

Andrews has been given credit for his tactful role34 . One observer has 

commented that 'the relief committee did have some success principally 

because it was concerned with financial aid rather than with issues directly 

related to the security of the state,35. However, it is not unlikely that 

Andrews' personal tact played a major part in the relative success of the 

committee, which was composed of representatives from each 

community. Maintaining a spirit of harmony was no easy task in the 

tense days of 1922. Stephen Tallents, the Imperial Government's 

representative in Northern Ireland, who was by no means uncritical of the 

new administration, recognised this and was fulsome in his praise of 

Andrews36. Strict conditions were laid down for the disbursement of the 

money; the principal qualification being that one third was to be spent on 

Roman Catholic workmen37. Andrews bristled at the imposition of these 

conditions, and objected to the fact that the money was not paid directly to 

his ministry38. However, having made his protest, he proceeded to 

implement the relief works. The first meeting of the committee was held 

on the eighth of May, although the Roman Catholic representatives did 

not make an appearance until the middle of the month39. The schemes 

were organised in conjunction with public bodies such as Belfast Harbour 

Commissioners and Belfast Corporation, and included park construction 

34 E. Phoenix, Northern Nationalism (Belfast, 1994), p.222. 
35 M. Hopkinson, 'The Craig-CoUins Pacts of 1922 : two attempted refonns of the Northern Ireland 
Government', Irish Hjstorical Studjes, VoI. XXVII, 1990-91, p.154. 
36 Tallents memorandum, n.d. , 'Note on the Situation in Northern Ireland', PRO CO/906/30. Dale 
was also very impressed by Andrews' handling of the situation; Dale to Sir J. Masterton Smith, 15 
June 1922, PRO CO/906/23. 
37 Sir B. Blackett to Clark, 6 April 1922, PRONI CAB/9C/3/!' 
38 Andrews to Craig, 19 April 1922, PRONI FIN/18/2/233. 
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and tramway extensions40. Some dissatisfaction was expressed that no 

money was available for spending outside Belfast, and Andrews prevailed 

upon the Cabinet to provide some £50,000 for this purpose41 . The 

allocation of the Belfast money was not without difficulties such as that of 

recruiting sufficient skilled workers to complete the schemes,42 and the 

dilatory attitude of Belfast Corporation43. Andrews also felt obliged to 

write to the Chancellor of the Exchequer to defend the administration of 

the scheme, which had been criticised at Westminster by Joseph Devlin44. 

Meanwhile, Pollock, whose agile mind was ever seeking new ways of 

saving money for the provincial exchequer, wrote to Andrews suggesting 

that the debt of the Unemployment Fund could be reduced by 

amalgamation with the Health Insurance Fund, which was on a sound 

footing45 . However, Andrews scotched the idea by pointing out that the 

funds were entirely different in structure; health insurance being 

administered by approved societies, who were extremely jealous of their 

position46. The matter of health insurance was to provoke fierce 

controversy between the two ministers by the end of the decade. 

The question of the £530,000 from Westminster had still not been settled, 

and the first skirmishes in this campaign were fought by the civil servants, 

39 Minutes of the Belfast Unemployment Grants Committee, PRONI FIN/18/3/42. 
40 Dale to Clark, 3 May 1922, PRONI FIN/18/2/233. 
41 Cabinet conclusions, 23 May 1922, PRONI CAB/4/44/13 . 
42 Minutes of the Belfast Unemployment Grants Committee, PRONI FIN/18/3/42. 
43 Andrews to Craig, 23 August 1922, PRONI CAB/9C/3/1. 
44 Andrews to W.S. Churchill, 15 June 1922, PRONI CAB/9C/3/1. 
45 Pollock to Andrews 29 May 1922, PRONI FIN/18/2/50. 
46 Andrews to Pollock: 30 May 1922, PRONI FIN/18/2/50. 
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as Clark wrote to Dale informing him that the Ministry of Labour was not 

entitled to the full sum 47. Dale naturally referred to the Cabinet decision 

of 10 January and said that Andrews was not moving from it48
• The 

Ministry of Finance position was stated even more forcefully by Captain 

Petherick, who protested against 'this further subsidising of one section of 

the community at the expense of another,49. It was not long before the 

ministers entered the fray. 

Pollock pointed out that the money Craig had obtained was essentially a 

concession on taxes, the actual value of which was some £475,000; the 

figure of £530,000 was 'estimated and mythical'so. This was followed up by 

a salvo from Clark to Dale, noting that the United Kingdom Fund was 

approaching solvency and enquiring when the province could follow 

suifl. Andrews responded to his Cabinet colleague by referring to the 

'definite sum' of £530,000 to be lent to his ministr~2, whilst Dale retorted 

that the Northern Ireland Fund was not yet in a position to begin 

repayments - and remarked that the borrowing of the Fund had risen from 

£25,000 in April to £363,OOOS3. 

The relationship between the two ministries deteriorated still further 

when Andrews noted that the Ministry of Finance had been deducting 

interest payments from the Ministry of Labour accounts without prior 

47 Clark to Dale 4 September 1922, PRONI FIN/18/3/193. 
:8 Dale to Clark: 8 September 1922, PRONI FIN/18/3/193. 
9 C. H. Petherick to Clm, 12 September 1922, PRONI FIN/18/3/193. 

50 Pollock to Andrews 19 September 1922, PRONI FIN/18/3/193. 
51 Clark to Dale, 23 S~ptember 1922, PRONI FIN/18/2/128. 
52 Andrews to Pollock, 27 September 1922, PRONI FIN/18/3/193 . 
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notification54. Pollock accepted full responsibility for the action of his 

department and remarked that only the actual deficit of the 

Unemployment Fund at the end of March (£477,000) was covered by the 

interest free arrangement - the remaining £53,000 was not55. Andrews 

refused to accept this and objected to the 'arbitrary course' adopted by the 

Ministry of Finance - holding to his position that the whole £530,000 be 

granted free of interesp6. In an assertion of his superiority, Pollock 

remarked that 'the final word rests with me,57. This demonstration of 

authority was not well received by his former Liberal Unionist colleague, 

who called for the matter to be brought before Craig58. Perhaps realising 

Craig's bias in favour of parity, Pollock expressed a preference that the 

matter go before the Cabinet as a whole59. 

Despite his expressed reticence60, Andrews wrote to Craig, vOlcmg his 

concern at Pollock's 'ungenerous action' and remarking that he had taken 

on the burden of the unemployed Special Constabulary, despite the 

limited amount of contributions paid by them61 . The matter was brought 

up at the Cabinet, where it was decided that interest should be paid on the 

£53,000, this interest to be returned in the event that 'the workers in 

Northern Ireland are, by reason of this charge or any other cause, shewn to 

53 Dale to Clark, 29 September 1922, PRONI FIN/18/2/128. 
~ Andrews to Pollock 25th October 1922, PRONI FIN/18/3/193 . 
55 ' Pollock to Andrews, 30 October 1922, PRONI FIN/18/3/193 . 
56 Andrews to Pollock 8 November 1922, PRONI FIN/18/3/193 . 
57 ' Pollock to Andrews 20 November 1922, PRONI FIN/18/3/193. 
58 ' Andrews to Pollock 22 November 1922, PRONI FIN/18/3/193. 
59 ' Pollock to Andrews 24 November 1922, PRONI FIN/18/3/193. 
60 ' Andrews to Pollock, 4 December 1922, PRONI FIN/l8/3/193. 
61 Andrews to Craig, 4 December 1922, PRONI CAB/9C/1/1. The IRA campaign against Northern 
Ireland ceased following the outbreak of the Irish Civil War in June 1922. As a result, less Special 
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be in a worse position in regard to unemployment benefit than those in 

Great Britain'62. Andrews reluctantly gave way on the point, but 

commented that 'every penny of the £530,000, will be necessary, and 

perhaps more'63. 

As if this were not bad enough, it now appeared that the money from the 

Craig-Collins pact was now under threat, a letter from the Treasury stating 

that the money would not be available after 3rt March 192464. On this 

issue the warring ministers pulled together and agreed to submit the 

matter to arbitration65; Northern Ireland's finances were undergoing 

scrutiny at this time under the Colwyn Committee. Under the 1920 Act, 

the province was expected to make an annual 'imperial contribution' of 

some £7.9m to pay for those services still administered at Westminster 

such as defence66. This estimate was totally unrealistic given the post-war 

depression and Lord Colwyn and his team were given the task of 

reassessing the fiscal position of the new government67. 

The truce between Andrews and Pollock was short lived and broke down 

with the preparation of Northern Ireland's case before the Committee, 

when the figure of £200,000 for relief works was included in the estimates 

rather than the unspent balance of £455,000. In an angry letter, Andrews 

Constables were required, and many were laid off in an attempt to cut costs. See M. Farrell, Arrnin~ 
the Protestants (London, 1983), pp. 169-170. 
62 Cabinet conclusions 7 December 1922, PRONI CAB/4/59/24. 
63 ' Andrews to Pollock II December 1922, PRONI FIN/18/3/193. 
64 ' Blackett to Clark 23 November 1922, PRONI FIN/18/2/233. 
65 ' Record of a meeting between Andrews and Pollock, 3 January 1923, PRONI FIN/18/2/233. 
66 R.J. Lawrence, The Goyernment of Northern Ireland Public Finance and Public Services 1921-
1964 (Oxford, 1965), p. 43 . 
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accused Pollock of changing the figures without his consent - he had 

already sanctioned grants to use up the remainder of the £500,000. Indeed, 

Andrews went on to accuse his colleague of collaborating with the 

Treasury on the matter68. Whilst denying this slur, Pollock hastened to 

reassure Andrews that 'we are not going to surrender any of our rights in 

this matter,69. Nevertheless, Andrews still felt that 'by acquiescing in the 

Imperial Government's decision without even a protest, it may be argued 

later that we have weakened our position by default'70. The uncertainty 

over the relief money was a mixed blessing, as it enabled Ministry of 

Labour officials to put extra pressure on public bodies to start relief 

schemes71 . 

The saga of the £530,000 had not yet run its course, and Andrews was 

driven to remark that there seemed to be no finality in the matter72
• The 

issue was brought up before the Cabinet again in April, when it was again 

made clear that the only figure under consideration was £477,00073
• 

Andrews once more vented his feelings to Craig on the matter, remarking 

that the money should be a gift rather than a loan, fearing for the future of 

the Northern Ireland Fund74. To set the record straight from the Ministry 

of Finance viewpoint, Clark drafted a memorandum giving the history of 

this contentious figure. Northern Ireland's share of the debt of the United 

67 Follis, QJL.ill.., pp. 135-147. 
68 Andrews to Pollock, 14 March 1923, PRONI FIN/18/2/233 . 
69 Pollock to Andrews 14 March 1923, PRONI FIN/18/2/233 . 
70 ' 

Andrews to Pollock, 16 March 1923, PRONI FINIl8/21233 . 
71 Dale to G .c. Duggan, 21 March 1922, PRONI FIN/18/21233. 
72 Andrews to Pollock, 14 March 1923, PRONI FINIl8/3/193. 
73 Cabinet conclusions, 27 April 1923, PRONI CAB/4n9123. 
74 Andrews to Craig, 27 April 1923, PRONI CAB/9C/lll. 
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Kingdom Fund was assessed at £160,000 on 31 December 1921, and the 

Ministry of Finance agreed not to claim this amount from the Treasury in 

return for subsidies already granted to the Ulster Special Constabularls. 

The deficit on the Fund in the first three months of 1922 amounted to 

£317,000 - giving a total loan of £477,00076. However, Andrews could not 

accept this and drafted a further complaint against the northern exchequer; 

'this is only one of several financial matters affecting my Department 

which have been agreed to with the Imperial Government by the Ministry 

of Finance without my knowledge'77. Andrews also wrote to the Cabinet 

Secretary urging that the sum be written off given the increasing 

indebtedness of the Northern Ireland Unemployment Fund78
• Finally, he 

appealed to Pollock, commenting on the need to maintain equal standards 

with the rest of the United Kingdom79; Pollock's response to this was 

frosty, warning that the Colwyn Committee had not yet reportedBo. 

The spiralling debt of the Unemployment Fund was causing a great deal of 

anxiety among the mandarins of the Ulster Treasury. A senior statistician 

warned Clark that 'the ... Fund cannot be solvent if contributions and 

benefits are to be maintained on the level prevailing in Great Britain'BI. 

This was followed up by a further letter stating that the average cost of 

benefits per head of the insured population since pt January 1922 was £5.8 

75 Pollock to Crrug 28 April 1923, PRONI FIN/18/3/93. 
76 ' 

Clark memorandum, 28 April 1923, PRONI FIN/18/3/93 . 
: Andrews to Craig, 30 April 1923, PRONI CAB/9C/l/1. 

Andrews to Spender 8 May 1923, PRONI CAB/9C/1/1. 
79 ' Andrews to Pollock 24 May 1923, PRONI FIN/18/3/174. 
80 ' Pollock to Andrews 1 June 1923, PRONI FIN/ 18/3/174. 
81 ' 

L.A. Bullwinkle to Clark, 12 July 1923, PRONI FIN/18/3/174. 
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in Great Britain, but £9.7 in Northern Ireland - a difference of some 67%82. 

These figures prompted Clark to undertake an investigation into the 

workings of the Fund - and to make some recommendations of his own. 

Rather ominously, Clark began his report by drawing Pollock's attention to 

his ministerial power to alter benefit levels if necessary to secure the 

solvency of the Fund. He pointed out that even during the war, when the 

heavy industry of Northern Ireland was fully stretched, unemployment 

was still some 100% above that of Great Britain. Cl ark had this to say of 

the principle of parity; 'the Cabinet decision to adopt the main features of 

the United Kingdom Unemployment Scheme was taken at a time when 

the percentage rate of unemployment had fallen to about 21 % against 16% 

in the United Kingdom and, so far as I am aware, was taken without any 

investigation into the financial effects of such a policy'. The Permanent 

Secretary went on to remark that the accumulated deficit on the Fund 

since the beginning of 1922 was six times that of Great Britain; 'there seems 

no reasonable prospect of ... the Fund paying its way'. Clark commented 

that the only possible solution lay in reducing benefits or increasing 

contributions. The latter did not seem practicable, so he recommended 

that 'the rate of benefit must be reduced to avert ultimate bankruptcy of 

the fund,83,a possibility that Pollock had already considered84. 

82 Bullwinkle to Clark 25 July 1923, PRONI FIN/l8/3/174. 
83 ' Clark to Pollock, 28 August 1923, PRONI FIN/ll/12. 
84 ParI Dcb. (Commons), ii, 22 March 1922, col. 122. 
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Whilst the Ministry of Finance officials were considering ways of reducing 

benefit expenditure, Andrews had discovered a project which would dwarf 

previous relief schemes. He seems to have realised the controversial 

nature of the proposal, warning Craig's secretary to choose the 

'psychological moment' before setting it before the Prime Minis ter85
• After 

commenting on the large amounts spent on relief works in the United 

Kingdom, Andrews broached the possibility of building a tunnel between 

Donaghadee and Portpatrick on the Scottish coast; remarking that the sum 

involved (several hundred million) was 'infinitesimal' compared to the 

amounts spent repaying war debts to the United States86
• This proposal 

was too much even for Craig, who did not want to risk further debt87
• 

Whilst Clark's memorandum was making the rounds of the Ministry of 

Finance, the first report of the Colwyn Committee was announced, 

limiting the Unemployment Relief grant from £500,000 to £300,000, 

despite Northern Ireland's claim that this was non-returnable88
• 

Naturally, Andrews was extremely concerned about the possible effect of 

this decision on relief works, and made his feelings on the matter very 

clear, asking Craig to raise the matter with the Chancellor89
• Relationships 

between the Ministries of Labour and Finance worsened still further when 

85 Andrews to Biackmore, 30 August 1923, PRONI PM/9/9. 
86 Andrews to Craig, 30 August 1923, PRONI PM/9/9. 
87 Craig to Andrews, 3 September 1923, PRONI PM/9/9. 
88 The First Report of the Northern Ireland Special Arbitration Committee, 4 September 1923, PRONI 
FIN111125. 
89 Andrews to Craig, 18 September 1923, PRONI CAB/9C/3/ 1. At this stage at least, Craig does not 
secm to have shared Andrews ' determination to have the unemployment question dealt with; Craig to 
Spender, 20 and 21 September 1923, PRONI PM/9/8. 
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Andrews discovered that the Clark memorandum had been circulated 

without his knowledge90 . 

In an effort to relieve the pressure on the Unemployment Fund, Cl ark 

wrote to the secretary of the Colwyn Committee, asking that the issue be 

considered. Despite his memorandum of the previous month, Clark now 

stated the Cabinet view that a reduction in benefits was unacceptable, and 

commented that this 'unliquidated liability' had helped the mainland 

Fund reach solvency91. Privately, however, Clark felt that the Committee 

would not make any significant alteration to the position92. As it turned 

out, the Committee would only consider the matter with Treasury 

The matter of the relief schemes was still sub judice, and Craig seems to 

have unsuccessfully raised the issue with Sir Laming Worthington-Evans, 

his old superior at the Ministry of Pensions, and a member of the Colwyn 

Committee94 . Showing a mixture of compassion and political calculation, 

Andrews was concerned that many people were on the verge of starvation, 

and that if cessation of the relief work was to come, it 'should be due to the 

reluctance of the local bodies rather than to the failure of the Northern 

Government,95. In an effort to end the wrangling between the two 

ministries, Andrews wrote to Spender on the 11th October. He commented 

90 Andrews to Pollock, 24th September 1923, PRONI FIN/18/3/174. 
91 Clark to W. Piercy 5 September 1923, PRONI FIN/18/3/174. 
92 ' Clark to Pollock 25 September 1923, PRONI FINIl8/3/174. 
93 ' 

Clark to Pollock, 5 October 1923, PRONI FINlll/12. 
94 Andrews to Craig, 9 October 1923, PRONI CAB/9C/3/1. 
95 Cabinet conclusions, 9 October 1923, PRONl CAB/4/9017. 

64 



that relief works were doubly necessary in Northern Ireland owing to the 

niggardly attitude of the Poor Law Guardians, and the greater incidence of 

unemployment, not to mention 'the excitable nature of our people' . As a 

parting shot, Andrews added that both employers and employed were in 

favour of relief works; 'it is not often in these days that their viewpoint is 

the same, and when it is, surely it should not be ignored,96. However, on 

the same day, Pollock was warning of the danger of committing the 

government to relief works that it could not afford97. Clearly, the intra-

Cabinet dispute was not at an end, despite Andrews' peace overtures98. 

The cut in the relief grant had obviously caused officials in Andrews' 

ministry to blame this failure on poor advocacy by their financial 

counterparts, leading to further ill feeling99.The Ministry of Finance 

retorted by questioning the statistical ability of the Labour departmeneoo • 

Clark was once more proposing a reduction in benefits101
, whilst Dale 

resented the lack of information he received from Clark102
• 

To re-emphasise the seriousness of the situation, Andrews prepared a 

memorandum for presentation to the Cabinet on the matter. He pointed 

out that had Northern Ireland experienced similar unemployment rates to 

the remainder of the United Kingdom, its overdraft would only have been 

£290,000 rather than £1.49 million. Northern Ireland's vulnerability was 

96 Andrews to Spender 11 October 1923, PRONI CAB/9C/3/1. 
97 ' Pollock to Spender 11 October 1923, PRONI CAB/9C/3/1. 
98 ' Andrews to Pollock 2 October 1923, PRONI FIN/18/3/174. 
99 ' Clark to Pollock, 18 October 1923, PRONI FIN1l1l12. 
lOO Bullwinkle to Clark, 29 October 1923, PRONI FIN/18/3/174. 
101 Clark to Pollock, 18 October 1923, PRONI FINIl8/31l 74. 
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compounded by the fact that its economy was geared to export and highly 

dependent upon international factors over which it had no control. 

Warming to a favourite theme, Andrews stated that as the people of the 

province paid the same taxes as those of Great Britain, they were entitled 

to equal benefits. By way of a solution, he proposed that some sort of 

standing arrangement be devised whereby the 'position of each Fund is the 

same relatively to the number of insured personsl103. The matter was 

considered by the Cabinet on the following day, when Craig undertook to 

see the Chancellor ( Neville Chamberlain) personally in an attempt to 

have the matter brought to Colwyn's attention104. The Ulster premier 

seems to have been rather dilatory in keeping his promise on this issue, as 

Andrews was obliged to write to him several weeks later, commenting 

that the province would probably be faced with higher taxation to 

maintain social services at British levels, this would be 'flagrantly unjust 

as well as politically impossible' 105. Whilst Pollock's motivation may ha ve 

been different, he was also pleading with Craig to have the matter raised at 

11 Downing Streeeo6,'before we get a less sympathetic British Cabinetl107
, 

i.e. a Labour Governmene08
. Craig finally took action and asked WaIter 

Guinness, Financial Secretary to the Treasury, to submit the matter to 

102 Dale to Clark 23 October 1923, PRONl FIN/18/3/174. 
103 ' 

Andrews memorandum, 31 October 1923, PRONl CAB/9C/1I1. 
104 Cabinet conclusions 1 November 1924, PRONI CAB/4/93/7. 
105 ' 

Andrews to Craig 18 December 1923, PRONl CAB/9C/3/1. 
106 ' Pollock to Craig 27 December 1923, PRONl CAB/9C/3/1 . 
107 ' 

Pollock to Craig, 28 December 1923, PRONI CAB/9C/3/1. 
108 Another reason for Pollock's haste was the fear that a socialist administration would introduce even 
more costly unemployment programmes; G.c. Duggan, Northern Ireland Success or Failure ? 

(Dublin, 1950), p. 7. 
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Colwyn 'at once,109. Had Craig taken more care in the preparation of his 

cases to the Treasury, he might have met with more successllO
• 

The reply from London was quite unequivocal; Chamberlain could not see 

'any circumstances' which would permit him to grant Craig's request, as it 

would involve 'a fundamental amendment' of the 1920 Government of 

Ireland Act. In any case, he remarked, that Act gave Craig's government 

the power to deal with the situation themselves111
• By that, he probably 

meant that if the Ulster budget did not balance, they should be cutting 

costs; a viewpoint with which Pollock could closely identify. The negative 

attitude of the Minister of Finance to Labour matters roused Andrews to 

write to Craig yet again, remarking that 'if we pay the same taxes ..... we are 

entitled to the same social standards, and the cost of these must be taken 

into account in fixing the Imperial contribution,112. 

In a dramatic attempt to force the matter of unemployment funding on 

the Colwyn Committee, Andrews proposed at a Cabinet meeting that the 

necessary monies be voted from the northern exchequer and presented as 

a fait accompli to the Committee113
• However, Pollock derided the 

scheme, commenting that there was not the slightest chance that this 

would make any difference to the Committee114
• As the likelihood of a 

satisfactory settlement from Colwyn appeared to grow increasingly 

109 Craig to W. Guinness 29 December 1923, PRONl FIN/18/4/133. 
110 ' G.C. Upcott memorandum, 15 September 1923, PRO T/160/1311F4855/02/1. 
I11 N. Chamberlain to Craig 3 Janl1 !'1rv 1924, PRONl CAB/9C/1/1. 
112 ' ~J 

Andrews to Craig, 8 January 1924, PRONl CAB/9C/3/1. 
113 Cabinet conclusions 10 January 1924, PRONl CAB/4/98/2l. 
114 ' 

PolIock to Spender, 23 January 1924, PRONl FIN/18/4/133 . 
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remote115
, the prospect of political action - direct negotiation between the 

British and provincial ministers of the respective departments - became 

more attractivel16. Andrews was initially reluctant to take this action 

himself117
, feeling it to be a financial question, but Clark was afraid lest the 

Minister of Labour blame his department if the desired result were not 

achieved118
• Although Pollock preferred to leave political action as a last 

resort pending an adverse decision from Colwyn119
, Andrews was of the 

opinion that such a decision could be binding, and 'we cannot risk an 

adverse decisionll2o. Andrews paid a visit to his Imperial counterpart, 

Thomas Shaw, in April, and found him to be generally sympathetic to 

Northern Ireland's dilemma; although the same could not be said for the 

Chancellor, Philip Snowden121 . As a result of this expedition, it was 

decided by the Cabinet that further action should be taken, and Andrews 

was instructed to send a letter to Shaw, the terms of which were approved 

by his fellow ministers122. 

The lengthy missive was an exposition of Andrews' own views on the 

matter of unemployment insurance. He began by pointing out the 

practical difficulties that would arise if Great Britain and Northern Ireland 

had different schemes - not least the risk of a mass exodus across the Irish 

Sea if Ulster benefits were lower. Andrews went on to recall his own 

115 Andrews to PolIock 9 February 1924, PRONT FINI18/4/133. 
116 ' Spender to Andrews, 5 February 1924, PRONI CAB/9C/5/1 ; Dale to Clark, 20 February 1924, 
PRONI FINI18/4/133. 
117 Dale to Clark, 27 February 1924, PRONT FINI18/4/133 . 
118 Clark to Pollock, 28 March 1924, PRONT FIN/18/4/133 . 
119 PolIock memorandum, 14 April 1924, CAB/9C/ l/1. 
120 Andrews to Pollock, 4 April 1924, PRONT FIN/ 18/4/133 . 
121 Andrews to Craig, 14 April 1924, PRONT CAB/9C/1 /1. 
122 Cabinet conclusions, 15 April 1924, PRONI CAB/4/11017. 
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doubts about the wisdom of having a separate unemployment Fund for 

Northern Ireland, owing to the smallness of the area and its dependence 

on two depression-prone industries - just as a ring drawn around 

Southampton or Glasgow would reveal similar problems. Andrews stated 

that his desired solution would be a situation whereby the burdens could 

be shared in order that the province could 'follow Great Britain at any time 

both in contributions and benefits and not. .. be deterred by the state of the 

Fund at the particular moment'. He concluded the letter by pointing to the 

administration of National Health Insurance, which operated across the 

United Kingdom as a whole; 'risks are pooled and the same money secures 

the same benefits wherever the contributor may live l123. This letter did 

not have the desired result and the matter remained unresolved. 

The state of the Fund, now some £1,600,000 in debt, was causing Clark 

great anxiety, and he wrote to his minister expressing concern at the state 

of insolvency which now existed - bankruptcy loomed on the horizon and 

the only hope lay in re-amalgamation with the Fund in Great Britain124. 

At the Ministry of Labour, Dale was concerned that an unfavourable 

decision by the Colwyn Committee could delay discussion of the matter for 

a further five years125. However, the Committee were still waiting for 

Treasury permission to consider the matter126; and Andrews was anxious 

to keep pace with the latest unemployment legislation emanating from 

123 Andrews to T. Shaw, 15 April 1924, Londondeny Papers, PRO NI D/3099/2/7/92. 
124 Clark to Pollock, 19 May 1924, PRONI FIN/18/4/174. 
125 Dale to Clark, 20 May 1924, PRONI FIN/1 8/4/13 3. 
126 Clark to Dale, 22 May 1924, PRONI FIN/18/4/133. 
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Westminster127, despite Pollock's continued objections to the principle of 

The amalgamation bandwagon began to gather pace, and had gained the 

support of the Parliamentary Draftsman, Sir Arthur Quekett, who 

commented that there was no constitutional barrier to achieving this129. It 

was now Pollock's turn to try his hand at political action, despite his earlier 

reservations, and he managed to obtain an interview with William 

Graham, Financial Secretary at the Treasury, under the pretence of 

discussing the Governor's house. Graham 'gripped the difficulty at once' 

and Pollock concluded that 'in view of Shaw's attitude to Andrews, and 

the well known sympathy of Wilson - permanent head of Labour here-

that with a sympathetic Treasury - most important of all - that we are 

likely to have a fair chance of success' 130. In a later communication, 

Pollock advocated a merger of the two funds as a more acceptable 

alternative than mere annual adjustment. Significantly, Sir Josiah Stamp 

(the British nominee to the Colwyn Committee) and Lord Colwyn himself 

did not seem opposed to this l3l . To hammer home his case, Pollock wrote 

a letter to Graham which was worthy of Andrews in its emphasis on the 

equal benefits that Ulster workers should enjoy132. Craig added his weight 

127 Andrews to Craig 23 May 1924, PRONI CAB/9C/l /1. 
128 ' 

Pollock to Andrews, 1 June 1924, PRONI FIN/18/3/174. 
129 Sir A. Quckett to Craig 3 June 1924, PRONI CAB/9C/ l/2. 
130 ' 

Pollock to Craig 3 June 1924, PRONI CAB/9C/1 /2. 
131 ' Pollock to Craig 5 June 1924, PRONI CAB/9C/1/2. 
132 ' Pollock to Graham, 6 June 1924, PRONI FIN/1 8/4/133 . 
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to the campaign by contacting the Home Secretary, Arthur Henderson, to 

press for amalgamation133
• 

Despite the apparent agreement between the Ulster ministers, the old 

struggles were still being acted out. Andrews was concerned that Pollock's 

strategy lay in bare population arithmetic rather than in a realistic 

assessment of the needs of the province134
• Andrews was also concerned 

that the political future of the province was at risk without a 'settlement 

that will save us from disaster in the future and safeguard our people's 

rights,135 . Pollock refused to accept Andrews' contention that Ulster was 

taxed in the same way as the rest of the United Kingdom, pointing to the 

ways in which the Ulster taxpayer was relieved of the burdens of education 

and policing136
• 

The two ministers were able to patch up their differences sufficiently to 

present a united front to Graham at the Treasury in a further attempt to 

have the Fund's position reassessed. Although Graham seemed to be 

more sympathetic than before, the Chancellor was apparently still opposed 

to legislation of this kind137
• The Northern government again requested 

that the matter go before Colwyn138
• Although Andrews was wary of this 

course- 'the record of the ... Committee as regards matters in which my 

\33 Craig to A. Henderson, 10 June 1924, PRO NI CAB/9C/1/2 . 
134 Andrews to Pollock 28 July 1924, PRONI CAB/9C/5/1. 
135 ' 

Andrews to Pollock 21 July 1924, PRONI FIN/11/25 . 
136 ' 

Pollock to Andrews 23 July 1924, PRONI FIN/ ll/25 . 
137 ' Clack memorandum on a meeting between Pollock, Andrews, and Graharn, 1 August 1924, PRONI 
FIN/18/ 41133 . 
138 PoIIock to Graharn, 22 August 1924, PRONI FINI1 1/12. 
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department is interested is certainly not reassuringl139
- Pollock preferred 

this course of action and sought to reassure his colleague that there was a 

better chance of success following discussions between Craig and 'a certain 

gentlemanJ140 , This mysterious interlocutor appears to have been none 

other than Stanley Bald win 141 , The former Prime Minister, a friend of 

Craig142, met his Ulster counterpart in secret on 18th August143
, 

Nevertheless, Andrews felt that the political action which had been taken 

was bearing fruit and would carry the day144, Pollock's hopes of a hearing 

before Colwyn were dashed by a letter from Graham confirming the 

Treasury's adherence to Chamberlain's decision14s
; and Cl ark advised 

further political action146, Pollock now advocated political pressure; 

preferably when the establishment of Boundary Commission (which was 

then imminent) gave Northern Ireland extra leverage147, Andrews was 

naturally delighted that Pollock had come round to his viewpoint, and 

remarked that Craig had managed to secure Ramsay MacDonald's support 

on the issue148, The Minister of Labour offered the Ulster premier further 

advice on the matter, reiterating the details of his case for assistance, 

Northern Ireland's current deficit stood at some £2,175,000; whereas if the 

139 Andrews to Pollock, 25 August 1924, PRONI FINI18/4/133. 
140 Pollock to Andrews, 29 August 1924, PRONI FIN/18/4/133 . 
141 Craig to Baldwin, 17 September 1924, PRONI CAB/9Z/312 . 
142 K. Middlemass and 1. Barnes, BaldwiI1, (London, 1969), p.lO . 
143 n.. ;rI .ll!h!., p. 270. 
144 Andrews to Pollock, 3 September 1924, PRONI FINI18/4/133. 
145 Graham to Pollock, 5 September 1924, PRONI FIN/18/41133 . 
146 Clark to Pollock, 19 September 1924, PRONI FIN/ 18/4/133 . The consideration of unemployment 
insurance by the Colwyn Committee had apparently been ruled out by the Treasury to ensure their 
continued hegemony over Northern Ireland affairs; A. Maxwell to Sir 1. Anderson, 25 June 1924, 
PRO HO/451l3743. 
14 7 Pollock memorandum, 19 September 1924, PRONI CAB/9C/ II2. 
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entire Fund was to be divided on a ration of insured persons, this figure 

would be reduced to £150,000. Possible solutions to the problem lay in 

amalgamation, adjustment of the Imperial contribution, or grants-in-aid. 

The last-named was of course liable to Treasury revision, and Andrews 

seems to have preferred the amalgamation option149. To strengthen the 

case, he informed Craig of the frugal administration of the Fund since his 

ministry had taken over 150. 

The final report of the Colwyn Committee emerged in December 1924, and 

like the curate's egg was only good in parts. Although the deduction for 

Imperial services was no longer to rank as the first charge on the local 

exchequer, the province's social services were restricted to the levels of 

spending that prevailed throughout the United Kingdoml51. This meant 

that no money could be spent on making up deficiencies, and the problem 

of the unemployment debt remained unsolved. 

In an effort to resolve the matter, Andrews paid another visit to London to 

discuss the question of amalgamation with the recently - elected 

Conservative administration, meeting with Churchill, now Chancellor, 

and the Home Secretary, Joynson-HicksI52. Although both men seemed 

sympathetic, Andrews was badly mistaken in his assumption that 'Jix' 

148 Andrews memorandum, 25 September 1924, PRONI CAB/9C/1/2. Although MacDonald may 
have been sympathetic, the rest of his Cabinet felt that Northern Ireland would either have to cut benefit 
or raise taxes to ensure parity · Cabinet conclusions, 29 September 1924, PRO CAB/23/48. 
149 ' 

Andrews to Craig 6 November 1924, PRONI CAB/9C/1/2. 
150 ' 

Andrews to Craig, 1 December 1924, PRONI CAB/9C/1I2 . 
151 F 11 ' . 46 o IS, op clL p. 1 . 
152 Andrews to Dale, 24 January 1925, PRONI CAB/9C/1/2; Craig to W . Joynson-Hicks, 31 January, 

1925, PRONl CAB/9C/1/2. 
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would refer the matter to a Cabinet Committee153
• Privately, Joynson-

Hicks felt that 'any form of subsidy is incompatible with the scheme of self-

government for Northern Ireland', involving the gift of money without 

control. The Home Secretary also had little time for the principle of parity, 

commenting that as Sheffield and Belfast were under different 

governments with differing resources, the same social standards could not 

be expected to apply in each154
• However, with disaster looming 

(bankruptcy of the northern Fund was predicted within two months155
), 

Andrews wrote to Churchill listing seven reasons for amalgamating the 

two funds 156
• He was also placing further pressure on Craig to push for 

amalgamation157
, whilst his permanent secretary lent his weight to the 

Craig wrote to Churchill, blatantly stating that, as election time was 

approaching, the government's position would be greatly eased by a re-

amalgamation of the two Funds159
• The British Government, ever 

anxious to echo the phrase which eased the dying hours of Elizabeth I, 

Hibernia pacata est, would surely be moved by the prospect of instability in 

153 loynson-Hicks to Craig, 2 February 1925, PRONI CAB/9C/1/2. The matter had already been 
considered by the Treasury mandarins, who concluded that amalgamation would be financially 
detrimental to Great Britain, and could lead to similar claims from the Irish Free State; Upcott 
memorandum, 14 November 1924, PRO TIl601l311F/4855/02/1. The Home Secretary would also 
have been aware of the views of his Cabinet colleague at the Ministry of Labour, who was wary of any 
arrangement between the two unemployment funds ; Sir A. Steel-Maitland memorandum, 28 lanuary 
1925, PRO HO/451l3743. 
154 loynson-Hicks memorandum 2 February 1925, PRO HO/451l3743 . 
155 ' W. Robson to Clark 19 February 1925, PRONI FIN/18/5/2l. 
156 ' Andrews to Churchill, 9 February 1925, Londonderry Papers, PRONI D/3099/2/7/99. The reasons 
essent ially focused on Northern Ireland' s weak economic position, and its rights as a member of the 
United Kingdom. 
157 Andrews to Craig, 18 February 1925, PRONI CAB/9C/lI2 ; Andrews to c.H. Blackmore,20 
February 1925 PRO NI CAB/9C/l /2. 
158 Dale to Wilson, 21 February 1925, Londonderry Papers, PRONI D/3099/2/7/100. 
159 Craig to Churchill, 12 March 1925, PRONI CAB/9C/l/2 . 
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Northern Ireland. If this was the case, this renewed plea seemed to bear 

fruit; Churchill replied stating that, despite the obstacles in the way of 

amalgamation, he would see that Ulster had sufficient funds to meet her 

needs160. Craig also requested his Minister of Education, then in London, 

to use his influence to gain a settlement either with Churchill or the 

Prime Minister161 . Londonderry felt that there was some hope for an 

amalgamation if the province agreed to shoulder the debt to date162, but 

resented the arrival of Andrews and Pollock as most unnecessary163. The 

three Ulster ministers met Churchill to press their case, and the 

Chancellor stated his acceptance of Londonderry's suggestion. G.c. Upcott, 

a Treasury official anxious to avoid further Irish commitments, tried to 

dismiss the proposals by telling Andrews that his ministry would cease to 

exist in the event of amalgamation164. However, despite Pollock's fears 

that no additional committee would be established to consider the 

matter165, Lord Cave was directed by Baldwin's Cabinet to do just that166. 

Initially, it seemed as if the proposal for amalgamation in return for 

Northern Ireland taking over the existing debt might be accepted, despite 

the opposition already adumbrated in Great Britain167. 

160 Churchill to Craig 13 March 1925, Londondeny Papers, PRONT D/3099/2/1O/l0. 
16 1 ' Craig to Lord Londonderry, 16 March 1925, PRONI CAB/9C/1/2. 
162 Londonderry to Craig 18 March 1925, PRONI CAB/9C/1/2. 
163 ' Londonderry to Craig, 19 March 1925, PRONI CAB/9C/1/2. 
164 Notes of a conference between Churchill and Northern Ireland Ministers, 20 March 1925, PRONI 
CAB/9/C/1/2 . 
165 Pollock to Spender, 6 November 1924, PRONI CAB/9C/l/2. 
166 Cave was the Lord Chancellor, a former Conservative MP with a proven track record of sympathy 
for Ulster; Sir Charles Mallet, Lord Caye. A Memoir (London, 1931), p. 253. 
167 Spender to Ciark, 23 April 1925, PRONI FIN/ l 8/4/133 . To ensure ~conomy,. it was also. proposed 
that the Imperial Ministry of Labour would have a free hand in the provmce; Cabmet concluslOns, 20 
March 1925, PRO CAB/23/49. 
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Whilst the ministers were attempting to secure a settlement in London, 

their constituents were preparing to pass their verdict on the first four 

years of devolved government, in the General Election held on the 3rd of 

April. Andrews was returned unopposed, but some of his colleagues were 

less fortunate. The Unionist party saw its share of the vote drop from 

66.9% to 55%, and its representation fall from 40 seats to 32; both Bates and 

Pollock slipped down the voting order168
• A key factor in the 

government's embarrassment was adjudged to be the introduction of a 

clause in a pensions bill which discriminated against those with savings, 

and Andrews was anxious to a void a repeti tion of this. In a letter to Lord 

Londonderry, he remarked that 'we cannot carry on as a government here 

unless our working classes enjoy the same social standards as their brother 

Trade Unionists in Great Britain'. The losses of the last election would 

seem 'infinitesimal' if this policy were abandoned169
• On the same day that 

this letter was written, a Ministry of Labour memorandum remarked that 

the deficit of the Unemployment Fund was running at £2.9 million - and 

an imminent reduction in contribution rates made re-amalgamation even 

more imperative17O. The unemployment rate stood at 23%, and yet 

Andrews feared that even then the nadir might not have been reached171
• 

To maintain parity with British legislation over the summer recess, 

Andrews asked for, and was given, power to make orders in councill72
, a 

development condemned by one of Pollock's officials as 'an absolute 

168 S. Elliolt, Northern Ireland Parliamentmy Election Results 1921-1972 (Chichester, 1973), pp. 2-
20. 
169 Andrews to Londondeny, 14 May 1925, Londondcny Papers, PRONI D/309912/7/103 . 
170 'Memorandum on Re-Amalgamation of Funds', 14 May 1925, PRONI CAB/9C/1/6. 
171 Memorandum ' Unemployment Fund Borrowing Powers ', 12 May 1925, PRONI FINI18/SI21. 
172 Cabinet conclusions, 20 May 1925, PRONI CABWI43/9. 
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negation of Parliamentary Government'I73. The gravity of the situation 

was further underlined by the news that the deficit per insured head was 

£.8 in Great Britain, but £11.6 in Northern Irelandl74 . 

Meanwhile, the work of the Cave Committee, on which so much 

depended, was progressing. The political action advocated by Andrews 

seems to have secured the appointment of the CommitteeI75, although the 

Cabinet Secretary did not share Craig's optimism that this new body was 

entirely sympathetic towards the northl76.The technical problems of social 

insurance proved to be too intractable for Cave and his political colleagues, 

and the work was turned over to Sir John Anderson, Permanent Secretary 

of the Home OfficeI77, 'perhaps the most competent official of the entire 

British Civil Service,17s. As the last Irish Under-Secretary, he was well 

qualified to consider the effect that any new legislation would have on the 

1920 Act and the Treatyl79. Unbeknown to the Ulster ministers, Anderson 

had already ruled out the idea of amalgamation as 'destructive' of the 1920 

Ace so • 

173 G.c. Duggan to Pollock, 20 May 1925, PRONI FIN/18/5/2l. 
174 Bullwinkle memorandum, 15 June 1925, PRONI FIN/18/5/65. 
175 Craig to Spender, 19 June 1925, PRONI CAB/9C/1/6. 
176 Spender to Craig, 29 June 1925, PRONI FIN/18/5/65 . There was some substance to Spender's 
view, although Lord Cave himself favoured amalgamation, and Churchill thought that such a move 
would teach the Irish Free State the advantage of the British connection; Minutes of the Cave 
Committee, 26 May 1925, PRO CAB/271279 . 
177 Cabinet conclusions 28 May 1925, PRO CAB/23/50. 
178 ' 

McColgan, ~., p.9. 
: :~ Stanley Baldwin to Craig, 2 July 1925, PRONI CAB/9C/1/6. . . 

Anderson to Wilson 17 December 1924, PRO HO/45/ l3743 . A Mll11stry of Labour memorandum 
attached to the letter w~ of the dangers of returning to the ' Irish morass', involving further financial 
responsibility . 
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While Anderson's deliberations continued, Craig's government was facing 

the need to call parliament to grant further funds181
• For Pollock, the delay 

in reaching a settlement was 'heart-breaking', although from an interview 

with Anderson he deduced that some permanent agreement for social 

services in the province would resule 82
• Andrews was also anxious for an 

early solution to the problem; remarking that borrowing powers were 

almost exhausted183
• Correctly, Craig felt that the Chancellor was 

sympathetic to re-amalgamation, but thought that it would not pass the 

Cabinet unopposed184
• The speculation was soon at an end. 

Sir John Anderson produced a discussion report towards the end of July 

containing his recommendations. The essence of the scheme was a 

principle of reinsurance for each branch of the cash social services , 

whereby the more prosperous country would subsidise its poorer 

neighbour based upon the payments per head of insured population. 

Anderson recognised that, as Northern Ireland had comparatively less 

workers covered by insurance, the amount granted to Northern Ireland 

under the Colwyn Award would in fact diminish185. The report did not 

lead to rejoicing at the Ministry of Finance and Pollock was disappointed 

that the social services had been considered separately. As he commented, 

'it is the "aggregate" of our services that rises or falls in proportion to a rise 

or fall of the aggregate services of Britain, whereas Anderson's Committee 

has dealt with the individu al services, and made certain 

181 Spender to Craig 6 July 1925 PRONI FlN/1S/5/65. 
182 ' , 

Pollock to Craig, 10 July 1925, PRONI CAB/9C/l/6. 
183 Cabinet conclusio ns, 9 July 1925, PRONI CABW I-l6112. 
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recommendations which would have the effect of reducing the advantages 

which we now receive under the Colwyn Award'186. To Spender, the 

Committee's report had an even more sinister purpose - by taking £500,000 

per annum away from the Northern budget, the province would be driven 

by bankruptcy into the arms of the Irish Free State187. Alone among these 

alarmist predictions, Andrews welcomed the report, remarking that it 

admitted many of the points for which Northern Ireland had long been 

contending, such as parity of benefit rates between the two 

administrations. The Minister of Labour also pointed out that the report 

offered a permanent solution to the problem, and should not be rejected 

out of hand188. For Andrews, the Anderson Committee had held out the 

prospect of parity enshrined in legisla tion; not something to be passed 

over. Craig seems to have adopted Andrews' viewpoint on the matter, 

and advised the Cassandras of his administration that the best course was 

to press for an amendment of the report as it stood. Drawing on his own 

experience of committees, he pointed out that merely rejecting the report 

would win scant sympathy in London - the best course was to press for 

revision, using the Baldwin government's embarrassment over Ulster 

Special Constabulary funding as a bargaining counter189. Indeed, Craig 

proceeded to do just thae9o . 

184 Craig to Pollock, 16 July 1925, PRONI CAB/9C/1I6. 
185 

Andcrson to Tallents, 23 July 1925, PRONI CAB/9C/1/6. 
186 Pollock to Craig 25 July 1925, PRONI FINIl8/5/65 . 
187 ' 
188 Spender to Craig, 25 July 1925, PRONl CAB/9CIl/6. 

Andrews to Craig, 27 July 1925, PRONI CAB/9C/l /6. 
189 Craig to Spender, 28 July 1925, PRONI CAB/9C/l /G. The Home Secretary seems to have 
expected that the Northern Ireland ministers would carp about the ternlS of the agreement; Minutes of 
the Cave Committee 22 July 1925, PRO CAB/27/279. 
190 ' 

Craig to Churchill, 28 July 1925, PRONI CAB/9C/ J/6. 
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The consternation at the Ministry of Finance over the proposals did not 

ease. A detailed memorandum was prepared showing the effects of the 

proposal. Parity of benefits and contributions would continue, and the 

uncertainty over borrowing would end. However, the province would 

have to shoulder new annual charges amounting to some £440,000 - with 

a reduction of some £174,000 in the Colwyn allowance. In any case, any 

grant from Great Britain would have 10% deducted 'to ensure economy,191. 

Whether as a result of Craig's representations or not, Andrews and Pollock 

travelled with him to meet Anderson on 6th August, to propose changes to 

his scheme. The main alteration was that the reinsurance scheme apply 

solely to the matter of unemployment funding. The Cave Committee 

accepted this, on the proviso that only 75% of any payment necessary to 

equalise the deficit on the two Funds to the same proportion would be 

madel92
. Andrews and Craig were delighted with these proposals to 

underwrite the Fund, but the Cabinet Secretary remarked that they seemed 

unaware of the possible cost to the province193. A Ministry of Finance 

memorandum commented that if the deficit of the Fund stood at 

£1,183,000, Northern Ireland would still be liable to pay £620,000 -

necessitating a cut in education spending194 . 

191 Pollock memorandum, 29 July 1925, PRONI FIN/ I 8/5/65 . 
192 Report of meeting with the Cave Conmlittee, 10 August 1925, PRONI FINI18/5/65. Commenting 
on the changes proposed by the Ulster ministers, the Financial Secretary to the Treasury remarked that 
' nothing ... would really satisfy them' ; Minutes of the Cave Committee, 6 August 1925, PRO 
CAB1271279 . 
193 Spender to Clark, 18 August 1925, PRONI FI N/l8/5125 . 
194 Ministry of Finance memorandum, 25 August 1925, PRONI FIN/18/5121. 
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Despite the fact that the agreement was not an un alloyed bonus to the 

province, Andrews realised that the Treasury had certain expectations 

concerning the limit of their liability. Apparently, the feeling in 

Whitehall that unemployment would fall significantly before the 

Reinsurance Agreement took effect was not shared in the Ministry of 

Labour offices; 'Mr. Andrews' view is that the less said to the Treasury 

about the possible result on the 3rt March 1926 ... the betterJ195. This 

concern appears to have been shared by Anderson himself, who 

commented that the necessary Bill might well prove more controversial 

than expected196
• The Home Secretary also warned Craig that the 

legislation would probably not be introduced during the autumn session; 

British parliamentarians seem to have grown rather weary of subsidising 

the province197
• That these fears were justified soon became apparent. 

In January 1926, the Ministry of Labour estimates were forwarded to 

Churchill to enable the necessary legislation to go ahead. However, the 

shocked Chancellor expressed his dismay that the deficit on the Northern 

Ireland Fund was estimated to be some £1.95 million, requiring a payment 

of some £1.3 million from the Treasury - or twice what Churchill had 

anticipated. He commented that 'Parliament is utterly unprepared for a 

demand on this scale' - and directed that the Cave Committee reassemble 

195 Conacher to Spender 10 October 1925, PRONI FIN/18/5/2l . 
196 ' 

Anderson to Spender, 21 October 1925, PRONI FIN/18/5/2l. 
197 Joynson-Hicks to Craig, 9 November 1925, PRONI CAB/9C/l /6. The ma.tter was also a cause of 
concern to senior civil servants; Upcott to F.A. Newsam, 19 November 192), PRO HO/45/13743. 
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to discuss the matter198
• It seemed as if the solution to the unemployment 

deficit was possessed of mirage-like qualities. 

Negotiations took place on 3-4 February 1926 in London to resolve the 

matter, when Churchill proposed a limited alternative measure in vol ving 

a Treasury subsidy of a maximum £650,000 per annum. This was not 

acceptable to Northern Ireland, and Andrews put forward a revised 

scheme whereby the agreement would cover 41 years rather than 5, the 

existing debt of the fund to be placed in a suspense account. If the Treasury 

payment in any of those years exceeded £1 million, they were to be free to 

reopen the issue199
• With this proviso, the agreement was passed without 

difficul tro~. 

The division between Andrews and Pollock, which had subsided in the 

need to secure the agreement, soon re-emerged when the matter of 

interest charges on Unemployment Fund borrowing reared its head. The 

Ministry of Finance was charging higher rates than applied for similar 

borrowing on the mainland, a device which Andrews felt was a breach of 

paritrOl. Pollock held out for a rate of 51/8%, whilst Andrews would go no 

higher than 5%202. After a protracted correspondence in which each 

minister defended his rights, a deal was struck whereby the rate was 

198 Churchill to Craig, 29 January 1926, PRONI FIN/18/5/65. When the Committee did reassemble, 
they could not understand 'how the comparativcly small increase in uncmployment in Northern Ireland 
could account for so great a rise in thc Exchcqucr's liability '. Indeed, Worthington-Evans remarked 
that if tl1C prcsent figures has becn offcred to them in August , tl1e agreement would probably not have 
been concluded; Minutes of the Cave Commillce, 3 Febmary 1926, PRO CAB1271279. 
199 Ministry of Labour mcmorandum, 9 February 1926, PRONI CAB/9C/1/6. 
200 Pollock to Craig 22 Fcbmary 1926, PRONI CAB/9C/1/6. 
20 1 ' Conacher to Spender 2 Deccmbcr 1926, PRONI FIN/18/2/94. 
202 ' Pollock to Andrews, 13 Decembcr 1926, PRONl FIN/18/2/9-l . 
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reduced in return for the investment of Health Insurance funds in the 

govern men t-con trolled Ulster Savings Certifica tes203. 

The negotiation of the 1926 Reinsurance Agreement marked the climax of 

Andrews' first five years at the Ministry of Labour, and he regarded it as a 

fairly satisfactory solution to the mounting problem of deficit on the 

Unemployment Fund204. Despite the fact that his parliamentary career 

only began at the age of fifty, he showed a remarkable grasp of the work of 

his department. Throughout the early years of the administration, he 

consistently defended the principle of parity with United Kingdom social 

security spending. This principle, even when it meant the adoption of 

more restrictive benefit legislation, was rigidly adhered to20S. Andrews 

was not afraid of controversy with his Cabinet colleagues, and his 

conviction seems to have stemmed from personal sympathy as much as 

political expediency. An exchange of letters between Andrews and Craig in 

mid-1923 reveals something of his motivation. Despite the Prime 

Minister's adherence to the policy of parity, even he tried to curtail 

Andrews' proposals for large scale borrowing to provide public works206. 

The Minister of Labour was moved by the dozens of letters he received 

each day, written by those 'on the verge of starvation', to adopt views 

'which by some would be considered extreme,207. Clearly, Andrews' 

advocacy of better conditions from the working classes was not entirely 

motivated by mere political opportunism. His desire to lift the question of 

203 Conacher to Spendcr 18 January 1927, PRONl FIN/18/2/94. 
204 ' Andrcws to Anderson, 30 May 1928, PRONI FIN/18/5/65. 
205 Pa ri Dcb. (Commons), vi , 25 May 1926. co l. 390. 
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unemployment insurance 'right above party and right above class,20B was 

certainly recognised by the nationalist opposition in parliamenfo9• 

206 Craig to Andrews, 8 September 1923, PRONI PMJ9/9. 
207 Andrews to Craig, 30 August 1923, PRONI PMJ9/9. 
208 Pari Deb. (Commons), vi, 6 November 1925, col. 1847. 
209 .J:llliL, vi , 20 May 1926, col. 1543 . 
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Although the activity of the Ministry of Labour was 'dominated by .. .its 

work on cash benefits', the problems of those fortunate enough to be in 

employment also came within its purview1
• Trade union organisation 

had been advanced rather than hindered during the war, and strikes had 

been a regular feature of life on the home fron-f. Although Belfast 

enjoyed relative industrial peace following the cessation of the '44 hour' 

strike in 1919, the mining industry in Great Britain was rather less 

quiescent. Perhaps the most undeveloped of all Britain's key industries, it 

was badly in need of reorganisation at all levels. Small uneconomic mines 

used nineteenth century technology to extract coal at exorbitant prices, for 

a market which was already amply supplied. Both employers and unions 

were averse to making the sacrifices necessary to ensure the 

modernisation of the industry, and an atmosphere of mutual suspicion 

prevailed. Several attempts were made by the government to resolve the 

all important question of pay and conditions, which came to a head in 1926 

following the investigation of a Royal Commission under Sir Herbert 

Samuel. The Commission's report, while condemning the owners' lack of 

vision, also asked the miners to accept lower wages to permit 

reorganisation to take place. The report incensed the miners who, led by 

the fiery A.J. Cook, refused to accept it. It seemed as if the prospect of a 

general strike in support of the miners was inevitable. 

The deteriorating industrial situation had not gone unnoticed in 

Whitehall, and from late 1925, the clandestine Organisation for the 

1 Oliver, OD c it , p.18. 
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Maintenance of Supplies was developed by the ubiquitous Sir John 

Anderson, to ensure that the nation's essential services were maintained3
. 

In Northern Ireland, preparations for such an eventuality had been in 

hand for much longer. Indeed, within a year of the inauguration of the 

northern Parliament, steps had been taken to form a Supply and Transport 

Committee, under the aegis of the Ministry of Commerce. However, 

Andrews was anxious to ensure that the power of his own ministry was 

not circumscribed in resolving labour problems4
. An effort was made to 

establish a network of local transport co-ordinators, but the organisation 

lapsed into desuetude when the perceived dangers did not materialises. 

As the situation in Great Britain worsened, the Minister of Commerce 

decided that the time had come to reorganise the Committee6
. The main 

perceived danger was a strike by transport workers in sympathy with their 

mainland counterparts, and proposals were made to develop the use of 

motor transport, and smaller harbours such as Portstewart for local 

distribution. The most problematic part of the scheme was thought to be 

the provision and protection of voluntary workers7
. Northern Ireland's 

only coal baron, Sir Samuel Kelly, who would have been closely in touch 

2 A. Roberts, Eminent Churchillians (London 1994), p.258. 
3 Seaman, OD cit , p .193. 
4 C.B . Whelan to C. Litchfield, 17 May 1922, PRONI COM/13/1/4. See also Dale to Litchfield, 17 
May 1922, PRONI COM/13/ 1/4, warning that industrial relations could be harmed if it was rumoured 
that the Govemment was creating a strike-breaking organisation. 
5 Some of the local co-ordinators took their duties rather seriously, making suggestions such as the 
provision of armoured craft for carrying food across Lough Erne; J. Cooper to Litchfield, 28 July 1922, 
PRONI COM/13/1/33. It is not beyond the bounds of possibility that the organisation was set up as a 
precautionary measure lest the IRA offensive against the north recommence; Cooper's suggestion was 
made within a month of the attack on Belleek. 
6 Milne Barbour memorandum, 7 August 1925, PRONI COM/13/1 /55. The Cabinet gave their 
approval three days later; Cabinet conclusions, 10 August 1925, PRONI CAB/4/147/5. 
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with the developing British situation, feared that Northern Ireland would 

be 'besieged' in the event of a general strike, and urged that food stocks be 

built UpB. As the deliberations of the Samuel Commission continued, the 

Ministry of Commerce tried to anticipate the possible effect of any general 

strike on Northern Ireland. Given the low level of unionisation that 

prevailed in the province, it was not felt that there would be much local 

industrial trouble9
• Rather, the effect on Northern Ireland would be of a 

secondary nature as the disruption of transport services was felt. The best 

policy was felt to be the quiet encouragement, to avoid panic, of stockpiling 

by merchants, and one Belfast bakery was already noted to have three 

months' supplies laid in lO
• The Government do not seem to have been 

unduly concerned as to the possible effect of a strike, and decided not to 

enact any emergency legislation until it became absolutely necessary to do 

S011. It was quite clear that any general strike would have an effect on 

Northern Ireland, and the development of the secretive Supply and 

Transport organisation was accelerated as the prospects of industrial peace 

receded12
. The ebullient Kelly, the effective head of the emergency 

distribution agency, was confident that he could deal with any possible 

need13
. However, there were some fears that the Special Constabulary, a 

vital link in any emergency, might well follow the orders of their shop 

7 'Notes for the Minister Re. Supply and Transport Meetings ', 21 August 1925, PRONI 
COM/13/1/55 . 
8 Sir S. Kelly to G.H.E. Parr, 23 September 1925, PRONI COM/13/1/55. A Ministry of Commerce 
memorandum, dated 13 October 1925, also advocated the development of state coal dumps ; PRONI 
COM/13/2/11 . 
9 In 1935, only 26% of insured workers in Northern Ireland were members of a union; F.S.L. Lyons, 
Ireland Since the Famine (London 1973), p.720 . 
10 Ministry of Commerce memorandum, 17 December 1925, PRONI COM/13/2/12. 
II W.D . Scott memorandum, 3 February 1926, PRONI COM/13/2/14. 
12 Scott to Blackmore 24 February 1926, PRO NI COM/13/2/16. 
13 ' Scott memorandum, 4 March 1926, PRONT COM/13/2/3. 
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stewards rather than those of their local commandants14
. Local 

authorities, who would implement the emergency plans, were discreetly 

assessed for loyaltiS
, and concern was voiced that a run on foodstuffs 

might take place16
. The keynote throughout was preparedness without 

panic17
, a policy which seems to have owed much to Andrews' attitude 

that any general strike would not have a major impact on Ulster18
. 

As everyone expected, Cook and his followers stuck to their slogan of 'not 

a penny off the pay, not a minute on the day', and refused to co-operate 

with Samuel's suggestions. The Trade Union Congress, reluctantly feeling 

that it must support the miners, declared a general strike on 3rd May 1926. 

The strike was actually selective rather than general, and some one and a 

half million key workers came out, mostly in the energy and 

communications industries19
. Trains and trams stopped, power supplies 

dwindled, and Churchill began a new career as a newspaper editor. 

Although the Northern Whig condemned the action as ' an act of 

madness of the most colossal kind' and 'morally wrong', it conceded that it 

was unlikely that Northern Ireland would be embroiled in the disputation 

to any great extenfo. Andrews was of the opinion that only the 'backwash' 

of the strike would be felt in Northern Ireland, and the local officials of the 

National Union of Railwaymen confirmed that the threatened stoppage 

14 Ministry of Commerce memorandum, 5 March 1926, PRONI COMlI3 /2118. See also Farrell, QlL 

QL, p. 265 , who ascribes this concern to Andrews. 
15 G.A. Harris to Scott , 12 March 1926, PRONT COMl13/2/3. 
16 Scott to Blackmore 19 March 1926, PRONT COMl13/2/16 . Scott went on to express his concern 
that customers from the Free State would buy up Northern Ireland' s remaining supplies . 
17 Scott to S. Watt, 29 March 1926, PRONI COMlI3 /2/18. 
18 Cabinet conclusions 3 May 1926, PRONI CAB/4/167/4. 
19 ' 

P. Clarke, Hope and Glory (London ,1996), p. 140. 
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should not affect the six counties21
• The TUC did not see fit to call out the 

workers of Ulster, presumably because their involvement would have 

little bearing on the progress of the miner's dispute, and would place a 

further strain on the strike pay fund. Echoing Asquith, Andrews 

advocated a policy of 'wait and see' in the cabinet, advising that no hasty 

action be taken22
. His policy of moderation was to prevail throughout the 

strike period, although the Government could have been excused some 

alarm, given that Belfast had only sufficient coal stocks to last a week23
• 

The strike was slow to take effect in Northern Ireland, although RUC 

leave was cancelled as a precaution24
• Arrangements were soon made for a 

destroyer to carry yeast from Belfast to Liverpool on three days per week to 

compensate for mainland shortages25
, although a proposal to print British 

newspapers in Belfast did not materialise26
• Whilst no workers in 

Northern Ireland were actually on strike, a number of factories were on 

short time owing to shortages of raw materials27
. As the dispute 

intensified in Great Britain, a State of Emergency was declared in Northern 

Ireland, giving the Government wide powers to seize fuel reserves and 

ensure the maintenance of essential supplies2B
• Rationing of coal began on 

the following day, and it appeared that a long struggle was in hand29
. 

20 Northern Whig, 3 May 1926. 
21 I1lliL 
22 Cabinet conclusions, 3 May 1926, PRONl CAB/4/167/4. 
23 Ministry of Commerce memorcll1dum, 3 May 1926, PRONl COM/13/2/l6. 
24 Northern Whig 4 May 1926. 
25 Tallents memorandum, 4 May 1926, PRONl CAB/9R139/1. 
26 Ministry of Commerce memorandum, 5 May 1926, PRONl COM/13/2/47. 
27 ParI Deb. (Commons), vii, 6 May 1926, col. 1072. 
~: Declaration of State of Emergency, 6 May 1926, PRONl COM/13/2/15. 

Northern Whig 7 May 1926. 
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Public opinion in the province was not in favour of the strike, and the 

police detected little chance of action in the city; the National Union of 

Railwaymen, for example, were concerned only with local bones of 

contention30 . TUC officials in Belfast reported that it was not felt necessary 

to call out the local unions, whilst the Great Northern Railway offered old 

sleepers for fuel to compensate for shortages31 . Andrews' prediction had 

been correct; the General Strike in Northern Ireland was really a matter of 

waiting on events from the mainland. As the days passed on, it became 

clear that the industrial dispute was not a major issue in the province.32 

The only area of concern was the position of Belfast's dockers, who as a key 

link in the cross-channel connection, were most liable to strike action. On 

10th May, they were ordered out by the TUC33. Andrews had attempted to 

avoid this by appealing to Ernest Bevin, a senior trade union leader, to no 

avail34 . Craig felt that Northern Ireland should be used as a clearing house 

for food supplies for the mainland, a view shared by Pollock, who 

commented that the Government was 'in honour bound to render 

England as much assistance as possible,35. Andrews, anxious to avoid any 

possibility of escalating the local temperature of the strike, reassured his 

colleagues tha t the dockers were reluctant strikers, and warned against any 

: Inspector General's Report, 7 May 1926, PRONI HAJ32/1/498. 
Northern Whig 7 May 1926. 

32 Inspector General ' s Report, 8 May 1926, PRO NI HAJ32/1/498. 
33 Ministry of Commerce memorandw11, 10 May 1926, PRONI COMl13/252. 
34 Andrews to E. Bevin, 10 May 1926, PRONI CAB/9R139/ 1. 
35 Cabinet conclusions, 10 May 1926. PRONI CAB /4/169/2. 
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precipitate action36
• In particular, he advised the Cabinet against the mass 

recruitment of voluntary labour37
• Craig seems to have had the idea of 

using the province as a storehouse for the mainland, as a gesture of loyalty 

and, perhaps, as a lever in future negotiations. 

As the dispute at the docks continued, the shipping companies decided to 

employ voluntary labour38
• In an effort to ensure the containment of the 

situation, Andrews met the area secretary of the Transport and General 

Worker's Union39
• The calling off of the strike on the mainland on 13th 

May was 'generally welcomed' in Belfast, but the dock dispute continued4o
• 

The London, Midland and Scottish Railway, which operated many of the 

cross-channel services, was planning to make the former strikers 

redundant and employ new staff. Andrews was horrified by this proposal, 

which he feared would lead to the complete cessation of local transport 

services, and he was authorised to contact the railway authorities in an 

effort to resolve the matter41
. Over the next few days, the work at the 

docks was largely resumed by the existing labour force, and an amicable 

settlement was reached42
. There can be little doubt that Andrews' eirenic 

policy ensured that the effect of the General Strike on Northern Ireland 

was limited43
. Had the province been turned into a strike-breaking centre 

36 In fact the dockers had initially disobeyed the order to strike and only came out several hours after 
the TUC summons; Inspector General's Report, 11 May 1926, PRONI HN32/1/498. Andrews had 
met the dockers and would have been aware of their views; Northern Whig 12 May 1926. 
37 Cabinet conclusions, 10 May 1926, PRONI CAB/4/169/2 . 
38 Minisfn.T of Commerce memorandum 11 May 1926, PRONI COMl13/2/52. E UJ , 

Inspector General ' s Report, 12 May 1926, PRONI HN32/1/498. 
40 Inspector General ' s Report, 13 May 1926, PRONI HN32/1/498 . 
41 Cabinet conclusions 14 May 1926, PRONI CAB/41170112 . 
42 ' 

Inspector General ' s Report, 17 May 1926, PRONI HN32/1 /498. 
43 This is not to say that the strike had no effect whatsoever on the province. Many fir:n:s experienced 
difficulty in exporting fini shed goods, and some business concerns had problems obt31rung adequate 
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for blackleg labour, as some members of the Cabinet were advocating, the 

TUC probably would have called out local workers. Within the decade, 

however, Andrews would have a much more prolonged and serious 

dispute to resolve, much closer to home. 

The Northern Ireland linen industry was continuing to struggle in the 

1920's, with competition from areas such as the Soviet Union 

undermining traditional markets44
• As the Minister responsible for the 

welfare of the unemployed, Andrews was naturally concerned to ensure 

that local industry was kept active. As the owner of a spinning mill, he 

had an even more direct interest in the prosperity of the linen trade. In 

the United Kingdom, the Safeguarding of Industries Act provided a tariff 

to protect certain home industries. Andrews was most anxious that such a 

tariff be applied to the local linen trade, albeit in breach of his family's 

liberal inheritance. The matter was raised at the Cabinet and Craig, raised 

to the peerage in January 1927 as Viscount Craigavon, promised to have 

the matter raised in London45
• However, the Board of Trade decided that 

the regulations could not be applied to Northern Ireland, and the matter 

was dropped. Andrews felt that the decision had essentially been a 

political one, and remarked that increased unemployment could well 

result46 . In a memorandum on the subject, he commented that the 

necessary conditions had been proved to exist, that the vast majority of 

coal supplies, leading to several thousand redundancies; Pari. Deb. (Commons), v ii, 11 May 1926, 

col. 108 1. 
44 Cabinet co nclusions, 1 December 1926, PRONI CAB/41182126 . 
45 Cabinet conclusions, 13 April 1927, PRONI CAB/4/191/1. As the matter involved international 
trade, it was not within the power of the local legislature to alter. 
46 Cabinet conc lus ions, 25 April 1927. PRONI CAB/41192/6. 
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those in the trade desired protection, and that the British Government 

could only benefit from a reduction in reinsurance payments47
• Andrews 

was determined not to let the matter go and badgered Craigavon about the 

matter again, stating his fears that short time would have to be applied in 

the trade; it was 'very necessary' that the act be applied to linen48
• 

However, his efforts came to nothing49
• 

Another matter exercising the minds of Andrews and his officials in the 

late 1920s was the matter of health insurance, the other main pillar in the 

United Kingdom's basic social security system. Under the 1911 National 

Health Insurance Act, an insured worker was provided with a modest 

income during illness, and medical attention from a panel doctor. In 

Ireland, the scheme was only applied in mutilated form, partly as a result 

of the supposed better health of an agricultural country. Furthermore, the 

existence of the Poor Law dispensary system provided, on paper at least, for 

the basic medical needs of the poor. Consequently, Irishmen were only 

granted sickness benefit, and were dependent on the Poor Law for medical 

treatment. Contribution rates for Ireland were lower than on the 

mainland in compensation for the reduced nature of the provisionso
. The 

anomaly of this situation became increasingly apparent, and trade union 

47 Andrews memorandum, 22 April 1927, PRONI CAB/4/192121. 
48 Andrews to Craigavon, 27 July 1927, PRONI PMl9/18 . 
49 Andrews raised the matter again at the Cabinet without result; Cabinet conclusions, 30 May 1928, 
PRONI CAB/412 11114. He also warned Craigavon that many firms might have to close down, 
commenting that ' our linen trade is more important to us than even the coal industry is to Great 
Britain, to help which various exceptional measures have been and are being taken'. His Liberal 
ances tors would doubtless have been surprised by his complaint that Churchill was an ' unconverted 
free trader' ; Andrews to Craigavon, 27 July 1928, PRONI PMl9121. Craigavon did raise the matter 
with Ramsay MacDonald in 1929, but agreed not to embarrass the Labour premier by pushing the 
~sue; Cabinet conclusions, 14 July 1929, PRONI CAB/4/235129. 

Buckland, Factory of Grievances, p. 160. 
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pressure was brought to bear on the Government to remedy the matter as 

early as 192251
. It was easy to let the matter pass, given the greater emotive 

appeal of unemployment, which already presented a heavy claim on the 

provincial budget. Amalgamation of the insurance funds was considered 

in 1922, and has been discussed in the previous chapter. As Andrews 

pointed out, the health insurance fund was still solvent and was 

complicated by its connections with friendly societies on both sides of the 

Irish Sea52
• It was infinitely preferable to let sleeping dogs lie. For 

Andrews, the sheer complication of updating the Ulster health insurance 

scheme ruled out its early implementations3
. However, the matter could 

not be ignored indefinitely. By 1930, expenditure on health insurance was 

£1 14s per head in Northern Ireland as opposed to £1 1s 6d in England and 

Wales. As Johnson points out, it was 'an absurdly false economy' to grant 

benefits without medical treatment as the recipients simply took longer to 

recover54. The health of Northern Ireland's workers was notoriously bad, 

a point which Andrews had already raised at the time of the Colwyn 

investigation . In a lengthy letter to Pollock on the matter of social 

insurance, he remarked that a combination of poor climate, unhealthy 

occupations, and low wages gave them 'less reserve power' than their 

mainland counterparts to deal with diseases5
• By 1928, pressure was 

growing for reform from outside Northern Ireland. The British Ministry 

of Health, then being energetically reformed by Neville Chamberlain, was 

51 ParI. Deb. (Commons), ii, 29 June 1922, cols. 898-900. 
52 Andrews to Pollock, 30 May 1922, PRONT FIN/18/2/S0. 
53 Andrews to H . Richardson, 26 April 1923, PRONT CAB/9C/1S/1. 
54 D.S. Johnson, 'The Northern Ireland Economy 1914-1939', in Kennedy and Ollerenshaw, ~., 

B. 204. 
5 Andrews to Pollock, 21 July 1924, PRONI FIN1l1125. 
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anxious to modernise the Ulster health insurance scheme in order that the 

United Kingdom could join an international agreement56
• Furthermore, 

the approved societies, who bore most of the burden, were unhappy at the 

increased cost of benefit in the province, which had risen from £308,200 in 

1924 to £624,000 in 192757
. The societies were pressing for Northern 

Ireland to be treated as a separate entity until a system of medical benefit 

was introduced. Such a plan was anathema to Andrews, a blow to parity 

which could lead to the same financial anxiety as had been experienced 

with the unemployment fund. 

When a Bill was introduced in the Imperial Parliament to amend the 

administration of health insurance benefits, Andrews was anxious that 

Northern Ireland follow suit58
. Although the issue involved was quite 

simple - the remission of health insurance arrears to the unemployed - it 

did demonstrate that Northern Ireland was taking steps to develop its 

system along British lines. Andrews was determined to press the matter of 

medical benefits as desirable in itself, and perhaps even necessary to 

preserve parity with the rest of the United Kingdom. However, he 

realised that this step would not take place for some time, given the 

increased cost that would be in volved59
. When the matter of separating 

56 Buckland, Factory of Grievances, p. 160 . 
57 Lawrence, op. cit. , p.134. According to a Government report, the potential for fraud in the existing 
system was considerable. To qualify for sickness benefit, the applicant was merely obliged to produce 
a doctor ' s certificate which could easily be obtained. Of 25,2 10 cases investigated by the referees in 
1928, only 42% wer~ actually considered unfit for work; Report of the Select Committee on Health 
Services in Northern Ireland, 1944, H.c. 601 , Minutes of Evidence, 33

rd 
day. 

58 Andrews memorandum 2 March 1928, PRONI FINI18/8/7. 
~ , 

Andrews memorandum, 26 March 1928, PRONI CAB/41206/17. 
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Northern Ireland from the British fund was raised at W es tmins ter60
, 

Andrews wrote to Chamberlain to express his opposition to the proposal, 

which did not resurface61
. 

At home, however, the pressure for change was mounting. A delegation 

from the approved societies and trade unions visited Andrews to make 

their views known. He expressed himself to be in 'entire sympathy with 

the idea' , and reported that 'the feeling amongst our working classes is 

becoming very strong', a signal that could not be ignored. Andrews' 

greatest fear seems to have been that the British approved societies would 

divorce Northern Ireland from their other schemes on the grounds that 

the province's workers were being subsidised as the expense of their 

mainland counterparts. Whilst this would be bad enough in itself, even 

worse consequences could ensue when the reinsurance agreement came 

up for renewal. If parity were to cease in one social service, it could equally 

well cease in another. Andrews openly admitted that his policy had been 

to delay the m atter for as long as possible, but in his view the position was 

now acute62 . Craigavon was anxious, in view of the forthcoming general 

election, that no extra burden in the way of increased insurance stamps be 

placed on the farmers. In his judgement, the matter should be postponed 

until after the election, when any unpopularity would have worn off 

before the next appeal to the countrl 3
. The government had suffered an 

60 
Pari Deb. (Conu110ns), 215 , 1928, col. 1874. 

61 Andrews to Chamberlilln, 23 April 1928, PRONI CAB/9C1271l. Chamberlill n and his underling 
Sir Kingsley Wood ensured the defeat of the proposal in the House of Commons. 
62 Andrews to Crajgavon. 11 June 1928, PRONI CAB/9C/l5/1. 
63 Crillgavon to Andrews, 13 June 1928, PRONI CAB/9C/15/1. When the measure was. fi nal ly 
introduced, the farmers were certillnly upset about what they regarded as another ImposItion. A clutch 
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electoral loss over social security in 1925, and Craigavon was determined 

not to let it happen again. Andrews agreed with the political point that 

was being made, but argued that at the very least the matter should be an 

electoral pledge. Above all, he was anxious to prevent 'our getting into the 

difficulties which we experienced with unemployment insurance'; he did 

not want to have to fight the battles for parity over again. Having built up 

a good relationship with the approved societies, he was confident that they 

would take no pre-emptive action, as long as the Government proved its 

willingness to implement such a pOlicy64. 

In the event, no official manifesto mentioned the matter of health 

insurance at the May 1929 election, although several candidates made 

pledges in their addresses. Craigavon's legerdemain over health insurance 

seemed to have paid off and the Government regained five seats from its 

heavy loss of 192565
• At a Cabinet meeting two days after the poll, 

Andrews reminded his colleagues of their pledges, and of the approved 

societies, doctors and insurance committees who were pressing for its 

implementation. Craigavon advised Andrews to say, if pressed, that the 

Government were sympathetically investigating the matter66
• Within a 

week of the election, Craigavon had announced the policy in parliament, 

and before the summer was out an interdepartmental committee had been 

of fanner's associations bombarded the premier with their views, as did local Boards of Guardians who 
felt that their local dispensary system was adequate; see PRONT CAB/9C/ 15/1. 
64 Andrews to Craigavon, 16 June 1928, PRONT CAB/9C/15/1. 
65 D.W. Harkness, Northern Ireland since 1920 (Dublin, 1983), p.184 . The Government victory may 
well have had more to do with the fact that proportional representation was abolished in time for the 
1929 election. 
66 Cabinet conclusions, 24 May 1929, PRONT CAB/4/231/13 . 
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established to investigate the matter further67. Andrews had already 

carried out some research of his own and was able to tell the Cabinet that 

some 325,000 people would be involved, adding a further 1d per week to 

the contributions. He was keenly aware of the possible complications of 

the measure, and anticipated that it would take about a year to 

implement68 . Pollock was naturally wary of any proposal which would 

increase the strain on the provincial exchequer, especially as Andrews was 

proposing to retain the services of the old Poor Law doctors for those not 

covered by health insurance. The Minister of Finance feared that 

Whitehall would regard this 'duplication' as an 'extravagance'69, and asked 

for more time to consider the financial implications of the matter70 . Some 

substance was given to Pollock's concern by the information that Northern 

Ireland's health insurance fund was running out, and was 

disproportionately smaller than the British fund71
. Whereas some 

estimates of the additional cost to the province placed the amount at 

£7,000 per annum72, Ministry of Finance officials placed the cost at some 

£22,00073
. The Committee reported in February 1930 and endorsed the 

lower figure. They also pointed to the fact that some two thirds of the 

insured popula tion of the province belonged to societies operating across 

the United Kingdom, implying that the implementation of medical 

67 Cabinet conclusions, 14 July 1929, PRONI CAB/4/235/29. See also Duggan to Conacher, 1 
August 1929, PRONI FIN/18/8/14. 
68 Andrews memorandum 8 July 1929, PRONI FIN/18/8/14. 
69 ' 

Pollock to Craigavon 9 July 1929, PRONI FIN/18/8/14. 
70 ' Pollock to Craigavon, 10 July 1929, PRONI CAB/9C/15/1. 
71 Bullwinkle to Duggan, 12 September 1929, PRONI FIN/18/8/14. 
72 G.S.W. Epps to Conacher, 19 July 1929, PRONI FIN/18/8/1 4. 
73 Bulhyinkle and G.R. Lawrence to Pollock, 16 July 1930, PRONI FIN/18/8/14. 
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benefit was indeed inevitable74
, At the Ministry of Finance, it was 

cynically held that the report was merely a restatement of Andrews' 

views75
, although Spender's counterpart at Labour tried to reassure him 

that the increased financial cost would not be excessive76
, 

The main stumbling block in the way of a settlement was the attitude of 

the dispensary doctors, who were not best pleased at the prospect of losing 

an income77
, Andrews and Pollock held different views as to the 

procedure that should be adopted in this matter; Andrews wanted a 

'settlement at all costs' to ensure that the measure was passed, whilst 

Pollock was more inclined to haggle7B
, Andrews wanted an immediate 

decision on the issue, whereas Pollock favoured further deliberations by 

the Cabinee9
, Fortunately most doctors regarded the scheme put forward 

by the Government as sufficiently generous, and withdrew their 

opposi tion80
, 

Like unemployment insurance, health insurance proved to be a source of 

enduring intra-Cabinet conflict. Andrews was concerned that a conference 

on the matter had been arranged by Pollock, from which he had been 

excluded, At this select gathering, Pollock commented that he was now 

prepared to accept the principle of medical benefit, but wanted the 

74 'Report of the Interdepartmental Committee on Health Insurance ', 6 February 1930, PRONI 
FIN! 18/8/1 4, 
75 Spender to Pollock 14 February 1930, PRONI FIN/18/8/14. 
76 ' 

Conacher to Spender, 20 February 1930, PRO NI FIN/1 8/10/47 . 
77 'Report of the Interdepartmental Conunittee', PRONI FIN/18/8/14. 
78 Ministry of Finance memorandum 10 March 193 0, PRONI FIN/18/8/ 14. 
N ' 

Spender memorandum 12 March 193 0, PRONl FIN/18/8/14. 
w ' Maconkey to Pollock, 13 March 1930, PRONI FIN/18/8/14. 
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implementation of the scheme to be delayed. As Andrews pointed out, it 

was illogical for Pollock to withdraw opposition to a measure which had 

already been approved at several Cabinet meetings under his presidency, 

and which had been mentioned in the King's Speech81. Andrews was 

determined to brook no more delay in the matter and detailed to 

Craigavon the financial benefits that would accrue from the 

implementation of the matter. To avoid postponing the matter by a year, 

Andrews suggested that contributions begin on r t July and benefits begin 

on r t October82. Craigavon was so impressed by Andrews' arguments that 

he sent the letter to Pollock under his own imprimatur83. In the event, 

the Cabinet decided to let Pollock and Andrews resolve the matter among 

themselves84. The ministers finally agreed on a compromise; benefit 

would start on 1st October, although the Act would give the date as r t 

January85. 

The Unemployment Reinsurance Agreement of 1926 was due to expire in 

1930, although Andrews had been giving its renewal some thought as 

early as 1928. Writing to the architect of the original scheme, Sir John 

Anderson, he expressed the Belfast government's desire that the 

arrangement be made permanent. In Andrews' opinion, the agreement 

had worked out fairly well, although 'owing to the difference in the 

proportion of insured persons to our total population as compared with 

81 Andrews to Craigavon, 28 March 1930, PRO NI CAB/9C/ lS/1. 
82 Andrews to Craigavon, 31 March 1930, PRO NI CAB/9C/ lS/1. 
83 Craigavon to Pollock, 1 April 1930, PRO NI FIN/18/8/14. 
84 Cabinet conclusions, 7 May 1930, PRONI CAB/4/260/18. Andrews had carefully prepared his 
argument for the Cabinet, pointing out that the introduction of medical benefits would in fact lead to 
savings over time; Andrews memorandum, S May 1930, PRONI CAB/9C/ lS / 1. 
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yours, it has meant that a heavier burden has been placed upon our 

exchequer than we anticipated'. In a pregnant phrase, he commented that 

a great deal might happen before the actual expiry date of the agreement, a 

coded reference to a change of Government86
• The current Parliament 

could end within the year, and there was no guarantee that a Labour 

administration would underwrite another reinsurance agreement87
• 

Andrews was most anxious that Craigavon raise the matter with Churchill 

to secure a new arrangement88
• The British Chancellor was not averse to 

the proposal that the agreement be made permanent, on condition that the 

province take steps to reduce its accumulated debt89
• This new condition 

caused some consternation at the Ministry of Finance, which asked for a 

twenty year period of repayment, and the development of a separate 

sinking fund to handle the deficit90
. Pollock offered to write off £424,000 of 

the debt immediately, bringing the sum down to £3 million, to be paid off 

at the rate of £100,000 per year91
• Andrews was extremely disappointed at 

the decision to assume liability for the debt, commenting that it would not 

be liquidated in his lifetime. However, Craig was able to assure him that 

the Colwyn safeguard would still operate to ensure that Northern Ireland's 

standards were maintained92
. Persuasion was similarly employed in the 

Imperial cabinet, where ministers were informed that the agreement 

85 Buckland, Factory ofGrieYances, p. 16l. 
86 Andrews to Anderson, 30 May 1928, PRO HO/45/13743 . 
87 The possibility of an election as early as May 1929 was discussed by the Imperial Cabinet; Cabinet 
conclusions, 1 October 1928, PRO CAB123/58. 
88 Blackmore to Craigavon, 21 June 1928, PRONI PMl9121. 
89 Upcott to Spender, 1 August 1928, PRONI FIN/18/8/34. 
90 Spender to Upcott, 3 August 1928, PRONI FIN/18/8/34. Northern Ireland had accumulated a 
budget surplus of £1 million and it was proposed to use this as part payment of the debt. Sir Ernest 
Clark advised that the money be invested for this purpose, rather than used as a one-off payment; Clark 
to Spender, 3 August 1928, PRONI FINI18/8/34. 
91 Upcott to Churchill , 28 September 1928, PRO HO/45113743 . 
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should only cost the Treasury between £300 - £400 000 per annum under 

current conditions93 . The agreement was eventually concluded in 

December 1928, to continue indefinitel/4
• Andrews was not entirely 

happy with the contents of the agreement and voiced his concerns to 

Pollock, commenting that it was 'not in complete accordance with my 

recollection of what it was to be,95. Andrews' concern arose from the fact 

that repayments on the debt were to be made every five years out of any 

surplus in the provincial exchequer, rather than annually; he seems to 

have feared that this arrangement would be financially detrimental to 

Northern Ireland. However, Pollock reassured him that the grant from 

London would now be paid on a monthly rather than six-monthly basis to 

obviate undue local borrowing96
• The Treasury finally seem to have 

realised that the problem of unemployment in the province would not go 

away, and that a permanent reinsurance agreement was the best solution 

to maintain Ulster benefits and rates at the British level; to do otherwise 

would be 'unjust'97. It appeared as if Andrews' persistent efforts in the 

cause of parity were bearing fruit, as the negotiations for this agreement 

involved much less wrangling than the previous one; the principle was 

becoming accepted98 . 

92 Cabinet conclusions, 9 October 1928, PRONI CAB/4/219/16. 
93 Cabinet conclusions, 10 October 1928, PRO CAB/23/59. 
94 Po llock to Churchill , 14 December 1928, PRONI FIN/18/8/34, also Cabinet conclusions, 19 
December 1928, PRO CAB/23/59. 
95 Andrews to Pollock 14 January 1929, PRONI FIN/18/8/34. 
96 ' Pollock to Andrews 6 February 1929, PRONl FIN/18/8/34. 
97 'Unemployment Ins~rance (Northern Ireland Agreement) Bill , 1929, Note on the Financial 
Resolution ' 22 Febru~rv 1929 PROfTJl7211661. 98 ) l.A.J J , 

The main advantage to the Treasury from tl1e 1929 Agreement was ~at they no longer had to bear a 
share of the interest payments on tl1e old debt. whi lst Northern Ireland s key gamlay m the 
pem1anency of the arrangement; Petherick to Sir W. Alien, 25 February 1929, PRONI FIN/18/8/34. 
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However, the basic problem of social deprivation, the King Charles' head 

of the Belfast administration, would not go away. Although the scheme of 

state provision had been steadily expanding since Lloyd George's early 

efforts, it was by no means comprehensive. Unemployment insurance 

still made a pretence at actuarial fidelity, and recipients generally had to 

prove some form of contribution to the scheme. Those who were not in 

insurable employment (such as agricultural labourers), and those who had 

exhausted their benefit, were dependent upon the Poor Law. This form of 

relief, organised in Ireland under the local government legislation of 1898, 

owed more to Elizabethan statutes against vagrancy than to modern social 

theory. The Poor Law was centred on the workhouse, where 'indoor relief' 

was dispensed to inmates, generally those too elderly or infirm to provide 

for themselves. For those who remained in their own homes, 'outdoor 

relief' was available in the form of food vouchers in return for manual 

labour. The Boards of Guardians were locally elected and had considerable 

discretion in the amount of relief they chose to disburse99
• In England, this 

had led to the notorious phenomenon of 'Poplarism' immediately after 

the war when the Poplar Guardians led by Labour MP George Lansbury 

had dispensed rates of relief so high that they were imprisoned for their 

pains. In Belfast, the Guardians were not renowned for generosity, and the 

rates were among the lowest in the United Kingdom. Andrews 

complained that the Guardians were not adequately supporting those who 

fell through the net of unemployment insurance, and asked that steps be 

taken to compel them into action. Craig directed that the matter be 

99 G.A. Harris to J. Taylor, 13 January 1927, PRONI CAB/9B/137/1. 
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considered by Bates, who would then liaise with Andrews10o
. Several 

months later the Ministers of Labour, Finance and Home Affairs met with 

Belfast Corporation and the Board of Guardians in an effort to establish 

joint responsibility for those out of work; Andrews commented that the 

Government had 'not accepted unlimited liability for unemployed 

1101 Ad' d l ' persons . n rews was qUIte prepare to use unemp oyment Insurance 

as far as it would go, but he would not see the local authorities excused of 

their due responsibilities. Under section 13 of the 1898 Act, the Guardians 

could seek permission from the Ministry of Home Affairs to grant outdoor 

relief for two months. This power was seldom sought in Belfast, to 

Andrews' great frustration102
. 

Within two years, the matter had resurfaced with a vengeance. Although, 

due to worsening distress, the Board had been forced to seek an order, 

Bates w as concerned that a situation of serious disorder could arise on its 

explry. A scenario could result where 'the Guardians will put their backs 

to the wall. .. and .. . charge the Government with the responsibility of 

creating the serious situation which will arise'. He felt that the best course 

of action was to grant a subsidy to the Board so that they would continue to 

gran t relief103
• As one migh t expect, the Minister of Finance voiced 'grave 

objections' to any form of state grant to the Board of Guardians10 4
• In 

mitigation, Bates explained that his idea was to provide work for those 

100 Cabinet conclusions, 20 May 1926, PRONl CAB/9B/137/l. 
101 Report of a meeting of Andrews, Pollock and Bates with Belfast Corporation and the Board of 
Guardians, 7 July 1926, PRONl CAB/9B/137/1 . 
102 Cabinet conclusions 29 July 1926, PRONT CAB/9BI137/ 1. 
103 Bates to Pollock 20' January 1928, PRONI CAB/9B/13711 
104 Pollock to Bates: 20 January 1928, PRONI CAB/9B1l3711 
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dependent on the Guardians rather than a straight subsidy lOs. When the 

proposal was broached to Andrews, he opposed any system of relief 

funding which had no parallel on the mainland106
• For Andrews, the 

principle of parity allowed no deviation from the norm; as long as the 

province held to the same policies as Great Britain, she was in a stronger 

bargaining position with Whitehall. Any divergence from this parallel 

policy, either by increasing services or reducing them, could only weaken 

her case. That having been said, he was anxious that some form of 

assistance be given to the Guardians. Bates asked the Board whether a 

loan would help them, but appears to have met with a negative 

response107
• The Board seem to have been determined to maintain the 

principle that unemployment relief was the duty of the Government 

rather than the ratepayers of Belfast. Their strategy appears to have been to 

let matters drift to such an extent that the Ministry would step in and 

relieve them of the burden in its entirety. Relief was cut off, leading Bates 

to remark that the crisis was 'now acute' and that 'an ugly temper' was 

developing in the city. In an effort to have an emergency relief scheme 

put forward, he contacted the Cabinet secretary, around whose office the 

Government effectively revolved, Craigavon being on one of his periodic 

(and increasingly frequent) absences from Belfast. Bates felt that he should 

remain in the city with Andrews, empowered to settle with the Guardians 

on the basis of a subsidy towards relief work rather than a straight 

105 Bates to Pollock 24 Janu!'lrv 1928, PRONI CAB/9B/137/l. 
106 ,~J 

Note of a conference between Andrews, Pollock, and Bates, 26 January 1928, PRONl 
CAB/9BI13 711. 
107 Cabinet conclusions, 1 February 1928, PRONl CAB/41203/18. 
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subvention108. The matter was so serious that Bates felt obliged to wire 

Blackmore again, stating that the Guardians had refused to pay outdoor 

relief until the Government supported their scheme. Andrews, aware of 

the seriousness of the position, was prepared to authorise the payment of 

money from Ministry of Labour votes to ease the situation109
. Despite 

Craigavon's initial reluctancello, it was subsequently agreed to pay some 

371/2% of wages on the relief schemes111
• Naturally, Andrews' decision to 

authorise the payment marked a radical departure from his original stance 

on parity. In a letter to Craigavon, he remarked that, although strongly 

opposed to granting the money, he had felt obliged to do so given the 

absence of both Pollock and the Prime Minister. In future, Andrews 

suggested that the Ministry of Finance should pay fifty per cent of the cost 

of outdoor relief. In a telling passage, he commented, 1 am aware that 

arguments can be used against our making a departure of this kind but, on 

the other hand, I have come to the conclusion, and I have very special 

opportunities of judging the position, that we ought not to allow these 

poor people, most of whom have got into this position through no fault of 

their own, to continue to suffer in the way they are doing'112. Where the 

welfare of ordinary people was concerned, Andrews would reluctantly 

bend the rules. 

The problem resurfaced within a few months. The Ministry of Home 

Affairs actually requested the Board to apply for an Order under section 13, 

108 Bates to Blackmore, 8 February 1928, PRONI CAB/9BI137/1. 
109 Bates to Blackmore, 8 February 1928, PRONI CAB/9B/137/1. 
110 Spender to Blackmore, 9 February 1928, PRONI CAB/9B/137/1. 
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warning that they would be 'incurring a very serious responsibility if they 

failed to make such provision,113. A further caveat from a senior official at 

the ministry stated that the existence of the unemployment insurance 

scheme did not relieve the Guardians of their responsibilities and that the 

current trend of refusals could not continue114
• In response to this 

upbraiding, the Board agreed to provide relief to those physically unable to 

find employment, which was only a partial answer to the problem115
• The 

Cabinet were still unhappy with the attitude of Guardians, and concluded 

that they must be made aware of their responsibilities; the current trend of 

refusals could not continue116 . The Board remained obstinate in their 

contention that relief of the able-bodied poor was a matter for the taxpayer 

rather than the ratepayer, leading Bates to advocate drastic action against 

them, a course already proposed by Andrews117. This show of bravado by 

Bates was not accompanied by any action; it would have been extremely 

embarrassing for the Government to have interfered with the powers of 

the Unionist-dominated Guardians. Bates admitted that he was afraid to 

take any such action due to public opinionllB . Furthermore, as his officials 

advised h im, it would be extremely difficult to prove that the Board had 

defaulted on its duties119. In an effort to resolve the matter, Andrews, 

III Harris memorandum, 10 Februal)' 1928, PRONI CAB/9B/13 7/ 1. 
112 Andrews to Craigavon, 2 April 1928, PRONI CAB/9B/137/1. 
113 Harris to the Clerk of the Belfast Union, 21 July 1928, PRONI CAB/9B/137/1. 
114 D.L. Clarke to the Clerk of the Belfast Union, 30 July 1928, PRONI CAB/9B/137/ 1. 
115 Extract from the minutes of the Belfast Board of Guardians, 31 July 1928, PRONI CAB/9B/13712. 
The original minutes are held in the Public Record Office of Northem Ireland but are subject to a 100 
year closure . Some of the Board 's reluctance to grant relief may be explained by the extreme stance 
taken by some Labour Guardians, whose charges of 'slaveI)" may have incited their fellow Guardians 
to react in the direction of parsimony ; Bates to Craigavon, 2 August 1928, PRONI CAB/9BIl3 7/1. 
116 Cabinet conclusions, 31 July 1928, PRONT CAB/4/21S12 . 
117 Cabinet conclusions 2 August 1928, PRONI CAB/4121612. 
118 ' 

Bates to Craigavon, 2 August 1928, PRONI CAB/9B/137/1. 
119 Ministl)' of Home Affairs memorandum, 2 August 1928, PRONI CAB/9B1l37/2. 
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Pollock and Bates met the Guardians. Neither side pulled any punches. 

Andrews accused them of failing the 'genuine unemployed destitute 

person', whilst the Guardians claimed that relief was 'pauperising the 

people', and pointed out that many of the poor squandered their resources 

in betting shops. Pollock, as the most senior minister present, warned 

that the government might well have to take action120
• Both sides were 

engaging in an elaborate policy of bluff, each hoping that the other would 

back down first. Andrews returned from the meeting with a deep sense of 

frustration, the confrontation having come at a time when he was already 

despondent about worsening unemployment levels in the province121
. In 

an outspoken letter to Craigavon, Andrews remarked, 'how they can call 

themsel ves the guardians of the poor I do not know as they approach the 

whole problem from the one viewpoint alone, namely saving the 

ratepayers'. He went on to comment that it was 'unfitting and undignified 

for members of the Government to have so often to beseech them to a 

great extent to do their diverse duties'. In an explicit statement of his 

personal views, Andrews concluded, 'the final responsibility is ours ... we 

ought to have powers to ensure that the people are not allowed to starve 

by slow degrees through neglect by a public body' 122. Andrews' priorities 

when dealing with the Board of Guardians lay with the needy, and he 

elaborated his views to the Cabinet a few days later. He argued that the 

Cabinet was faced with a stark choice, either to disclaim all responsibility 

for the Board's actions, or to secure compulsive powers over the 

120 Report of a meeting between Andrews, Bates, PolIock, and the Board of Guardians, 8 August, 
1928, PRONI CAB/9B/13711 . 
12 1 1. Taylor to Craigavon, 2 August 1928, PRONI PMl9121. 
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Guardians123
• The former course was obviously out of the question; no 

Government could stand idly by whilst its people starved, although the 

latter was fraught with political problems. The Ulster ministers 

eventually decided to bite the bullet and draft a Bill 'to enable any Board of 

Guardians ... to grant special Outdoor Relief in cases where the Minister of 

Home Affairs is satisfied that exceptional distress prevailsl124
. For 'enable', 

one should really read 'compel', as the essential meaning of the legislation. 

A Bill along these lines was subsequently drafted and approved12s
• The 

Government now had the power to enforce liberality on the Guardians; it 

remained to be seen whether they would actually use ie26
• 

As the economic climate of the new decade worsened, the officials at the 

Ministry of Finance were exploring every possible avenue of income. 

Spender wrote to a colleague at the Treasury enquiring whether benefits 

could be reduced in the province without affecting the amount gained 

under the reinsurance agreemene 27
. When Whitehall replied in the 

negative, Spender then tried to open up the question of cutting 

transitional benefit, which yielded a slightly more positive response128
. 

Andrews seems to have been aware that such manoeuvrings were under 

way and gave strict instructions to the Cabinet Secretary that no 

negotiations with the Treasury were to be undertaken without his 

122 Andrews to Craigavon, 9 August 1928, PRONT CAB/9B/137/1, emphasis in original. 
123 Cabinet conclusions, 17 August 1928, PRONI CAB/41217/8. At this meeting Andrews also urged 
that the Government place an order with a Belfast shipyard for the construction of a dredger; other 
ministers opposed the suggestion. 
124 Cabinet conclusions, 28 September 1928, PRONT CAB/4/218/4. 
125 Cabinet conclusions, 16 October 1928, PRONT CAB/4/220121. 
126 The extent of distress was such that one Ulster tv1P suggested the free distribution of potatoes; R. 
Elliott to Craigavon, 29 January 1929, PRONT CAB/9BIl37/ 1. 
127 Spender to T.K. Bewley , 29 January 1931 , PRONT FIN/18/ 11/34. 
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knowledge129
. Andrews had a profound mistrust of the activities of 

Pollock's officials, and had previously called for a stronger line to be taken 

against their role in Government policy13O. He was also having to ward off 

cabinet colleagues attempting to restrict social provision to the very 

limits l3l. However, if Andrews saw possible savings that could be made 

without denting the principle of parity, he was quite prepared to accept 

Following the Wall Street crash of 1929, the world economy was plunging 

headlong by 1931. In Great Britain, the Labour Government was driven to 

seek economies in unemployment insurance, and the May Committee 

was set up to examine public expenditure133. European banks, still 

struggling under the burden of the Great War, found that they could cope 

no longer. On May 11 1931, the Austrian Kredit-Anstalt bank collapsed, 

spawning a spate of similar failures across the continent. In an effort to 

sustain national credit, swingeing cuts were imposed in Britain, and 

Pollock felt that the province should bear its fair share of these. The 

Government was continuing to subsidise relief work such as water 

schemes and railway extensions, and concern was being voiced at the 

Ministry of Finance as to the continuation of this policy134. The matter of 

these grants had long been a bone of contention with the guardians of the 

128 Spender to Bewley, 25 February 193 1; Bewley to Spender, 5 March 1931 , PRONI FINI18/8/34. 
129 Andrews to Blackmore, 17 March 1931, PRONI CAB/41279/16. 
130 Andrews to Craigavon, 27 July 1928, PRONI PMl912 1. 
131 Barbour to Andrews, 26 February 193 1, PRONI FINI18/1114. Barbour was attempting to cut 
health insurance for the unemployed; Andrews replied that such a policy would be more trouble than it 
was worth; Andrews to Barbour, 27 February 1931 , PRONT FIN/ 18/ 1114. 
132 Spender to Blackmore, 4 July 193 1, PRONI FIN/18/11134. 
133 R. Bassett, Nineteen Tlurtv -one. Political Crisis (London, 1958), p.45 . 
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Ulster exchequer, who regarded many of them as 'subscriptions to charity' 

rather than economically useful135
• Taking a different view, Andrews 

regarded relief works as a vital part of the province's safety net for the 

unemployed. In a letter to Pollock, he commented that 'I sympathise 

deeply with you in your financial difficulties, but my difficulties, from the 

human side, are becoming unbearable,136. 

As far as the Ministry of Finance was concerned, however, fiscal 

considerations reigned supreme, and Pollock felt that the money could be 

spent more effectively in other areas137. As soon as an opportunity of 

ending relief works came, he took it with both hands; ironically citing the 

principle of parity as his justification. In October 1931, Pollock wrote to 

Andrews requesting that these payments cease forthwith, as was now the 

case on the mainland138. Andrews retorted that Pollock had 

misinterpreted the British policy, which set out a deadline of 31 December 

1931 to ensure that sufficient applications for relief schemes were received 

to help provide employment over the winter months. He went on to 

justify the existence of relief works, commenting that more restrictive 

benefit legislation had left many without support. Andrews argued that 

public works gave a measure of self respect and physical fitness to those 

engaged in them, ensuring that they did not become 'unemployable,139. 

Pollock responded with the official Treasury line that relief works funding 

134 Spender diary , 26 September 193 1, PRONT MIC/559/ l. 
135 Duggan to Clarke, 20 March 1930, PRONT FINI18/12/56. 
136 Andrews to Pollock, 4 July 1930, PRONI FIN/18/ 1O/59. 
137 Pollock to Andrews, 18 July 1930, PRONT FINI1 8/ 1O/86. 
138 Pollock to Andrews, 9 October 1931, PRONT FIN/18/12/56. 
139 Andrews to PoIlock, 12 October 193 1, PRONT FIN/1 8/12/56. 
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would indeed cease on 31 December, stating that 'our whole financial 

system is being crippled by the burden of maintaining our unemployment 

benefitsl140. Clearly, the principle of parity was not making much headway 

with Pollock. Andrews was not prepared to accept Pollock's plans and felt 

that he could authorise schemes at his own discretion141. Andrews saw 

unemployment relief schemes as a way of saving spending on benefits , 

and was not prepared to abandon them142. Naturally, this attitude led to 

consternation at the Ministry of Finance, although when Spender asked 

Pollock to assert his financial primacy, the latter refused on the grounds 

that he was anxious to avoid intra-Cabinet strife143 . Conflict was to be 

found in abundance within the walls of Stormont Castle on the matter of 

relief works, whether Pollock made a declaration of financial primacy or 

not. In an effort to keep funding relief works, Andrews was authorising 

grants from the road fund which Bates had already turned down144. The 

situation was complicated even more when Craigavon made a statement 

that the Government would proceed with relief works, heedless of the 

cose 4S
• Despite Pollock's contention that relief schemes were at an end, 

Andrews continued to authorise various proposals. As Spender 

commented, it was really 'very difficult' to understand the Government's 

policy on relief works, given that Andrews had sanctioned some seven 

thousand pounds worth of grants within five days. He pointed to the 

absurdity of a situation where Bates was sanctioning expenditure from the 

140 PoIIock to Andrews, 20 October 1931, PRONI FIN/18/12/56. 
141 Spender diary, 9 January 1932, PRONI MIC/559/ l. 
142 Andrews to Pollock, 8 January 1932, PRONI FIN/18/1O/89. 
143 Spender diary, 25 April 1932, PRONI MIC/559/ l. 
144 PoIIock to Craigavon, 3 October 1932, PRONI FIN/18/9/ 16. 
145 Belfast News Letter, 1 October 1932. 
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exchequer without Pollock's approval, while Andrews was allowing 

schemes from the road fund which had previously been rejected by 

Faced with a depression of mammoth proportions, the 

Government of Northern Ireland was not quite sure how to meet the 

crisis. Pollock complained that the relief schemes could not be continued 

while the province was struggling under a 'heavy burden of debt', and 

sarcastically commented that every year was said to be especially bad147
• In 

attempting to steer a course between the Scylla of deprivation and the 

Charybdis of deficit, each minister had to fight their respective 

departmental corner. Bates was extremely concerned that £150,000 

disappeared from the Road Fund in 1932; one third of this went on relief 

works, whilst the remainder went to balance the budgee48
• An 

arrangement was eventually reached whereby the Road Fund would be 

replenished149
, and its liability for future relief schemes strictly limi ted150

• 

Andrews was determined that the relief schemes continue, leading to 

Pollock's charge that a 'secretive bargain' had been made between the 

Minister of Labour and Belfast Corporation to continue relief works151
. A 

comprehensive policy regarding public works was never achieved by 

Craigavon's Government, and policy in that area remained piecemeal and 

uncoordinated. 

146 Spender to Pollock, 8 December 1932, PRONT FIN/18/12/56 . 
147 Pollock to Craigavon, 12 December 1932, PRONT CAB/9B/13712. 
148 Bates memorandum, 19 January 1933 , PRONT CAB/9B/137/2. 
149 Duggan to TayJor, 1 March 1933, PRONT CAB/9BI13712 . 
150 Spender to Conacher, 6 March 1933 , PRONT FIN/ 18113/18. 
151 Pollock memorandum, 26 January 1933 , PRONI CAB/9BI13712. 
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Distress was extremely widespread in the province, especially in the City of 

Belfast. The Board of Guardians were proving no more willing to live up 

to their responsibilities, and Andrews was concerned lest Craigavon take 

no action against them152
• Bates was also concerned at the extent to which 

distress was growing in the city, commenting that by the winter a large 

body of people would 'be driven to desperation by poverty and hunger'; it 

might even be necessary to use force to keep order153
• In a detailed 

statement of his views to the Cabinet, he remarked that ordinary law had 

been stretched almost to breaking point to avoid invoking the 1928 Act. 

The Guardians were running out of money - by June 1932 they were 

paying out over £1500 in relief every week - as was Belfast Corporation154
• 

Andrews agreed with Bates' assessment of the situation and called for 

further action to be taken to help the unemployed, including the 

provision of potatoes. The Ministers of Labour and Home Affairs were 

then authorised by the Cabinet to investigate the possibility of establishing 

soup kitchens155
. To a late twentieth century observer accustomed to the 

'cradle to grave' provisions of the welfare state, the idea of an 

industrialised country handing out food to its poorer citizens may seem 

almost medieval. However, Andrews and his colleagues were struggling 

with a situation over which they had very little control. The Northern 

Ireland budget was heading towards a £1 million deficit by 1933, and the 

amount of disposable income was strictly limited. By contemporary 

standards, the government was doing all that it could, and even the 

152 Spender diary, July 1932, PRONI MIC/559/1. 
153 Bates memorandum, 8 July 1932, PRONI FIN/ 18/9/l6. 
154 Bates memorandum, 31 August 1932, PRONI CAB/41304121. 
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Treasury admitted that Northern Ireland had little room left for 

manoeuvre156. That having been said, the political sensibilities which 

obviated against confrontation with local government do not reflect well 

upon Craigavon's Cabinet. Although Bates suggested the idea of a soup 

kitchen to the Guardians, they responded by condemning the claimants for 

outdoor relief as 'mostly scroungersl157. The Guardian's attitude may be 

explained by the dramatic rise in relief payments, which had reached £2080 

per week in September 1932, as opposed to £481 in June 1931158. 

Bates' prediction of unrest proved to be well founded. On 30th September 

Jack Beattie, a Labour member of the House of Commons, threw the mace 

from its ceremonial place to draw attention to the plight of the 

unemployed159. Outside the House, the temperature was rapidly 

increasing. The Belfast Council of Social Welfare condemned the small 

payments made by the Belfast Board and commented that 'make do and 

mend time is running out,160. The workers of Belfast were becoming 

increasingly restive under the low rates of relief that prevailed in the city -

12 shillings per head as opposed to 27 shillings in N orthampton161 . 

However, the Lord Mayor ruled out of order a motion put before the 

Corporation condemning the low rates of relief162. On 3rd October, those 

155 Cabinet conclusions, 31 August 1932, PRONI CAB/41304126. 
156 Waley to Sir F. Phillips, 27 March 1933, PRO T/160/5501F6562/021 / l. 
157 Notes of conference between Bates and the Belfast Board of Guardians, 6 September 1932, PRONI 
CAB/9B/13 712. 
158 Notes of a conference between Bates and the Belfast Board of Guardians, 16 September 1932, 
PRONI CAB/9B/13712 . 
159 J. Kelly , Bonfires on the Hillside (Belfast, 1995), p.73. 
160 Northern Whig, 3 October 1932. 
161 P. Devlin, Yes We Haye No Bananas (Belfast, 1981), p.12l. 
162 Northern Whig 4 October 1932. 
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engaged in relief works under the Guardians' aegis gave a practical 

demonstration of their feelings as they went on strike, demanding an 

increase in rates of relief, and an end to the work test163
• A mass 

demonstration was held outside the Lisburn Road workhouse, 

headquarters of the Board, and trams in the area had to be diverted for 

three hours. However, the Guardians decided that the request for 

increased payments was not within their power to grant; despite the Act of 

1928164
• The workers were led by Thomas Geehan, a man who had 

previously stated that 'he was not opposed to killing if it were necessary in 

the interests of the workers l165
. Despite the RUC's earlier assessment that 

he was not a significant force in political circles, Geehan succeeded in 

manipulating a vast army of the Belfast unemployed166
• A feature of the 

riots was the degree of cross-community co-operation that took place, 

although this has sometimes been exaggerated167
• In the face of this 

unrest, the Government decided to grant more money for relief works. 

However, a meeting between Andrews and Geehan failed to produce a 

positive result168
• Andrews proposed more relief schemes, and 

guaranteed a 60% labour grant for all schemes advanced by local 

authorities, although Pollock's response to this proposal is not recorded. 

Andrews received a delegation from the National Unemployed Workers 

Movement, and his helpful attitude was praised by both trade union and 

labour representatives. The Board of Guardians eventually did back down, 

163 lhld., 4 October 1932. 
164 Thid.., 5 October 1932. 
165 County Inspector' s Report, 5 May 1927, PRONI HA/5/ l304. 
166 County Inspector' s Report, 8 September 1927, PRONI HA/5/ l304. 
167 See, for example, Devlin, oD cit , p.l38. 
168 Northern Whig, 6 October 1932. 
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agreeing to pay increased cash relief, and the strikers resumed work169
• 

The whole sorry episode might have been avoided had the Ulster 

Government followed the lead given by the Conservative administration 

of the late 1920's, when the Local Government Act abolished the Poor Law 

on the mainland, transferring their duties to local authorities direct17o
• As 

has been noted, Andrews had pressed for reform of the Guardians 0 n 

several occasions, although he is not on record as calling for their actual 

abolition. However, in Great Britain riots against relief rates from the new 

Public Assistance Committees were not unknown either171. The system of 

unemployment provision clearly left a lot to be desired. 

Just as the trouble with the Guardians was, at least temporarily, at an end, 

Andrews was faced with the prospect of renewed industrial strife, this time 

on the province's railways. Industrial relations on what was still the 

primary means of transport in Northern Ireland had been on a knife edge 

since the early 1920's. With the advent of motor transport, the monopoly 

that the railways had enjoyed prior to the Great War was under threat. 

Using operating methods that would have been familiar to Victorian 

railway managers, every small station enjoyed the luxury of a full staff, 

whilst local motor buses filched the traffic from under their noses. Such a 

situation could not continue indefinitely, even after the railway directors 

had come to accept that dividends were an unlikely prospect. As early as 

1922, Andrews and his opposite number in the Collins administration 

169 llllil, 17 October 1932. 
170 F ·1· . 147 el mg, op. clL p. . 
17 1 Northern Whig, 2 November 1932. 
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attempted to reach agreement on the formation of a joint body to 

adjudicate on railway staff mattersl72
. In November 1923, the Irish 

Railway Wages Board, a body composed of trade union and railway 

management representatives, was established173
. The principal work of 

the Board, as its name suggests, was the establishment of agreed wages in 

the light of the railways' straightened circumstances. Although the 

machinery was cumbersome, Andrews felt that it was an effective method 

of achieving conciliation174
• Before the Board was established, there had 

been 'trouble every few months'; a fact which Andrews employed to 

encourage the railway companies to persist with the scheme175
• As the 

depression deepened after 1929, the railway companies sought new ways to 

trim their spending, such as thinning down the permanent way gangs176
• 

Despite the efforts to draw up cheaper fare tariffs and buy up road 

competition, their position was slipping, and they brought their plight to 

the Government's notice177
• The General Manager of the Northern 

Counties Committee asked his staff to take a cut in wages178
, whilst union 

representatives were proposing strike action if any such cuts were 

imposed179
• In an effort to resolve the situation, Andrews and Craigavon 

172 Correspondence between Andrews and l McGrath, February to April 1922, PRO CO/906/23 . The 
correspondence, at times acrimonious, foundered on the failure of the two ministers to agree an 
appropriate role for their respective Governments in the matter. Given the highly charged political 
atmosphere of the period, the negotiations had never stood much chance of success. 
173 lR.L. Currie, The Northern Counties Railway, volume 2, (Newton Abbot, 1974), p.88. 
174 Andrews to Barbour, 5 April 1929, PRONI CAB/9C/33/l. As a director of the Great Northern 
Railway (Ireland), Milne Barbour had an interest in railway matters quite apart from his official role as 
Minister of Commerce. Unlike Andrews, he had not seen fit to resign his railway directorship on 
taking office. 
175 Andrews to lB. Stephens, 17 April 1929, PRONI CAB/9C/33/l. 
176 Minutes of the Belfast and County Down Railway, 2 March 1932, PRONI UTN20/N27. 
177 Minutes of the Northern Counties Committee, 5 October 1932, PRONI UTAI12/N2. The NCC, 
one of the larger companies within the province, was owned by the London, Midland, and Scottish 
railway, the biggest railway company on the mainland. 
178 M. Speir circular, 30 November 1932, PRONI CAB/9C/40/ l. 
179 WJ. Donaldson to Craigavon, 19 November 1932, PRONI CAB/9C/40/l. 
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met the railway companies to discuss the problem. However, the 

negotiations foundered when Craigavon refused to subsidise the railways 

as the Free State Government was doing, on the grounds that this would 

create a precedent for other industries180 . The position of the companies 

appeared to be vindicated when the Wages Board decided that a 10% cut 

was appropriate, to operate from 26 th December 1932181 . In an effort to 

avert a crisis over the busy Christmas period, Andrews met the unions 

and the railway managers, and proposed a one month delay in 

implementing the decision; a suggestion which was quickly denounced as 

illogical and unworkable by the railway managers. Indeed, one of them 

remarked that there was 'not the ghost of a chance of it being accepted,182. 

Nevertheless, Craigavon's faith in Andrews' negotiating power was such 

that he was already granting him credit for ending the strike183. A direct 

appeal from Andrews to the railway managers seems to have finally 

swung the balance as he pointed out the disadvantages of a Christmas 

stoppage, forfeiting traffic which the railways could ill afford to lose184. 

However, he had merely scorched the snake of industrial strife, not killed 

it. Once the festive season was over, the trouble reasserted itself, despite 

Craigavon's telephone calls to at least one of the railway chairmen 

concerned185
• Andrews met Major Speir, the manager of the Northern 

Counties Committee, and J.B. Stephens, manager of the Great Northern 

ISO NCC Minutes 7 December 1932, PRONI UTN12IN2. 
ISI ' NCC Minutes 12 December 1932, PRONI UTN12IN2. 
IS2 ' 

NCC Minutes, 17 December 1932, PRONI UTN12IN2. 
IS3 Craigavon to D.D. Reid, 19 December 1932, PRONI PMl417111. 
:S4 Andrews to Speir, 22 December 1932, PRONT UTN12IN2.. . . 
S5 Currie, op. cit. , p.104. The chairman of the LMSR, the company illvolved, was Sir JOSlah 

Stamp, who had supported Northern Ireland's interests on the Colwyn Committee. Craigavon may 
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Railway, to discuss the matter further. As a former railway director 

himself, Andrews fully realised the financial problems that the companies 

were facing, and was pressing these concerns on the union representatives. 

Admitting that his policy was 'playing for time', he asked that the 

companies wait until the English railways had resolved their wages policy, 

and until the results of the Irish general election, called by De Valera on 2nd 

January, became clear186. The wages subsidy had been granted in the south 

because of the Fianna Fail government's dependency on Labour support. 

Were the Irish Government more free to act, the wages subsidy could well 

be withdrawn, making an all-Ireland settlement easier to achieve187. 

However, the companies were not prepared to wait, and the directors of 

the Nee concluded that the 10% cut would have to take effect from 23rd 

Januari88. They were not impressed by Andrews' efforts to reach a 

settlement, characterising his attitude as 'peace at any price and ... putting 

off the evil day as long as possiblel1 89. The railway companies preferred to 

appeal to their workers' loyalty by drawing a clear picture of their financial 

problems; for instance, every £1000 earned by the Nee cost £106019°. By 

exposing the gravity of the operating loss, the managers hoped that the 

unions would accept the cut unopposed, a hope that was destined to 

have been hoping for a further favour from the taxation expert. However, Stamp replied that he could 
not compromise on the matter; Stamp to Craigavon, 20 January 1933, PRONI CAB/9C/40/1. 
186 Andrews to Speir, 4 January 1933, PRONI UTNI2IN2. Craigavon and his colleagues were most 
anxious that anxious that Cosgrave be returned to power in the election rather than the anglophobic De 
Valera; NCC Minutes 19 January 1933, PRONI UTNI2IN2. In the event, De Valera won a clear 
majority, although the subsidy continued. 
187 Craigavon to Stan1p, 19 January 1933, PRONI CAB/9C/40/1. As most of the railways in Northern 
Ireland operated across the border, an all-Ireland solution was most desirable. The consequences for 
industrial relations of staff a few miles apart being paid at different rates are best left to the imagination. 
188 NCC Minutes, 4 January 1933, PRONI UTNI2/A/2. 
189 NCC Minutes, 19 January 1933, PRO NI UTNI2IN2. 
190 Speir circular to staff, 20 January 1933, PRONI UTA!l2IDK!lS. A similar circular was issued by 
the GNR(I); Northern Whig, 21 January 1933 . 
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remam unfulfilled. As the deadline for the cut approached, Andrews 

intensified his efforts to reach a solution. On 20th January, a conference 

was held between the companies and the unions under his chairmanship. 

However, his suggestion that a fresh application be made to the Irish 

Railway Wages Board was not approved by the managers and the 

conference broke Up191. On the following day, Andrews met the employers 

again, resulting in a 'great deal of argument and discussion', but no 

compromisel92
. Craigavon, abandoning his optimistic stance, felt that a 

strike was inevitable, but hoped that it would be of short duration193. 

Andrews, fully realising the economic damage that would result from a 

strike, was determined to leave no stone unturned in his search for a 

settlement. On 25th January, a Belfast newspaper carried the headline 'Mr. 

Andrews again intervenes', as he appealed for reconciliation194. However, 

neither side was prepared to compromise. It may well have been, as the 

Northern Whig suggested, that the unions and companies each felt that a 

firm stance would induce Andrews to grant a subsidy195. If this was their 

aim, then they were badly mistaken. Not only could the Ulster 

Government ill afford such a measure, but Andrews himself was on 

record as saying that 'it was not the place of governments to assist business 

concernsl196. Protection for linen firms was one thing, but granting direct 

subsidies to railway companies was quite another197. Despite a last effort by 

191 Northern Whi~, 21 January 1933. 
192 NCC Minutes 16 February 1933, PRONI UTN12IN2 . 
193' . Craigavon to Stamp 23 Janu3ry 1933, PRONl CAB/9C/40/1. 
194 ' NOI1hern Whig, 25 January 1933 . 
195 Th;rl 28 .!Jill!..., January 1933 . 
196 Th;rl 2 .!Jill!..., 7 October 1932. 
197 Andrews was also opposed to subsidy on the growlds of creating a precedent for other industrie.s; 
NOI1hern Whig, 15 February 1933. 1n any case, the subsidy would only provide a temporary respIte. 
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Andrews to broker a settlement, the strike went ahead198. The railwaymen 

declined to go on strike until twelve hours after the time directed by their 

unions, perhaps finally realising what might ensue from their actions199 . 

Craigavon's hope that the strike would prove to be short-lived proved to 

be unfounded. The longest strike in British railway history, it dragged on 

until early April, and was undoubtedly one of the most bitter strikes in the 

province's history2oo. Andrews regarded the dispute as an unnecessary 

occurrence201 and was untiring in his efforts to bring it to an end202 . To 

keep the trains running, station masters manned the signal boxes, and 

workshop staff drove the engines203. Public opinion became increasingly 

hostile to the strikers as the effects hit home204. Drawing on his experience 

of the General Strike in Glasgow, Speir enlisted the help of over two 

hundred students from Queen's University, a development which 

Andrews condemned20s . The involvement of volunteers could only 

heighten the tension and make a settlement even harder to achieve. 

Andrews summed up the difficulty of his own position when he 

commented that he could not make the workers accept lower wages, or 

make the employers pay higher rates206. Throughout the weeks that 

198 Ibid ., 28 and 31 January 1933. 
199 Ibid., 30 Janua ry 1933. 
200 For example, the Northern Whig reported on 2 February that two people were killed in a deliberate 
derailment, whilst on 27 February the newspaper recorded the throwing of bombs at several locations. 
Point rodding was removed at Omagh, causing a serious accident; W.D. Scott to Craigavon, 7 March 
1933, PRONI CAB/9C/40/1. 
201 Andrews to Pollock 2 Febru~rv 1933, PRONI FIN/18/13/9. m ' -J . 

Northern Whig, 6 February 1933 . He was even reluctant to cross to London to dISCUSS new 
unemployment legislation, feeling that his presence might be required at home; Andrews to Sir H. 
Betterton, 2 February 1933, PRONI FIN/18/13/9. 
203 C' . 105 ume, op. Clt. , p. . 
204 e.G. Young to Craigavon, 25 February 1933, PRONI CAB/9C/40/1. 
205 Andrews to Pollock, 2 February 193 3, PRONI FIN/ J8/ 13/9. The students were eventually 
rewa rded with a cigarette case each [or their endeavours; NCC Minutes, 20 April 193 3, PRONI 
UTN12/A/3 . 
206 Northern Whig, 1 March 1933. 
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followed, he was careful to avoid the suggestion of any Government 

mediation or arbitration, conscious of the recriminations that could 

follow207. At his instigation, however, the unions and employers came 

round the conference table again and resumed discussions208. The strikers 

gradually realised that any victory must be a pyrrhic one; as the 

uncompromising attitude of the management hardened, a drift back to 

work began209. One result of the strike was that the railway companies 

discovered how few men were actually needed to operate the service, and 

that some lines could be entirely dispensed with. On the Northern 

Counties Committee, Major Speir warned the strikers that many of them 

would have no jobs to return to , and he issued the remaining strikers 

with their national insurance cards, an action amounting to dismissal. 

The strike ended on 7 April, on the basis of a 71/2% cut, and train services 

were back to normal within a week210 . Neither unions nor employers 

were the victors, and the strike only worsened the province's 

unemployment position further. Even unemployment relief works had 

suffered due to problems in supplying raw materials211 . As in 1926, 

Andrews had been ready to do all within his power to prevent an 

escalation of labour problems. He had realised the potential consequences 

of the strike, and his predictions were unfortunately proved correct. 

Labour relations on the province's railways were never quite the same 

again. 

207 IJlliL, 7 March 1933 . At one point, when Andrews telephoned Speir to urge the need for 
negotiations, he was curtly infomled that ' third party interference was not wanted'; NCC Minutes, 16 
March 1933, PRONI UTA/12/A/3 . 
208 TJ...;rI 8 ~ March 1933. 
209 NCC Minutes, 16 March 1933 , PRONI UTA/12/A/3. 
210 C ' . 109 ume, ov. Clt. , p. . 
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In the early months of 1933, as the strike gathered pace, the officials at 

Stormont were desperately seeking to establish a modus vivendi with 

their Westminster counterparts in the field of finance. Writing to Waley 

at the Treasury, Spender asked that the imperial contribution be reassessed 

to take account of the province's 'hidden contribution' of some £750,000 

through such matters as the circulation of Bank of England notes. In an 

effort to milk the reinsurance effort for all that it was worth, Spender also 

suggested that it be extended to cover transitional benefit, which as an 

Exchequer funded scheme, had not originally been included212
• Every 

possible avenue of income was being explored, although a senior Treasury 

official commented that 'we ought to press Northern Ireland very hard to 

prove their estimates with more diligence than they appear to have 

used213
• Evidently, the view that the province was amply provided for 

lived on in London. The fact that Northern Ireland only paid some 25s 8d 

per head in rates as opposed to £3 12s on the mainland did not go down 

well in Whitehall either214
. However, even there a growing realisation 

seems to have dawned that perhaps the province had done all that it 

could; there was little scope for new taxes or increased economy. The 

principle of parity was still regarded with some suspicion by the 

mandarins, Sir Richard Hopkins commenting that 'that standard means 

bankruptcy', although he was prepared to concede that the province had 

largely been the victim of external circumstances215
. One issue under 

consideration was the role of Northern Ireland in the economic war 

211 n..;rI 00 ~, p. l . 
212 Spender to Waley, 18 March 1933, PRO T/160/5501F6562/02111. 
213 Brittain to Waley, 10 March 1933, PRO T1l60/5501F6562/0211l . 
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developing between the Fianna Fail government and the Westminster 

administration. Under the optimistically-named 'Ultimate Financial 

Settlement', one component of the general makeover of Anglo-Irish 

relations which took place in the mid-1920's, the Free State was bound to 

pay the full amount of the annuities due under the series of Land Acts 

implemented during the first decade of the century216. As part of his 

crusade to finally shed the Saxon yoke, De Valera decided that this money 

should be paid to the Dublin exchequer rather than swelling the Imperial 

coffers217. When negotiations in London yielded no fruit, MacDonald's 

government imposed a twenty per cent tax on Irish imports, which was 

reciprocated by Dublin218 . Caught in the middle of this dispute, with no 

power of redress, the province's situation was particularly unfortunate. 

Although it was too early to say what the long term effects would be, by the 

opening months of 1933 it was apparent to Spender and his officials that 

Northern Ireland could only suffer. In an effort to gain something from 

the situation, the Belfast administration asked for a share of the duties. 

However, Great Britain felt unable to comply as the tariff had been 

imposed solely to recover money earmarked for the Imperial exchequer219. 

The ultimate answer from London was a request by Hopkins that the 

province no longer set aside money for the sinking fund, and that 

economies amounting to £50,000 be made. Some of this money would 

214 Brittain to Waley , 25 March 1933, PRO TI160/5501F6562/0211l. 
215 Hopkins to Chamberlain, 10 May 1933, PRO TI160/550IF6562/0211l. 
216 T. Ryle Dwyer, De yalera The Man and the Myths (Dublin, 1995), p.167. 
217 R.F. Foster, Modem Ireland 1603-1972 (London, 1988), p.552. 
218 Ryle Dwyer, OD cit., p.169 . 
219 Hopkins memorandum, 30 March 1933, PRO T/160/550IF6562/021/l. Waley of the Treasury was 
sympathetic but the Chancellor (Chamberlain) declined his assistance; Spender Diary, 31 March 1933, 
PRONI MIC/559/ l. 
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then be discreetly refunded, avoiding the need for an open and direct 

subsidy220. Craigavon and Pollock met Chamberlain to discuss the matter 

in the light of the Free State situation and the general economic crisis221 . 

A one-off grant of £509,000 was secured from a variety of sources, albeit 

accompanied by the threat of a Treasury audif22. Andrews regarded the 

economic war as a 'great blunder', increasing the prestige of De Valera at 

the expense of Cos grave; and he feared that any economic concessions to 

the Free State could assist them to develop better social services223. Whilst 

the latter point is a questionable one given the leeway that Saorstat 

Eireann would have to make up, his concern for the return of Cosgrave 

surely shows something of a constructive concern for better cross-border 

relationships 

Northern Ireland's position was rendered especially unfortunate since the 

Reinsurance Agreement was no longer operating in her favour, as official 

figures make clear. In 1930-31, the payment from London amounted to 

some £547)46, at a time when Great Britain was paying 15s 9d per head of 

the general population in benefit as opposed to £1 7s 10d in Northern 

Ireland. In the following year, the difference per head had shrunk to just 

over three shillings, and the payment diminished to £165A37. As the 

depression deepened, in 1932-33, Northern Ireland was paying out some £1 

10 s 2d, ra ther less than the £1 15s 2d prevailing across the watei24. As the 

220 Hopkins to Pollock 12 May 1933, PRO TI160/550IF6562/021/1. 
221 Notes of a conferen~e between the Chancellor, Pollock, and Craigavon, 16 May 1933, PRONI 
MIC/559/l. 
222 Notes of a conference between Pollock and Craigavon, 6 June 1933 , PRONI MIC/559/ l. 
223 Andrews to Londonderry, 26 July 1933, Londonderry Papers, PRONI D/3099/2/7/128. 
224 Report of the Public AccOlmts Committee 1933-34 H.c. 348 pp.45-7. 
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province was now spending relatively less than Great Britain, the 

payments stopped. Had the agreement been implemented to the very 

letter, of course, Northern Ireland should have been rendering financial 

assistance to the ailing National Government . Given the small amount 

involved, however, and the Damoclean position of provincial finances, 

the matter was not pressed. 

The reinsurance agreement, which had proved something of a sheet 

anchor to the provincial exchequer, had now come to nothing. Andrews, 

who had hailed the first agreement with rapture, had been rather cooler 

towards it in 1928, and now claimed 'to have always held that the 

agreement should not have been made', and persisted in his hopes of 

amalgamation225
• Although Spender was also in favour of amalgamation, 

presumably in the interests of greater Treasury control, it was a vain hope 

that any such step would be taken in the teeth of an unprecedented 

depression226
• Pollock was of the opinion that the prospect of yet another 

agreement should be raised with Chamberlain, given the lack of income 

from the current arrangemenf27
• 

Relief schemes, ever a contentious issue in the provincial economy, 

continued to be a source of trouble for Andrews and his ministry. Belfast 

Corporation were seeking funding for housing under an agreement 

involving reduced rate borrowing, a proposal which Craigavon favoured 

~~: Duggan to Spender, 1 February 1933, PRONI FIN/18/13/9. 
Spender to Taylor 3 April 1933, PRONI MIC/559/l. 

n7 ' Spender to Duggan, 29 May 1933, PRONI MIC/559/l . 
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as a way of outmanoeuvring the renegade populist William Stewarf28. 

However, Andrews condemned the idea on the grounds that such an 

agreement could lead to unlimited expenditure on the part of the 

Corporation229. The claims emanating from the city hall did not go 

unnoticed In Whitehall, where it was felt that the provincial 

government's resolution on improving the budgetary position appeared to 

have weakened. Clearly identifying the key concern in any politician's 

mind, Waley commented that the local administration did not want to 

impose economies before an election230. Round at the Home Office, it was 

similarly appreciated that political problems complicated the whole matter 

of funding the province's needs231 . Arguing over who should pay the bill, 

however, was not going to put food on the table in Belfast, and the local 

burghers persisted in their attempts to set more relief works in train. 

Pollock met the Corporation and stated that no more money would be 

available for distress relief works in the coming winter, despite their 

announcement that more works would be provided232. Spender saw this 

announcement as an attempt to embarrass the government into providing 

the monef33, although the Lord Mayor defended himself by pointing to a 

vague pronouncement by Andrews which had stated that distress relief 

228 Stewart had been putting forward his own proposals for housing schemes in Belfast; Northern Whig 
20 November 1933 . 
229 Spender diary , 7 June 1933 , PRONI MIC/559/ l. The Cabinet were most anxious that Belfast 
Corporation should share the burden of housing provision; Cabinet conclusions, 7 June 1933, PRONI 
CAB/4/31212l. 
230 Waley to Hopkins 12 July 1933 PRO TI160/550/6562/02112. 
23 1 ' , 

H.C. Trench to e.G. Markbreiter, 30 June 1933, PRO HO/45117517/658446/41. 
232 Account of a meeting between Pollock and Belfast Corporation, 22 September 1933, PRONI 
CAB/9BI13 712. 
233 Spender diary , 23 September 1933, PRONI MIC/559/ l. 
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and unemployment schemes should go hand in hand234
• The matter was 

raised at the cabinet shortly afterwards, where Andrews does not seem to 

have disputed Pollock's assertion that no further relief schemes would be 

available until the end of the year23S. In an effort to resolve the matter, 

Craigavon met Belfast's First Citizen, who had somehow formed the 

opinion that the Government's grant was unlimited, an understanding 

which was most definitely not shared at Stormonf36
• Although the 

eventual decision of the Government was to let ordinary schemes proceed, 

G. C. Duggan feared that Andrews would interpret the decision in a 

generous fashion237
, whilst at least one senior figure on the Corporation 

was still of the opinion that Craigavon's government was possessed of 

limitless resources238
• In an effort to stave off the Treasury mandarins, 

who were anxious to know whether the promised economies had been 

implemented239
, Spender pointed to the 'consistently stricter' 

administration of transitional benefit in the province, and promised that 

economies would take place after the elections240
• Exploiting his 

connections once more, Craigavon met Baldwin and was hopeful that he 

would exert pressure on Chamberlain241
• 

234 Account of a meeting between Pollock and Belfast Corporation, 22 September 1933, PRONI 
CAB/9BI13712. 
235 Cabinet conclusions, 2 October 1933, PRONl CAB/4/314/4. 
236 Notes of a conference between the Prime Minister and the Lord Mayor, 3 October 1933, PRONI 
CAB/9B/13712. 
237 Spender diary , 17 October 1933, PRONl MIC/559/1. 
238 Account of a meeting between Pollock and Alderman Duff, 22 December 1933, PRONl 
CAB/9B/13712. 
239 Hopkins to Spender, 18 October 1933, PRONI MIC/559/ l. 
240 Spender to Hopkins, 20 October 1933 , PRO T/160/550/6562/02112. The Ministry of Labour had 
also been strict in operating the 'Not Genuinely Seeking Work ' clause; Petherick to Duggan, 21 
February 1930, PRONI FIN/18/9/60. 
24 1 Spender diary , 26 October 1933, PRONl MIC/559/ l. 
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Andrews, whose ministry was especially vulnerable to financial pressure, 

met the permanent secretary of the Ministry of Finance to explain his 

views. For Andrews, the 'right way out of all our financial problems was 

to get the Treasury to recognise that they acted as our agents for collecting 

money and that we act as their agents for spending it'242. Although an 

attractive analysis of the situation, it was a viewpoint unlikely to make 

much progress in financial circles. Spender, who seems to have despaired 

of the financial nous of every minister bar Pollock243, tried to point out 

that the province was not paying a proportionate share of the education 

and police rates, a point which he was constantly bringing to the notice of 

the Cabinef44 . Andrews 'waved these arguments aside' in his 

determination to assert Ulster's right to financial assistance, leading 

Spender to lament that Andrews had not been part of the delegation 

which met the Chancellor earlier in the year; presumably so that he would 

have heard some appropriate home truths245 . Andrews was resolute in 

his determination to assert the primacy of the province's needs over fiscal 

orthodoxy, and he expressed his concern to the Cabinet that the distress 

relief schemes were coming to an end with nothing to replace them246. On 

the same day, however, a senior Treasury official was telling Spender that 

the Belfast administration was expected to reduce its spending by some 

£400,000 in the coming year247. Confiding in his diary, Spender felt that 

Andrews and Craigavon would have to be warned before they committed 

242 Account of a meeting between Andrews and Spender, 27 October 1933, PRONI MIC/55911. 
243 Spender dial)' , 23 Februal)' 1933, PRONI MIC/559/ l. Pollock similarly despaired of the fiscal 
capabilities of his fellow ministers; Pollock to Craigavon, 29 November 1930, PRONI FIN/181111199. 
244 Spender to Taylor, 6 June 1933 , PRONI MIC/559/ l. 
245 Account of a meeting between Andrews and Spender, 27 October 1933, PRONI MIC/55911. 
246 Cabinet conclusions, 2 November 1933, PRONI CAB/4/315/3. 
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the government to schemes which it could ill afford248
• The Permanent 

Secretary at the Ministry of Finance was also concerned that the new 

unemployment legislation under consideration on the mainland might 

prove too costly to implement in the province249
• In his view, if Northern 

Ireland was able to prove that the promised economies had been 

implemented, Chamberlain might well prove more favourable to the idea 

of a renewed reinsurance agreement250
. However, as Conacher pointed 

out, the new unemployment legislation was one of Chamberlain's 'pet 

children', and implementing it would be a good way of getting his co-

operation251
• The Ministry of Finance seemed more anxious than ever to 

re-amalgamate the funds252
, whilst the prospect of Unemployment 

Assistance, to be partly funded by the unstintingly generous local 

authorities, filled them with alarm253
• Indeed, Spender even went so far as 

to say that the system of poor relief was not unsuited to the province's 

needs254
• Evidently, the guardians of the provincial exchequer were no 

nearer to supporting Andrews' position. 

The election, which was chiefly noticeable by the candidature of De Valera 

for South Down255
, passed off on 30 November 1933 and resulted in the 

loss of the Dock seat to Labour256
• Although Andrews' seat was 

247 Hopkins to Spender, 2 November 1933, PRO T/160/550/6562/02112. 
248 Spender diary, 3 November 1933 , PRONl MIC/559/l. 
249 Ibid., 8 November 1933 . 
250 Spender to Pollock, 10 November 1933, PRONl MIC/559/ l. 
251 Report ofa conference between Craigavon, Pollock and Andrews, 15 December 1933, PRONl 
MIC/559/l. 
252 Spender to B1ackmore, 23 November 1933, PRONI MIC/559/ l. 
m Ministry of Finance memorandum, 2 December 1933, PRONl FIN/18/13/9. 
254 Spender to Pollock, 2 December 1933 , PRONl FIN/18/13/42 . 
m Kelly, op cit. , p.88. 
256 Harkness, op cit., p.184. 
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uncontested, the Northern Whig's political commentator made a few 

interesting remarks on his career in a satirical article entitled 'The 

Stormont races'; 'although he owed his early opportunities largely to the 

prowess and fame of his sire he has since proved his own genuine worth, 

and his career has been by no means a path of velvet. From beginning to 

end he is a 'trier' and seems to revel in earning his oats,257. 

The new measures for unemployment relief were fast approaching the 

statute book, and the Ulster Cabinet considered the proposals in December 

1933. The new legislation had four main changes; the inclusion of 

juveniles, the eradication of the debt by annual instalments, additional 

benefit periods for those with good records of employment, and the 

introduction of Unemployment Assistance in place of transitional benefit. 

It was estimated that these changes would cost the province some £350,000 

per annum258. Pollock expressed his reservations about the wisdom of 

applying the new legislation to Northern Ireland in a speech which earned 

him a rebuke from the Northern Whig 259. However, the Cabinet decided 

to adopt the measure as it would apply in England; a victory for parity, 

perhaps, but the financial pundits remained perturbed. What seems to 

have swung the matter was Craigavon's determination to ensure that the 

people of Northern Ireland enjoyed the same social services as those on 

the mainland; otherwise 'he could not remain as Prime Minister,26o. The 

most that Pollock could extort was a promise from Andrews that no more 

257 Northern Whig 9 November 1933 . 
258 Joint memorandum by Andrews and PoIlock on the new unemployment bill, 5 December 1933 , 
PRONI FIN/18/13/n . 
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unemployment relief schemes would be permitted261 . Now that the new 

legislation had been secured, Andrews could afford to let the relief 

schemes slide. However, Pollock felt that even this concession might not 

be enough to please the Treasury. As Parsifal strove for the Holy Grail, so 

Pollock was determined to implement the promised economies to reach 

the elusive goal of amalgamation, or at least a new reinsurance 

agreemenf62 . In an effort to agree a common policy, several meetings 

were held among the ministers concerned. When Pollock and the 

premier met, Craigavon reiterated his understanding that Baldwin 

favoured parity, and that the Imperial administration had a 'definite 

responsibility' to ensure that equal social standards prevailed in the 

province. When Pollock raised the matter of the lower rates demanded in 

Ulster, Craigavon pointed to the leeway in services that had to be made up. 

Both ministers were agreed on the desirability of amalgamation, although 

Pollock wanted to try the Treasury for concessions first, saving the 

Imperial Cabinet as a last resorf63. Within a few days, Andrews was 

brought in on the deliberations, in a meeting which provides a highly 

valuable insight into his financial thinking. As one might expect, he 

restated the basis of parity; equal taxation meaning equal rights. However, 

he remarked that even amalgamation did not get to 'the root of the 

trouble,264. His desire was for a permanent financial arrangement between 

259 Spender diary , 5 December 1933 , PRONI MIC/559/l. 
260 Ibid., 6 December 1933, PRONI MIC/559/ l. 
26 1 Ibid., 6 December 1933 , PRONI MIC/559/l. 
262 Pollock to Craigavon, 8 December 1933, PRONI MIC/559/ l. Andrews seems to have been 
prepared to give reinsurance another chance; Andrews to Pollock, 15 November 1933, PRONI 
FIN/18/ 13/9. However, he was not prepared to go far along the road of economy to achieve tI1is. 
263 Report of a conference between Craigavon and Pollock, 12 December 1933 , PRONI MIC/559/l. 
264 Report of a conference between Craigavon, Pollock, and Andrews, 15 December 1933, PRONI 
MIC/559/ l. 

134 



the two parts of the United Kingdom, rather than temporary expedients to 

balance the accounts. Andrews also commented on his objections to the 

original Cave agreement, observing that the debt payments on the 1921-

1926 period had been a heavy burden. Craigavon revealed that Cave 

himself had admitted that the agreement should have been backdated to 

1921, which would have dealt with the debt payments. However, this 

would not have made any difference to the eventual fate of the agreement 

when unemployment levels began to balance. The end result of the 

conference was that it was agreed to contact the Treasury in an effort to 

secure a better financial arrangement. As Pollock pointed out, there was 

always the precedent of the Colwyn Committee in making fiscal 

adjustments between the two administrations265
• Having investigated the 

matter however, Spender felt that Hopkins might not be willing to devise 

a permanent arrangement, and that an approach to Chamberlain might 

yield the best results266
• 

Craigavon was determined that the principle of a minus imperial 

contribution was sustainable267
, a position with which Andrews could 

identify. As far as the Ulster premier was concerned, the acceptance of this 

principle would be the answer to the province's problems268
• At a meeting 

with Sir Richard Hopkins, Pollock and Spender tried to present the Ulster 

case; the Minister of Finance asking for re-amalgamation of the 

unemployment funds given the ineffectiveness of the Cave agreement. 

265 Ibid. 
266 Spender to BIackmore, 28 December 1933, PRONT MIC/559/ l. _ 
267 Report of a conference between Craigavon and Pollock, 12 December 1933, PRONT MICI.:>59/1. 
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The provincial representatives also complained about the derelict state of 

their new fiefdom in 1921, and the unfairness of having to continually 

drain reserves. Hopkins retorted by calling for a revaluation of Northern 

Ireland, and commented that the Public Accounts Committee were 

unhappy about the existing 'private arrangements' for subsidising the 

province269. Like the disputants in a long-running family quarrel, each 

side rehearsed the familiar argument. Although Hopkins admitted the 

need for a new reinsurance agreemenf70, Spender felt that he was only 

really interested in short-term solutions to the problem, and advocated an 

approach to the Chancellor271 . Following the London meeting, the Cabinet 

seem to have come to a definite decision on relief works. Andrews now 

supported Pollock and Bates in their desire to end the schemes, basing his 

decision on the fact that the last of the mainland projects, in Liverpool, 

had ceased272. Under the principle of parity, there was no case for 

continuing the payments, whilst the decision to follow the new 

unemployment legislation meant that the needy should be provided for. 

Some two weeks into 1934, Andrews circulated a memorandum calling for 

immediate financial negotiations with London to bring about a permanent 

solution rather than temporary expedients. Andrews surmised that fresh 

difficulties would arise each year if the current ad hoc procedure 

continued, and remarked that the prevailing hostility of the Irish Free 

268 Blackmore to Srx:nder, 1 January 1934, PRONI MIC/559/2. 
269 Account of a meeting between Hopkins, Pollock and Spender, 3 January 1934, PRONI MIC/559/2. 
270 Spender to Blackmore, 4 January 1934, PRONI MIC/559/2. 
271 Spender to Blackmore, 6 January 1934, PRONI MIC/559/2. 
272 Cabinet conclusions, 15 January 1934, PRO NI CAB/4/318/7 . 
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State to London made it more likely that the province would be helped273 . 

Spender, who usually regarded Andrews as something of a liability to the 

local administration, considered his analysis of the situation a helpful 

one274. However, Chamberlain was soon writing to Craigavon in very 

uncompromising terms. Having criticised the local administration's 

failure to put its house in order, the Imperial Chancellor commented that 

amalgamation of the unemployment Funds was impossible as it would 

involve withdrawing the current bill, a political impossibilitf75. 

Craigavon, Pollock and Andrews met Baldwin and Chamberlain on 22 

January. Andrews was not entirely happy with the way that Stormont 

Castle publicised the meeting; a notice had been placed in the press to the 

effect that the ministers were in London to discuss the financing of new 

relief schemes. Andrews felt that this would give false hope to the 

unemployed, and as Craigavon was departing on a cruise, he would have 

to bear the opprobrium. A preliminary meeting of the Ulster ministers 

was held at the Constitutional Club, to hammer out the presentation of 

their case. Andrews once more stated his desire for a permanent 

arrangement which would endure even in the advent of a less friendly 

administration. Pollock, ever anxious to regard the province's economic 

problems as a mere hiatus in the march of progress, was inclined to place a 

great deal of blame on the economic war. However, Andrews, equally 

anxious to highlight the deep-seated causes of the depression, pointed out 

273 There was a feeling in certain quarters in London t11at ilie Free State was deliberately seeking to 
undernune ilie prosperity of northern agriculture; Markbreiter to J.E. Stephenson, 22 May 1933, PRO 
HO/45/17517/658446/41. 
274 Spender memorandum on Andrews ' proposals, 15 January 1934, PRONT MIC/55912. 
m Chan1berlain to Craigavon, 17 January 1934, PRONT MIC/55912. 
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that trade had been slipping even before De Valera came to power276. 

Unfortunately, no account of the meeting has survived, and historians are 

dependent on the memories of those involved. After the meeting, 

Andrews had felt that the English ministers were most helpful, and 

believed that they had promised to take over the province's deficit for 

1934-5, as well as promising a readjustment of financial arrangements 

between the two governments. This was not, however, the interpretation 

that Hopkins placed on the meeting277. As far as the London 

administration was concerned, Northern Ireland would have to make 

good its budget deficit in the coming year278. Chamberlain soon made the 

position clear when he stated that 'any assistance we can give is narrowly 

limited' . Endorsing Pollock's view that the economic trouble arose from 

temporary causes, he ruled out any permanent arrangemenf79. A further 

salvo from 11 Downing Street hammered home a well-worn truth; 'any 

possible contribution from our side is severely restricted by the law'280. In 

his own words, Pollock was reduced to searching for 'golden eggs which 

will enable my coming budget to balance,281. Andrews' efforts at procuring 

a permanent financial arrangement seemed to have been thwarted; the 

existing policy of short-term adjustments seemed set to continue. 

Andrews was determined not to let the matter rest, however, and wanted 

to press the matter whilst a Conservative (sic) government was in power, 

276 Spender diary , 22 January 1934, PRONI MIC/559/2. 
277 Ibid. 
278 Spcndcr to Blackmore 25 Janu~rv 1934, PRONI MIC/559/2. 
279 ' ~J 

Chamberlain to Pollock 13 Febru~rv 1934, PRONI MIC/559/2. 
280 , ~) 

Chamberlain to Pollock 26 Febru~rv 1934, PRONI MIC/559/2. 
28 1 ' ~J 

Pollock to Lord Charlemont, 5 February 1934, PRONI MIC/559/2. 

138 



whereas Craigavon preferred to let the situation rest for another year282. 

Meanwhile, Spender was blaming the new unemployment legislation for 

the failure of the budget to balance283, whilst one of his officials asserted 

that the Ministry of Finance would 'not be cajoled' into extending the 

borrowing powers of the unemployment fund284 . 

Although the Government had ceased to fund distress relief schemes, 

Belfast Corporation felt that the Stormont administration still had 

something to give them. A meeting was held between Pollock, Andrews, 

the Lord Mayor and Alderman Duff, at which it was agreed to help the 

Corporation in funding the Board of Guardians285 . This assistance took 

the form of spreading the Corporation's commitments over a further five 

years to obviate the levying of a further rate286. Clearly, the sooner the 

new legislation was introduced, the better. 

At the Ministry of Finance, the basis of a new reinsurance agreement was 

again under consideration. J.I. Cook, a senior official at the ministry, felt 

that the agreement would work more to the province's advantage if it was 

based on insured rather than actual population, a point that had been 

made before287. The linen industry was going through another bad patch 

and Andrews requested a meeting with Spender to press for a new 

reinsurance agreement. By Spender's figures, an agreement based on the 

282 Spender diary 16 March 1934, PRONI MlC/55912. 
283 ' 

Ibid., 10 March 1934, PRONI MlC/55912. 
284 Duggan memorandum 7 April 1934, PRONI FIN/18/14/9. 
285 ' Harris to Blackmore 14 March 1934, PRONI CAB/9B/13712. 
286 ' Bates memora ndum, 5 April 1934, PRONI FIN/18/141l 7. 
287 Spender diary, 7 April 193 4, PRONI MlC/55912. 
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insured population could net the province some £500,000 per annum288 . 

The two senior figures at the Ministry of Finance put their heads together 

and decided that a raid on the road fund and an extra rate on the city of 

Belfast could be part of a possible bargain to secure a new agreemenf89. 

Not unexpectedly, Craigavon opposed any levy on the rates for political 

reasons while Andrews, who was no less alive to political considerations, 

saw the need for a new agreement as more pressing29o. In the end, 

Andrews' views prevailed at the Cabinet, where it was agreed to add a one 

shilling education rate, for the explicit purpose of making the British 

government more amenable to a new reinsurance deal. In addition, the 

cut in unemployment benefit which had been in place since 1931 was 

reversed in line with mainland policy, to maintain the principle of 

paritf91. Pollock put together a detailed list of concessions which he was 

prepared to give for a fresh agreement, including an entertainment tax, a 

further raid on the road fund, withdrawing £150,000 from reserves, and 

making economies of £100,000292. When Pollock crossed to London, he 

trotted out the familiar line that if the province survived this year, a 

substantial imperial contribution would result in the future. It all 

sounded rather like Lewis Carroll's predicament of jam tomorrow, jam 

yesterday, but never jam today. Hopkins was not prepared to accept the 

proposal for an agreement based on insured rather than total population, 

whilst his colleague Sir Ernest Strohmeyer was keen that the province's 

288 Ibid. , 11 April 1934, PRONI MIC/559/2. 
289 Ibid. , 17 April 1934, PRONI MIC/559/2. An offer along these lines was tentatively put to the 
Treasury; Spender to Hopkins, 21 April 1934, PRONI MIC/559/2. 
290 Spender diary, 23 April 1934, PRONI MIC/559/2. 
291 Cabinet conclusions, 25 April 1934, PRONI CAB/4/3 2l/3 . 
292 Spender to Blackmore, 30 April 1934, PRONI MIC/559/2. 
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strict policy on transitional benefit be applied to the new unemployment 

assistance293
• After this meeting, Pollock decided that it might be better to 

wait before raising the matter again, although Andrews was all for 

immediate action294
• In the end, Pollock's view prevailed, and the 

question was temporarily laid to rest. 

Final preparations were being made for the introduction of the new 

unemployment legislation by Andrews' ministry, and a memorandum 

was presented to the Cabinet detailing the all-important procedure for 

local authority contributions. The finer details of this had previously been 

considered at the Ministry of Finance, where the British system of 

assessment was carefully critiqued295
• Under the Ministry of Labour 

proposals, a sliding scale of contributions was to be adopted for local 

authorities; Belfast would pay 11d in the pound, whereas rural areas 

suffering less from unemployment would only pay Id296
• In all other 

main provisions, the legislation was identical to the British proposals297
• If 

the Stormont administration was seeking a new reinsurance agreement, 

then aping the development of British unemployment legislation was 

essential, however unpopular that might be with Belfast Corporation298
• 

293 Account of a meeting between Pollock, Spender, Hopkins and Waley, 2 May 1934, PRONI 
MIC/559/2. 
294 Spender diary , 14 May 1934, PRONI MIC/559/2. 
295 Duggan memorandum, 19 April 1934, PRONl FIN/18/13/92. The British system involved a 
complicated calculation based on previous expenditure; Memorandum on the Unemployment Bill, 29 
May 1934, PRONI FIN/18/14/ l. See also Cook to Duggan, 26 April 1934, PRONI FIN/18/14/1, for 
an simpler alternative form of assessment based on regional needs, which Pollock favoured; Duggan to 
Conacher, 12 May 1934, PRONI FIN/18/13/92. 
296 Ministry of Labour memorandum, 18 May 1934, PRONI CAB/4/324/13. 
297 Cabinet conclusions 22 May 1934 PRONI CAB/4/324/16 . 
298 ' , . 

Statement by the Finance Committee of Belfast CorporatIOn, 4 June 19.34, PRONI FI~/l8/l3/9.2. 
Local authorities across the province assailed the govemment, and complamed about the high salanes 
paid to officials; Spender diary, 30 June 1934, PRONI MIC/559/2. 
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Andrews was certainly anxious that the Unemployment Assistance Board, 

a part-time body consisting of five members299
, be constituted as soon as 

possible30o
• With the new legislation in place, the Cabinet decided to seek a 

new reinsurance agreement in the autumn301
• 

Andrews was still anxious about the long-term financial future of the 

province rather than mere emergency measures. In a meeting with 

Pollock, he emphasised the need for establishing the principle of a minus 

contribution, as well as safeguarding unemployment finance302
; Pollock, 

however, was averse to the idea of a minus contribution303
• An ideal 

opportunity to discuss the matter seemed to loom with the proposed visit 

of the Chancellor to Belfast, although the Cabinet Secretary seems to have 

had doubts about the etiquette of this304. Spender was concerned with the 

nuts and bolts of the financial arrangement, and wondered whether it 

might not be better to delay the matter until the likely costs could be 

assessed30S
• One issue that could add to the outlay on social security was 

the prospect of agricultural unemployment insurance then under 

consideration. This controversial measure, which had already been 

rejected by the Ulster farmers306
, was currently being considered by a 

committee at Westminster, on which the province was represented. 

299 W.A.B . Iliff to Spender 14 May 1934, PRONI FIN/18/13/92. 
300 ' Conacher to Blackmore, 5 July 1934, PRONI CAB/9C/411l . 
301 Cabinet conclusions 11 July 193 4, PRONI CAB/4/327/12. 
302 Spender diary 18 O~tober 1934, PRONI MlC/559/2. 
303 ' 

Ibid., 11 November 1934, PRONI MlC/559/2 . 
304 Blackmore to Spender 3 October 1934, PRONI MlC/559/2. 
305 ' 

Spender to Blackmore 29 October 1934, PRO NI MlC/559/2. 
306 ' H. Barbour to Craigavon, 19 May 1932, PRONI CAB/9C/38/1. 
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Andrews was fully aware of the need to tread warily in London, and 

warned his representative not to press the local case too stronglY07. 

Pollock met the Treasury officials in November 1934 to discuss the matter 

of reinsurance once more in the light of the 1934 unemployment 

legislation. Unlike transitional benefit, unemployment assistance was 

paid at a standard rate across the United Kingdom, meaning that it would 

cost more. This was explained at the Treasury, and the point was 

conceded, although Waley and Hopkins refused to consider any agreement 

based on the insured proportion of the population. Spender pressed for an 

immediate agreement, and Cook tried to sugar the pill by arguing that the 

province would only be assisted when actually necessary. Hopkins' policy 

remained the same; Northern Ireland should draw on its reserves, and 

emergency support would be administered from London30B. On 25 

November, Craigavon paid a visit to Baldwin, seeking to have the 

question reopened, although without apparent resuleo9
• This was not 

good enough for Andrews, who continued to urge at the Cabinet that the 

matter be brought up again310 . Spender was also concerned that the matter 

be dealt with, to prevent the province's deficit climbing to £1 million311 . 

In an effort to bring the matter forward, Pollock and Andrews prepared a 

jOint memorandum describing the negotiations since the beginning of 

1934. In their view, the Treasury would not agree to any formula which 

would provide aid for Northern Ireland in times of relative prosperity. A 

:: Andrews to C.C. Craig, 31 October 1934, PRONI CAB/9C/38/1. 
Notes of a conference between PoIlock and Hopkins, 27 November 1934, PRONI MIC/55912. 

309 Spender diary, 27 November 1934, PRONl MIC/559/2. 
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possible basis for another agreement would involve a sliding scale of 

payments based on the differing rates of unemployment, meaning that the 

province would receive more help in times of exceptional difficulty312. 

Andrews w as prepared to support negotiations on this basis, although he 

still continued to favour the principle of a minus contribution313. The 

sliding scale of reinsurance certainly had Spender's seal of approval, who 

saw it as the best way of helping the province through its financial 

troubles314 . As his Treasury counterpart pointed out, however, any new 

agreement would require time; and time was in short supplf15. 

The prospect of agricultural insurance was fast approaching on the 

mainland, and Andrews wrote to his British counterpart to confirm that 

the province would be following suit. However, he counselled caution, 

and urged that the measure should be delayed until more information was 

available about the extent of unemployment in the farming industry. As 

the Unemployment Assistance Board would meet the needs of most farm 

workers, Andrews fel t that 'the launching of a contributory scheme , 

imposing further charges on the farm labourer and his employer ... will not 

be popular,316. Andrews had already experienced the wrath of the farming 

community over health insurance, and realised that the measure would 

face great difficulties. The basic details of the measure were presented to 

310 Cabinet conclusions 11 December 1934, PRONT CAB/4/332/3. 
311 ' 

Spender diary , December 1934, PRONT MlC/559/2. 
312 Joint memorandum by the Minister of Finance and the Minister of Labour, 15 January 1935, 
PRONI CAB/4/3 33/18 . 
313 Cabinet conclusions 16 January 1935, PRONT CAB/4/333/9 . 
314 ' 

Spender to Waley, 31 January 1935, PRONT M1C/559/2. 
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316 ' 

Andrews to O. Stanley, 21 January 1935, PRONI CAB/9C/38/1. 
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the Cabinet in a memorandum, pointing out the relatively restricted 

nature of the scheme; the benefit payable would be directly related to the 

unexhausted contribution of the employees317
. Unusually, the first 

opposition did not come from the Ministry of Finance, but from the 

Ministry of Agriculture. Sir Basil Brooke welcomed the general principle 

of the plan, but called for more detailed consideration of the scheme. 

Whereas the maximum benefit payable under the proposal was 30 

shillings per week, the average weekly wage of an Ulster ploughman was 

some 24 shillings. To Brooke, as to many others, this raised the spectre of 

idleness being more attractive than employment, and he called for the 

rates of benefit to be reconsidered318
. The two ministers were soon at 

loggerheads in the cabinet, when Brooke reiterated his point that the 

benefit levels suggested could cause problems with wages. Andrews 

retorted by arguing that 24 shillings was 'below a very moderate 

subsistence level', and that any alteration in benefit or contribution levels 

would lead to heavier demands on the Unemployment Assistance Board 

and the Exchequer319
• Apart from anything else, any such deviation would 

be a breach in the principle of parity, a point to which Andrews devoted a 

separate memorandum. In a familiar statement of his key political 

conviction he remarked that 'if the Government of Northern Ireland were 

once to admit as a principle that this portion of the Kingdom might be 

allowed to fall below the standard of uniformity in social legislation 

31 7 Andrews memorandum 28 January 1935, PRONI CAB/9C/38/1. 
318 ' 

Brooke memorandum, 29 January 1935, PRONI CAB/9C/38/1. 
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hitherto observed ... , the policy we have laboured to maintain for fourteen 

years would be imperilled,320. 

The Ulster Farmer's Union joined the fray, complaining that equal 

benefits would be a relatively heavier burden in the province than on the 

mainland, and suggested a maximum benefit level of twenty shillings per 

week. One criticism nicely calculated to appeal to the ministers was the 

fear that high benefits would lead to an influx of workers from the Free 

State321 . Craigavon, Brooke and Andrews met the farmer's leaders in an 

effort to gain their co-operation. The premier provided an effective 

answer to the farmers by pointing out that they could hardly expect to 

claim assistance on the same grounds as the rest of the United Kingdom if 

their workers were not treated equally. Andrews, anxious to defend the 

equal benefit scales, pointed out that there was no real difference in the 

cost of living across the United Kingdom322. The Cabinet established an 

inter-departmental committee to report on the matter323, although 

Spender was highly sceptical as to the effectiveness of this body, remarking 

that Andrews was already telling people that equal benefits would apply324. 

The matter was subsequently approved by the Cabinee25, although the 

passing of the measure was later blamed for rising unemployment 

figures326. Some farmers also felt that the measure also made it hard to 

320 Andrews memorandum 1 March 1935, PRONI CAB/9C/38/1. 
32 1 ' 

U.F.U. memorandum, 5 February 1935, PRONI CAB/9C/38/1. 
322 Notes on meeting of Ministers and U.F.U., 20 February 1936, PRONI CAB/9C/38/l . 
323 Cabinet conclusions 25 February 1936 PRONI CAB/4/354/5 . 
324 ' , 

Spender diary , February 1936, PRO NI MIC/559/3. 
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attract workers due to the employee's contribution327, an attitude which 

met with scant sympathy at the Ministry of Labour328. 

Andrews seems to have struck up a reasonably good rapport with 

Chamberlain during his January visie29, and was left with the impression 

that Great Britain would assist the province financiallT30. Waley felt able 

to remark to Spender 1 need not tell you how anxious the Chancellor 

always is to help Northern Ireland,331, and held out the hope that a new 

reinsurance agreement could be investigated after May, when more figures 

would be available332. This was good enough for Spender, who wasted no 

time in officially applying for a new agreemene33. When it came to 

discussing the minutiae of the agreement, Hopkins expressed a preference 

for a limit of £500,000 rather than the £1 million of previous 

agreements334. In the end, tradition won out and the old limit remained. 

Another victory for the province lay in the fact that the payments would 

now be conducted on the basis of insured rather than total population, and 

the sliding scale proposed by the Ministry of Finance was adopted. In 

return for this cornucopia, £100,000 was to be taken from the road fund, 

and capital reserves were to be used to secure budget equilibrium335. The 

new scheme would also include Unemployment Assistance in its 

327 J.c. Cooper to Craigavon, 4 June 1937, PRONI CAB/9C/38/1. 
328 Conacher to Cooper, 14 June 1937, PRONI CAB/9C/38/1. 
329 Chamberlain subsequently wrote a personal letter to Andrews in which he outlined his own 
opinions on the possibility of full employment; Chamberlain to Andrews, 30 January 1935, Andrews 
family papers. 
330 Spender diary 16-23 February 1935, PRONI MIC/559/2. 
331 ' 

Waley to Spender 29 March 1935, PRONI MIC/559/2. 
332 ' Spender diary 7 March 1935, PRONI MIC/559/2 . 
333 ' 

Spender to Walcy 10 April 1935, PRONI MIC/559/2. 
334 Account of a conf~rence between Pollock, Spender and Hopkins, 16 April 1935, PRONI 
MIC/559/2. 
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calculations336, whilst the 1921-25 debt was to be finally extinguished by 

annual payments of £40,000337 Andrews, who seems to have become rather 

wary of reinsurance agreements, admitted that the terms were favourable, 

but regretted the increased administration charge that the Treasury 

proposed to deduct. Moreover, in his view, 'it was not safe to assume that 

Northern Ireland's financial difficulties would finally be solved by the 

adaptation of the new agreement,338. Andrews was still pressing for the 

adoption of a mmus contribution, although he abandoned this stance 

when both Pollock and Craigavon declined their suppore39. The 

agreement was certainly regarded as generous; so much so that the 

Secretary of State for Scotland asked that its implementation be delayed to 

forestall adverse reaction there340 . Perhaps rather optimistically, Spender 

felt that the burden had been removed from the province 'for all time,341, 

although the actual implementation of the measure was delayed by the 

National Government until February 1936, once the General Election of 

November was safely past. The new agreement netted the province some 

£500,000 during its first year of operation342, and balanced the budgee43. 

335 Waley to Spender, 7 May 1935, PRONI MlC/559/2. 
336 Pollock memorandum, 25 May 1935, PRONI CAB/4/342/13 . Care was also taken to ensure that 
the reinsurance agreement was not affected by the new burden of agricultural unemployment insurance; 
Waley to Spender, 6 December 1935, PRONI FIN/18/14/6. 
337 Ministry of Finance memorandum, 29 July 1935, PRONI FIN/18/15/61. 
338 Cabinet conclusions 28 May 1935, PRONI CAB/4/342/3. 
339 ' Spender diary, 31 May - 11 June 1935, PRONI MIC/559/2. 
340 Cabinet conclusions, 31 July 1935, PRO CAB/23/82. 
34 1 Spender to Clark, 20 August 1935, PRONI MlC/559/2 . 
342 Spender to Clark, 27 May 1936, PRONI MIC/559/3. 
343 Spender to Blackmore, 17 September 1936, PRONI MIC/559/3. 
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In view of these rising figures, although Andrews had seemed to be losing 

his patience with relief schemes344
, he pressed Pollock to have some 

building schemes developed, and expressed annoyance at Bates' reluctance 

to sanction the construction of public parks345
• Just as Andrews was urging 

that work on the Sydenham by-pass road be expedited346
, Pollock gave his 

opinion that such schemes were only palliatives347
• Stewart was criticising 

the government for its lack of energy, and Andrews, feeling that he had to 

be answered348
, proposed a scheme for concreting streets in Belfase49

• 

Provision for the unemployed was not entirely satisfactory even after 

several decades of experience, and the 1934 Act had not been as successful 

as had been anticipated. As late as April 1937, Bates was complaining that 

the Board of Guardians still needed money to provide for the destitute35o
, 

even though some seventy per cent of former Board cases were being 

handled by the Unemployment Assistance Board351
• The unemployment 

rate was still such that the Boards of Guardians still seemed to have a role 

in granting relief to the able-bodied352
. Even after Andrews' policy of 

parity had been implemented, the system of social provision was rather 

less than comprehensive. 

After April, however, Andrews was to view these problems from a slightly 

different perspective. Pollock had been seriously ill at several points 

344 Andrews to Pollock 29 October 1935, PRONI FlN/18/1O/59. 
345 ' Spender diary , 22 December 1936, PRONI MIC/559/3. 
346 Cabinet conclusions 10 February 1937, PRONI CAB/4/37115. 
347 ' Spender diary , February 1937, PRONI MIC/559/4. 
348 Ibid., March 1937, PRONI MIC/559/4. 
349 Cabinet conclusions 9 March 1937, PRONI CAB/4/373/6. 
350 ' 

Bates memorandum, 7 April 1937, PRONI CAB/9B/13712 . 
351 Cabinet conclusions 9 April 1937, PRONI CAB/4/375/18. 
352 Report of the Inter-Departmental Committee on Poor Relief, 27 May 1937, PRONI CAB/9B/ 13712. 
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during the 1930s, and had been expected to retire as early as 1933353. In the 

event, he died in office at the age of 85 on 15 April 1937354. Pollock's views 

of finance were orthodox in the extreme, an outlook which had endeared 

him to Spender all the more355, despite his lack of primacy in the 

Cabinee56. The matter of a successor was left over until after the Budget 

had been passed, although both Andrews and Brooke were mentioned as 

possible candidates357. The latter can only have been an outside choice, 

gi ven his mere four years of ministerial experience. Pollock's deputy 

Milne Barbour, who would have been a natural successor, declined the 

posi tion on the grounds of age and business commi tmen ts358. Al though 

Andrews was reluctant to leave the Ministry of Labour, where he had 

hoped to spend his political career, he succumbed to Craigavon's 

blandishments and took up the new role359. The Northern Whig, for one, 

welcomed his succession, commenting that 'no member of the 

Government so readily catches the ear of the House as he does,36o, yet at 

the same time warning that a policy of economy would have to be 

applied361
. The columnist 'Old Fogey' certainly appreciated the dilemma 

that Andrews would now face as the one who controlled the purse strings; 

'as Minister of Finance he will have a sterner task than he had as a 

353 Spender to Waley 10 May 1933 , PRO TI1 60/5501F6562/021/ l. 
354 ' 

Harkness, OD cit , p. l77. 
355 Spender to Clark 19 August 1935, PRONT MIC/559/2. 
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-

distributor of largesse,362. It remained to be seen whether the poacher 

really would turn gamekeeper. 

362 IllliL 26 April 1937. 
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No sweeping changes were evident as a result of Andrews' early weeks in 

his new office. He was most anxious to establish a good working 

relationship with Spender, referring back to the days when they had last 

worked together, in the anti-Home Rule agitation1
• Although the 

unionist unity which had existed then was little more than a memory by 

1937, the two men did manage a productive partnership, albeit not 

without occasional strains2
• When, for example, his successor at Labour 

recommended more relief works3
, Andrews was still inclined to err on the 

side of generosity4. The staff at his old ministry certainly saw Andrews as a 

friend, asking that their proposals be considered by him personally rather 

than by Ministry of Finance officialss. As in previous years, opposition to 

the schemes was voiced by Belfast Corporation, who wanted more than a 

75% grant to minimise the burden on the rates6
• Despite Andrews' 

contention that the Corporation had received much more money to this 

end than their mainland counterparts7
, the Corporation still demanded 

moreB. Even Andrews' desire not to imperil the reinsurance agreement9 

made little headway in the face of tactics which would have made Oliver 

Twist blush. Andrews' concern was 'to do something which both will 

prevent the Corporation from passing Distress Relief recipients on to the 

Government and at the same time will prevent the Corporation from 

I Spender diary, week ending 24 April 1937, PRONI MIC/559/4. 
2 For instance, Spender was rather suspicious when Andrews met a delegation of trade unionists, 
presumably fearing that financial concessions were on the agenda; Spender diary, 9 December 1937, 
PRONI MIC/559/4. 
3 D.G. Shillington memorandum, 26 April 1937, PRONI FINl18/17/182. 
4 Cabinet conclusions 29 April 1937, PRONI CAB/4/377/8. 
5 ' 
6 Spender diary , early May 1937, PRONI MIC/559/4. 

Northern Whig 3 November 1937. 
7 Conacher memorandum 2 December 1937, PRONI FIN/18/l7/439. 
8 ' 

Northern Whig 3 November 1937. 
9 Conacher memorandum, 2 December 1937, PRONI FIN/18/17/439. 
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saying that they came to the Government for further assistance to help the 

unemployed and found that the Government would do nothing'lO. In the 

end, the Government agreed to provide a further 15% grant from the Road 

Fund, costing some £85,275 as opposed to the original figure of £59,50011
• 

Andrews' primary concern seems to have been that, if unemployment 

climbed too much, the British Government would reopen the whole 

question of the Reinsurance Agreement12
. It was worth a small technical 

breach of parity to ensure that the goose carried on laying golden eggs13
• 

Andrews' time would, however, soon be occupied with even weightier 

matters as he wrestled with one of the most intractable problems ever 

faced by the Stormont government; transport. This was an issue which 

had been quietly festering away since the early 1920's due to the rapid rise 

of road transport. Although the pandemonium of the Belfast bus war had 

been ended in 1928, by 1935 some 72 companies were operating buses in 

the province14
, accompanied by some 1,120 freight undertakings15

• In 1932, 

a committee of civil servants commented that many of these concerns 

were uneconomic, and called for a general merger of transport interests16
. 

The railways were struggling to maintain their position in the face of this 

competition, and a deputation from the owners and the unions waited 

10 Duggan memorandum, 6 December 1937, PRONI FINI18/ 17/439. 
11 Northern Whig 16 December 1937. 
12 Spender dial)' 9 December 193 7, PRONI MIC/559/4. 
13 Andrews continued to turn a benevolent eye on relief works, much to Spender's disgust; Duggan 
memorandum 4 March 1938, PRONI FIN/18/17/182. 
14 ML Ke~edy and D .B. MacNeill, Early Bus Services in Ulster (Belfast, 1997), p.viii. 
15 Public Transport in Northern Ireland Reports of the Commissioner Holding the Public Inquiry and 
Qfthe Committee ofInQuirv, Cmd. 198 (Belfast, 1938), p. 9. 
16 Report ofthe Inter-Departmental Committee, 31 December 1932, PRONI CAB/9F/140/2. 
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upon Craigavon in January 1934 to express their concerns17
• The 

Government responded by asking Sir Felix Pole, a noted transport expert, 

to undertake an inquiry. Pole had presided over the highly successful 

Great Western Railway in England for several years18
, but was no railway 

partisan. Although his preferred option would have been a single 

transport board, something closely akin to the recently-formed London 

Passenger Transport Board, this was not feasible owing to the fact that six 

railways operated into the Irish Free State. A compromise solution was 

adopted, setting up a Northern Ireland Road Transport Board, which was 

to liaise with the railway companies through a joint committee. Two 

aspects of the scheme were destined to prove especially troublesome; the 

compensation that was paid to existing undertakings, and the pooling of 

railway and road receipts. Although the first meetings of the joint 

committee were reasonably amicable19
, by early 1936 the low fares adopted 

by the NIRTB were causing some anxiety to their uneasy partners20. The 

railways were also concerned at the Board's delay in acquiring freight 

undertakings which continued to filch their traffic21
. The Government, 

which had lent the new concern large sums of money, became concerned 

when it became clear that the Board was running at a loss by the end of 

1936, for which the Board's chairman blamed the province's weathe~2. 

Pollock and his officials considered calling in an accountant from the City 

17 Buckland, Factory of Grievances, p.12l. 
18 F. Booker, The Great Western Railway. A New History (Newton Abbot, 1985), p.129. 
19 Standing Joint Committee !\.1inutes 3 October 1935, PRONI UT Al68/A/l. 
m ' NCC Minutes, 20 February 1936, PRONI UTAlI2/AJ/8. 
21 NCC Minutes 15 October 1936, PRONI UTAlI2/AJ/8. 
22 ' D.L. Clarke to Spender, 15 December 1936, PRONI FIN/18/17!2l. 
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to resolve the matter, although in the event nothing was done23. Pollock 

agreed to lend the Board another £500,000 towards their capital 

expenditure, on condition that they provide the Government with a 

detailed account of their expenditure. He was not optimistic about the 

Board's future, and seems to have regarded its failure as likelf4. 

However, the problem remained unsolved and passed to Andrews. 

The Road Transport Board had been floated as a public company, with a 

dividend bearing stock. For propaganda purposes, Craigavon wished a 

dividend to be paid in 1937, even though the company's financial 

circumstances in no way justified this. Andrews, however, was of the 

opinion that the NIRTB were fast becoming a liability to the Government 

through their policy of cheap fares25 . Taking his new financial 

responsibilities seriously, Andrews was anxious to contribute £1 million 

pounds to the Imperial Exchequer26, and did not wish to see this figure 

eroded by careless business practice. 

The Chairman of the Board again wrote to the Government urging his 

case, stating that the process of acquiring freight services would take some 

time; 'it was quite hopeless to expect the Board to take over these services 

and to effect economies at once'27. His appeal certainly affected Petherick, 

who felt that the Board should be given another eighteen months grace 

23 Spender memorandum, 14 January 1937, PRONI FIN/18/17121. 
24 Ministry of Finance memorandum, 7 May 1937, PRONI FIN/18/17/21. 
25 Spender diary, week ending 22 May, PRONI MIC/559/4. 
26 Cabinet conclusions 1 June 1937, PRONI CAB/4/378/3. 
27 ' Petherick memorandum, 1 June 1937, PRONI FINI18/17121. 
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before an inquiry was instituted28
• The slight improvement in figures did 

lead Andrews to authorise a further loan29. 

The NIRTB policy of cheap fares was not enough to endear it to the 

travelling public, who missed the more personalised service formerly 

provided by local operators30 . A committee of Unionist MPs met to 

discuss the matter of transport, although Andrews was not prepared to 

support Bates' offer to pay their expenses31 . The Ministry of Finance was 

most anxious to clarify its responsibilities in the field of road transport, 

and disclaimed all responsibility for guaranteeing the Board's dividend 

payments32. However, the Ministry remained optimistic that things were 

getting better, on the grounds that the passenger service was showing signs 

of profit; and the Board's Chairman hoped that it would be self-sufficient 

within two years33. Andrews remained concerned at the fluctuating value 

of the Board's stock, which was the subject of some speculative 

investmene4
• Some comfort was provided by the report of the Unionist 

committee, which left 'Johnnie and Dawson ... greatly relieved,35. The 

members recommended that the Board be given another four months to 

prove itself36. This prevarication was all very well, but Andrews realised 

28 Petherick memorandum, 14 June 1937, PRONl FIN/18/17121. Duggan and Petherick were more 
optimistic about the Board's prospects than their Permanent Secretary; Spender to H. Black, 1 July 
1937, PRONI MIC/559/4. 
29 Duggan to Clarke, 16 June 1937, PRONI FIN/18/17/21. 
30 Ballymena Chamber of Commerce resolution, 10 May 1937, PRONI FIN/18/17/153 . The Board 
also attracted the ire of the Ulster Farmer's Union; UFU Resolution, 22 July 1937, PRONI 
FIN/18117/153. 
31 Duggan memorandum, 22 June 1937, PRONl FIN/18/17/442 . 
32 Ministry of Finance memorandum, 30 July 1937, PRONI FIN/18/17 /153. 
33 Ministru of Finance memorandum 28 August 1937, PRONl FIN/18/17/306. 
~ UJ , 

Petherick memorandum 30 August 1937, PRONl FIN/18/17/306. 
35 ' 

Blackmore to Craigavon, 3 September 1937, PRONI PM/9/36. 
36 Northern Whig 4 September 1937. 
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that sooner or later the Government would have to make a move on the 

matter37
• An election was looming, and the farmers were still unhappyB. 

In the event, Craigavon' s illness led to the postponement of the election, 

fuelling speculation that Londonderry would return to head the 

Government. Spender was afraid that, when the election did come, the 

Government would throw money at the Board to satisfy the 

shareholders39
• 

The economic problems which had plagued Andrews' earlier career had 

not disappeared and continued to cause concern at Stormont. In an effort 

to cast fresh light on the situation, the Ministers of Finance, Commerce, 

and Labour met to discuss the matter. Andrews was worried by the fact 

that local unemployment was still relatively high, and hoped that more 

armaments work would be granted to the province. However, there were 

no existing Royal Ordnance factories in Northern Ireland, and even the 

former staple of linen was no longer used quite so extensively in the 

aircraft industry. Special Areas legislation in Great Britain was an 

attractive lure to investors, and the region's isolation made the import of 

raw materials an expensive business. Andrews himself questioned the 

wisdom of building a factory that would be excess to normal requirements, 

and he was reluctant to saddle the Belfast administration with debts for the 

future. Milne Barbour wanted to extend the generosity of New Industries 

legislation, while Andrews favoured more public works. In the event, it 

:: Andrews to Duggan, 13 September 193 7, PRONI FINl18/17/306. 
Belfast News Letter 24 September 193 7. 

39 Spender diary, early October 1937, PRONI MIC/559/4. 
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was decided to delegate the consideration of unemployment to a 

Committee under Andrews' Parliamentary Secretary, Lieutenant - Colonel 

Gordon40 . 

Gordon's committee was to examine the unemployment problem and 

report to the Cabinet on possible steps that could be taken to alleviate the 

situation. The central issue was the need to attract more new industry to 

the province through the provision of more generous incentives; albeit 

without committing the Government to drastic expenditure41 . As the 

Committee began its work, most of the attention focused on the provision 

of armaments work, a growth sector in the British economy by late 1937. 

Apart from three warships42, no major arms contracts had been awarded to 

the province, although two Belfast firms had recently refused to increase 

their plant for emergency production as the terms offered were not 

sufficiently generous. A deputation of Ulster MPs had recently met 

Baldwin, with little result beyond a mention of Northern Ireland on a 

preferred list for Government contracts. The permanent secretary of the 

Ministry of Labour, however, felt that only further direct political action of 

this nature could attract arms contracts43. At a subsequent meeting, it was 

decided to focus attention on naval work, for which Belfast had a proven 

track record44. The search for arms contracts for the province was nothing 

new; as early as February 1935, Milne Barbour had written to Lord 

40 Ministry of Finance memorandum 12 October 1937, PRONI FIN/18/17/366. 
41 ' A.R. Gordon memorandum, 14 October 1937, PRONI FIN/18/17/366. 
42 Despite these orders, some twelve thousand shipyard workers still remained unemp.loy~d in February 
193 8; A. Marshall to Petherick, 11 November 1937, PRONI FIN/18/1I!2!. The ships mcluded the 
cruiser HMS 'Belfast' . 
43 Minutes of the Inter-Departmental Committee, 15 October 1937, PRONI FIN/18/17/366. 
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Hailsham outlining the advantages of the province for war production. In 

the following year, Craigavon had written to Sir John Simon on the 

matter, whilst the Chairman of the Armaments Supply Committee had 

visited Belfast. In addition to this, numerous inter-departmental contacts 

had been made; all without much obvious effect45
• Gordon was optimistic 

that Chamberlain's accession to the premiership boded well for the 

province's claims, and urged a new onslaught46
• To examine other 

avenues of development, a party was sent to Scotland to investigate the 

Special Areas legislation, from which Northern Ireland had been excluded. 

The Scottish commissioners felt that the six counties would need similar 

financial facilities if they were to compete with Great Britain47
• 

In the meantime, more down to earth proposals were discussed in Belfast. 

For some time a 75% grant had been available to fund drainage schemes 

for unemployment relief, although County Councils had been somewhat 

slow in taking up these projects48
• An expert from the Ministry of Home 

Affairs recommended that the more generous provisions obtaining in the 

Irish Free State be applied49
• This recommendation, despite its adverse 

political implications, was embodied in Gordon's final report in 

November 1937. Given the high proportion of housing in the province 

that was unfit for human habitation, it was proposed to establish a 

44 Minutes of the Inter-Departmental Committee, 21 October 1937, PRONI FIN/18/17 /366 . 
45 Second Interim Report of the Inter-Departmental Committee, 23 October 1937, PRONI 
FIN/18/17/366. 
46 Minutes of the Inter-Departmental Committee, 25 October 1937, PRONI FIN/18/17/366. 
47 Summary of Conferences held in Edinburgh with the Commissioner for the Special Areas in 
Scotland, 26 October 1937, PRONI FIN/ 18/17/366. 
48 Duggan memorandum, 22 October 1937, PRONI FIN/18/17/366. 
49 Minutes of the Inter-Departmental Committee, 2 November 1937, PRONI FIN/18/ I7/366. 
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campaign of slum clearance to rejuvenate the building trade. At the other 

end of the accommodation scale, the Committee recommended that 

several new hotels be built to provide much-needed facilities for touristsso . 

Andrews was anxious to help with finance for slum clearances 1 
, although 

none of the report's proposals were enacted during his time in offices 2 
• 

Whilst much of Britain's productive capacity was being given over to war 

production in the later 1930's, some thought was also being paid to the 

possible effect of an enemy attack on home soil. This issue was considered 

as early as 1936 by the Stormont administration, when it was decided that 

the local authorities were insufficiently competent to handle the matter of 

air raid precautionss3. As a result of the Great War (and Mussolini's 

activities in Abyssinia), the greatest danger was felt to be that of gas 

warfare. In an effort to ensure that the province was adequately protected, 

Spender had written to one of his Imperial colleagues asking that gas 

masks be provideds4. However, the feeling within the Treasury was not 

encouraging, where a senior official remarked that 'we must be non-

committal', and described air raid precautions for Northern Ireland as 'a 

grey area'ss. The opinion in London was that the province was remote 

from the danger of gas56, an sentiment which Craigavon fully shareds7. 

50 Final Report of the Inter-Departmental Committee, 12 November 1937, PRONI FIN/18/17/366. 
51 Spender diary, late October 1937, PRONI MIC/559/4. 
52 Andrews subsequently wrote to Lord Nuffield in a vain effort to have Northern Ireland declared a 
Special Area; Andrews to Nuffield, November 1937, PRONI FIN/18/17/371 . Some steps were also 
taken by the Cabinet to make New Industries legislation more effective; Bmbour memorandum, 3 
November 1937, PRONI CAB/4/386/21. 
53 Spender to Blackmore, 17 September 1936, PRONI MIC/55913 . 
~: Spender to Waley, 29 September 1936, PRO TIl60/1002IF6562/024/01. 
56 Waley memorandum, 2 October 1936, PRO T/1601l002IF6562/024/01. 

Spender to Duggan, 31 October 1936, PRONI MIC/55913. 
57 Spender diary , 3 October 1936, PRONI MIC/559/3. 

161 



The idea that Ulster would not be bombed gained a dangerous currency 

among Andrews and his colleagues, and ARP was regarded as an 

unnecessary encumbrance on local finances. As far as the Minister of 

Finance was concerned, civil defence was an Imperial responsibility, and 

Westminster should pats. Despite the Treasury's predictable opposition59, 

Stormon t con tin ued to press for assis tance60 . The Home Office retorted 

that it would not be possible to extend the financial provisions of the 

mainland ARP Bill to cover the province61, a verdict which was repeated 

by Sir Samuel Hoare to both Andrews62 and Bates63. These attempts to 

evade responsibility for Northern Ireland's protection were to continue for 

several years, and Andrews must bear some of the responsibility for this. 

With regard to more immediate concerns, Andrews was handling rather 

more of the NIRTB affair than was his due, and the matter was fast 

becoming a bone of contention between Craigavon and his Minister of 

Finance. The Premier authorised the Board to pay dividends out of 

capital, a procedure which Andrews 'disliked' and left him 'greatly 

concerned,6\ directly contrary as it was to Andrews' stated position of 

refusing to pay dividends until the concern made a profit65 . For much of 

the time, during Craigavon's prolonged absences, Andrews was effectively 

in charge of the situation, leaving Spender to remark that he was 

58 Cabinet conclusions 18 October 1937, PRONI CAB/4/384/5. 
59 ' 

Spender diary , late October 1937, PRONI MIC/559/4. 
60 Cabinet conclusions, 4 November 1937, PRONI CAB/4/386/22. 
61 Cabinet conclusions 9 November 1937, PRONI CAB/4/387/9. 
62 ' 

Spender diary , November 1937, PRONI MIC/559/4. 
63 Cabinet conclusions 29 November 1937, PRONI CAB/4/388/4. 
64 ' 

Spender diary November 1937, PRONI MIC/559/4. 
65 ' Duggan memorandum, 22 November 1937, PRONI FIN/18/17/418. 
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undertaking duties 'beyond his powers,66. This lack of co-operation 

between Craigavon and Andrews was to have serious effects in the early 

months of 1938, when the province became involved in the negotiations 

between Great Britain and the Republic of Ireland. 

After various small steps, and a few false starts in the mid 1930s, some 

rapprochement had been achieved between Westminster and Leinster 

House. By late 1937, under the tender care of Malcolm MacDonald, it 

seemed that negotiations would soon begin towards a final settlement. 

Although Northern Ireland had been excluded from previous 

discussions67, no 'final settlement' could pass the province by. One of the 

key British players in the talks was the Home Secretary Sir Samuel 

Hoare68, an old friend who had already informed Craigavon of his desire 

for 'close association,69. When the Ulster cabinet met to discuss the 

prospective talks, it seemed as if they had a strong hand. Chamberlain's 

government had been badly shaken by De Valera's new constitution, and 

had even asked the Belfast Government if they desired their own 

nomenclature to be changed from 'Northern Ireland' to 'Ulster' . Andrews 

argued against this from a purely commercial perspective - linen sales in 

America would be badly affected if word 'Irish' was dropped. Armed with 

this hard-headed attitude, Andrews was despatched to London to clarify 

the Government's position in the new talks; he was to ensure that 'in all 

~ Spender diary, November 1937, PRONI MIC/559/4.. , . . . 
D.S. Johnson, 'Northern Ireland as a problem in the EconomIc War 1932-8 , Insh Hlstoncal 

Studies, VoI. XXII No. 86, September 1980, p.144. 
68Hoare had impeccable U momst credentials as the chairman of a committee to succour Irish loyalists 
in the 1920s; lA. Cross, Sir Samuel Hoare A Political Biography (London, 1977), p.60. 
69 S. Hoare to Craigavon, 30 July 1937, Craigavon Papers, PRONI D/1415/B/38. 
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negotiations with the Irish Free State where our interests were affected, the 

Northern Government would be consulted through the Home Office'70. 

In London, Andrews faithfully presented the Government's opposition to 

a change of name, asking instead that Chamberlain make a public 

statement asserting the province's separation from the south. With regard 

to the forthcoming talks, the Northern Ireland Government believed that 

De Valera needed an agreement even more than Chamberlain did, and 

that the land annuities were a highly effective lever to use. Hoare asked 

Andrews if his Government would like to be represented in the talks, only 

to receive the predictable reply that such an action would not be well 

received by local loyalists. However, Andrews quoted Baldwin's promise 

to Pollock in 1932 that the devolved administration would be consulted 

before any permanent form of settlement was reached. Hoare cannot have 

left the meeting in any doubt over Andrews' attitude to the talks; 'it 

appeared ... both strange and dangerous that within a few days of Mr. De 

Valera creating a de facto Irish Republic and throwing out a provocative 

challenge to Ulster he should be received in London by His Majesty's 

Ministers and treated as a plenipotentiary in negotiations that would end 

to his great advantage,71. Northern Ireland would remain at a distance 

from the negotiations, but wanted to be kept informed, and to gain some 

70 Cabinet conclusions, 7 December 1937, PRONI CAB/4/389/3. The term 'Eire' had clearly not yet 
made much impact in Belfast. 
71 Hoare memorandum, 10 December 1937, PRO CAB127/527. 
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redress for her own grievances. After all, the province had suffered more 

than any other region of the United Kingdom as a result of the trade war72. 

Hoare faithfully represented these views to his colleagues when the Irish 

Situation Committee met several days later. The Committee acquiesced in 

accepting the title of 'Eire', but made it clear that this applied solely to the 

26 counties. Northern Ireland would have its assurance on constitutional 

stability, but the prospects for arms contracts were not encouraging. 

Although Hoare contested Sir Thomas Inskip's proposal to build arms 

factories in Eire, Chamberlain remarked that Northern Ireland was 

unsuitable in terms of both labour and sites. The British premier did not 

share Andrews' confidence that De Valera would do anything to gain a 

settlement, although Hoare continued to press this view73
• 

In January 1938, the Northern Ireland Government fired another salvo in 

its campaign by submitting a detailed memorandum to the Imperial 

authorities. The report began with a stark figure showing that trade across 

the land boundary, valued at £5,434,000 in 1929 had fallen to £1,636,000 by 

1936, leaving many unemployed. Examples were provided from several 

undertakings to show how the tariffs had affected the province, such as 

linen piece goods exported to the south which had shrunk from 68,207 in 

1924 to 20,521 in 193674 • However, the Treasury soon made it clear that the 

72 Johnson, 'Northern Ireland', p.145 . 
73 hish Situation Committee minutes 14 December 1937, PRO CAB/27/524 . 
74 Northern Ireland Government Me~orandum, Janua;y 1938, PRO T/J60/7471F14026/04/1. 
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Special Duties imposed as part of the annuities crisis were to be settled as 

part of a financial rather than a trade agreemenfs. 

When newspaper reports announced that the London talks would 

consider partition, Craigavon made his famous breakfast-time decision to 

hold an election76. The election served the double purpose of both 

trumping W.J. Stewart and his 'Progressive Unionists,77, and of showing 

the negotiators that Ulster would not be moved. However, Craigavon's 

surprise decision irritated the Imperial ministers, who did not like to learn 

about such events from their newspapers78. Andrews felt that, in view of 

the assurances regarding Ulster's position given by Hoare and 

Chamberlain, 'an Election on this particular cry is hardly justifiedt79
• 

Spender, who also believed these assurances80, nevertheless felt that the 

election would be a useful statement of Ulster's position81 . However, he 

also advised his Minister that an early election would save any 

embarrassment over revaluation or the Government estimates82. 

Meanwhile, the preparations in London were continuing. Although the 

Treasury would have welcomed an end to partition for economic 

reasons83, Hoare continued to press the arguments for Northern Ireland. 

75 Waley memorandum, 12 January 1938, PRO T/16017861F5716/07/1. 
76 Lady Craigavon's diary, 12 January 1938, Craigavon papers, PRONI D/1415/B/38. 
77 Harlruess, op cit , p.63 . Stewart' s 'party' focused on the Government's poor economic and social 
record. 
78 D. McMahon, Republicans and Imperialists Anglo-Irish Relations in the 19305, (New Haven, 
1984), p.241. 
:: Spender diary , week ending 13 January 1938, PRONI MIC/559/4. 

Spender to General Sir H. Pow ell, 18 January 1938, PRONI MIC/559/4 . 
:~ Spender diary, week ending 13 January 1938, PRONI MIC/559/4. 

Spender di~rv 22 Janu~rv to 23 February 1938, PRONI MIC/559/4 . 
83 ~J' ~J 

Walcy memorandum, 14 January 1938, PRO TIl6017471F14026/04/1. 
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He rejected the idea that the special duties should be dropped before a trade 

agreement was concluded, feeling that this would involve a major 

surrender. In a ringing endorsement of the Ulster position, Hoare 

declaimed; 'strong pressure should be brought upon the Irish delegates to 

remove ... all duties, prohibitions or restrictions which press heavily upon 

Northern Ireland, and ... the matter should be kept prominently in our 

minds from the outset,S4. Although Simon and MacDonald may have 

been 'of the Home Rule complexion'ss, Northern Ireland was well 

represented. 

With Craigavon too ill even to campaign during the election86, much of 

the burden of day-to-day administration fell on Andrews. This included 

the ongoing saga of the Northern Ireland Road Transport Board; a 

situation which would demand all Andrews' gifts of tact and perseverance. 

The railway companies were concerned at the prospect of paying over 

£48,000 to the pooling scheme, especially when the Board's operating costs 

were on 'an extravagant scale' . The railways decided that there was no 

alternative other than to approach the Government, especially with the 

prospect of their annual shareholders' meetings looming, and a meeting 

with Andrews was arranged87. The public perception of the Board was 

already a concern with the GovernmentS8, and the Irish News was 

referring to the Board as 'this Gilbertian experiment,s9. According to 

84 Hoare memorandum, 14 January 1938, PRO CAB/27/527. 
85 Spender to Pow el!, 18 January 1938, PRONI MIC/559/4. 
86 Harbinson, ~., p. 219. 
: NCC Minutes, 20 January 1938, PRONI UTAJI2/AJ/1O. 

Belfast News Letter 24 December 1937. 
89 Irish News 20 January 1938. 
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Spender, 'the more freight services which are taken over the greater is the 

loss entailed', despite the improving passenger receipts90
• Before his 

meeting with the railways, Andrews heard the Board's case. He was 

concerned to hear that their projected borrowings could reach some £3.5 

million, and pointed out that the railways had had to bear a heavy burden 

under the pooling arrangement. When one of the Board suggested 

nationalisation as a possible solution, Andrews referred to the difficulties 

that this had caused in France and Australia91
• Clearly, Andrews was 

concerned that the Board carry on with as little Government assistance as 

possible. 

In their lengthy submission to the Government, the railways were at pains 

to show that everything was the Board's fault. In contradiction of the Pole 

Report, the Chairman was not a transport expert, nor did the Board 

include railway members92
• Sir William Wood, the vice -Chairman of the 

LMS Railway, had recommended a gradual take-over of local road 

businesses, advice which the Board had ignored. The Board had also 

pursued a wasteful policy of duplication of facilities instead of sharing 

railway ticket offices, waiting rooms and the like. After piously declaring 

their own efforts at efficiency, the railways concluded 'there is not room in 

Northern Ireland for two transport organisations if one of them persists in 

90 Spender memorandum, 26 January 1938, PRONI FlN/18/18/228. 
91 Ministry of Finance memorandum, 28 January 1938, PRONI FIN/18/18/56. 
92 The Chairman was D.L. Clarke, a former assistant secretary at the Ministry of Rome Affairs, a fact 
which may go some way towards explaining that ministry ' s generally lenient attitude towards the 
Board. The poor relations between the NIRTB and the Ministry of Finance, by contrast, may have 
owed something to the personal animosity which existed between Spender and Clarke, and o~e . 
Treasury official noted that ' distressing scenes ' often resulted from their encounters; R.E. Bnttam to 
E.C. Clcary, 19 December 1940, PRO T/160/1138/F15586/2. 
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operating on an independent and competitive basis against the other,93. 

When Andrews met the railway managers, they had a further battery of 

facts for him, commenting that road transport cost some 21 pence more 

per mile when run by the NIRTB than had been the case when run by the 

railways. They also complained that some 45% of railway receipts went 

into the pool, whilst the NIRTB only contributed a fifth of their income. 

Andrews remained unmoved, however, and said that the matter, which 

he considered one of 'extreme urgency', would have to be considered by a 

government-funded private inquiry. After a brief consultation, the 

delegates accepted this proposal which the NIRTB had alreadyendorsed94. 

However, when it came down to planning the composition of this inquiry, 

there was rather less scope for agreement. The railways, understandably, 

could not accept Pole on any inquiry panel,95 whilst Clarke was, equally 

understandably, wary of a financial investigation96
• The NIRTB Chairman 

was also opposed to the appointment of any railway partisans from Great 

Britain who might be overly sympathetic to their beleaguered cousins97. 

Another point of difference lay in the nature of the inquiry. The Board, 

which had long complained about public misrepresentation98, wanted a 

public inquiry which the railways opposed99. Andrews himself opposed a 

public inquiryl00, a position which the chairman of the embryonic Inquiry, 

93 Railways' memorandum, 29 January 1938, PRONI FIN/18/18/56. 
94 Ministry of Finance memorandum, 31 January 1938, PRONI FIN/18/18/56. 
: Petherick to Spender, 1 February 1938, PRONI FIN/18/18/56. 

Clarke to Duggan, 1 February 1938, PRONI FIN/18/18/56. 
97 Petherick memorandum, 1 February 1938, PRONI FIN/18/18/56. 
: Clarke to MagiU, 10 February 1938, PRONI FIN/18/18/56. 

Magill to Duggan, 11 February 1938, PRONI FIN/18/18/56. 
100 Spender to Sir W. McLintock, 11 February 1938, PRONI FIN/18/18/56. 
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Sir William McLintock, sharedlol
. However, Clarke remained adamant 

that a public hearing was necessary, even threatening the Government 

with exposure in the Press if this were not donelo2
• The Cabinet had still 

not decided precisely what form the inquiry would take, although they had 

agreed that McLintock and his colleagues should discover what would be 

necessary 'to secure on a sound economic basis an adequate and efficient 

transport system,103. Andrews tried to gain Clarke's co-operation by 

reassuring him that the Board would have a chance to make a public 

statemene04, and by urging him to reach agreement with McLintocklOs
• 

Spender felt that the NIRTB were 'rather alarmed' at the possibility of an 

and really wanted a 'public platform to make popular their policy of cheap 

fares and development of excursions all over the province,106. The 

solution to this problem was clearly still a long way off. 

Meanwhile, as the London negotiations with Eire proceeded, the 

framework of a trade settlement began to emerge, based on free entry of 

Eire produce into the United Kingdom, with a Prices Commission 

appointed in Dublin to decide on concessions to British goods. This 

proposal elicited an angry response from Stormont, where it was felt that 

this would be a major victory for Eire, whose manufacturers could both 

supply their own protected market and freely send their goods across the 

border. One linen thread firm in Belfast had already transferred south to 

101 McLintock to Spender, 14 February 1938, PRONJ FIN/18/18/56. McLintock was a distinguished 
London accountant with no links to either side in the imbroglio. 
102 Clarke to Andrews, 24 FebruaI)' 1938, PRONJ FIN/18/18/56. 
103 Cabinet conclusions 24 FebruaI)' 1938 PRONJ CAB/4/392/17. 
104 ' , / 6 Andrews to Clarke 24 FebruaI)' 193 8, PRONJ FIN/18/18 5 . 
105 Andrews to Clarke: 28 FebruaI)' 1938, PRONI FIN/18/18/56. 
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enjoy the benefits of a one hundred per cent import tariff; this concern 

would now be able to send its products into the United Kingdom free of 

dutyl07. These arguments had considerable impact on the Irish Situation 

Committee, where the Lord Chancellor (Hailsham) argued that the 

agreement gave Great Britain 'next to nothing' and would be perceived in 

Northern Ireland as 'us presenting Mr. De Valera with a lever to use .. .in 

order to force the termination of partition,loB. As on previous occasions, 

the arguments had less effect in the Treasury, where it was felt that 'no 

evidence can be substantiated that the Irish Free State trade policy has been 

deliberately discriminatory against Northern Irelandtl09. 

Andrews crossed to London after the memorandum had been sent to 

discuss the northern Government's position on the negotiations. His first 

visit was to Hoare, who was 'greatly impressed' by his views that free trade 

across the board would be welcome, and that a strong line should be taken 

with De Valera. Andrews realised that some form of agreement with Eire 

was inevitable, and asked Hoare to press for three concessions to the 

province; equal agricultural subsidies with Great Britain, more armaments 

work, and the provision of a minus contribution. Hoare advised that 

these claims would be best pressed by Craigavon writing to 

Chamberlainllo. Andrews also encountered the Chancellor of the 

Exchequer, Sir John Simon, with whom he discussed the possibility of a 

106 Spender memorandum 1 March 1938, PRONI FIN/18/18/56. 
107 Memorandum by the Government of Northern Ireland, 16 February 1938, PRO CAB127/527 . 
108 Minutes of the Irish Situation Committee, 17 February 1938, PRO CAB 127 /524. 
109 G.S. Dunnett memorandum, 18 February 1938, PRO TI16017471F14026/04/1. 
110 Spender memorandum, 22 February 1938, PRONI MIC/55/4 
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minus contribution1l1
• Although nothing concrete emerged, Simon was, 

according to Spender 'at great pains to emphasise his friendliness to 

Northern Ireland'112. The Minister of Agriculture, 'Shakes' Morrison, also 

met Andrews and was 'very much impressed with the very real 

difficulties' which the draft trade agreement would cause to Northern 

Ireland. A further consideration, which perhaps weighed slightly more 

heavily than Northern Ireland's interests with the Conservative members 

of the Government, was the anticipated reaction of Unionist opinion in 

Great Britain to a deal which was almost totally to Eire's advantage113. 

Chamberlain's agile mind soon came up with a proposal which he felt 

would resolve the matter; Eire should give preferential customs treatment 

to goods from Northern Ireland over those from Great Britain. Sir 

Warren Fisher, a Treasury official who had never shown much sympathy 

for Ulster Unionist sensitivities, felt that that this scheme had the dual 

advantage of 'appealing to de Valera's heart and to Lord Craigavon's 

pocket,114. A civil servant with a more enlightened understanding of the 

Belfast mentality pointed out that the Northern Ireland Government 

might well object to being treated differently to the rest of the United 

Kingdomlls. In this instance, however, he was wrong, as the Ulster 

Cabinet rather liked the proposals when Andrews brought them back to 

Stormont116. As McMahon points out, 'a thread of inconsistency pervaded 

III Craigavon to Hoare 26 February 1938, PRO CAB127/528. 
112 ' 

Spender memorandum, 1 March 1938, PRONT MlC/559/4 . 
113 tvlinutes of the Irish Situation Committee, 22 February 1938, PRO CAB127/524 . 
114 Waley memorandum 24 February 1938, PRO T116017471F14026/04/1. 
11 5 ' Memorandum 'B ' attached to the above, PRO T/16017471F14026/04/1. 
116 Cabinet conclusions, 26 February 1938, PRONT CAB/4/39312. 
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arguments about Northern Ireland. On the one hand British and 

Northern Ireland ministers were anxious to emphasise that she was part 

of the United Kingdom economic system; on the other, they were 

attempting to secure some sort of special recognition for her in the Irish 

market,117. Craigavon wrote to 'dear Sammy' to convey his gratitude for a 

proposition which he felt would work to Northern Ireland's advantage; 

and also urged that Andrews' proposal of a minus contribution be given 

considera tion 118. 

Although the London and Belfast administrations had favoured the idea 

of north-south free trade, the third party in the negotiations would not 

accept Chamberlain's proposal; De Valera would not countenance any 

concession to Northern Ireland119
• Andrews was once more summoned to 

London, where Hoare tried to persuade him to consider alternative terms. 

Andrews would not be moved from the prospect of free trade, pointing 

out that 'the Government were already in trouble with their supporters 

over the charge that whilst special help had been given to South Wales 

little or nothing had been done for the depressed area of Northern 

Ireland'. Hoare tried every argument he could think of with Andrews 

'but. .. could not make him budge an inch from this position', admitting 

that the Ulster minister did have a very strong case. Hoare then tried a 

different tack, asking Andrews to draw up a list about a dozen products 

which could be considered for free entry. Perhaps realising the political 

117 McMahon, 01' cit , p. 241 . 
118 Craigavon to Hoare 26 February 1938, PRO CAB/27/528. 
119 ' 

Johnson, ' Northern Ireland ', p.154. 
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lobbying that this would have given rise to, Andrews declined the 

proposal, although he weakened his case by submitting a list of possible 

products120
• After a brief discussion on the difficulty of procuring better 

north-south relations, it seemed as if the two ministers were agreed. 

Andrews, who 'throughout talked as a friend' was opposed to 'any idea of 

an Ulster veto upon British action'. Hoare commented to his colleagues 

that 'it would be extremely dangerous for us to face a breach with 

Northern Ireland over a Treaty that is open to so many objections .. .it is 

better to face Mr. De Valera with the choice between free entry and no 

Treaty at allt121. Andrews' arguments had clearly found a receptive 

audience in Hoare. The same could not be said for his colleague at the 

exchequer, who, despite his apparently friendly mien, was refusing to pay a 

penny over £1 million in reinsurance. Spender saw this action as Simon's 

way of putting pressure on the northern Government to reach an 

agreemene 22
• The devolved administration's truculence was attracting no 

more sympathy among Simon's civil servants, who contended that 'the 

objections to the Trade Agreement put forward by Ulster are really 

political, and not economic,123. Fisher was certainly losing his patience 

with Craigavon's Cabinet; 'are we never to be allowed by Ulster to come to 

terms with the South? Is the tail always going to wag the dog?,124. 

When the Irish Situation Committee next met, Northern Ireland was the 

main topic of debate. Hoare proved to be an able protagonist for the 

120 'Note by the Government of Northem Ireland', 5 March 1938, PRO CAB127/528 . 
12 1 Hoare memorandum, 5 March 1938, PRO CAB127/528. 
122 Spender memorandum, 7 March 1938, PRONl MICI559/4. 
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province, commenting that the fall in cross-border exports from Northern 

Ireland since 1921 was 'almost incredible' . He dismissed the possibility of a 

discriminatory tariff as Andrews had done, and urged that the British 

Government take every opportunity to help Ulster. Malcolm MacDonald 

felt that Hoare's talks with Andrews had produced at least two useful 

results; a possible list of products, and an acceptance of the principle that 

civil servants on both sides of the border could co-operate on matters of 

mutual concern. It was Chamberlain, however, who got to the root of the 

matter; 'the Government could not. .. hope to make a Trade Agreement if 

that agreement was to be denounced as a betrayal by Northern Ireland'. 

The British premier proposed to tell De Valera that the whole negotiations 

would stand or fall on the trade agreement; an agreement which was to be 

based on free trade for Northern Ireland. However, showing that 

pragmatic streak which was soon to cost the Czechs dear, Chamberlain 

commented 'if we could get an offer from Mr. De Valera which appeared 

to us fair and reasonable the next step would be to invite Northern Ireland 

to collaborate by agreeing to make some sacrifice which would close the 

gap'. The sort of 'helpful alleviation' Chamberlain envisaged from Dublin 

was a 50% cut in the linen piece goods tariff. MacDonald believed that the 

Prices Commission would produce many such reductions, although he 

admitted 'while the Board of Trade believed that this machinery would 

work, Ulster did not,12S. As it turned out, the predicted concessions were 

123 Waley to Fisher, 7 March 1938, PRO T/160n47IF14026/04/1. 
124 Fisher to Waley, 7 March 1938, PRO T/160n47IF14026/04/1. 
125 Minutes of the Irish Situation Committee, 8 March 1938, PRO CAB/27/524 . The proposal for 
cross-border communication came to nothing, although there was some correspondence between the 
Permanent Secretaries of the Ministries of Commerce; 1. Leydon to WD. Scott, 17 October 1938, 
PRONI PM/9/36. 

175 



fairly accurate; with duty on linen handkerchiefs halved126. MacDonald 

believed that the Eire officials had gone a long way in their efforts to reach 

a settlement. However, this was not good enough for Andrews, who 

'could not have taken up a stronger or more determined line' according to 

Hoare. Recent debates at Stormont had led to accusations of surrendering 

to Eire, and the Minister of Finance had told the Home Secretary that if the 

current proposals were accepted, he would resign with his Prime Minister. 

Andrews had hardened even further on the principle of free trade, in 

which he was supported by Hoare and Morrison. Chamberlain agreed to 

ask De Valera to accept free trade after a period of time, even if this would 

cause him domestic difficulties. MacDonald and Simon were in favour of 

riding roughshod over the province's objections, although the final 

decision of the Committee was to keep talking to reach a compromise 

solution127. In private, Simon told MacDonald that he was prepared to 

waiver the £1 million reinsurance ceiling if Ulster would 'call off their 

blackmail'128. Fresh proposals were drafted for transmission to De Valera, 

including a modified tariff for Northern Ireland129. 

Chamberlain now turned to a different tactic in dealing with the truculent 

province. His wife, who had been at school with Lady Craigavon13o, had 

stayed with the Ulster premier earlier in the year131 , and now made a 

return visit to Glencraig. Just before she arrived, the British Prime 

126 MacDonald memorandum, 10 March 1938, PRO CAB/27/528. 
127 Minutes of the Irish Situation Committee, 10 March 1938, PRO CAB127/524. 
128 Waley to J.H.E. Woods, 10 March 1938, PRO T/16017471F14026/04/1. 
129 'Heads of Proposals Handed to Mr. De Valera' , 12 March 1938, PRO CAB127/528 . 
130 Lady Craigavon' s diary, 1 December 1938, Craigavon Papers, PRONI DI415/B/38. 
131 Chamberlain to Craigavon, 31 January 1938, PRONI T/3775120/4. 
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Minister wrote to Craigavon informing him that 'we have for the sake of 

Northern Ireland risked a Treaty which in many ways would have helped 

our trade and what is more important increased our security. It is still 

very doubtful whether by our insistence on better terms for Northern 

Ireland we shall not lose any chance of any agreement at allt132. This was 

clearly an appeal to Craigavon's Imperial conscience, and it paid off. 

Whilst Annie Chamberlain was enjoying her comfortable bed133, her host 

was preparing to cross to London to conclude the negotiations. On the 16th
, 

Mrs Chamberlain, Craigavon, Andrews and Brooke made their way to the 

Imperial capital. The British Government was now moving from a policy 

of extracting concessions from Eire to one of persuading Northern Ireland 

to accept the commercial agreement whatever its limitations134. 

Craigavon could be relied upon to co-operate. 

Before considering the subsequent course of the negotiations, it is worth 

noting the strong position that the province had commanded. Hoare, 

Morrison, and Hailsham had given strong support to Stormont's resolute 

stance, and even Malcolm MacDonald felt that unjust treatment of 

Northern Ireland would have unfortunate repercussions in the House at 

Westminster135. However, this position, which owed much to Andrews' 

patient work with Hoare, was soon to be eroded. 

132 Chamberlain to Craigavon, 12 March 1938, PRONT T/3775/20/5. 
133 Lady Craigavon's diary, 12 March 1938, Craigavon papers, PRONT DI1415/B/38. 
134 Buckland, FactoI)'ofGrieyances, p.114. 
135.lllliL P .112. 
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When the boat train pulled into Euston, a Home Office representative was 

there to meet Mrs Chamberlain and her party; Spender thought the 

occasion had the flavour of a 'royal visit' about it. Craigavon breakfasted 

alone with Chamberlain, before proceeding to meet up again with 

Andrews and Brooke at the Constitutional Club136
• At a conference 

between the two senior ministers, Andrews told the premier that the 

province was drifting into a 'very serious position', whilst Brooke 

subsequently told Craigavon that their Government would be 'thrown 

out' if it accepted the agreement137
• His two ministers had produced a 

memorandum urging that no more concessions be given to Eire; a 

sentiment to which Craigavon gave his full assent. However, the damage 

had already been done; despite De Valera's withdrawal of the limited 

concessions to Northern Ireland, the Ulster leader had made an agreement 

with his London counterpart over the toast and kippers. As Spender 

subsequently discovered, 'Lord Craigavon had already reached an 

agreement with Mr. Chamberlain that he would not oppose the treaty 

provided that certain financial concessions were made to Northern Ireland 

as some compensation for her loss of trade with Eire, and for her "general 

helpfulness"'. At the meeting with British ministers, Andrews and 

Brooke watched dumbfounded as Craigavon accepted the agreement in 

principle and even offered to have a commendatory resolution passed by 

the Northern parliamene38• It was left to Andrews to point out the 

unfairness of the treaty as it stood 'and apparently his words carried great 

136 Spender memorandum late March 1938, PRONI MIC/559/4. 
137 ' Spender diary late March 1938, PRONI MIC/559/4. 
138 ' 
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weight, especially with the Home Secretary,139. Hoare offered to support 

any resistance to the Treaty, but as Spender plaintively pointed out, 'there 

was no resistance to support'. Neither Andrews nor Brooke liked to 

contradict Craigavon openly, although the Minister of Finance had to be 

persuaded by his Permanent Secretary not to resign140. 

Andrews had not given up the fight yet, however, and within a few days 

Lord Craigavon had been persuaded to perform another abrupt volte-face. 

It was decided that the Northern Ireland Cabinet should prepare a further 

statement of its case to go before the Irish Situation Committee and press 

for further concessions141. This reversal of policy was not well received in 

London, where Waley of the Treasury commented; 'Lord Craigavon 

promised the Prime Minister to acquiesce in return for a bribe but 

afterwards went back on his promisel142
• Sir Warren Fisher was even 

more direct in a memorandum which is worth quoting at length; 'the 

problem is only in a minor degree a financial one. The real issue is 

whether Northern Ireland is to be allowed to veto a settlement between us 

and Southern Ireland. In the present state of Europe it is a vital interest of 

ours to reduce the number of possible dangers; in consequence a less 

hostile Southern Ireland is a matter of real importance. Blackmail and 

bluff (oddly enough called 'loyalty') have for many years been the accepted 

methods of Northern Ireland. It is high time these parochial die-hards 

139 Spender diary late March 1938, PRONT MIC/559/4. 
140 ' 

Spender memorandum late March 1938, PRONT MIC/559/4. 
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Spender diary late March 1938, PRONT MIC/559/4. 
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were made to face up to a touch of realityt143. At the Cabinet, however, 

Andrews' stance had made more of an impact; both MacDonald and Hoare 

commenting 'on the strength of the case for Northern Ireland,144. 

Presumably this was a more dignified way of saying that Lord Craigavon 

had welshed on the deal. 

Basing his thesis on a previous conversation with the Ulster premier, 

Waley tried to warn his colleagues of what might be asked of them. 

Firstly, an annual subsidy of some £400,000 to assist local industry in the 

province; a proposal which Waley viewed as 'a nonsensical idea and I 

know that it is so regarded by Mr. Andrews and his officials. If Mr. 

Andrews had £400 000 a year he would find it difficult to invent wild cat 

schemes to use it up and the people who did not benefit would be greatly 

aggrievedt145 . Waley and Andrews had already discussed the proposal, and 

the Ulster Minister had made his opposition very clear146. The second 

proposal for consideration would be the principle of a 'negative 

contribution', something which Andrews had favoured for many years. 

However, from the Treasury's point of view it now seemed to be the ideal 

time to introduce such a measure. As Waley commented, 'Northern 

Ireland receives a share of the very heavy taxation which we have to 

impose to cover re-armament but has no corresponding expenditure' and 

therefore 'is likely to have a handsome surplus for as long as we can 

foresee' . Thirdly, the Stormont ministers might well ask for equal 

143 Fisher memorandum, 22 March 1938, PRO T116017471F14026/04/1. 
144 Cabinet conclusions, 23 March 1938, PRO CAB/23/93 . 
145 Waley to Phillips, 24 March 1938, PRO T11601747IF14026/04/ 1. 
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participation in British agricultural subsidies; to be paid for by the 

Treasury. This was far from being an abstract issue, as a new subsidy for 

the rationalisation of the pig industry was being introduced on the 

mainland. Waley felt that this subsidy could not be extended to the 

province, as the local pig industry had already been streamlined. 

Nevertheless, he felt that some concession could be made on this and 

future subsidies 'despite the merits of the case'. Finally, Waley predicted 

that the Ulster delegation would ask that the £1 million threshold on 

reinsurance be lifted147
. The matter of reinsurance had already been 

considered at the Treasury, where Simon had hoped to withhold payment 

to coerce Northern Ireland into making an agreemene48
• However, his 

senior civil servants had different views on the matter. Sir Frederick 

Phillips remarked 'I don't think it is a very good weapon myself, because it 

is fairly obvious that we shall have to pay in the end whatever happens 

and the Northern Ireland Government know it is S01149. Craigavon 

certainly felt that this would be the case; so much so that he felt that he did 

not have to ask for it, and indeed did not ask for it in subsequent 

communications150
• Andrews' principle of parity had clearly made some 

headway in Whitehall. 

When the expected 'Note by the Government of Northern Ireland' 

arrived, it was much as Waley had anticipated. The memorandum began 

146 Waley to Phillips, 21 March 1938, PRO TI16017471F14026/04/1. 
147 Waley to Phillips 24 March 1938, PRO TI16017471F14026/04/1. 
148 ' Spender memorandum 7 March 1938, PRONI MIC/559/4. 
149 Phillips to Hopkins, 21 March 1938, also Hopkins to Fisher, 22 March 1938, PRO 
T/160174 71F 14026/04/ l. 
150 Waley to Phillips, 21 March 1938, PRO T/1601747JF14026/04/1. 
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by indicting the 'inequitable and indefensible agreement', pointing out that 

it gave 'Eire the means of bringing further economic pressure on Northern 

Ireland'. The document detailed the hardship that the province would 

suffer from the continued protection of Eire produce, and pointed out that 

many of the concessions granted to the province were meaningless. For 

example, Eire would only take Ulster apples in late spring and summer, 

when no apples were to be had. The 'Note' demanded an annual 

contribution of £400,000 to assist local industry (Craigavon had obviously 

prevailed over Andrews on this), equality in agricultural subsidies, and 

legislation to allow a minus contributionl5l
. The memorandum was 

accompanied by a letter from Craigavon to Hoare, commenting that the 

position of the Belfast Government would be impossible if the agreement 

were accepted as it stood, and summarising the financial assistance that 

was being asked for. He reiterated his views on reinsurance, remarking 

that 1 have not mentioned the question of the Unemployment 

Contribution under the Unemployment Insurance Agreement, as I feel 

sure that as a matter of equity the Chancellor would not wish to question 

our right to receive what is necessary within the spirit of the agreement'152. 

Craigavon had not substantially altered his views from the London 

meeting; although the agreement was unjust, he was prepared to accept it 

if the price was right. In Whitehall, the Ulster premier's behaviour did 

not enhance the province's case; 'in the circumstances it is difficult to 

regard Northern Ireland as particularly deserving of any financial 

151 'Note by the Government of Northem Ireland' , 25 March 1938, PRONI CAB/4/39712 . 
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concessiont153. Andrews was not at all happy with this state of affairs and 

made his views clear to the Cabinet; 'while the monetary assistance asked 

for would be helpful it would not make the agreement a just one and he 

wished it to be understood that he would probably consider it necessary to 

say so when the matter came to be discussed in parliament,154. As far as 

Andrews was concerned, the agreement was wrong in principle, and no 

bribe would change that. 

The Ulster response was soon being considered in London, where it was 

felt that no amount of persuasion would convey the message that the 

agree men t would not harm the province. The Northern Ireland note had 

contended that the latest version of the agreement was less equitable than 

earlier forms, an assertion which met with a caustic response in London. 

As a Treasury official commented, 'this is the first word of appreciation 

which we have seen of the original proposals in the Draft 

Agreement ... which up to the time when they were withdrawn had been 

received only with contempt by Northern Ireland'. As far as the Treasury 

were concerned, Stormont was making a mountain out of a molehill155
• 

At least some of this scepticism can be attributed to a remark by Craigavon 

several years earlier to Chamberlain to the effect that one should never 

grant an Ulsterman his full demands as he will only be disappointed that 

he had not asked for more. This pleasantry had become common 

152 Craigavon to Hoare, 25 March 1938, PRONI CAB/4/397/3 . 
153 Waley to Phillips, 21 March 1938, PRO T/1601747IF14026/04/1. 
154 Cabinet conclusions 25 March 1938, PRONI CAB/4/397/4. 
155 Treasury memorand~, 25 March 1938, PRO T/1601747IF14026/04/1. 
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knowledge throughout Whi tehall156 and cannot have helped in the 

negotiations. 

If only to keep the province quiet, however, some form of concession 

would have to be given. Fisher had rather reluctantly come to this 

conclusion; 'I advocate our being blackmailed assuming we continue the 

policy of allowing a veto to Ulsterl157
• Whilst the situation was being 

pondered by the mandarins158
, Simon was also considering just what 

crumbs he was prepared to let the province have. He dismissed the 

payment of £400,000 out of hand, and was disposed to treat the matter of 

agricultural subsidies in the same way. However, he relented and 

provided for mainland subsidies to be applied to the province if local 

conditions warranted it. As expected, the £1 million threshold to the 

reinsurance agreement was finally shelved for the duration of the 

agreement. 

The most significant part of the Chancellor's statement came towards the 

end, when he gave Craigavon's Government an assurance that 'Northern 

Ireland should be in a financial position to enjoy the same social services 

and have the same standards as Great Britain', even if she were unable to 

afford ie59 • This statement, although restricted in the same terms as the 

Colwyn Report concerning the province's equal taxation and standards, 

went considerably further. However, as Johnson points out, it did not take 

156 Spender memorandum, 20 April 1938, PRONI MIC/559/4. 
157 Fisher memorandum 26 March 1938 PRO T/16017471F14026/04/1. 
158 ' , 
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account of the lower standards existing in the province to start with, which 

would necessitate a higher level of spending160. That having been said, the 

'Simon declaration' represented another milestone in Andrews' 

pilgrimage to equality with the mainland. 

As some definite terms had now been arranged, the British Government 

hurried to clinch the deal. Hoare continued to press the case for Ulster, 

commenting that the area was in a highly depressed state. Although 

admitting that the province had perhaps overstated its case for munitions 

works, he nevertheless felt that more should be done. The Minister for 

Defence Procurement, Sir Thomas Inskip, felt that Northern Ireland had 

got its fair share of contracts, pointing out that tank, aircraft, and carrier 

orders had already been placed. A great deal of work would have to be 

done to bring the local workforce and infrastructure up to the necessary 

standards if more work was to be allocated there. The general consensus 

on the Irish Situation Committee was that Northern Ireland had been well 

provided for, and Chamberlain proposed that the Ulster ministers come 

over on 11th April to conclude the matter161 . 

Craigavon was not supposed to have accompanied the delegation, but did 

so against the wishes of his doctors and, presumably, his ministers. As in 

the previous talks, the Ulster premier was anxious to keep the 

negotiations in his own hands, and ensured that the accompanying civil 

159 Simon to Hoare 28 March 1938 PRO T1l6017471F14026/04/1. 
160 ' , 
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servants were excluded from the conference chamber. The reinsurance 

agreement and the minus contribution were safely in the bag, although 

Barbour was disappointed that more had not been done to help the traders 

who suffered from the agreemene 62
• Nineteen thirty-eight was generally 

not a good year for small governments who crossed Chamberlain's path, 

and Northern Ireland was no exception. The tariffs remained in place, and 

the only immediate benefit to the province was the removal of the ceiling 

on reinsurance payments. The benefits of the negative contribution 

would not apply for several years, and the promised assistance with 

agricultural subsidies would soon prove to be a bone of contention 

between Belfast and London. All in all, the result hardly justified Lady 

Craigavon's verdict that her husband had 'handled a difficult situation 

with great skilll163
• Craigavon had certainly shown great skill at 

negotiating behind the backs of his colleagues, as Andrews was soon to 

discover. 

As the full terms of the agreement concluded with Eire emerged, it was 

apparent that the financial concessions to Dublin went beyond what the 

northern Minister of Finance had realised. It emerged, for example, that 

the Irish Government was no longer liable for the payment of Royal Irish 

Constabulary pensions, which would be included in the £10 million 

payment from Dublin. As Spender commented, 'had they mentioned 

these matters to us we should certainly have pressed for a similar 

162 Spender memorandum, 20 April 1938, PRONI MIC/559/4. 
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concession to Northern Irelandll64. Andrews decided to try and regain 

some lost ground by writing to Simon and asking for redress. In his 

appeal, Andrews pointed out that if similar concessions were applied to 

Northern Ireland, the province would have saved some £350,000 per 

annum165. Simon's reply was not encouraging, commenting that Lord 

Craigavon had been made aware of just what the Irish payment had been 

intended to cover. In any case, 'I had the quite definite impression that 

your Government recognised that we had met you generously in regard to 

the financial concessions for which you had askedll66. Andrews defended 

his own position by stating his ignorance of what Craigavon had been told; 

'the first indication that I had that these pensions were being forgiven was 

through a reference which was made to the fact in the Dail'167. The 

shortcomings of intra-Cabinet consultation at Stormont were not Simon's 

problem, and the financial agreement remained as before. The incident 

cannot have strengthened Andrews' confidence in his Prime Minister. 

With the London negotiations safely, if unsatisfactorily, conduded, 

Andrews was able to turn his attentions once more to the matter of the 

NIRTB and the nascent Inquiry. Although the Board168 and the railways169 

both objected to the idea of two separate inquiries, the Government felt 

that this was the best way to answer Clarke's desire for a public hearing. 

Sir William McLintock, who had expressed his reluctance to become 

::: Spender diary, late April to early May 1938, PRONT MlC/559/4. 
Andrews to Simon, 4 May 1938 PRONT FIN/18/18/205 . 

166 ' Simon to Andrews 14 May 1938 PRONT FIN/18/18/205 . 
167 ' , 

Andrews to Simon, 18 May 1938 PRONT FIN/18/18/205. 
168 ' 
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involved in a courtroom battle17O
, was quite happy to allow a discrete 

public inquiri71. Before the hearings began, Andrews reiterated his 

concern that the Board's spending be curtailed172, and re-asserted the £100 

capital expenditure threshold173. In case of any further disasters, Spender 

was anxious that the primary role of the Ministry of Home Affairs in 

setting up the NIRTB be known174. 

The actual public hearing took place in early June under the Recorder of 

Belfas t, and was essentially a mud-slinging exercise between the railways 

and the Board. The NIRTB were described as 'enthusiastic amateurs', 

whilst the railways were vilified as uncooperative partners175. When the 

tumult and the shouting died, and the counsel had departed, Judge 

Thompson produced his report. After commenting that no member of the 

Board had any previous experience of transport work, His Honour stated 

what many people were thinking; 'the Board provided an establishment 

designed to deal with the traffic which they hoped to acquire rather than 

the traffic which actually did acquiret176. Although Thompson 

acknowled ged that the Board were trying hard to improve177, his report 

seemed to vindicate much of what the railways had said178. 

170 McLintock to Andrews, 11 March 1938, PRONI CAB/4/394/17. 
171 Cabinet conclusions 22 March 1938, PRONI CAB/4/396/5. 
172 ' Andrews to Clarke 2 May 1938 PRONI FlN/18/18/228. 
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In an effort to reach some sort of agreement on future policy, Andrews 

met the members of the NIRTB in the neutral surroundings of the Law 

Courts. Neither party minced their words as the Board attempted to 

discard the irksome restraints on their spending. Andrews had little 

patience with their protests, commenting that the Government were 

lenders and the Board were the borrowers. He also made the highly 

pertinent point that the massive compensation paid had only secured one 

third of the freight business. Faced with this impeccable logic, Clarke 

finally agreed to supply the Ministry of Finance with full details of capital 

expenditure179. The Board's failure to capture much of the freight business 

was a major problem, and was not helped by the fact that many former 

operators had used their compensation money to buy another lorry and 

start all over again, albeit illegally180. 

Andrews managed to take a few days holiday at this juncture, during 

which period Spender confided his anxiety for the Minister to his diary; 'I 

am seriously concerned by the strain which is being put upon him at the 

present time owing to his responsibility in regard to the Ministry of Labour 

and the Ministry of Commerce in addition to those as Minister of 

Finance . . . to a very large extent he is also sharing the duties of Prime 

Ministerl181 . Craigavon and several other members of the Cabinet were 

unable to attend to their duties through illness and business 

commitments, and it was Andrews who stepped in to fill the breach. Over 

179 Spender memorandum, 9 June 1938, PRONI FIN/18/18/228. 
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the coming months, this situation was to deteriorate rather than improve. 

In a lengthy memorandum, Spender expressed his fears about the 

Government's position, commenting on the lack of co-ordination which 

prevailed. Cabinet meetings were a rarity, and Craigavon could not do 

more than an hour's concentrated work. His wife gave strict instructions 

that he was not to be worried, which was a rather unusual view of a 

premier's duties. The Minister of Labour was very seriously ill, Milne 

Barbour was abroad, and Bates was much more ill than was 'generally 

known' . Robb and Brooke were capable ministers, but did not have much 

input into general policy. Andrews was the Pooh-Bah of the 

administration, acting as Prime Minister 'when anything unpleasant has 

to be done', in addition to handling Shillington and Barbour's ministries. 

As his Permanent Secretary commented, 'the whole weight of 

Government seems to be falling on Mr. Andrews' shoulders, and even if 

his health stands up, I cannot help feeling that he will, most undeservedly, 

share in the blame which the Government is (rightly) going to incur for 

. .. disregarding its responsibilities'. Spender feared that the denouement 

would occur inside the year, and he determined to stay on to help 

Andrews 'face the music'182. From this perspective, it would appear that 

Andrews was the Government's most able and effective Minister by 1938. 

He certainly felt his responsibilities weigh heavily upon his shoulders, 

complaining that few shared his anxieties over the NIRTB183. Andrews 

had cause for some more soul-searching when, during his absence on 

another brief holiday, Craigavon appointed a new Minister of Labour, 

182 Spender memorandum, 2 August 1938, PRONlMIC/559/4. 
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without consulting the deputy premier as promised. The Minister of 

Finance poured out his concern to the province's most senior civil 

servant, commenting that 1 will not be able to stand this sort of thing 

much longer. Personally, I wish I could quietly drop out. I see clearly 

trouble ahead and I fear for Ulsterll84
. However, some of the problems 

owed much to his own loyalty to Craigavon. Spender was certainly 

anxious that Craigavon retire, and was prepared to use his personal 

relationship with the Prime Minister to encourage him in this course of 

action. Andrews would not hear of this and 'strongly deprecated' the 

proposal. As far as he was concerned, Craigavon was the natural successor 

to Carson, with a hold over the populace that no-one else could muster185
• 

This may well have been true, but Craigavon's continued rule was costing 

the province dear, as the negotiations with Chamberlain had shown. As 

the most active Minister in the Government, Andrews had more 

opportunities than most to see Craigavon's weaknesses, and to suffer from 

them. However, from a sense of deference to the apostolic succession of 

Ulster Unionism, he stood by the ailing premier rather as loyal Jacobites 

continued to support a long line of French fops. This lack of political 

ruthlessness (one might even say political awareness) was a fatal flaw in 

Andrews which would be cruelly exposed within half a decade. 

As Prometheus endured the daily rending of his torso, so the Stormont 

administration laboured under the constant burden of the NIRTB and its 

183 Andrews to Spender, 16 August 1938, PRONI MIC/559/4. 
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problems. The one thing that both Board and railways could agree on was 

their desire for the Government to subsidise their operations186. Sir 

William McLintock's committee, composed of Sir Herbert Walker and J.5. 

Nicholl, had begun its work, and was gathering evidence. Walker had 

been the highly successful manager of the Southern Railway, which 

handled most of London's commuter traffic and was one of the most 

intensively worked railways in the world. Nicholl was an English 

businessman with considerable experience of operating road transport. In 

anticipation of their report, the Government was attempting to reconcile 

the two parties both alike in dignity. The Government's senior ministers 

once more embarked on a round of talks with the belligerents. The 

minute books of the Northern Counties Committee reveal a company in 

very straitened circumstances. New economies were constantly being 

sought, including cheaper paper for forms, and the withdrawal of wagons 

from stock. Major Speir, the manager, urged Andrews and his colleagues 

to take action quickly187. Andrews was not entirely sympathetic to the 

railways' complaints about the 1935 Act, commenting that 'it should not be 

forgotten that the railways were down and out before the Transport Bill 

was law'188. Despite his family ties to the Belfast and County Down 

Railway, Andrews would clearly let no sentimentality cloud his view of 

the situation. This attitude was clearly evident when Craigavon and his 

ministers met the railway managers in October. Sir William Wood 

184 Andrews to Spender, 29 September 1938, PRONl MIC/559/4. Shillington.'s replacement was not 
the first such snub Andrews had had to endure, having learned about the appoIntment of an Ulster 
aBent in London from his newspaper; Spender memorandum, 29 July 1938, PRONl MIC/559/4. 
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attempted to soften up the Government by thanking them for their 

assistance in the 1933 strike, before pointing out how the Transport Act 

had fallen short of Pole's original recommendations. However, when he 

concluded his peroration by asking for financial assistance, Andrews 

brought him back to earth with a bump. The Minister of Finance pointed 

out that it was difficult to interfere with private industry (unless, of course, 

it was a linen firm). The answer, as far as he was concerned, lay in 

economising and reducing fares189
• The next step was to bring the two 

parties together under Craigavon's chairmanship, his favourite tactic for 

reaching agreement between disputants19o
• This meeting took place on 19th 

October, when the usual litany of protests and recriminations was 

rehearsed, despite Craigavon's desire to avoid acrimony over past issues. 

In his capacity as the paterfamilias of Ulster, the premier trotted out some 

well worn appeals, but soothing phrases such as 'shake hands', 'speaking as 

one Ulsterman to another' and 'all the roughnesses could be smoothed', 

did not work this time. Montague and Capulet could not have been more 

opposed. It was left to Andrews to point out the harsh financial realities; 

the subsidies from the local exchequer could not continue191
• When he 

reiterated Craigavon's call for unity between the two undertakingsl92
, at 

least his words carried a little more weight. Craigavon was not particularly 

concerned about the financial losses of the Board, being anxious to spare 

Bates, the Minister nominally responsible for its activities, from 

188 Andrews to Spender 29 September 1938, PRONI MIC/559/4 . 
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embarrassmene93.Whatever McLintock's report contained, the 

Government faced a bumpy ride. As a last resort, feelers were already 

being put out for assistance from Westminster at reaching a settlemene94
• 

New troubles were also appearing to add to Andrews' burden. When the 

London negotiations had been in progress, the reorganisation of the 

mainland curing industry had been a live issue. The matter of including 

Northern Ireland in the British Bill had been discussed in April, but the 

province was excluded on the grounds that its industry had already been 

rationalised. However, some provision was made that the Treasury 

would cast a benevolent eye on any local legislation specifically tailored for 

the Ulster bacon factories I95
• By late September, the Ministry of 

Agriculture had produced some proposals which passed before Andrews' 

officials for approval. It was soon clear that another inter-departmental 

conflict was under way. The Parliamentary Secretary at the Ministry of 

Finance noted that, unlike the British Bill, higher prices were being offered 

to certain producers, whilst the guaranteed price to curers was reduced. 

The cost of the scheme was also higher than that on the mainlandI96
, 

which would obviously set alarm bells ringing in the local exchequer. 

Andrews regarded the proposal as 'very drastic', and as an excessive 

extension of Government controlI97
. His civil servants were no more 

encouraging, Petherick commenting 'one might well ask. .. why there is any 

193 Spender diary 15 to 22 October 1938, PRONI MIC/559/4. 
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necessity for a subsidy scheme in Northern Ireland at all'198. G.c. Duggan 

took a similar line, remarking that the subsidy was only being sought in 

the province because the rest of the United Kingdom had it, and that the 

subsidy was 'being largely used for purposes different from the objects 

aimed at in Great Britain,199. Spender completed the quintet by admitting 

that the case for a subsidy was far from watertighfoo. 

The matter came up for consideration at the Cabinet in November, and no 

quarter was given. Andrews opened the fray with a long memorandum 

setting out his position. As far as he could see, the subsidy figure of 

£300,000 per annum had been arrived at simply by applying the British 

figures to Northern Ireland's pig ratio, without considering local 

conditions such as the price of feeding stuffs. Indeed, the subsidy could 

rise to over double the quoted figure under certain conditions. Brooke had 

rejected Andrews' proposal to limit pig numbers, which provoked a sharp 

rejoinder; 'my colleague ... appears to ignore the fact that the conditions 

obtaining in Northern Ireland are quite dissimilar to those of Great 

Britain' . Andrews pointed out that the Government was already 

labouring under the financial burdens of unemployment benefit and the 

Transport Board, and was ill-prepared to accept a subsidy which would be 

hard to stop once granted. In any case, the measure would only create an 

artificially inflated pig production for which there was no commercial 

197 Andrews memorandum, 26 September 1938, PRONI FIN/18/l8/l13. 
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justification201 . Within a week, Brooke had replied in kind. Referring to 

the Treasury's guarantee to underwrite comparable agricultural subsidies, 

he commented that the necessary finance to underwrite the proposals was 

in place, whatever the Government's other commitments. The subsidy 

was necessary to enable local pig producers to compete with their 

mainland counterparts. In any case, the Northern Ireland roll and ham 

trade was in need of reorganisation, and he had gone some way towards 

meeting Andrews' objections by limiting the numbers of pigs in the third 

year of the scheme. He did not let the opportunity for a swipe at his 

colleague pass, remarking that, while he would have preferred the expense 

to be borne on the mainland votes, Andrews had wanted the local 

administration to control the matter02. Andrews could not let this pass 

unchallenged, as 'my policy has always been that ... Agricultural subsidies 

should be borne by the British Exchequer and not on the Contribution'. He 

had only agreed to let the subsidy be carried on local votes after senior civil 

servants, including the Permanent Secretary of the Ministry of 

Agriculture, had told him that the Treasury would not agree to anything 

else. Furthermore, Scott Robertson had told him that the disparity 

between the two areas meant that it was impossible for the province to be 

included in the British BiU203. Whilst Andrews was drafting this reply, 

Spender was on the telephone to Waley of the Treasury, whose views 

vindicated Andrews' opposition to the subsidy. Waley described the 

Northern Ireland proposals as 'indefensible' due to differing local 

20 1 Andrews memorandum, 9 November 1938, PRONl CAB/4/403/21. 
202 Brooke memorandum 14 November 1938, PRONI CAB/4/403120. 
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d ·· 204· h f h con Itlons ; In t e eyes 0 t e Treasury, the bacon subsidy was clearly not 

'broadly comparable'. 

When the Cabinet actually met to discuss the proposals, the two ministers 

elaborated on their respective positions. Andrews was prepared to provide 

a limited subsidy for three years, rather than Brooke's plan for an 

unlimited subsidy. The ministers essentially disagreed in their 

interpretation of the terms of the London agreement; Brooke felt that it 

would cover the subsidy whilst Andrews felt that it would not. The 

Cabinet decided to approach the Westminster government for advice and 

then reconsider the matter20S
• That was as far as the Cabinet conclusions 

circulated by Blackmore went, but a fuller account of the meeting has 

survived. It seems that Andrews appointed Spender to take a verbatim 

account of the discussion (at which senior civil servants were present) to 

ensure that his views were recorded accurately. Craigavon took the view 

that the subsidy should be provided, despite Andrews' contentions that the 

measure took different forms on each side of the Irish Sea and would not 

be covered by the Colwyn arrangement. Brooke complained that parity 

had been obtained for social services but not for agriculture; Andrews 

retorted with the standard refrain about finance. He also refuted the 

allegation that he had not pressed for the British exchequer to bear the 

costs, commenting that the Minister of Agriculture was accusing him of 

being a fool. It was very well to say that the minus contribution would 

cover the matter, but Andrews saw this as an emergency arrangement 

204 'Note of a Telephone Conversation with Mr. Waley', 15 November 1938, PRONT FIN/18/ 18/1l3 . 
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-

which should be restricted to social security. Demanding a negative 

contribution would be 'most humiliating and damaging to his credit', 

especially if it was for a subsidy that was hard to justify. Andrews had an 

eye to the future, with the possible expense of air raid precautions and the 

NIRTB looming, the local administration had far better grounds for 

appealing to Westminster than bacon. However, Craigavon and Brooke 

would not shift from their contention that the subsidy was identical to that 

prevailing on the mainland, and that the minus contribution would 

resolve the mattei06
• This alternative account did not accord with 

Blackmore's concept of good governance207
, and was banished to a 

departmental file. Andrews was clinging to a firmly defined policy of 

parity in social services and was determined not to imperil that. 

Brooke was equally determined to secure justice for local farmers, and did 

not wait for Cabinet approval before writing to Hoare, asking him to raise 

the matter in London20B .This was far from being a shot in the dark, as 

Hoare had already expressed his desire to aid the local bacon industrio9
• 

The Home Secretary raised the matter with the Chancellor, although such 

tactics were regarded as sharp practice in Whitehall and yielded no fruif
10

• 

Andrews certainly did not appreciate Brooke's unilateral action, and was 

shocked to discover what had been done211
• The Minister of Agriculture 

forced Andrews into action by pointing out that several factories might 
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close, leading to a compromise arrangement whereby a dummy bill would 

be introduced before the close of 1938, the financial details to be settled at a 

later date212
• Spender took a rather jaundiced view of the bacon proposals, 

commenting that 'the Ministry of Agriculture is convinced that pink pigs 

are better than white pigs for ham purposes', although the Ulster farmer 

needed a financial incentive to adopt this viewpoinf13. The Treasury 

were similarly sceptical, believing that Northern Ireland would never 

have devised such a measure unless Great Britain had led the way. Their 

scheme had been designed to restore losses in the pig industry, and not 

increase production. Waley, who generally showed a keener appreciation 

of political realities in Northern Ireland than most of his colleagues, was 

prepared to authorise a grant of some £250,000 per ann um214
• Brooke trod 

on Andrews' toes again by proposing the establishment of a commission to 

investigate matters agrarian, without consulting the Minister of 

Finance215 • However, as 1939 dawned, Brooke tried to mend some fences 

with 'my dear Johnnie'. After expressing his sympathy with Andrews' 

financial concerns, the Minister of Agriculture reminded his colleague of 

the farmers' needs. Distant from the mainland market, they deserved 

assistance under the terms of the trade agreement and its promise of equal 

subsidies216 • When the two ministers met, they agreed to postpone the 

measure for a year to delay its financial impact217
; it seemed as if a 

211 Andrews to Brooke 30 December 1938, PRONI FIN/18/18/113 . 
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compromise was in sighf18. Andrews agreed to place no limit on the 

subsidy for the first year, as it seemed that the amount involved would be 

very sma1l219 . The Treasury were anxious that no maximum figure of any 

possible subsidy should appear in the bill, a concern which Andrews 

shared on the grounds that the farmers would demand every penny220. 

However, Brooke felt that a published maximum figure would actually 

facilitate negotiations with the farmers221 . 

Further progress on the scheme was hampered by a crisis in the local Pigs 

Marketing Board, which was dismissed by Brooke in February 1939. 

Whilst the NIRTB was incompetent, it was at least relatively free from 

corruption222. A departmental inquiry into the PMB had uncovered a 

great deal of inefficiency and malpractice and the Minister, after numerous 

efforts at negotiation, felt that there was no alternative to terminating the 

Board. As several Board members sat at Stormont, the matter provoked 

fierce controversy in the House223. Drawing on his previous experience in 

dealing with recalcitrant human beings, Andrews felt that the members of 

the PMB should have been given a chance to air their views before their 

dismissal224. However, Craigavon vetoed this suggestion225
, perhaps 

fearing another version of the NIRTB pantomime. Spender certainly felt 

that Andrews' proposal would have saved the Government some 

218 G.S. Dunnett to Duggan, 5 January 1939, PRONI FIN/18/18/113 . 
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220 Duggan memorandum 6 Janul'lrv 1939 PRONI FIN/18/18/113. 
221 , 'O.A-£J , 

G.S. Robertson to Duggan, 11 January 1939, PRONI FIN/18/18/113 . 
222 Some Board members did use the bus workshops for their own purposes, most notably Lord 
Enniskillen who had a waterwheel built in Belfast and installed on his Fermanagh estate by NIRTB 
staff;Parl Deb , (Commons), xxii, 13 December 1938. col. 142 
223 

Barton, Brookeborough, pp. 105-110. 

200 



embarrassmenf26, a verdict with which Brooke's biographer has 

concurred227. By the time a new Pigs Marketing Board was in place, the 

German invasion of Poland had rendered such schemes obsolete. 

Unfortunately, the Anschluss, the Munich crisis, and the fall of the Czech 

rump all failed to have a similar effect on the NIRTB. One encouraging 

sign was the co-operation of the Board and the Northern Counties 

Committee in examining unremunerative branch lines with a view to 

trimming railway losses228. However, the stormy petrel of transport 

affairs, D.L. Clarke, was back on the offensive, accusing Andrews and the 

Government of being pro-railwaf29. Had this been the case, of course, the 

NIRTB would never have been created. McLintock's report was planned 

for publication on 24th November, the day that Parliament ceased to sit. 

This would save some embarrassing questions while the Government 

worked out exactly what to do. No Minister could see the report until that 

date, although it was available to senior civil servants for some ten days 

before that. Spender described the recommendations as 'very drastic' and 

went on to remark, 'in no other Government in the world would it be 

possible for the Minister who introduced the original measure also to 

undertake the amendment of his own mistakes123o
• The NIRTB was a 

major bone of contention between Andrews' and Bates' ministries, each 
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side anxious to avoid blame for the debacle231 . Spender felt that any drastic 

recommendations made by McLintock were likely to be ignored by a 

Government which did not like to acknowledge mistakes232. Anticipation 

was certainly growing in the press as to the likely outcome of the 

committee's deliberations, the Northern Whig telling its readers to expect 

outspoken criticism233. When the report finally appeared, it was certainly 

no encomium for the Government's policy. 

The opening pages of Sir William's report made it clear just how 

adventurous the Stormont administration had been in creating the 

NIRTB, 'a far-reaching experiment which had never before been attempted 

in any country under similar conditions,234. The hasty acquisition of the 

freight undertakings was criticised, as was the failure to include the highly 

profitable transport undertaking of Belfast Corporation. Although London 

Transport had been the model for the NIRTB, the former undertaking had 

been better prepared to absorb smaller concerns than its Ulster counterpart. 

The Committee were merciless in their condemnation of the 1935 Act and 

its implementation, commenting that the legislation had 'failed to secure 

on a sound economic basis an adequate and efficient transport system,235. 

To remedy the situation, McLintock and his colleagues recommended that 

the road and rail concerns in the province be amalgamated into a single 

body, 'bold and drastic treatment' being necessary. Like the hostess at a 

231 Magill to Spender, 17 November 1938, PRONl FlN/18/17/306. For a detailed, if unashamedly 
tendentious, account of the matter see the Ministry of Finance memorandum, 7 January 1939, PRONl 
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fractious children's party, the final words of the report called for past 

differences to be forgotten, and for all parties to unite in goodwilf36. 

Craigavon, who had been losing patience with Clarke and his antics237, was 

in favour of carrying out the recommendations encapsulated in the 

report, albeit in stages. Andrews agreed with this proposal, expecting that 

the process would be complete by the sprini38. When the Cabinet met as a 

whole to discuss the matter, this policy was endorsed, and detailed 

consideration was given to the development of the steps. Craigavon 

wanted the existing Board dismissed, whilst Andrews emphasised the 

financial problems with which he had been faced. The upshot of the 

meeting was that the advice of some transport experts would be sought, 

and a departmental committee would be appointed to investigate the 

matter239. Students of the transport problem in Northern Ireland must 

prepare themselves for frequent attacks of deja vu . 

The departmental committee met under the chairmanship of Edmund 

Warnock, who had represented the railways at the Thompson inquiry, and 

had since become a junior minister at Home Affairs240. The NIRTB were 

not long in m aking restive noises241
, and Craigavon paid them a visit with 

his two most senior colleagues. Andrews, after articulating his financial 

concerns, distanced himself from the matter by explaining that he 'only 
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came into the picture when the Prime Minister was ill'. After reassuring 

the Board that he would not hand transport over to the railways, 

Craigavon asserted that the matter would have to be settled before he 

resigned242. The Belfast Telegraph was highly critical of the continuing 

vacillation, remarking that the affair would be the supreme test of the 

local parliamentarians' abilitf43. It was one test that would not be passed 

with flying colours. 

The departmental committee did go about its work with enthusiasm, 

producing a report within the week. The recommendations centred on 

correcting abuses of the Act, such as stricter policing, and ensuring a 

minimum wage in the haulage industri44 . Andrews was disappointed 

that Warnock's committee had not investigated the matter more 

thoroughly, but realised that this was a job for the select committee245 . The 

appointment of yet another committee had been decided on by Craigavon 

as a way of forestalling parliamentary criticism. Characteristicall y, 

Andrews had only been informed of the decision as the premier entered 

the Commons chamber - a decision which effectively undermined the 

Cabinet's policy of implementing the McLintock report. Andrews felt that 

the committee would be 'entirely ineffective,246, as he had already pressed 

for immediate action on the reporf47. The independent MP Tommy 

241 NIRTB memorandum, 7 December 1938 PRONI FIN/18/18/475. 
w ' 
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Henderson expressed his feelings more graphically, remarking that 

unanimity on the committee would be about as likely as finding holy 

water in an Orange Half48 . Duggan shared his Minister's fears about the 

committee's prospects249, although Spender was rather more hopeful, 

seeing the proposal as a safety valve for criticism of the Governmenf50 . 

However, the Permanent Secretary was most anxious that McLintock's 

report be accepted lest the Treasury be offended251 , and Andrews was 

concerned that the province's bankers would look askance at any major 

divergence from the McLintock proposals. A meeting of the Ulster 

Unionist party had rejected the idea of a centralised transport body, which 

was the essence of the report, and Craigavon, like the Duke of Plaza-Toro, 

was prepared to follow where others led252. Andrews had every right to be 

concerned; Craigavon was about to depart on another cruise253 and he 

would be left to manage what he described as 'a very bad advertisement for 

Northern Ireland,254. 

In an effort to bring the process forward, Andrews resorted to his favourite 

tactic of personal meetings with leading figures. On a visit to London, he 

met Lord Stamp and Sir William Wood of the London, Midland and 

Scottish Railway, who professed themselves willing to help, as did the 

Government's bankers255. The railway chiefs were anxious that the report 

248 Pari Deb., (Commons) , vol. XXII, col. 234, 15 December 1938. 
249 Duggan to M. Babington Smith 15 December 1938, PRONI FIN/18/18/502. 
250 ' Spender diary for week ended 17 December 1938, PRONI MIC/559/4. 
25l Spender memorandum 21 December 1938, PRONI MIC/559/4. 
252 ' Spender memorandum 23 December 1938, PRONI FIN/18/18/475. 
253 ' Spender to R. Gransden, 2 January 1939, PRONI FIN/18/18/475. 
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be implemented with the utmost dispatch, an opinion which Andrews 

shared256
, On his return to Belfast, the acting Prime Minister met with 

MacDermott, the NIRTB counsel who was now chairing the select 

committee257
, Some members of the committee had stated that the task 

must not be hurried258
, whilst Lord Stamp was afraid that the deliberations 

could last a year259
, Andrews was anxious that an early decision be 

reached, and MacDermott promised to do his utmost to ensure that the 

committee reported by the summer260
, When Andrews met the local 

protagonists, old arguments were rehearsed; the railways pointed out their 

financial problems261, whilst the NIRTB again pointed to their improving 

results262
, News of the prolonged paperchase had reached the ears of the 

Chancellor, who was far from impressed, Simon wrote to Andrews 

expressing his 'considerable shock' at the state of affairs uncovered by Sir 

William and his colleagues, and threatening to alert the Joint Exchequer 

Board if nothing was done263
, Andrews replied with a letter that drew on 

his loyalty to Craigavon rather than on his own convictions, He defended 

the select committee as a way of making parliamentarians realise the 

seriousness of the situation, and expressed the hope that legislation would 

be introduced by the autumn264
, The appointment of the select committee 

had in fact tied Andrews' hands and he wanted to keep the Treasury fully 

256 Andrews to Craigavon, 10 January 1939, PRONI PM/9/36. 
257 Spender memorandum, 10 January 1939, PRONI FIN/18/18/52l. 
258 Belfast News Lette[, 7 January 1939, PRONI FIN/18/18/478. 
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informed as to the province's liabilities265. At least the committee seemed 

to be expediting its affairs, hoping to draw the evidence together by the end 

of March266. 

The matter was considered in greater depth when Andrews met the 

Chancellor on 21 March. Simon felt that the recommendations of the 

McLintock committee would be the ideal solution to the matter, and 

wanted Northern Ireland to adopt them without any alteration. Should 

this happen, he would be prepared to grant the province a sum of £100 000 

every year to meet the liability. Andrews reiterated the party line that 

everything was dependent upon the select committee's report. However, 

he did make a statement that was not without significance for his future 

career, agreeing that the Treasury's approval should be sought before 

expensive schemes of a 'novel character' were sanctioned in Belfasf67. 

Further pressure from the Treasury was exerted by Waley, who warned 

Spender that any departures from the McLintock report would have to be 

met from the local budgef68. Spender's efforts to influence the select 

committee were firmly rebuffed269, and Andrews drew attention to the 

Board's position in his budget speech in an attempt to bring home the 

seriousness of the position to its members270
• 

265 Andrews to Spender, 14 March 1939, PRONI MIC/559/5. 
266 NCC Minutes 16 March 1939 PRONI UTN12/AJ/11. 
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As events in eastern Europe gathered pace, British minds were once again 

concentrated on matters martial. Andrews remained convinced that the 

province would not be vulnerable to attack from the air, and was chary of 

authorising expenditure in this area271
• The Home Office continued to 

pour scorn on the idea that Belfast would be a targef72
, whilst Spender 

remained confident that the locally recruited anti-aircraft batteries could 

make Ulster's skies a 'hornet's nest' for wayward Luftwaffe pilots273
. Hoare 

remained steadfast in his refusal to extend mainland civil defence 

provisions to the province274
, although some of his officials felt that 

Northern Ireland deserved assistance275
• On his return from foreign parts, 

Craigavon proposed the appointment of an overall ARP co-ordinator to 

parallel Lord Chatfield's role on the mainland. To fill this post, he 

suggested taking the Ulster agent in London, General Cooke-Collis, back to 

the province to head a new department. Andrews disliked the idea of 

weakening Northern Ireland's commercial representation, and it was 

agreed to create a small section in the Cabinet office under R.P. Pim276
• 

The Minister of Finance was firmly of the opinion that spending on such 

matters was really the responsibility of the Treasuri77
, a cheese-paring 

attitude that was scarcely justified by the spring of 1939. Warnock had 

taken a break from the transport problem to investigate the question of air 

defence, and he summarised his findings in a report to the Cabinet. It was 

a far from encouraging memorandum, pointing to an extreme shortage of 

27 1 Andrews memorandum 16 March 1939 PRONI FIN/18/19/146. 
272 " Spender memorandum, 31 March 1939, PRONI FIN/18/19/79. 
273 Spender to R.P. Pim, 31 March 1939, PRONI FIN/18/19/79. 
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fire-fighting equipment and a dearth of shelters; shortcomings directly 

attributable to the lack of financial provision. Warnock glumly concluded 

that 'there are at present no plans for the direct protection of the people'278. 

In response to this, Andrews informed his colleagues that he was 

discussing the matter with the Treasury in the near future in the hope of 

securing a block grant279. A compromise was reached in London, the 

Imperial Government agreeing to provide a proportion of the province's 

ARP spending280 . Further investigations by Warnock implied that this 

spending would not have to be excessive, despite the fact that the Home 

Office were now regarding Belfast as a very likely theatre of attack. With 

all the enthusiasm of an armchair strategist, Warnock decided that the 

province's sheer distance from Germany, coupled with the intervening 

obstacle of Great Britain, meant that any attacks would be short and only 

involve a few planes. With this in mind, he was not prepared to 

recommend the adoption of compulsory shelters in local industry, or the 

provision of Anderson shelters for private houses281 . When these views 

came before the Cabinet, it was Andrews' old UULA colleague I·F. Gordon, 

now Minister of Labour, who warned that the Government would have to 

provide protection for its people, or be charged with dereliction of duty. 

Andrews dismissed this by pointing out to the province's limited 

vulnerability, and by remarking on the limited financial assistance that 

was available282. Throughout the summer of 1939, Andrews continued to 
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oppose the idea that Belfast would be a target for heavy attack283, fearing 

that the Government was acting too hastily even in the limited measures 

it was advocatin~84. Indeed, even after the outbreak of war, the Ministry 

of Finance was proud of the fact that Northern Ireland had no full time 

ci vil defence officials285. 

Andrews' reluctance to consider potential problems of the future may well 

be explained by the difficulties confronting him in the present. In the early 

summer of 1939, only the Ministers of Education and Finance were 

available for duty, and cabinet meetings were not held286. As before, 

Andrews' primary duty as deputy prime minister was the resolution of the 

transport problem. Spender's optimism about the select committee had 

long since evaporated and he now feared what they might reporf87. He 

was obliged to wait on tenterhooks rather longer, as the committee 

continued their deliberations288. In the meantime, the Government was 

obliged to launch a loan of some three million pounds to meet the 

growing commitments of the NIRTB/89 who complained that they were 

unable to plan for the future29o . When a draft report finally appeared, it 

fell far short of McLintock's recommendations. Apparently based on the 

premise that the railways would inevitably close down, the committee 

recommended that the Government of Northern Ireland set up a 

283 Andrews to Bates, 14 August 1939, PRONl FIN/18/19/146. 
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transport ministry to oversee the running of road services, and by 

implication underwrite any losses that might arise291
• Faced with the 

possibility of yet more debts, the Treasury asked that the Stormont 

administration suppress the report292
• McLintock had recommended 

ending the Government's responsibilities in the field of transport - whilst 

the gurus of the Stormont House of Commons advocated a course which 

verged on nationalisation293
• Andrews, who was most anxious to please 

the Chancellor, wrote to Craigavon asking that the issue be expedited294
• 

The Ulster premier agreed, and expressed his own opinion that the 

railways were the best candidates to manage transport in Northern Ireland. 

However, such vague pronouncements did nothing to ease Andrews' 

anxieties over the NIRTB's debts295
• Spender hardly comforted his 

minister by commenting that la heavy responsibility lies on your 

shoulders if there is any delay in grappling with this problem/296
• 

Even the NIRTB and its woes was overshadowed by the German invasion 

of Poland, and Chamberlain's subsequent Sunday morning broadcast 

informing the British people that they were at war. The immediate impact 

in Northern Ireland was that Territorial Army units manned the forts at 

Grey Point and Kilroot, and the anti-aircraft guns were made ready. 

However, the main danger was feared to come from the IRA rather than 

the Third Reich, and the Special Constabulary were placed on patrol 

29 1 Spender memorandum, 28 June 1938, PRONI MIC/559/5. 
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categorf97. The Ulster Cabinet had decided that evacuation was 

unnecessary, and places of entertainment did not close298; the scenes of 

frantic activity that characterised the early days of war in Great Britain 

were not replicated in Northern Ireland. On the financial front, Simon 

wasted little time in informing Andrews of his wartime responsibilities, 

which are easily summarised; all capital expenditure was to be pruned 

down299. Andrews replied that he had already taken certain steps in that 

direction30o, steps which included the cancellation of teacher training301 . It 

was quite clear that the Treasury would call the shots, as the interchange of 

letters between Belfast and London reveals. In the hope that economies 

would offset at least some of the costs of wartime expenditure302, the 

Ministry of Finance was instructed to end its school building programme, 

and only permit local authorities to proceed with projects essential to the 

war efforeo3. Andrews was quite happy with these proposals, and raised 

no protest against them304, as the principle of parity was not affected. A 

key aspect of the proposals was the bargain basement approach to Civil 

Defence advocated by the Treasurros, and eagerly accepted by the financial 

mandarins of Stormone06. 
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Despite Spender's hopes that the exigencies of war would enable the 

government to force amalgamation through307, nothing more had been 

done about the NIRTB. The failure to implement McLintock's proposals 

had cost the Government some half a million pounds308, and the liabilities 

of the Board were a constant worry to Andrews309. In a letter to Simon, in 

which he stated his ambition to hand over an imperial contribution of 

some £2 million, he felt obliged to apologise for the delay in reaching a 

settlement on the transport matter 'owing to parliamentary difficulties/310 . 

In a meeting with the railways a week later, Andrews tried to find a way 

out of those difficulties, which essentially arose from Parliament's fear of a 

railway monopoly. He suggested that the railways provide certain 

guarantees to the public that they would provide a fair and economical 

service311 . Given the circular nature of these negotiations, it should come 

as no surprise that McLintock was invited back to see if he could bring 

order out of chaos by arranging for the railways to buy the Board off the 

Governmenf12. It should be equally unsurprising that the NIRTB 

denounced this move as a conspiracy against them313, by a minister who 

was too closely allied with the railways314. For Andrews, his obligation to 

the Chancellor meant that action was imperative, and as he sarcastically 

commented 'the Transport Board were blaming the Act although their 

Chairman had been largely responsible for framing it,315. These occasional 

307 Spender memorandum, 13 September 1939, PRONT MlC/559/5. 
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caustic comments were all very well, but were no substitute for direct 

action. In his anxiety to be fair to all sides, Andrews had allowed the 

problem to drag on for several years without a satisfactory resolution. 

Better use could have been made of Craigavon's absences to expedite the 

matter in an economical way. When Andrews told Brooke of his distress 

at the situation, he was sharply told that the Government should be 

masters in their own house316
• However, Andrews should not bear the 

entire burden of blame for what was essentially a failing by the whole 

Cabinet; as late as December 1939, the Ministry of Home Affairs was 

granting financial assistance to the Board without consulting the Ministry 

of Finance317
• At the Cabinet's last meeting of 1939, the hope was expressed 

that the matter would be resolved in the New y ear318. This time, there did 

seem to be some justification for these pious hopes; Spender felt that 

McLintock's recommendations would be of a 'guarded character', whilst 

Andrews and Craigavon felt that they could persuade the 

parliamentarians to favour railway control319
, presumably under the 

exigencies of the wartime situation. 

These early months of the war had also witnessed renewed conflict 

between Andrews and Brooke, again over agricultural subsidies. In 1938, 

Andrews had been ready to introduce a subsidy of £3 per acre for flax 

growers (of whom he was one), which Brooke had opposed on the advice 

of his officials . As a compromise, Milne Barbour proposed a Flax 

316 Brooke diary 12 March 1940 Brooke papers, PRONI D/3004/D/31. 
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Committee to be financed by the Government which would help to 

develop local flax production320 . This eventually reached concrete form as 

a grant of £50,000 per annum for three years, 10% of which was to be borne 

by the parties involved321 . Andrews raised the matter of flax in two 

consecutive Cabinet meetings soon after the outbreak of hostilities in 

Europe. How much of his concern arose from the fact that a shortage of 

flax would lead to unemploymene22 and how much originated from his 

position as a mill-owner is open to debate. Brooke was certainly in no 

doubt as to reason for Andrews' fears. In one of the few political 

comments in his diary, which is chiefly an extended obituary for the game 

life of County Fermanagh, he remarked that Andrews seemed 'always to 

play where his own interests are touched,323. Andrews' concerns would 

chiefly seem to have been commercial; Scottish mills were using the fine 

Belgian flax normally used for Ulster exports324. A memorandum 

produced by the Ministry of Commerce, whose political head was also a 

linen baron, coincidentally recommended that the province's fine exports 

be sustained325 . Furthermore, Andrews' desire that linen blackout blinds 

be used at Stormont - even though this caused a delay of several weeks -

may not have been entirely without self-interese26 . Andrews' desire to 

obtain a good price for flax grown on local farms327 did not go unnoticed by 

Spender, who commented that he seemed to be even more concerned for 
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the province's farmers than Brooke was328. That having been said, 

Andrews was only prepared to grant a certain level of assistance and 

refused to give in to further demands from the industry329. 

The new year began with a new financial problem. Bates was anxious to 

provide more Special Constabulary units to meet wartime needs at a cost 

of some £70,000, a figure dismissed by Craigavon as 'mere bagatelle,33o. 

Given the Ministry of Finance's undertaking to the Treasury to minimise 

expenditure, Andrews could hardly take such a cavalier attitude, and 

consulted the Army to see if the extra police were really needed331. He also 

made 'very strong representations' to Bates, and gained Craigavon's 

support against the proposal on the grounds that sufficient manpower was 

available in the province to deal with any eventuality that might arise. 

Andrews' primary concern in the matter was to honour his promise to the 

Chancellor to cut expenditure332. 

It was apparent that the transport situation would prove no easier to deal 

with in 1940 than in previous years. The NIRTB had issued their own 

propaganda leaflee33, whilst the railways were less inclined to trust the 

When McLintock's report appeared, it made no 

327 Spender memorandum, 'Flax Production in Northern Ireland', 15 December 1939, PRONI 
MIC/559/5. Andrews was himself a flax grower. 
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recommendations but was merely a summary of the situation335; it seemed 

as if the Government was again back at the beginning. Dealing with the 

NIRTB was rather like playing snakes and ladders. 

When the matter was once gain discussed at Cabinet level, Andrews 

opposed Bates' proposal that the Government appoint a representative to 

the Standing Joint Committee on the grounds that any deeper 

entanglement should be avoided336. Andrews' colleagues did not seem to 

realise the need for haste in the matter, a point which Spender certainly 

recognised337. Sir William McLintock was certainly not amused at the 

Government's antics, as he made clear to Andrews at a meeting in 

London. At least some figures were now on the table, as the railways were 

proposing to offer some £75,000 per annum for the NIRTB. This was 

insufficient for Andrews, who wanted some £100,644 over forty years338. 

At least the Cabinet finally gave Andrews the power to seek a settlement 

based on the best possible price339. However, this carte blanche was by no 

means as effective as it first appeared; Bates was still conducting 

negotiations with the NIRTB to see how such a take-over might operate340. 

The talks dragged on through the spring and early summer of 1940, 

lending weight to Spender's comment that at such times the NIRTB was 

too trivial to be dealt with341 . The Board members' demands for 

compensation in the event of their dismissal, at a time when the 

335 Spender diary for period ended 9 March 1940, PRONI MlC/559/5. 
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339 Cabinet conclusions, 5 April 1940, PRONI CAB/4/436/17. 
340 Spender diary for period ended 13 April 1940, PRONI MlC/559/5. 
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Wehrmacht was poised to invade the Low Countries, almost beggars 

belief42. Matters were only made worse when the Board appealed to 

Craigavon asking to be allowed to requisition transport. Prompted by the 

Cabinet secretary, the Prime Minister agreed to this proposal. Andrews felt 

'let down' by what was a direct reversal of a Cabinet decision, to which the 

intriguing explanation was given that the premier had acted as head of 

government rather than Prime Minister. This statement was 

'apparently ... a new way of saying that Lord Craigavon in wartime is a 

dictator/343 . By mid 1940, however, the Government of Northern Ireland 

hardly presented a picture of totalitarian efficiency. 

Despite the fact that the war was heading towards a climax, life in Belfast 

continued much as before. The dilatory policy on ARP had continued344, 

and recruiting levels were far from satisfactory345. The fiasco over the 

NIRTB revealed that, even in the face of a national emergency, the 

Government was incapable of giving effective leadership. The system of 

Cabinet administration had become little more than a cipher; and 

decisions were generally taken by ministers either on their own 

responsibility or in conjunction with Craigavon346. The elderly premier 

was increasingly dependent on the advice of Lord Glentoran, the Chief 

Whip who 'brought all the cunning of the racing stables to his job,347. In 

May 1940, for instance, he arranged for the Labour MP Jack Beattie to be 

34 1 Spender to A. Black, 18 May 1940, PRONl MlC/559/6 . 
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detained in the Commons bar whilst the Prime Minister's expenses were 

being debated. Andrews, who had little time for the murky side of politics, 

denounced this action as 'reprehensible,348. However, such probity was 

compromised by his continued loyalty to Craigavon, a loyalty which was 

not shared by every member of the Government. In late May, Warnock 

resigned from his office in protest against the administration's inefficiency 

and failure to participate in the war effort. As Harkness has pointed out, 

not all of these charges could be substantiated349. Unemployment may not 

have fallen, but that was also true of the mainland until mid-1940350 . 

Similarly, it was true that conscription had not been applied in Northern 

Ireland, but that was hardly Stormont's fault. For several years 

Craigavon's government had been pressing for this measure to be applied 

to the province351. However, the Westminster authorities disliked the 

idea given local352 and international353 opposition. One of Churchill's first 

duties as Prime Minister was to ask Craigavon not to persist in the matter 

in the interests of the Empire354. Mass Observation's Tom Harrisson felt 

that the province's lacklustre war effort owed much to the absence of 

conscription, as well as to its geographical isolation from the war
355

. 

Although Lady Craigavon, who has not been remembered as one of the 

more discerning observers of the local political scene, described Warnock 

as 'leading a little band of nervy disgruntled people who imagined that 

347 Kelly, op cit , p.128. 
:: Spender diary , 15 April to 4 May 1940, PRONI MlC/559/5. 

Harkness, op cit , p.89. 
350 73 A. Calder, The People' s War (London, 1969), p. . 
351 See for example, Cabinet conclusions, 4 May 1939, PRONI CAB/4/416/3 . 
352 C.G. Wickham to MagiU, 7 February 1939, PRONI MlC/559/4. 
353 Spender to Sir A. Montgomery-Massingberd, 10 June 1939, PRONI MlC/559/5 . 
354 Lady Craigavon' s diary, 23 May 1940, Craigavon papers, PRONI D/1415/B/38. 
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,.. 

nothing was being done,356, her husband's Minister of Agriculture felt that 

there was some substance to the charges357. Andrews himself observed 

that the Government's position was shaky and that 'it is necessary to make 

concessions of a political nature which he himself rather deprecates,358. At 

least one of these concessions, however owed its origin to a suggestion by 

Andrews. Faced with the threat of German invasion in the early summer 

of 1940, the new War Minister Anthony Eden announced the creation of a 

force to be known as the Local Defence Volunteers. In Northern Ireland, 

the prospect of a citizen army open to all alarmed many in Unionist circles 

who feared that the IRA would seize the opportunity to gain both 

weaponry and experience359. To counter this, Andrews suggested that the 

new force be developed through the existing Ulster Special 

Constabulary360. Although some 26,000 men joined this body within the 

first few mon ths361 , it was soon to become a thorn in the Government's 

side. In his anxiety to demonstrate Ulster's war readiness, Craigavon 

claimed that the force had been recruited, armed and placed on duty 

within a week of his personal appeal. Andrews' parliamentary secretary, 

Lieutenant-Colonel Gordon, was an officer in the Ulster Defence 

Volunteers and knew very well that the premier's claims had no 

foundation. He resigned from the Government rather than undermine 

the confidence of his men362. Eventually, after an unseemly tussle for 

355 B. Barton, Northern Ireland in the Second World War, (Belfast, 1995), p.24. 
356 Lady Craigavon' s diary 10 June 1940, Craigavon papers, PRONI D/1415/B/38. 
357 Brooke diary 28 May 1'940 Brooke papers, PRONI D/3004/D/31 . 
358 ' , 

Spender diary , 27 May to 1 June 1940, PRONI MIC/559/6. 
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361 Spender diary , 13 to 18 May 1940, PRONI MIC/559/6. 
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control between the RUC, Stormont, and the Army, the local defence force 

was permitted to remain as a branch of the Special Constabulary, subject to 

full military status in the event of a declared emergenc~63. The whole 

episode did not reflect well upon the local administration and was a clear 

indication of the confusion and downright incompetence which 

characterised the direction of the war in Belfast. The poor performance of 

Craigavon's Government was thrown into even sharper relief by the wind 

of change then blowing through Whitehall as the Churchill regime took 

hold364. 

In an effort to placate the rising tide of discontent, Craigavon appointed 

Warnock's friend MacDermott as Minister for Public Security in June. 

However, this was only papering over the cracks of what had become a 

seriously flawed Government. Andrews resented the activities of Bates, 

who continued to obstruct proposals to use the railways to solve the 

transport crisis365 and even reappointed the members of the NIRTB when 

their term of duty expired. MacDermott refused to have anything to do 

with the transport problem despite his former involvemene66, whilst 

. I I b ·d· 367 Andrews and Brooke were again arguing about agncu tura su SI les . 

September 1940 may have been the RAF's finest hour, but it was a time of 

crisis in Belfast. Craigavon had persuaded the dissident ministers to 

refrain from moving a motion of censure on the Government after 

363 Harkness, 012 cit., p. 84. 
364 
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promising changes. When it became clear that these changes were mere 

window-dressing, Warnock re-entered the fray. The occasion for his 

attack was the introduction of a motion of censure on the matter of 

unemployment, and he used the opportunity to launch a devastating 

assault on the front bench. The central theme of his onslaught, in which 

he was eagerly joined by Nixon, Beattie, and Henderson, was that the 

Government was 'in the main composed of tired and jaded men,368. 

However, in what was perhaps his last political manoeuvre, Craigavon 

deflected the matter by appointing a select committee on 

unemploymene69. Andrews was firmly opposed to this development, and 

tried in vain to change Craigavon's mind. With his NIRTB experience in 

the recent past, Andrews knew very well that select committees had a 

habit of putting forward grandiose proposals which the Government could 

not accept, leading to more un populari ty370 . This viewpoint was 

subsequently endorsed by the committee's secretary, who commented that 

its members 'intended to earn merit with their political supporters by 

putting up all manner of suggestions letting the Government incur the 

odium for putting them down,371. Insofar as the creation of the committee 

was an attempt to forestall the vote of censure, it succeeded; only three 

b d h . 372 mem ers supporte t e motlon . 

366 Spender memorandum, 23 August 1940, PRONI MIC/559/6. 
367 Brooke diary , 18 July 1940, Brooke papers, PRONI D/3004/D/31. 
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Andrews' relationship with Bates was still under strain as a result of the 

Transport Board saga. In a memorandum to the Cabinet, the Minister of 

Finance complained that 'an unfair attempt is being made to saddle me 

with the whole responsibility'373. However, when the ministers actually 

met, Bates admitted that he had not taken time to read his colleague's 

submission. Craigavon tried to salvage the situation by asking the two 

ministers concerned to meet the warring parties, but Andrews refused to 

assist Bates374. At a subsequent meeting, the ministers agreed that a policy 

of voluntary co-ordination should be pursued375 . This effectively meant 

that Andrews' expensive and exhaustive attempts to reach a settlement 

had been abandoned, a blow which affected him deeply. As he 

commented to Craigavon, the Treasury, the railways, and McLintock had 

all been optimistic that a settlement could be achieved, and it would be 

extremely embarrassing to have to admit failure to them376. In a letter to 

McLintock, Andrews regretted that 'a combination of political and war 

conditions' did not permit the creation of a railway monopolr77. Once 

again, Andrews was reduced to asking the NIRTB to co-operate with the 

railways378. This was an ignominious personal defeat for Andrews, who 

had devoted a considerable amount of time and trouble to the resolution 

of the problem. Had he shown more ruthlessness, the matter could 

probably have been settled early in 1939. Within a few weeks of these 

events, however, the political environment within which Andrews had 

373 Andrews memorandum 27 September 1940, PRONT CAB/4/4511l1. 
374 Spender diary 30 Sept~mber to 5 October 1940, PRONT MIC/559/6. 
375 Cabinet concl~ions 16 October 1940, PRONT CAB/4/452/4. 
376 ' Andrews to Craigavon, 18 October 1940, PRONT MIC/559/6. 
377 Andrews to McLintock, 17 October 1940, PRONT MIC/559/6. 
378 Ministry of Finance memorandum, 25 October 1940, PRONT FIN/18/19/417. 
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worked for almost two decades was dramatically changed. On 24 

November, Craigavon settled down after the evening news with his pipe 

and a detective novel. Within an hour he was dead379. 

As the obituaries were prepared and the tributes poured in, the choice of a 

successor had to be considered. The King's representative in Northern 

Ireland, the Duke of Abercorn, asked Andrews to assume the office on the 

morning of the 25th380 . Although it has often been suggested that Brooke 

was Craigavon's chosen heir381 , this was by no means apparent at the 

time382. Given Andrews' long service to the Government, and his 

experience of office at a senior level, the Belfast News Letter regarded his 

appointment as an 'obvious' choice383. He certainly had no difficulty in 

forming an administration and Brooke remarked that 'we must back him 

for all we are worth,384. Although Andrews felt that he may have been 

rather elderly at 69 to take on the office385, he was convinced that it was his 

duty to do so. In his anxiety to conform to the constitutional requirements 

of the post, Andrews stated that his appointment was conditional upon his 

election as leader of the Unionist party386. His Minister of Agriculture 

opined that this was 'the wrong procedure .. .it is not a question for the 

party'387, whilst the Northern Whig commented that the new premier was 

379 Buckland, James Craig, p.123 . 
380 Northern Whig, 26 November 1940. 
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'carrying his ideal of popular leadership rather further than is necessary,388. 

Andrews regarded party opinion as a vi tal factor in determining policy89, 

although this was hardly an appropriate action to take in the middle of a 

world w ar. A clear lead was required to encourage the people of the 

province to play as full a part as possible in the conflict. Unknown to 

Andrews and his colleagues, the war was soon to come much closer to 

home . 

On 30th November, two days after Craigavon's funeral, a German 

reconnaissance aircraft flew in over Belfast Lough at a high altitude. 

Undetected by the RAF, the Luftwaffe photographer captured some 

enlightening images of the city, which revealed that only seven anti-

aircraft sites defended the shipyards, ropeworks, aircraft factory and other 

facilities39o . Such an obvious target would not be overlooked by Goering's 

intelligence officers for very long. 

388 Northern Whi~ 26 November 1940. , . 
389 In 1937 for example he had called a party meeting to consider the Government s pobcy towards 
the Board ~f Guardians" Andrews memorandum, 1 October 1937, PRONI CAB/9B/13712. 
390 Fisk, op cit , pp. 475 -6. 
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Although Andrews had not yet received the endorsement of his party, the 

province still had to be governed, and many felt that the opportunity should 

be taken to reform the Cabinet. Basil Brooke wasted no time in making his 

feelings known, telling the Prime Minister on November 26th 1940 that 'for 

psychological reasons, if for no other, he must make changes in his Cabinet'l. 

The matter appears to have been in Andrews' mind over several weeks, 

although he was not contemplating any steps more dramatic than the 

appointment of some parliamentary secretaries2
• Despite Brooke's continued 

insistence that changes be made quickly3, the composition of the government 

was not announced until mid January. The general uncertainty about 

Andrews' government led to a great deal of what Spender called 'blackmail 

and pressing of claims,4. Although such manoeuvrings had also taken place 

after Chamberlain's fallS, at least in that case the horse-trading had been 

concluded fairly swiftly. 

The general situation in Northern Ireland was certainly arousing concern in 

several quarters across the Irish Sea, and on his first visit to Buckingham 

Palace, Andrews was pressed by King George VI on the lack of co-operation 

between civil and military authorities in the province6
• The failure to fully 

mobilise the economy was comprehensively analysed by Harold Wilson, then 

a civil servant who commented that 'Ulster, so far from becoming an , 

important centre of munitions production, has become a depressed area'. 

Unemployment in the area had risen, leaving a labour surplus of some 50,000 

1 Brooke diary, 26 November 1940, PRONl D/3004/D/31. 
2 

Barton, Brookeborough, p.168. 
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people. No new factories had been opened since the war began, and morale 

was low in existing plants. Wilson illustrated this point with a telling story; 

'it is on record that when a batch of "Go to it" posters arrived in Ulster a 

deputation of employers petitioned for their suppression on the ground that 

they would only cause discontent, owing to the absence of anything to which 

a loyal and willing population might go'. The report concluded by making a 

strong case for the provision of more factories, and the establishment of a 

Production Council in Ulster7
• Although his recommendations were 

primarily addressed to the British government, Wilson clearly saw that 

Andrews' administration had its work cut out in fostering morale and 

encouraging co-operation with the unions. The impact of his report can be 

judged by the fact that Churchill subsequently wrote to Bevin urging that the 

province's flax workers be retrained to work on munitionsB
• 

Within a month of Andrews' accession, the strength of his leadership was 

already under consideration in London. Herbert Shaw, a southern Unionist 

who had been involved with the Irish Convention9
, interviewed Andrews in 

December 1940 and submitted a report to the Foreign Office. His impressions 

of the new Prime Minister hardly amounted to an encomium; 'a much lesser 

man than his predecessor, and does not enjoy anything like the same 

veneration among Ulster Unionists'. Ominously, Shaw commented that, 

while 'no attempts at revolt could survive Lord Craigavon's frown', a vote of 

censure was a distinct possibility under the new regime. Although Shaw's 

information may not have been entirely reliable, leading him to name 

7 H. Wi1son memorandum, 2 January 1941 , PRONI COMl61/440. 
8 Churchill to Bevin, 23 January 194 1, PRONI COMl61/440. 
9 Foreign Office memorandum, 6 January 1941, PRO FO/37/291 08. 

228 



Warnock as the likely successor to Andrews1O
, his comments did reveal that 

the new administration rested on shaky foundations. 

Before his leadership could be confirmed by the party, Andrews had to face 

the report of the Select Committee on Unemployment. This matter was very 

much in his mind when he wrote to the Home Secretary requesting more war 

work for Northern Irelandll
. The report of the Committee emerged just after 

the new year and was primarily focused on the plight of the linen trade, 

which had continued to suffer from high unemployment despite the advent of 

war. The Ministry of Commerce took a fairly critical view of the report, 

commenting that the volume of war work was if anything greater than in 

1918, despite the manufacturers' unwillingness to invest in the appropriate 

machinery12. However, Andrews could not afford to be quite so scathing and 

a Cabinet sub-committee was established to consider the matter before 

Parliament met13. Spender was fearful that the government would make 

major financial concessions to the linen industry, given the fact that Andrews 

and Barbour had more than a passing personal interest in the matter14. The 

Prime Minister was certainly anxious concerning the reception that 

Parliament would give to the report, and wanted to be able to present definite 

proposals for assisting the 1941 flax crop15. Possible action included the 

provision of three-quarters grants for the development of new flax processing 

facilities16. The sub-committee met a delegation from the linen trade and a 

I°H. Shawmemorandum 1 January 194 1,PROFO/37/29108. 
11 ' Andrews to H. Morrison, 20 December 1940, PRO H0/4 51251 94. 
12 Ministry of Commerce memorandum, 2 January 1941 , PRONI CAB/4/457114. 
13 Cabinet conclusions, 3 January 1941, PRONI CAB/4/45711 6. The committee consisted of Andrews, 

Barbour and Brooke. 
14 Spender diary, 6 to 11 January 194 1, PRO NI MIC/559/6 . 
15 Minutes of Cabinet sub-committee, 7 January 194 1, PRONI CAB/4/458/3. 
16 Cabinet conclusions, 7 January 194 1, PRONI CAB/4/458n. 
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programme of grants was decided upon17, which was subsequently approved 

by the Treasuri 8
• Andrews was extremely apprehensive about the impact of 

the Select Committee report19 and renewed his appeal to Morrison to secure 

more contracts for the province20. When the debate on the report finally came, 

the government was sharply criticised for failing to support the linen trade21, 

to which Andrews replied by stating that any action in the matter would have 

to involve close co-operation between producers and the Treasurr. The 

Select Committee continued its deliberations, despite the fact that some 

members of the government felt it had outlived its usefulness23
, and the 

Cabinet continued to plan measures of appeasemenf4, establishing a 

Drainage Commission to investigate possible schemes as a safeguard against 

post-war unemploymenfS. Although the establishment of the Commission 

was a sign of political weakness, it was hardly the wholesale surrender to 

Parliament that has sometimes been characterised as the chief feature of 

Andrews' regime26. Although Andrews was to become increasingly 

susceptible to political pressure, this was not immediately evident at the onset 

of his premiership. A concrete example of this can be gleaned from February 

1941, when he resisted the demands of a delegation from Belfast Corporation 

for financial concessions27. This followed a similar rebuff to another Stormont 

17 Cabinet conclusions, 9 January 1941, PRONI CAB/4/459/3. The short interval between Cabinet 

meetings is worthy of note. 
18 ParI. Deb. (Commons), xxiii, 28 January 1941, col.2863 
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linen baron who felt that more money should be provided to the industry 

from state coffers28. 

Following his endorsement as leader of the Ulster Unionist party, Andrews 

set about creating a Cabinet in mid-January. The new minister of Finance was 

Milne Barbour, who had been subject to a high degree of criticism at 

Commerce29. Bates and Gordon remained at Home Affairs and Labour 

respectively, whilst Lord Glentoran was brought in at Agriculture. Quite why 

this 'notorious "Twister",30 was appointed is open to speculation. Although 

Brooke commented that 'he should do all right'31, Glentoran's private farming 

effor ts do not seem to have been crowned with success32. Reading between 

the lines, it appears that his appointment was in return for political services33
• 

Glentoran was the effective manager of the Unionist party and Andrews was 

to become increasingly dependent on his advice. Brooke was moved from 

agriculture to become Minister of Commerce, an appointment hailed by the 

Northern Whig as a 'positive stroke of genius' given the minister's energetic 

track record34
• Several men joined the government as parliamentary 

secretaries. These included both younger men in Maynard Sinclair and Brian 

Maginness and the older parliamentarians Rowley Elliott and Wilson 

Hungerford. Although these appointments were viewed in some quarters as 

a welcome infusion of new blood35
, other commentators were more critical. 

Andrews' parliamentary opponents were quick to seize on the move as a 

28 Ibid., 24 January 1941 PRONI MIC/559/6. 
29 ' Spender diary , 13 to 16 January 1941, PRONI MIC/559/6. 
30 Sir R. Kennedy to H. de F. Montgomery, 7 September 1935, PRONI DI266l1CIl /K/1I2. 
31 Brooke diary 9 January 1941, PRONI D/3004/D/32. 
32 ' 
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device to boost the administration's voting strength, J.W. Nixon describing 

the composition of the government benches as 'all officers and no privates,36. 

This point was not lost on Spender either, who remarked that the House was 

almost evenly divided between ministers and private members37
• However, 

Warnock and Gordon were recent examples of the fact that government 

membership was no guarantee of loyalty. Andrews' administration would 

have to prove itself by effective government; political window-dressing was 

not enough. Indeed, just over a month after the new Cabinet was announced, 

all the Unionist back benchers disappeared at a division, leaving the 

government to face the opposition alone38
• 

Outside Parliament, the government's record was under scrutiny in North 

Down. The seat had become vacant on Craigavon's death and could be 

regarded as a fairly safe Unionist possession. Although there had originally 

been some talk of Lady Craigavon taking the nomination39
, the eventual 

candidate was a Great War veteran, Major Workman. He was opposed by T. 

Bailie, an independent Unionist nominated by Bangor Chamber of Trade
40

. 

Despite Tommy Henderson's gibe that 'if you put up a brush shaft as a 

Unionist candidate you would have 8000 persons voting for it'41, there was to 

be no honourable and gallant brush shaft for North Down. The Belfast News 

Letter saw the issue very clearly, asking 'is North Down behind the Ulster 

36 Parl. Deb.,(Commons),xxiii, 15 January 1941, co1.275 1. 
37 Spender diary, 13 to 16 January 1941, PRONI MIC/559/6. 
38 Ibid., 27 February 1941, PRONI MIC/559/6. . 
39 This rumour appeared in the Daily Mail; Lady Craigavon's diary, 9 December 1940, PRONI 
DI1415/B/38. 
40 Belfast News Letter 23 January 1941. 
41 Parl. Deb., (Commons), xxiv, 26 February 1941, col.58. 
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government or is it not?'42. The answer was given in the negative, as Bailie 

won the seat with a majority of over one thousand43. 

The most immediate task facing the government was fostering the 

development of the war effort. Andrews had read Wilson's report himself, 

and was most anxious that the two governments co-operate more on the 

expansion of local war work. He suggested that one way of achieving this 

might be the appointment of a provincial representative on the Production 

Council44
• This proposal was well received in London, where it was 

suggested that the Home Secretary himself could undertake this role45
• Some 

of the problems had arisen because of the unsatisfactory regional organisation 

of the Ministry of Supply, which did not enjoy good relations with local 

industry46. An obvious answer was to use the local expertise of the Ministry 

of Commerce, a course of action which Brooke wasted no time in endorsing47. 

Another area of concern, most notably in Harland and Wolff, was the 

continued failure to dilute skilled labour48
• The restrictive views of trade 

union members, who had already proved recalcitrant over the basic wartime 

duty of fire-watching49
, were to prove a constant irritant for the Andrews 

government. 

Although Belfast was out of sight of London, it was far from being out of 

mind. Brooke had a meeting with Bevin, who felt it was a 'tragedy that 

42 Belfast News Letter 24 March 1941 . 
43 Harbinson, 0V. cit. , p.2 16. 
44 Andrews to Morrison, 8 January 194 1, PRO NI COMl61/440. Andrews kept up the pressure by 
writing to Morrison again in similar terms on 20 January, PRO H0/45/25194. 
45 Maxwell to Sir E . Bridges, 13 January 194 1, PRO HO/4 51251 94. 
46 Ministry of Commerce memorandum, 18 March 194 1, PRONl COMl611459. 
47 Brooke to Sir A. Duncan, 7 February 1941 , PRONl COMl6 11459 
48 Scott memorandum, 15 February 194 1, PRONl COM/6 1/459. 
49 Cabinet conclusions, 13 February 1941, PRONI CAB/4/46211 4. 
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labour resources and productive capacity were not being used to their 

utmost' 50 . The Minister of Labour resurrected the idea of a shell filling 

factory, which had been considered in 194051, and also advocated that local 

factories seek contracts for small components such as magnetos52. Churchill 

was also concerned that aerodrome construction was not proceeding rapidly 

enough and voiced his anxiety to the Ulster CabineF. The Cabinet Secretary 

felt obliged to write to his colleagues at the Home Office blaming the 

province's poor performance on a lack of assistance from the Imperial 

departments54
• The continuing problems were highlighted by Osbert Peake, a 

Bri tish official who visited Belfast in March 1941 and found some 60-70 000 

unemployed. He spoke to Brooke, who felt that 'he had no power to remedy 

the situation,55, re-emphasising Stormont's dilemma; although the 

government had to deal with the problem of unemployment, it had no 

dispensation in the provision of war work. 

At Churchill's instigation, a more detailed report on the province was brought 

before the Production Executive within a fortnight of Peake's visit. Although 

many men were employed in aerodrome construction, this work was only of 

temporary duration. The shipyard and aircraft factories were filling the pay 

packets of some 35,000 workers, and the shell factory Bevin had advocated 

would employ another five thousand. The weaving of twelve million yards 

of various textiles would keep four thousand away from the dole queue, and 

a Ministry of Supply engineer w as resident in Belfast to ensure that local 

50 Scott memorandum, 1 March 1941, PRONl COMl61/440. 
51 W.B. Brown to Maxwell, 3 December 1940, PRO H0/45125 194. The proposal seems to have 
foundered because of the rigorous site requirements for such plant. 
52 Scott memorandum, 1 March 1941, PRONl COM/61 1440. 
53 Cabinet conclusions, 6 March 1941, PRONl CAB/4/456/3. 
54 Gransden to Markbreiter, 11 March 1941, PRO H0/45/20268. 
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industry was fully exploited. However, the development of more war work 

was hindered by numerous factors, including a shortage of machine tools, the 

transport of components, a vulnerable electricity supply, and the lack of 

skilled engineering labour56
• Brooke attended a meeting of the Production 

Executive and stressed the province's desire to play a fuller part in the war 

effort. Although Bevin offered to help out by providing assistance in the field 

of dilution, his colleague Sir Andrew Duncan at the Ministry of Supply was 

less encouraging, commenting on the inefficiency of local production57
• 

Duncan bluntly told Brooke that it was up to the local administration to show 

some initiative in this area, commenting that his own ministry had if anything 

been over-generous in the allocation of contracts to the province58
• These 

criticisms were later echoed to Morrison by Churchill and Bevin, the chief 

areas of concern being dilution and the inefficient use of machine tools59
• One 

of the report's criticisms, that concerning the vulnerability of the local 

electricity supply, w as certainly within the Stormont government's sphere of 

action. This weakness had been identified in 193960
, although the government 

had done little to force Belfast Corporation, the main generating authority, 

in to taking action. The managers of both shipyard and aircraft plants had 

reminded Andrews of the danger in January 194161
, to which the premier 

rather disingenuously replied that every effort was being made62
• Every effort 

had not been made, and this shortcoming would soon be exposed by the 

Luftwaffe. 

55 o. Peake memorandum, 19 March 1941, PRO H0/45/20268. 
56 'Resources of Northern Ireland' ; a note by the Chairman of the War Production Executive, 3 April 
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Although Andrews may have been rather dilatory about ARP spending in the 

1930s, he seems to have taken a more active concern in the matter on 

becoming Prime Minister. Whilst Craigavon is recorded as recommending 

the local ditches as shelters63
, his successor was rather less blase about the 

matter. A further programme of shelter building was agreed at a Cabinet 

meeting in December 194064
, and the matter of civil defence was considered 

more fully in the new year. MacDermott, who had continued as Minister of 

Public Security, was concerned at a change in German tactics to bombing 

cities rather than military targets. There was no reason why Belfast should 

not be blitzed, and its vulnerability was 'beyond question'. Drawing on the 

experience of Coventry, he painted a horrifying picture of an incinerated city 

on the brink of chaos. Unlike mainland conurbations, Belfast had no sizeable 

neighbours to provide succour in the event of an attack, and the population 

had never even seen a raid. To co-ordinate the post-raid services, the officials 

at the Ministry of Public Security had devised the 'Hiram plan', which 

outlined an emergency government for the city under three commissioners65. 

Andrews was so struck by the contents of this memorandum that he prepared 

a Cabinet circular of his own on the subject, stating his view that the subject 

was of the 'u tmost importance,66. At a Cabinet meeting the following day 

Andrews reiterated his concerns, and it was agreed to prepare a contingency 

scheme based on the 'Hiram plan,67. Although it is not clear why this had not 

been thought of before, at least it was better late than never. The scheme was 

not well received by Spender, who objected to the Cabinet's decision to make 

63 B. Barton, The Blitz. Belfast in the War Years (Belfast, 1989), p.164. 
64 Cabinet conclusions, 23 December 1940, PRONI CAB/4/4S6/3. 
65 MacDermott memorandum, 29 January 1941 , PRONI CAB/4/461114. The name of the plan 
originated with the Permanent Secretary at the Ministry of Public Securi ty, W. Il~f, one of Stormont' s 
success stories who ended up as a director of the World Banle He chose to name hiS disaster plan after 
the King of Tyre who had supplied Solomon with material for his building projects. 
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MacDermott the head of the emergency government68
• Spender, who 

considered himself the Clausewitz of Stormont, felt that ordinary 

administration should be restored as soon as possible69
, to maintain public 

confidence in the governmeneo. He later noted that the development of the 

'Hiram plan' had led to further confusion in the Cabinet as to the division of 

responsibilities in a raid71
, and claimed that this uncertainty caused a delay of 

some six weeks in taking action72. 

This delay is all the more execrable given the growing consensus that Belfast 

was increasingly likely to be attacked. From late 1940, enemy activity over 

the city had been increasing, from minelaying sorties to reconnaissance 

flights73
• However, this was not matched by a proportionate increase in local 

preparedness. Less than a week before the first raid on the city, a senior 

official at the Ministry of Finance was able to tell an English colleague that 

shelter construction was 'lagging behind,74. By the spring of 1941, fewer than 

fifteen per cent of Belfast householders had a shelter in their home. Although 

much of this was the responsibility of the local administration, the Imperial 

government must also shoulder some of the blame. The province was only 

guarded by 38 anti-aircraft guns, a Hurricane squadron, and two small 

balloon barrages. There were no night fighters, and no searchlights
75

• 

Andrews made representations to the Home Secretary asking for the 

66 Andrews memorandwn, 3 February 1941, PRONI CAB/4/461113. 
67 Cabinet conclusions, 29 January 1941, PRONI CAB/4/461/2. 
68 R. Fisk, In Time of War (Dublin, 1985) p.68. 
69 Spender memorandum, 3 February 1941, PRONI MIC/559/6. 
70 Barton, op. cit., p.68. 
71 Spender diary , 26 February 1941, PRONI MIC/559/6. . 
72 Ibid., 3 to 8 March 1941 , PRONI MIC/559/6. Spender' s criticisms may have been .sharpened by his 
apparent exclusion from civil defence planning; as one of the few men at Stormont With any expenence 
of military planning, it seems strange that his advice was not sought. 
73 Barton, The Blitz, pp. 73-6. 
74 Petherick to E .C. Cleary , 3 Aplil 1941 , PRO TI160111941F 14464/3. 
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province's air defences to be increased76
, but no further resources could be 

spared. 

In a chillingly prescient letter on 29 March, MacDermott warned Andrews 

that 'the period of the next moon, from, say, the 'rh to the 16th of April, may 

well bring our turn'77. On 7th April, a small force of aircraft flew in over 

Belfast Lough just after midnight and attacked the area of the docks, killing 

some thirteen people78
• Although the newspapers painted a glowing picture 

of the city's response to the raid79
, the reality was very different. For one 

thing, the inadequacy of the local defences had been revealed. The artillery 

barrage was 'very light' according to Spender80 and no RAF aircraft tackled 

the raiders until they were returning home81
• The poor performance of the 

civil defence services was also notable, with only a fraction of firewatchers on 

duty and a slow response from the city's fire service82. However, even then 

the Cabinet found time to discuss the Drainage Commission in the emergency 

post-raid meeting held in the Law Courts83
• This complacency soon spread to 

the public, and less than a week after the raid, one observer noticed that the 

sirens largely went unheeded84
• However, the raiders were back just over a 

week later, on the night of Easter Tuesday, the 15th April. On this occasion, 

over a hundred Heinkel 111 and Junker Ju 88 aircraft targeted the city, 

dropping some two hundred tons of high explosive85
• The residential areas of 

75 Fisk, OD. cit., pA81. 
76 Morrison to Churchill, 9 April 1941, PRO CABI120/582. 
77 J W Blake Northern Ireland in the Second World War, (Belfast, 1956), p.168. 
78 FiSk', OD. ci~ . , pA82. 
79 Northern Whig 9 April 1941. 
80 Spender diary, 7 to 12 April 1941, PRONI MIC/559n. 
81 Kelly , OD. cit., p.109. 
82 Barton, The Blitz, p.94. 
83 Cabinet conclusions, 8 April 1941 , PRONI CAB/4/468/3 . 
84 Barton, The Blitz, p.100. 
85 Ibid., pp. 104-109. 
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north and west Belfast were especially badly hit, killing some eight hundred 

people86
• However, the inadequacies of the local passive defences were 

highlighted even more graphically. The 'Hiram plan' was put into operation, 

but the city remained in chaos, a key problem being the derisory numbers of 

civil defence workers87. Some 10,500 soldiers were involved in clearing up 

after the raids, whilst local youths stood by watchin~. This desire to spectate 

was not so evident in the evening, when thousands fled the city in panic. 

Evacuation plans were rendered meaningless as a mass exodus began, and 

the Ministry of Home Affairs reported that some 100,000 people were 

crowding into the towns around Belfast89. Popular fears were only 

exacerbated by a further raid on the nights of the 4th and 5th May, when a 

heavy fall of incendiary devices devastated much of the city's heavy 

industrial quarter90
• Although the Luftwaffe would not visit Belfast again, the 

nightly exodus continued for many months. 

In his post-raid analysis, MacDermott made the assertion that the province 

was only 'half in the war', citing the poor morale that was evident in the city. 

His main criticisms were reserved for Belfast Corporation, which had shown 

its total inability to 'prepare for and meet the stress of battle conditions', and 

he proposed that the Corporation be suspended and replaced by 

Commissioners91 . The relationship between the devolved administration and 

the City Hall had always been an uneasy one92, and looms large in the history 

of the Andrews administration. However, the government's immediate 

86 Fisk, op. cit., pp. 484-495. 
87 Barton, The Blitz, p. 140. 
88 Col. A.O. Anderson memorandum, 29 April 194 1, PRO T11 60111 941F14464/3. 
89 Bates memorandum, 29 April , 1941 , PRO NI CAB/4/470/9. 
90 Barton, The Blitz, pp. 175-208. 
91 MacDermott memorandum, 12 May 1941, PRONI CAB/4/473 11 0. 

239 



attention was focused on MacDermott's second recommendation; the 

introduction of conscription without delay to mobilise public opinion behind 

the war effort93
• 

Compulsory military service had been introduced in the United Kingdom in 

May 1939 but had excluded Northern Ireland despite Craigavon's protests94
• 

Spender remained a keen advocate of the measure95
, and the matter had been 

raised again by Andrews in a letter to Morrison on the 4th April96. On the 

same day as MacDermott's memorandum was produced, Ernest Bevin 

coincidentally submitted a similar proposal to his colleagues. Bevin's concern 

was not with local morale but the effective use of manpower resources; 

Allied nationals resident in Great Britain were being conscripted and he felt 

that Northern Ireland men should not be exempt9'7. The idea appealed to 

Churchill, who directed that the War Cabinet consider the matter further98
• 

This body was in favour of extending conscription to the province, but 

desired to consider the matter fully. To this end, it was decided to consult 

Andrews before proceeding99
• The conscription affair has often been cited as 

one of the chief weaknesses of the Andrews governmeneoo. However, a close 

examination of the week's events reveals that this judgement is in need of 

some revision. 

92 Harkness, Northern Ireland since 1920, p.6. 
93 MacDermott memorandum, 12 May 194 1, PRONI CAB/4/47 3110. 
94 Lady Craigavon 's diary, 2 May 1939, PRONI DI1 415/B/38. 
95 Spender to Waley , 7 April 1941, PRONI MIC/559n . 
96 Blake, op. cit. , p. 195. 
97 Cabinet conclusions, 12 May 1941, PRO CAB/65118. 
98 Note by the Secretary , War Cabinet, 18 May 1941 , PRO CAB/66/16. 
99 Cabinet conclusions, 19 May 194 1, PRO CAB/65118. 
100 See, for example, Barton, Brookeborough, pp. 198- 199. 
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The British government's request for information arrived at a time when the 

Stormont administration was considering MacDermott's proposals. Although 

Bates feared that the introduction of conscription would result in workers 

from Eire taking the employment of local men, the Cabinet endorsed the 

measure101
• A telegram was duly despatched to London, stating that the 

government of Northern Ireland was 'emphatically of opinion' that 

conscription be applied, on the grounds that equality of sacrifice should 

prevail across the United Kingdom. Nationalist opposition was to be 

expected, but the difficulties of such resistance would be 'more than offset' 

than the advantages gained102
• 

At first, it seemed as if conscription would carry the day. In a detailed 

memorandum, Bevin listed the possible benefits to the national war effort. He 

felt that little more could be done to foster the development of additional war 

work in the province, and that conscription would ease the unemployment 

problem. The measure would add some 40,000 men to the armed forces, 

which would prevent a further haemorrhage from industry. Nationalist 

protests would not be a 'fatal objection' to the scheme, and many of the 

objectors could be placed in the Pioneer Corps where they would not be 

obliged to undertake combatant duties103
• Herbert Morrison took a slightly 

more realistic view of the likely opposition, which would be most serious if 

organised by the Roman Catholic Church and Nationalist societies. The 

Home Secretary felt that this could best be dealt with by limiting the numbers 

called up at any one time104
. 

101 Cabinet conclusions, 2 1 May 194 1, PRONT CAB/4/47S/3. 
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A graphic description of just what this resistance might involve was provided 

by the Irish minister in London, J.W. Dulanty. In a conversation with 

Viscount Cranborne, he pointed out that conscription would lead to hunger 

strikes and possibly bloodshed. Dulanty felt that the bulk of conscription 

would fall on the Catholic populace as most Protestants were in the Special 

Constabulary. This seemed a fair point to Cranborne, who recommended that 

membership of Ulster's various part-time militias would not mean exemption 

from the draft105
• Dulanty made similar points to Morrison, who duly relayed 

them to the War Cabineeo6
• In what can have been a surprise to no-one, 

Cardinal Macrory condemned the possibility of conscription and said that the 

Irish people would not fight for those who partitioned their nation, even after 

the German raids107
• A further commentary on local opinion was provided 

by Harry Midgley, who had been a union colleague of Morrison's secretary. 

Midgley personally favoured the idea, and took an optimistic view of the 

situation, feeling that actual resistance would be slight108
• Churchill was 

certainly dismissive of any potential opposition, and seemed determined to 

implement the measure109
. 

However, further discussion of the matter was considered necessary, and a 

delegation of Ulster ministers went to London, consisting of Andrews, 

Brooke, Gordon and Glentoran. The Ulster Unionist Council had endorsed 

the proposal in a special meeting before the ministers departed
llo

, although 

quite why this was thought necessary is open to question; it can hardly 

105 Cranbome to Churchill , 21 May 1941, PRO PREMl3/32711B. 
106 Morrison memorandum, 23 May 194 1, PRO PREMl3/32711 B. 
107 'Appendix rI, Archbishop Macrory' s statement ', Morrison memorandum, 23 May 1941 , PRO 

CAB/66116. 
1~ 'Appendix I, Note by Mr. Jagger of his conversation with Mr. Midgley', Morrison memorandum, 

23 May 1941, PRO CAB/66116. 
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helped in nationalist quarters. At first it seemed that the matter would be 

decided in favour of conscription when the Ulster ministers met their 

mainland counterparts. Andrews and his colleagues made it quite clear that 

they were anxious to have conscription, and that they were prepared to 

overcome any opposition that might arise111
• The impression was certainly 

growing in Belfast that conscription would be imposed112
• 

However, opposition to the measure was also growing. The Inspector-

General of the RUC regarded the proposal as highly dangerous and 

submitted a memorandum of his concerns to the War Cabinet. Wickham 

feared that conscription would infuse new life into the IRA and lead to staged 

'incidents' for propaganda purposes, whilst it was by no means definite that 

all Protestants supported the idea113. On Sunday 25th May some indication of 

how widespread the Nationalist opposition would be was provided by a 

series of demonstrations across the province. In Belfast's Corrigan Park, a 

crowd of some five thousand met under the Irish tricolour to be addressed by 

a wide variety of speakers, including the Nationalist MP T.J. Campbe1l114
• 

Similar meetings were held in Omagh, Enniskillen, Newry and Dungannon115. 

The Northern Ireland Labour Party issued a statement to the effect that the 

gains accruing from conscription would be outweighed by the 

disadvantages116• In an effort to sound public opinion still further, Morrison's 

secretary John Jagger rang up his old colleague Midgley in Belfast that night. 

109 F· k . IS , op. CIL, p.513 . 
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Jagger was particularly interested in Cardinal Macrory's statement in the 

Sunday Independent which urged 'resistance by every means according to the 

law of God', and copied it down verbatim117
. 

Meanwhile, pressure was also growing from outside the United Kingdom. 

De Valera had already made his feelings known through Dulanty, and the 

British representative in Dublin now provided a further account of feeling in 

Eire. Sir John Maffey noted that agitation in the country was growing, and he 

feared that the introduction of conscription would undermine the rising tide 

of opposition to De Valera. Rather optimistically, Maffey opined that a return 

of the treaty ports was still a possibility if the British government did not 'put 

a foot wrong, llB. The Taoiseach himself entered the fray by telephoning 

Churchill pleading that the improved relations which had been built up 

between Dublin and London should not be imperilled119. This followed a Dail 

meeting in which the anti-conscription stance attracted the support of all 

Even in the belligerent dominions of Canada and Australia, opinion was also 

against the measure. RG. Menzies, the Australian Prime Minister, was in 

London at the time and informed Churchill that the measure would be 

adversely received in his Commonwealth, where a quarter of the population 

claimed Irish Catholic origin121 . The Canadian government asked that the 

possible effect on Irish opinion in North America be considered, and they 

117 Kelly ,op. cit., pp. 11 8- 119. 
118 Sir J. Maffey telegram, 25 May 1941, PRO CAB/66/16. 
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were especially concerned that their own forthcoming recruiting campaign 

would be hindered122
• The United States ambassador in London, J.G. Winant, 

visited Churchill and discussed the matter for several hours, informing him 

that Roosevelt was opposed to the measure, which would stir up 'large 

resentments' in that country123. 

The War Cabinet met on 26th May to consider the matter in the light of the 

accumulated evidence. However, a new factor to be considered was the 

apparent change in attitude by the government of Northern Ireland. On 

Saturday, Andrews and his ministers had taken the view that any opposition 

would not have been serious. This attitude had now changed, as a message 

from Andrews revealed. The Prime Minister had returned to Belfast in time 

for the nationalist protests and 'wished it to be recognised that there would be 

serious opposition to conscription'. Although the government wanted to see 

the measure applied, the real test would have to be whether it would be for 

the good of the Empire. In the light of this information, Morrison felt that it 

was unwise to rush the decision, citing several additional factors including 

the views of Wick ham, the Irish Times, and the United States. Bevin also felt 

that the measure should be reconsidered as it had raised 'a storm of protest, 

and had brought the Irish Question into prominence'. Other ministers shared 

the view that the measure was desirable, but simply not worth 

implementing124
• On 27 May, a second meeting was held to confirm that the 

government no longer favoured the introduction of conscription in Northern 

Ireland, on the grounds that 'it would be more trouble than it was worth,l25. 

122 Canadian government to Dominions Office, 25 May 1941 , PRO PREMl3/327 11 B. 
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This was subsequently announced in the House of Commons, where it was 

received with cheers126
• 

The blame for the Imperial government's apparent volte-face has been firmly 

placed on Andrews' shoulders by Barton127
• However, whilst there is no 

doubt that Andrews' letter was a factor in the War Cabinet's decision, it was 

not the only factor. As Blake commented, the issue is complicated by 

undercurrents stretching from Canberra to Ottawa, and it is impossible to 

penetrate the minds of those who made the decision128. The final decision on 

the matter was not in fact made until the views of Sir John Maffey had been 

sounded more fully129. Although Maffey's reply has not been preserved, it 

cannot have been encouraging. The largest dominions in the Commonwealth 

were against the proposal, and the influential Manchester Guardian shared this 

view. Even Morrison himself had expressed reservations about conscription 

from the beginning130. It should also be remembered that the matter was 

considered in a week when the Royal Navy had lost its most famous capital 

ship, German paratroops had drummed the Imperial forces out of Crete, and 

Rommel had made further advances in North Africa. It was not the time to 

introduce a measure which would alienate friendly nations and tie up 

precious resources. After all, Churchill had himself written that conscription 

in Ireland had led to 'resentment .. . and in the end no law and no men'. The 

result in 1918 was that 'on the balance our resources were not increased,131, 

126 Fisk, op. cit., p.52 1. 
127 Barton, Brookeborough, p. 199. 
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and there was no reason to think that the result would be any different in 

1941. The lid of Pandora's box remained firmly sealed. 

Although Andrews should not bear the full responsibility for this reverse, 

there is no doubt that the Belfast administration emerged from the affair with 

damaged credibility, both locally and in London. The Ulster leaders should 

have sounded local opinion more fully before supporting Bevin's proposal, 

rather than proceeding on the optimistic assumption that German bombs had 

blown Nationalist objections away132. Had the Inspector General's opinion 

been sought at the outset, a great deal of trouble might have been avoided. 

Notwithstanding the Northern Whig, which opined that the right decision had 

been made133
, the general impression in Belfast was that the government of 

Northern Ireland had failed to achieve its objectivel34
• Although Andrews felt 

that the incident 'had strengthened the cause of Ulster across the water,B5, 

there is little to suggest that this was so. Bevin certainly thought that the local 

administration had reacted with cowardice, as he told Brooke almost a year 

The government's ineffectiveness was also displayed in a series of skirmishes 

with Belfast Corporation. The city fathers had proved typically dilatory in 

their failure to provide alternative electricity generating capacity before the 

war, a shortcoming which had been brutally exposed by the pilots of 

Kampfgruppe 100. On the night of 15th April, the harbour power station had 

been damaged by high explosive, revealing how vulnerable the province's 

132 Kelly, op. cit. , p.118. 
133 Northern Whig 28 May 194 1. 
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electricity supply really was137. As the minister responsible, Brooke had long 

lamented the situation138
, and Lord Beaverbrook was unwilling to allocate 

further aircraft contracts to the province until the matter was resolved139
• 

Brooke prepared a memorandum for the Cabinet pointing out the problems 

and urging that the government develop an electricity board for the province 

and provide a new power station at Islandmagee14o. However, his colleagues 

were not inclined to take up arms against the Corporation141 . Andrews was 

particularly fearful of Brooke's suggestion that the Irish Electricity Board be 

approached for assistance, fearing the political implications of such a move142. 

In the Prime Minister's perspective, the needs of the war were all very well, 

but he had his own political position to look to. Like Craigavon before him, 

Andrews was chary of crossing swords with Belfast Corporation143. However, 

Brooke would not give way on the matter and continued to demand a central 

electricity authority, although he realised that this would require a firm stand 

by the governmene44
• Andrews stood by his conviction that a merger would 

be more trouble than it was worth145, and it was decided to shelve Brooke's 

proposap46. Andrews and Bates felt that the Minister of Commerce was 

taking the matter too seriously and they urged that the Corporation be 

allowed to retain its powers in the matter147
• Indeed, Andrews was in favour 

of giving the Corporation the new Treasury-funded power station at 

136 Brooke diary, 20 March 1942, PRONT D/3004/D/33. 
137 Barton, The Blitz, p.121. 
138 Brooke diary, 4 February 1941, PRONT D/3004/D/32. 
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Ballylumford until Brooke talked him round148
• Eventually, a limited scheme 

of electricity control was introduced to manage those aspects of the electrical 

industry most central to the war effore49
• Andrews justified his inaction by 

referring to Craigavon's promise not to introduce any controversial legislation 

in wartime150
• However, the province's war effort would have been boosted if 

the administration had given a clear lead in the matter at an early stage. 

Although Bates had favoured procrastination in the matter of electricity, he 

was to prove more energetic in the cause of reforming the Corporation itself. 

The municipal sanatorium at Whiteabbey had been investigated in mid-1941, 

revealing a catalogue of inefficiency and corruption. Although the 

Corporation appointed its own committee of investigation, this did not satisfy 

public opinion, and the Belfast Chamber of Trade called for the suspension of 

the Corporation151
• The city was led at that time by Sir Crawford McCullagh, 

an elderly despot who ran the council as a private fiefdom. Spender's fears 

that the government would take the easy option of letting the Lord Mayor 

reform the Corporation himself were well grounded152
, and the situation was 

allowed to drift for almost a year153
• Andrews pursued a definite policy of 

appeasement to the Corporation in an attempt to bolster up the government's 

political position, receiving a deputation on rate relief which even Craigavon 

would have balked ae54. 
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However, by the closing months of 1941, Bates was becoming increasingly 

intolerant of the Corporation's refusal to co-operate with the government155
• 

In the spring of 1942 he prepared a lengthy memorandum for his colleagues 

detailing the attempts that had been made to bring the Corporation into line. 

Any further delay would 'only invite the derision of the public', and Bates 

proposed that city administrators be appointed to work alongside the 

Corporation. This would be a less draconian measure than appointing 

commissioners, and the vacancy in the town clerkship was an ideal time to 

make the changes156
• However, the Cabinet decided to give the Corporation 

one more chance to initiate reform from within, allowing a period of just over 

a month157
• Andrews had already made it clear that he was not in favour of 

any scheme which would involve the government taking over the powers of 

the Corporation, leading Spender to comment that the deadline of r t June 

was only a blufe58
• 

As the month of May developed, Bates' deputy made it quite clear that the 

government was 'definitely committed to ... far-reaching reform of the 

Corporation's administration'. In his view, the city fathers were unrepentant 

and any delay would only make matters worse159
• However, Andrews still 

favoured delai60
, and even Brooke felt that the Corporation should at least be 

granted the agreed period of probation161
• When the day came, it was clear 

that the councillors had made little effort at reform. Although they had 

proposed a investigating committee, it would have no powers to call 

155 Cabinet conclusions, 2 December 1941, PRONT CAB/4/49118. 
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witnesses or take evidence, and the Minister of Home Affairs reiterated his 

appeal for the appointment of administrators162
• The Cabinet were still 

apprehensive about taking action in the matter, and Bates was heavily reliant 

on Brooke' s support in maintaining any momentum in the matterl63
. 

In an effort to assess the political risks involved, Andrews decided to sound 

the views of the party, against Bates' wishesl64
• The Corporation fought a 

fierce rearguard action, and the Unionist councillors sent a delegation to 

protest to Andrews, who agreed to consider postponing the second reading of 

the Billl65
• In the event, the party meeting was supportive of reforml66

, and 

Andrews was 'jubilant' when the matter was not rejected by the Commons167
• 

However, he did not want to press his good fortune too far, and suggested 

that the measure should be restricted to a period of three yearsl 68
. Bates took 

a different view, asking for a lengthy period of control to ensure that reforms 

were properly implemented169
• Andrews' view prevailed17O

, and Bates' 

Permanent Secretary was led to comment that the legislation was 'basically 

valueless' as a result of the changesl7l
• Although the government's opponents 

condemned the reforms as 'the embodiment of the philosophy held by 

Hitler/172, it was quite obvious that the government had failed to act decisively 

in the m atter. The Cabinet itself had been divided, and several backbenchers 

had voted against the proposals. 
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The government's ineffectiveness was also seen in the area of industrial 

relations . The upheavals resulting from the mobilisation of war industry led 

to a long series of stoppages in key centres of production, and MacDermott 

had urged the government to take a strict line on prosecuting illegal strikes173
• 

The Ministry of Labour took a rather relaxed view of the situation, and failed 

to take a determined line against the strikers174
• The minister responsible, J.F. 

Gordon, could only respond that things were worse on the mainland175
• The 

government's apparent inactivity aroused the ire of local employers, one of 

whom wrote to Andrews asking, 'does the Labour Minister realise there is a 

war on?,176. Andrews took his proven stance on labour issues, attempting to 

see the arguments of both sides177
, and he tried to end a carter's strike in the 

autumn of 1941 by making a direct appeal to the workers178
• Despite the fact 

that vital war material had been held up at the docks179, Andrews was loath to 

employ military assistance in case the dispute was intensifiedl80
• In another 

dispute concerning 40 mm Bofors shells, the premier would not countenance 

government intervention, fearing a disturbance in the union situation181
• The 

Minister of Commerce felt that Andrews was too easy on the strikers182
, a 

view which was confirmed when he recommended that the fines of convicted 

strikers be reducedl83
. 
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However, this policy of appeasement did not bear fruit and the disputes 

continued. In May 1942, as British troops prepared to evacuate Burma, and 

the Malta garrison held on by its fingernails, a group of electricians in Belfast 

struck rather than use panels produced by non-union labourl84. The result 

was a victory for the strikers, and Brooke felt that Gordon's ministry had 

shown little initiative1
&5. The worst dispute of all occurred at a Shorts 

dispersal plant in October, when two 'proverbial mischief makers' were 

dismissed in a squabble regarding overtimel86. Although the strike was in 

defiance of the union concerned, it was strongly supported by the local 

workforce187
, some ten thousand of whom came oueBB

• The production of 

Stirling bombers was badly disrupted as a result, and Churchill wrote to 

Andrews requesting 'vehement and immediate attention' to the matter189. The 

Ulster premier responded that a Court of Inquiry had been set up, to help the 

strikers 'see the error of their ways'l~. However, Herbert Morrison was not 

impressed by this action, which was normally undertaken only after a strike 

had ended, and told Andrews that this was a 'dilatory method of dealing 

with an urgent matter,191. The War Cabinet were also concerned at the 

'weakness' shown in dealing with the strikers and complained that the 

Stormont administration should have insisted upon a return to work before 

initiating a tribunall92. Churchill, who cannot have relished any distractions 

in the week before Alamein, contacted Andrews again, commenting with 

scant sympathy that it was 'very hard on Northern Ireland to carry such a 
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burdenll93
• Andrews went to meet the unionsl94

, but the strike escalated still 

further195
• Only after the court of inquiry had reported, blaming both 

management and workers196
, did the strikers deign to return to workl97

• The 

government faced further problems in the spring of 1943, when a further 

carter's strike meant that emergency transport had to be pressed into action at 

the docks198
• 

Although Churchill and his colleagues criticised the Belfast government's 

handling of the strike situation, it is important to remember that Great Britain 

was itself highly prone to strikes during the same period, often with less 

causel99
. However, there is no doubt that the conduct of Andrews and 

Gordon left much to be desired in resolving strikes. Personal appeals and 

lengthy conferences may have helped to maintain industrial peace in the 

preceding two decades, but firmer action was required in the context of total 

war. Spender felt that the strikers were able to force Andrews to come and 

parley with them200, and MacDermott's desire for more prosecutions2
0
1 should 

have been followed through. 

Elsewhere on the manpower front, the failure of conscription meant that the 

government had to consider other measures to encourage recruitment. One 

factor that was cited as a deterrent to voluntary recruitment was the well-

remembered aftermath of the Great War, when, in popular legend at least, 
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serving soldiers lost their employment to interlopers202
• In an effort to counter 

this problem, the Cabinet Secretary had been making discreet enquiries of a 

Home Office colleague as to the possibility of introducing legislation for 

protecting the employment of volunteers203
• As the year progressed, the 

matter was pressed on Andrews' government by the British Legion204
, and by 

the House of Commons205
• The British officials concerned were sceptical of 

the proposal, which would involve dislocation across the entire economy, and 

it was rejected206
• In the aftermath of the conscription debacle, Andrews wrote 

to Morrison admitting that he had not communicated this verdict to 

Parliament, fearing dissatisfaction. To encourage recruiting, the northern 

premier asked that the matter be reconsidered207
• Morrison, doubtless 

realising the delicate circumstances involved, assured him that his concerns 

would be investigated208
• Andrews was desperate to make a positive 

statement on the issue and restated his concerns to the Home Secretary a 

fortnight later09
• 

The problem of recruitment was one facet of the province's manpower 

problem, and in an effort to consider the matter in more depth, Andrews set 

up a Cabinet sub-committee21O. Some fifty thousand people were still 

unemployed211 , despite a steady flow of workers to mainland factories212
• 
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Morrison proposed a visit to the province to see the situation for himself"213, 

and was favourably impressed by the government's anxiety to participate 

more fully in the war efforf14
• Like Hamlet's ghost, however, Andrews 

echoed a familiar refrain to his visitor; seeking legislation to protect the 

employment of volunteers215
• Morrison took his concerns seriously and asked 

his officials to see if any action could be taken by the province as a strictly 

internal matter16
• However, the Minister of Labour was opposed to any 

scheme which might stir up trouble in the labour markef17
. Bevin felt that 

special treatment for the province could not be justified, and that it was 

wrong in principle to give Northern Ireland powers of this kind218
• Morrison 

subsequently wrote to Andrews to inform him that the proposal could not be 

implemented, citing the difficulties of introducing a measure which would 

only apply to one part of the United Kingdom219. This response was not well 

received in Stormont Castle, and the Ulster premier's somewhat petulant 

reply emphasised the 'very embarrassing position' in which he was now 

placed. Andrews even asked the Home Secretary to provide him with a form 

of words to use in communicating the decision; although he chose to delay 

the announcement by some six months220
• Eventually, through sheer 

persistence, Andrews managed to persuade Bevin to agree to a form of 

f . If ' 221 pre erence m emp oyment or ex-servlcemen . 
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Andrews' insistence on special treatment for the province in the matter of 

recruiting is clear evidence of a growing tendency to put the needs of the 

province first, above wider imperial concerns. Although Andrews had been a 

loyal supporter of the Treasury view during his tenure of the finance 

portfolio, Spender had perceived a change in his attitude. The Pepys of 

Stormont confided in his diary, 'I was a little concerned in my conversation 

with the Prime Minister yesterday to note that he was somewhat impatient of 

my suggestion that we must continue to secure the co-operation of the 

Treasury in our financial transactions'w. In the aftermath of the air-raids, this 

impatience was turned into action. 

The nightly exodus from Belfast has already been noted, and the plight of 

those involved had been raised by Henderson in the House; 'Catholics and 

the Protestants are going up there mixed and they are talking to one another. 

They are sleeping in the same sheughs, below the same trees and in the same 

barns. They all say the same thing, that the government is no good,223. In an 

effort to show that the government was unworthy of such statements, Bates 

and his department drew up a scheme for the development of hutments 

around the city. Although British practice favoured the continual occupation 

of urban areas, Andrews was prepared to support Bates in defying this 

policr4. On a visit to London, he had observed the 'exceptional measures' 

being taken to deal with the effects of German raids, leading him to comment 

, I really don' t see why we here should stick to the old path which, too often I 

feel, has retarded progress in the past and prevented necessary work being 
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done'225. In previous years, Andrews had occasionally diverged from the 

principle of absolute parity when he felt that local conditions justified such a 

move. It was to be an attitude that he adopted with increasing frequency 

during the war. 

Despite the opposition of the Treasury to the development of hutments226, 

Andrews would not be deflected from his course. In his view, it was 

'impossible to wait' in taking action, and he ordered that sixty huts be erected 

immediatel~. A former Ministry of Finance official on secondment to the 

Treasury was scandalised by this policy and commented to his superiors that 

'the people provided for are not in any sense homeless,228. The Ministry of 

Home Affairs felt that the hutments could be justified on the grounds of the 

city's poor shelter provision, and pointed out the basic nature of the camps, 

which were innocent of food or bedding229. The matter was never far from 

Andrews' mind, and he was 'constantly asking' about their construction230
• In 

the event, although several camps were constructed, largely for industrial 

workers, the popular mood passed and they remained largely unoccupied231
• 

The whole exercise was a monumental waste of effort and resources which 

did the government little credit. 

Within a year, Andrews was to embark on a further breach with British 

policy, in the area of Special Constabulary pay. Working a lathe was a more 

lucrative wartime occupation than carrying a Lee Enfield, and recruitment 
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had fallen off. In an effort to redress the balance, Bates decided to authorise 

an increase in remuneration above that offered in Britain232. Ignoring the 

counsel of Barbour and Spender, Andrews gave his full backing to the 

proposal, 'and announced it on the same day to make sure that the Northern 

Ireland government got full political credit for it,233. The matter had not been 

discussed with the Treasury, and the mandarins were furious at the 'flat 

contradiction of the standing arrangements by which we must be consulted in 

advance,234. Their ire was largely directed at Andrews, who was 'so 

impressed with the political urgency for an immediate decision that he over-

rode the . .. desire of his successor Mr. Milne Barbour to abide by the 

"Agreement",235. The "Agreement" was the undertaking given by Andrews 

to Sir John Simon in 1939 to submit all novel schemes of expenditure to the 

Treasury before implementation236
• The Treasury could see the justification 

for the pay increase, and were only opposed to the way in which it had been 

handled; 'the serious feature is the infringement of the Agreement by Mr. 

Andrews,237. The Minister of Finance identified why the breach in normal 

practice had occurred, when he ascribed the decision to political pressure238
• 

Andrews was increasingly sensitive to such pressure by the summer of 1942 

and the welfare of local voters was more important than the attitude of 

distant officials in London. Spender blamed Glentoran, who was in the habit 

of acting first and telling the Treasury later, for Andrews' changing attitude239. 
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Andrews' desire to improve the conditions of local society was clearly evident 

in the development of plans for post-war reconstruction. Although the War 

Cabinet had begun to examine this problem in August 194024°, it was to be 

another year before Stormont took any steps in the same direction. The 

devastation of the blitz had revealed the true extent of deprivation in the 

province, and Bates told the Cabinet of the 'sub human people' who thronged 

the billets241
• In September 1941, Andrews told his colleagues that 'steps 

should be taken now to lay plans for dealing with post-war slum clearance 

and the provision of adequate water and sewerage schemes throughout 

Northern Ireland' , with the important proviso that parity with Great Britain 

would be followed242
• To consider the matter in more depth, a sub-committee 

on town planning was established, chaired by Andrews himself243
• The 

Permanent Secretary at Home Affairs, Adrian Robinson, pointed out that the 

province would need to have a plan ready in order to establish a priority in 

the scramble for materials which would ensue at the end of the war44
• This 

set alarm bells ringing at the Ministry of Finance, and Spender wasted no time 

in w arning the Treasury that an expensive project was under consideration245
• 

Although the guardians of the Whitehall coffers were anxious to restrict the 

scope of any prospective schemes246
, Andrews was already making clear his 

opinion that the province's poor w ater grid would require additional 

assistance247
• 
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In an effort to develop a role for the province in the national reconstruction 

programme, Barbour's deputy Maynard Sinclair visited the Minister for 

Reconstruction, Arthur Greenwood248, who agreed that the Stormont 

administration could appoint an observer on any relevant committees249. 

However, Sir Richard Hopkins was anxious to ensure that the Northern 

Ireland government were not told too much250, and it was agreed to limit the 

amount of information crossing the Irish Sea251. 

Had Hopkins and his colleagues been privy to Andrews' thoughts, they 

would have been still more anxious. In the aftermath of the Willowfield by-

election of December 1941, when a safe Unionist seat passed to Labour, the 

Prime Minister was greatly exercised by the 'extravagant promises' made by 

the successful candidate on social welfare252. After the election, Andrews 

visited the Ministry of Finance and complained about the iniquitous position 

in which he found himself. The Treasury prevented him from spending 

money on essential services such as child mortality, whilst money was being 

'spent recklessly' for military purposes. In his view, the backlog of 

development in the province should be made good immediatelr. Before the 

year was out, Andrews' impatience, driven by the twin scourges of conviction 

and political expediency, was to lead to a major confrontation with Whitehall. 

In the early months of 1942, the government confined its efforts to the area of 

town planning, and W.R. Davidge, an expert in the field, was appointed to 
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draw up recommendations254. His report noted that some 41 planning 

authorities existed in the province, and advised that a Planning Advisory 

Board, composed of a variety of administrative and business interests, be 

established255
• Although Bates was quite happy with this proposal256

, Milne 

Barbour was less inclined to favour a central planning authoritr7. The 

Minister of Finance was most anxious to maintain good relations with the 

Treasurr, and opposed the Prime Minister's plans for building up a fund 

for post-war housin~9. Barbour cannot have been comforted by Andrews' 

opinion that £15 million should not have been contributed to the Imperial 

coffers, when local needs remained unmet. Spender certainly had a heavy 

heart as he realised 'that our Prime Minister had no idea at all of the 

seriousness of the war position,260. It was perhaps only natural that Andrews, 

who had no involvement in the administration of the war, should focus on the 

rectification of local deficiencies261 . His government was expected to govern, 

and the development of peacetime services was one of the few areas of 

administration where Stormont could give a lead. However, like the 

campaign against Belfast Corporation, the lead was not always clear and 

assured. 

This was not immediately apparent at the outset, as Andrews was determined 

to appoint an architect for post-war planning 'as a matter of urgency,262. Like 
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Lord Hinchingbrooke and Quintin Hogg in Great Britain263
, several junior 

members of Andrews' government were also taking an interest in social 

reform. Hungerford, Sin clair, and Maginess wrote to the premier to state 

their concerns, which initially arose from the government's poor electoral 

performance. Their letter urged a 'strong and bold policy', with a wide 

programme of infrastructure improvements, slum clearance, and education 

reform264
• In a further missive, the parliamentary secretaries laid a detailed 

twelve point plan before the premier, including free education, cheap 

electricity, and local government reform265
• Confident that Andrews shared 

their concerns, they asked him to raise the matter at Cabinet leveJ266. 

Although Brooke was concerned that attention should not be diverted from 

the war efforf67
, the Cabinet agreed that each department would consider the 

issues involved before drawing up a detailed plan268
• 

Although at least one ministry was unhappy with the extra workload269
, 

Sinclair and his colleagues felt that more could have been done27o
• Indeed, 

Hungerford and Maginess favoured free milk and meals for all schoolchildren 

'irrespective of what is done in Great Britain,m, a suggestion which appealed 

to the Prime Minister272
• In an effort to achieve a definite policy, Andrews 

raised the matter again in the Cabinet, when he effectively restated the 

principle of parity. Although the Ministry of Labour services were 'safely 
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anchored' to their mainland equivalent, the arrears in education and health 

would have to be made good. The ministers were agreed that the 

government could only announce a realistic policy, and it was left to Andrews 

to devise the necessary machinerf73. 

The Prime Minister, who was anxious to have outline plans ready before 

Parliament rose for the summer274
, wasted no time in appointing Basil Brooke 

to lead a co-ordinating committee to draw up 'a detailed programme,275. 

However, as Brooke himself realised, there was a danger of duplication with 

the embryonic Planning Advisory Board developing under the aegis of the 

Ministry of Home Affairs276. At its first meeting, the Post-War Planning 

Committee, comprised of departmental representatives, echoed this concern, 

and suggested that the P.A.B. should function as a subsidiary body working 

on the details of polic~. 

Spender was highly alarmed at the growing interest in post-war planning, 

fearing that Andrews would repeat Lloyd George's 'homes fit for heroes' 

appeaf78. His colleagues at the Treasury were also apprehensive, fully 

realising Andrews' tendency to disregard financial constraints 'under the 

pressure of local politics,279. The mandarins were so concerned that they kept 

a close eye on the Ulster premier's movements in London, fearing that he may 

have discussed major financial concessions with Churchilf80
• Although they 
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were wrong on this occasion, it soon became clear that their concerns had a 

strong foundation. 

On 28th July 1942 Spender wrote to H .E. Brittain of the Treasury, enclosing a 

draft copy of a statement that Andrews proposed to make on the subject of 

post-war reconstruction281. After outlining a scheme of slum clearance, cheap 

electricity, and educational expansion, the Prime Minister commented that 

these matters were the province's 'domestic concern', and that 'we intend to 

get busy at once with our own programme'282. The typewriters in Whitehall 

were soon rattling as the mandarins hastened to express their fury. Brittain 

urged his colleague Compton to read 'this remarkable document without 

delay', commenting that it was 'an attempt by Mr. Andrews to bolster up his 

political position by promising the moon'283. In a memorandum to Sir Horace 

Wilson, Brittain expounded on the causes of the Treasury's distress, fearing 

that the province would 'mortgage her revenues to new state schemes which 

have no counterpart .. .in Great Britain' . Wilson agreed that the Chancellor 

should write to the northern premier, inducing him to hold back his 

pronouncement for a time'2B4. 

However, they were too late. Andrews had already made his statement in the 

House on 30 th July, neatly timed to coincide with the end of the parliamentary 

session2B5. Midgley condemned the Prime Minister's tactic of making the 

announcement at a time when he could not be questioned further86
, and 
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Spender certainly felt that the government had gained a political advantage287
• 

Midgley was not the only one to criticise Andrews' timing, and the 

memoranda in the Treasury became still more vitriolic. 

Brittain wrote to Wilson again, pointing out that Andrews had disregarded 

the financial responsibilities of his administration, and even the elements of 

inter-governmental courtesy. The affair of the Special Constabulary funding 

had not been forgotten, and Brittain remarked that 'it is hard to avoid the 

conclusion that Mr. Andrews appears in fact to be trying to establish the 

principle that whatever tune Northern Ireland calls, the Imperial government 

will pay the piper,288. Acting on Wilson's advice, the Chancellor Sir Kingsley 

Wood expressed his concern to Andrews in a letter which diplomatically 

emphasised the dangers of 'financial imprudence', and reassuringly restated 

the importance of parity. The underlying message was very clear; Northern 

Ireland would have to wait until the war was over before any major steps 

could be taken289. 

The Ministry of Finance hastened to pour oil on troubled waters by 

emphasising the political nature of the announcemenf90, and Sinclair visited 

Wood in an attempt to lay the matter to rest. The junior minister explained 

the political position to the Chancellor, who preferred to emphasise the need 

for post-war austeritrl. Although Sin clair felt that the issue had been dealt 

with, Andrews was not to be silenced, and chafed at what he saw as a 

287 Spender diary, 31 July 1942, PRO NI MIC/559/8. 
288 Brittain to Wilson, 5 August 1942, PRO TI1 60/13271F14464/043/04. 
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'lecture' by Wood292. Andrews was determined to continue on his course of 

action293, and drafted his own letter to 11 Downing Street. Emphasising the 

leeway that had to be made up in the province, he asked for a 'reasonable 

degree of latitude', and requested that the Stormont government be given 

advance information of any major changes in the welfare system294
• Compton 

scrutinised the letter, commenting that the Chancellor's main charge against 

Andrews had been his failure to consult Whitehall before making his 

announcement. However, the Treasury were also concerned at the 

'dangerous doctrine' that the province had a demand for special treatment to 

make up the deficiencies of local services295. Wood replied to Andrews in 

fairly conciliatory terms, emphasising the need for close consultation between 

the two administrations, and restating the doctrine of parity. In the matter of 

leeway, the Chancellor even remarked that parity required the Treasury to 

consider such a case 'sympathetically,2%. 

Any emphasis on parity was bound to strike a chord with Andrews, and so it 

proved. Spender regarded the Chancellor's letter as 'a generous statement'297, 

and Andrews told Wood that he was 'grateful' for the undertaking to 'put the 

position right'298. The Prime Minister regarded Wood's response as an 

endorsement of his own views, and voiced this opinion to Milne Barbour. He 

went on to say that 'as I take a special interest in financial matters and as I feel 

that I am entitled to claim to have been chiefly responsible for bringing about 

the reinsurance agreement ... and the admissions in the Chancellor's letter, I 

292 Gransden to Spender, 12 August 1942, PRONI CAB/9CD/23 1/2. 
293 Spender memorandum, 15 August 1942, PRONI MIC/559/8. 
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would like to be consulted before any important changes are made in our 

existing financial relations,299. Andrews saw Wood's letter as a further 

milestone on the road to total parity, on a par with previous undertakings 

from Churchill and Simon. 

However, neither the Treasury and the Ministry of Finance were prepared to 

allow that the elderly premier had scored a hat trick of social reform. Spender 

commented that Andrews had 'taken all the favourable points in the 

Chancellor's letter and ... turned a blind eye to the conditions and 

wamings,300. This view was echoed by Compton who remarked that 'Mr. 

Andrews naively notes the points on which obligations rest on the Imperial 

Treasury and ignores the points on which obligations rest on Northern 

Ireland,301. Milne Barbour took a similarly sceptical view of what had 

transpired, telling his cousin that the letter merely 'confirmed existing 

arrangements,302. Although it would be tempting to agree with Lawrence that 

Wood's letters were Andrews' 'crowning achievement'303, the evidence on the 

matter is less clear cut. The Treasury regarded the whole affair as a further 

indication of Andrews' profligacy, and one official decided that the Stormont 

government should be told as little as possible about future developments304
• 

Another mandarin suggested that the only 'safe policy' to prevent any further 

declarations from Comber was to notify the Ministry of Finance firsf305. The 

whole episode cannot have enhanced Andrews' stature in London, and 
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Barton has shown that his correspondence with Wood played no role in the 

extension of welfare which took place after the wa~. 

In Belfast, the confusion over post-war planning was still continuing. 

Although Andrews realised the need to avoid an overlap of responsibilities, 

little was done to prevent this happening307. Adrian Robinson of the Ministry 

of Home Affairs was anxious to keep the Planning Advisory Board in 

existence as a way of fostering co-operation with the local authorities30B. His 

ministry regarded the P.A.B. as the main planning body, with Brooke's 

organisation acting in an advisory capacity309. Brooke naturally opposed this 

view, feeling that his committee took priority?lo. In an effort to clear up the 

confusion, the Cabinet secretary set out the position; policies would pass 

down from the government through the Brooke committee to the Planning 

Advisory Board311. However, Bates, anxious that the P.A.B. should 

commence the actual business of planning as soon as possible312, felt that 

Brooke's committee was too powerfuI313. Sir Basil, meanwhile, regarded the 

Board as a waste of effore14. The two ministers brought their opposing views 

into the Cabinet chamber, and Bates emerged victorious315. Brooke had come 

to regard the whole affair of post-war planning as a 'hopeless muddle,316, an 

opinion shared by Spender317. The disgruntled minister wrote to Andrews31B, 
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who pointed out that it was Brooke himself who had presided at the Cabinet 

meeting in question319
• This detail has been ignored by Brooke's biographer, 

who ascribes the entire confusion over planning to Andrews alone320
• 

The Prime Minister was certainly not without fault in the whole affair, by 

allowing the two planning bodies to run in parallel, a situation which was 

only resolved when the Brooke committee was placed into cold storage321
• 

However, it should be stated in Andrews' defence that a similar degree of 

confusion and intra-cabinet controversy characterised post-war planning in 

Great Britain322
• The disputes between Bates and Brooke were also echoed in 

the War Cabinet, a point that was not lost on Spender323. Andrews' 

subsequent pronouncements on reconstruction were not as controversial; his 

remarks in the Stormont debate on reconstruction were fairly temperate, 

emphasising the need for post-war austerity in a manner which certainly 

placated his leading critic at the Ministry of Finance324
• In a statement on the 

Beveridge Report, Andrews confined himself to saying that the province 

would follow London's lead in the matter25
• When Maynard Sinclair 

suggested the creation of a local Ministry of Health326
, the premier opposed 

the policy, preferring that the existing arrangements continue327
• Andrews' 

adherence to the principle of parity did remain undiminished, and he was 

anxious that the benefits available to blind people should also apply to 
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Northern Ireland328
• At the opening of a planning exhibition in January 1943, 

he reiterated his determination that slum housing would be eradicated329
, and 

told the Cabinet that he wanted to see 'large schemes carried OUt'330. 

Whilst the future looked bright for local housing, the same could not be said 

for Andrews' administration. In a conversation with Spender in May 1942, 

the premier expressed the fear that in the event of a general election, the 

government would be defeated331
• Although this particular threat was kindly 

removed by the War Cabinet332
, the Prime Minister's concern was still valid. 

The by-elections of 1941 had not amounted to a ringing endorsement of the 

government, and Andrews felt that he was the victim of a 'legacy of 

unpopularity,333. There was certainly some substance to this view; Andrews 

was left to grapple with many problems such as local government, civil 

defence, and electricity which had been neglected by his predecessor. 

However, there can be no doubt that his own conduct of administration left 

much to be desired. 

Only one member of Andrew s' Cabinet kept a diary, and Brooke's 

observations reveal a man who was 'really very nice,334, but not an inspiring 

w ar time leader. Tommy Henderson frequently criticised Andrews' 

performance, on one occasion commenting that 'as a leader of the people he 

has failed miserably,335. Andrews admitted that he did not relish 'speaking in 
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a personal vein,336, and a speech impediment337 meant that his public 

pronouncements lacked the dramatic grandeur of Churchill or even 

Craigavon. Although he enjoyed relatively good health, he was handicapped 

by deafness338
, and ministers sometimes had to shout their opinions at the 

premier339
• A more serious aspect of the problem was that Andrews 

frequently talked about confidential war information without realising that 

others might be listening. Officials in London were extremely concerned 

about this, and Spender's diary reveals that the Cabinet Secretary began to 

censor the war news that Andrews was given340
• 

This episode reveals something of the importance of the Cabinet Secretary in 

the running of the devolved administration. The position was held by Robert 

Gransden, who had initially worked under Sir Charles Blackmore, and 

followed his precedent in serving both as private secretary to the Prime 

Minister, and secretary to the Cabinet341
• Spender had no doubts that 

Gransden was a major influence in encouraging Andrews to look to political 

ends rather than relations with the Treasur~, and the Cabinet Secretariat 

tended to decide policy over the head of departments343
• Indeed, isolated in 

the fastness of Stormont Castle, Andrews seems to have assumed some of the 

d ictatorial tendencies that characterised Craigavon's later years344. He 

discovered how to make telephone calls direct from his own office, and was 

in the habit of summoning officials and giving them his own instructions. 
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Indeed, the province's most senior civil servant considered that the Prime 

Minister was acting in a manner reminiscent of Hitler345
• 

A comparison with Mussolini would perhaps have been more appropriate, as 

both men showed a tendency to concentrate on the minutiae of local affairs. 

One particularly famous example was Andrews' telephone call to Spender 

immediately after a raid asking if Lord Carson's statue had been damaged 346. 

The matter was discussed at the Cabinet on several occasions, and a 

committee was even established to decide on how to protect this priority 

targe~7. This was not an isolated incident, and the shortcomings of the 

Comber ARP post also attracted Andrews' attention. When he heard that the 

local wardens did not have enough kettles, and that the ambulances were 

faulty, he demanded that the matter receive immediate attention348
• The head 

of the government's Works Branch came to dread his encounters with the 

Prime Minister, who was frequently inquiring about the condition of cottages 

on the Stormont estate349
• It was no wonder that Spender commented 'it 

is ... very difficult for a man with his upbringing and outlook to realise at all 

the relative importance of matters of local interest'350. 

Andrews, for whom a trip to Bournemouth was something exotic, lacked the 

Imperial awareness that characterised Carson, Spender, and Brooke. As the 

war progressed, and his political fortunes decreased still further, his tendency 

to concentrate on local issues became the driving force of his administration. 
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This was most clearly revealed in his hostility to the long arm of the Treasury, 

and at one stage he even ordered Spender not to discuss the matter of 

transport funding with the province's fiscal overlords351
• In a letter to Bates, 

Andrews stressed the importance of securing a proper water supply for 

Comber, and suggested that money be taken off the Imperial contribution to 

carry out this work352
. Although Petherick circulated private jokes about 

Andrews' financial blunders353
, his behaviour did not cause much merriment 

in London. In January 1942, Spender was recording that the priorities of local 

ministers were attracting criticism in the capital, and he singled Andrews out 

as the prime example3S4
• 

The premier's performance was also closely monitored by the local Unionist 

parliamentary party. Within a week of Craigavon's death, there were 'some 

murmurings against him,355, and some expressed doubts regarding his ability 

to give the decisive and dynamic leadership that was necessary in wartime3S6
• 

As the months passed, and the government lurched from crisis to crisis, the 

murmurings turned to open dissent, and the vote of censure that Shaw had 

predicted in January 1941357 seemed more likely. As Barton points out, the 

discipline of the parliamentary party had declined since the beginning of the 

war, and dissent became increasingly common3S8
• The member for south 

Down, James Brown, was a particularly persistent censor of the 

administration, and he was joined from time to time by Cordon, Warnock, 
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and the M.P. for Windsor, William Dowling. However, there was a dearth of 

leadership on the back benches359
, and no Amery or Macmillan graced the 

green leather of Stormont. The government was also shielded by the fact that 

Jack Beattie, the foremost Opposition spokesman, held views of a quasi-

republican nature, which would hardly induce Unionist members to follow 

his lead in a division. A vote of censure moved by Beattie in December 1941 

failed to find a seconder, and in a later speech his comments were so extreme 

that some Unionists reneged on their promise to support him360
• A more 

serious challenge came from the newly elected member for Queen's 

University, Dr. Lyle, who attacked the administration's record in the field of 

health provision, and concentrated his ire on Dawson Bates361
• Even the 

normally routine appointment of a senator became the focus of a party 

struggle, and the government nominee was only installed after some 

intriguing by the whips362. Glentoran, who excelled at managing the Glengall 

Street machinery, became increasingly reluctant to call party meetings363
, and 

one local association accused the leadership of pursuing a 'policy of drift'364. 

Opinion in the Unionist press was also restive, especially in the wake of the 

disastrous by-elections of North Down and Willowfield. The Belfast News 

Letter, for instance, urged that ministers could not afford to disregard 'some 

d h ·,365 recent an current appemngs . 
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Andrews seems to have initially laboured under the delusion that all was well 

with in the party, and remarked on two occasions in 1941 that his 

administration was more popular than that of his predecesso?,6. A party 

meeting in the immediate aftermath of the Willowfield by-election left 

Andrews very distressed, and was a key factor in his determination to press 

ahead with social reform367. Instead of giving a clear summons to the people 

of Northern Ireland to throw their weight behind the war effort, as Brooke 

suggested368
, Andrews followed a policy of 'general appeasement,369. This 

was a classic example of the Craigavon school of politics, and another 

indication of just how much Andrews was coming to resemble his 

predecessor. Both men showed a tendency to disregard the normal 

procedures of administration in favour of personal intervention, and to avoid 

the long term implications of policy in favour of quick results. A stark 

illustration of this was the resolution of the NIRTB problem, which had 

occupied so much of Andrews' time between 1937 and 1940. As Minister of 

Finance, he had been anxious to achieve a settlement which pleased the 

Chancellor; as Prime Minister he was quite happy to leave well alone37o. 

Again, w hen faced wi th demands to establish a Ministry of Health, he 

responded by establishing a Select Committee37I, just as Craigavon had done 

to forestall an awkward debate on unemployment. Andrews had even begun 

to ape Craigavon's language, describing sums of money as 'mere bagatelle,372. 
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Just like Craigavon, however, he was to find that the younger members of his 

administration could be somewhat restive. MacDermott felt that the 

province's commitment to the war effort left a lot to be desired, and he 

continued to advocate conscription as a way of improving the situation. As 

Attorney General, he was highly critical of the government's unwillingness to 

prosecute strikers, and voiced his concern to Andrews that the province was 

'not well disciplined to withstand the strains of total war'373. At the Ministry 

of Home Affairs, William Lowry had been a keen advocate of reforming 

Belfast Corporation374, and openly expressed his displeasure at the 

government's inaction in the course of a debate at Stormone75. The most 

vocal criticism of all came from the reforming trio of Sinclair, Maginess and 

Hungerford. 

In their letter to the Prime Minister of 12th May 1942, the junior ministers 

commented on the political situation, remarking that the government had 

been in power for twenty two years, that unemployment was still high, and 

that the administration lacked drive. Andrews went through the letter and 

appended his own observations in red ink, noting, for instance that it was 'not 

the same government' in power. He also recorded his displeasure at such 

criticisms coming from members of the administration376, but worse was to 

come. Just over a fortnight later, the ministers wrote to the premier asking 

him to adopt their five point scheme for post-war planning. They concluded 

their letter with a veiled threat; 'we need hardly assure you if this be done 
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that you will be able to count on our continued support'377. At Andrews' 

request, they agreed that this line could be omitted when the letter was read 

to the Cabinee78. However, Sinclair and his colleagues were somewhat 

disappointed when the Cabinet did not endorse their memorandum as official 

policy, and they again referred to the government's falling popularitt79. As a 

junior minister at Finance, Sinclair had an especial interest in the premier's 

fiscal gaffes, and he encouraged Spender to send a copy of Andrews' 

controversial speech to the Treasury380. It was left to Sinclair to mend fences 

with Wood, and he urged the Prime Minister not to press the matter 

further381. The Financial Secretary was also concerned when his proposal to 

develop a Ministry of Health was not adopted by the governmen~2, and, like 

Lowry, felt that Belfast Corporation had been treated too generousl~. 

Within the Cabinet, Basil Brooke was also anxious that the administration was 

not performing as well as it should. The Minister of Commerce was 

especially critical of the Cabinet's hesitancy in developing an alternative 

electricity supplr, and of the failure to handle labour problems effectivelrss· 

Brooke found himself disagreeing with Andrews on 'many matters,386, and 

remarked that there was 'a great deal in what some of the critics say'387. Like 

Sin clair, Brooke endorsed Spender's action in warning the Treasury of 
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Andrews' intentions388
, and he expressed doubts about the premier's ability to 

organise post-war planning389. 

Faced with growing opposition from the backbenchers, junior ministers, and 

within the Cabinet, it was inevitable that a political crisis would develop. 

Matters came to a head in January 1943, when the private Unionist members 

called a meeting. Shortly before this gathering, MacDermott told Brooke of 

the 'great agitation in the country against the Prime Minister', an opinion 

which was shared by Maginess and Sinclair90
• Spender anticipated a great 

deal of criticism of the Cabinet at the meetin~91, which culminated in 

demands for the resignation of Andrews, Barbour and Bates392
• However, as 

the Belfast News Letter noted, there was little disposition in official circles to 

give much credence to this dissonant voice393
• At a Cabinet meeting, Andrews 

told his colleagues that he intended to meet the backbenchers and then the 

full parliamentary party to defend his ministers. Spender felt that the 

government would pull through as so often in the past, by encouraging 

disunity among the dissidents, and by making some strategic concessions394
• 

Although Sir Wilfrid felt that a few minor personnel changes would save the 

administration 395, the speaker of the House of Commons had already written 

to the premier urging him to resign396
• 

388 Spender memorandum, 15 August 1942, PRONI MIC/559/8. 
389 Brooke diary, 18 September 1942, PRONI D/3004/D/33. 
390 Ibid., 4 January 1943, PRONI D/3004/D/33. 
391 Spender diary, 6 January 1943, PRONI MIC/559/9. 
392 Ibid., 13 January 1943, PRONI MIC/559/9. 
393 Barton, Brookeborough, p.216. 
394 Spender diary, 14 January 1943, PRONI MIC/559/9. 
395 Ibid., 16 January 1943, PRONI MIC/559/9. 
396 Brooke diary, 13 January 1943,PRONID/3004/D/34. 

279 



Andrews met the backbenchers on the 15th January, who were in conclave for 

an hour before he was admitted. Little is known about what took place in the 

meeting, although on leaving Andrews breezily commented to the waiting 

journalists, 'I don't look very worried, do 1?,397. His sang-froid was a little 

more disturbed after the entire parliamentary party met four days later. 

Maginess and MacDermott made speeches demanding a change of 

leadership, and they were supported by Dehra Parker, another junior 

minister398
• Sin clair, who had discussed his position with Andrews on the 

previous day399, seems to have held his hand. Brooke was certainly surprised 

at the force of the opposition, and remarked on the hostility shown to 

Andrews4
°O. The Prime Minister spoke for half an hour, and a rather vague 

resolution was passed, stating that Andrews should 'not be asked to make a 

further statement on the matter until a party meeting is convened by him for 

the purpose,401 . The Northern Whig opined that the matter was at an end and 

condemned the 'petty intrigues and conspiratorial devices' against an 

administration which had in recent months 'been commendably energetic and 

soundly inspired,402. Spender was nearer the mark when he commented that 

the newspapers had taken an unduly optimistic view of the situation; ' the 

Cabinet have not got the vote of confidence they sought'403. 

Andrews was certainly shaken, and within a week of the party meeting had 

begun to consider resigning4D4. Brooke was similarly despondent, and felt that 
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the political position was as bad as it could be405; over the next few weeks, his 

conviction that Andrews would have to resign became even more 

pronounced406. There was some evidence of a counter-attack, if a bizarre one. 

Gordon was apparently spreading rumours among the Orange lodges that the 

discontent against Andrews was 'inspired by the gentry who don't regard 

him as one of themselves,407, a highly questionable assertion. The Prime 

Minister does seem to have regained some of his confidence, and gave a 

bullish speech to the Empire Parliamentary Association in London in early 

February408. 

Andrews evidently felt that the calls for change were only a passing fancy, 

and he was greatly discomfited to find that the unruly parliamentarians had 

not forgotten their demands409. The government's case was not helped by 

Jack Beattie's victory in a by-election for the Imperial parliament, and a long 

series of letters attacking the administration appeared in the newspapers 

under the heading 'The Lesson of West Belfast'410. Andrews met the 

backbenchers again in late February and told them that no decision would be 

made before Easter411
• This was a grave error of judgement, and by 

attempting to buy time Andrews was only reinforcing the impression that his 

government was dilatory and ineffective412
• Far from disappearing, the 

demands for change intensified. The foundations of Andrews' government 

were gradually slipping away, and divisions within the Cabinet itself were 

soon being discussed in the public domain. 

405 Ibid., 20 January 1943, PRONT D/3004/D/34. 
406 Ibid., 16 February 1943 , PRONT D/3004/D/34. 
407 Spender to Iliff, 28 January 1943, PRONT MIC/559/9. 
400 Andrews speech, 4 February 1943, PRO HO/45/20280. 
409 Spender diary, 24 February 1943, PRONT MIC/559/9. 
410 . 131 KeUy, op. Cl!., p. . 
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In late February, the Marquis of Donegall, through the medium of his weekly 

column in the Sunday Dispatch, claimed that the Cabinet was split from top to 

bottom, with Andrews, Glentoran and Bates seeking to maintain the status 

quo. Andrews was incensed at the article413
, and Barton remarks that his 

sensitivity 'was no doubt a measure of the accuracy of the account'414. Sir 

Charles Wickham was quite confident that the information had come from 

Bates, who was Donegall's solicitor415
, although Mrs. Parker may have been 

another source416. The incident cannot have strengthened cohesion among the 

ministers, and Brooke remarked that 'the government was not working as a 

team,417. Brooke was still considering his own position, and told Lowry and 

MacDermott that he felt obliged to resign, but did not want to precipitate a 

crisis418. When Andrews asked him to stay on, the Minister of Commerce 

replied that he could not ignore the concerns of the parliamentary party, 

adding 'if I had been told by my supporters what he had been told I would 

not have stayed on for one minute/419. 

Andrews was to stay on for over a month, even after a further stormy meeting 

on the 19th March. After two months of waiting, it was time for the Prime 

Minister to indicate what he was going to do. At the very outset, Andrews 

dashed any hopes of a dramatic overhaul of the Cabinet by telling his 

listeners that he would brook no interference in his choice of colleagues, and 

41\ Brooke diary, 23 February 1943, PRONI D/3004/D/34. 
412 Spender diary, 24 February 1943, PRONI MIC/559/9. 
413 Cabinet conclusions, 2 March 1943, PRONI CAB/4/5331l2. 
414 Barton, Brookeborough, p.218. 
415 Spender diary, 2 March 1943, PRONI MIC/559/9. 
416 Kelly, op. cit., p.132. 
417 Brooke diary, 22 February 1943, PRONI D/3004/D/34. 
418 Ibid., 25 February 1943, PRONI D/3004/D/34. 
419 Ibid., 16 March 1943, PRONI D/3004/D/34. 
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that in his view the current team was the best available420. A vote of 

confidence in the premier was challenged by Warnock, and an alternative 

motion was passed, urging Andrews to 'reconsider changes,421. According to 

Spender, this was not at all what Andrews had expected; he had anticipated 

that a firm stand would silence his critics422. However, as the Northern Whig 

noted, his opponents were as determined as ever, and the paper observed that 

three junior ministers had offered to resign423. 

Rather than falling on his sword, Andrews determined on a different tack. In 

an attempt to bolster his government's popularity, he embarked on a tour of 

the local Unionist associations prior to a meeting of the Ulster Unionist 

Council424. In theory, this highly conservative body would then pass a vote of 

confidence in him, and he could replace the young dissidents with reliable 

older men425. This was a very neat proposition, flawed only by its total 

divorce from reality . As Brooke pointed out, it was the MPs who mattered 

'as they were the machinery for implementing policy'426. Aided by his wife, 

Brooke wrote to Andrews to hammer home the point that votes of confidence 

from local associations were all very well, but were of no use if the 

parliamentary party continued to oppose the government427
• MacDermott 

agreed that the Prime Minister was attempting to drive a wedge between MPs 

420 Belfast News Letter 20 March 1943. 
421 Barton, Brookeborough, p.218. 
422 Spender diary, 20 March 1943, PRONl MIC/559/9. 
423 Northern Whig 20 March 1943. 
424 Barton, Brookeborough, p.219. 
425 Spender diary, 16 April 1943, PRONI MIC/559/9. 
426 Brooke diary, 25 March 1943, PRONl D/3004/D/34. 
427 Ibid., 28 March 1943, PRONl D/3004/D/34 
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and their constituencies428, and Brooke told the premier that he would resign 

unless the members were behind the administration429
• 

Andrews' carapace had thickened, however, and he remained set on his 

course. The Ulster Unionist Council met on the 16th April, and despite some 

'pretty hot speeches,430 passed a vote of confidence in the Prime Minister with 

only a few dissenters out of the 750 attending431 . Spender was anxious that 

Andrews would use the opportunity to restructure his government, a 

sentiment which Lord Charlemont shared432
• However, no changes were 

forthcoming. As Barton points out, Andrews may have felt secure with the 

vote of confidence, and the assumed support of his parliamentary party, and 

hoped that the crisis would pass433
• However, the Belfast News Letter 

continued to urge Andrews to bring in new blood434, and the Belfast Telegraph 

also warned that changes were necessary435. Indeed, the Prime Minister was 

not out of the woods yet; he still had to face the parliamentary party. Brooke 

told Andrews that he would have to call a meeting of this body 'at once,436, 

although he had sensed that the latter was unwilling to do S0437. Brooke 

seems to have acted as the co-ordinator of the final stages of the ministerial 

revolt, urging Maginess and Sinclair to hold their resignations until the party 

meeting438; he gave similar advice to Dehra Parker within a few days439. 

428 Ibid., 1 April1943, PRONT D/3004/D/34. 
429 Ibid., 2 April1943, PRONT D/3004/D/34. 
430 Ibid., 16 April1943, PRONT D/3004/D/34. 
431 Andrews to Churchill, 30 April 1943, PRO PREM/4/5311. 
432 Spender diary, 17 April 1943, PRONT MIC/559/9. 
433 Barton, Brookeborough, p.219. 
434 Belfast News Letter 17 April 1943. 
435 Belfast Telegraph 17 April 1943. 
436 Brooke diary, 20 April 1943, PRONT D/3004/D/34. 
437 Ibid., 2 April 1943, PRONT D/3004/D/34. 
438 Ibid., 19 April 1943, PRONT D/3004/D/34 . 
439 Ibid., 21 April 1943, PRONT D/3004/D/34. 
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The long-awaited meeting of the parliamentary party took place on the 28th 

April, amidst rumours that six ministers had resigned44o
• Indeed, there was a 

general feeling of mystery about the whole affair, and even the Minister of 

Finance could get no information from Andrews441
• The Belfast News Letter 

commented that 'the agitation has gone on but the people are in the dark', 

and concluded that the party meeting was of 'exceptional importance,442. A 

Cabinet meeting was held that morning, at which the old chestnut of 

conscription was again raised443
• When the meeting had finished, Andrews 

asked Brooke if he would help him to form a new administration, but the 

latter felt that 'the only constitutional way is for me to go if I disagree with the 

prime minister and he refuses to take my advice on the handling of the 

crisis,444 . 

When the party met at Glengall Street, Andrews was still determined to hold 

out and he seems to have hoped to carry the day by announcing the creation 

of a new Ministry of Health445
• He began with a fighting speech in which he 

stoutly defended his colleagues, and refused to be dictated to over Cabinet 

changes446
• As the meeting proceeded, however, it became increasingly clear 

that the party was in no mood to listen to a 'not an inch' statement, and a few 

superficial changes would not suffice. Brooke, who had not publicly spoken 

of his concerns before, told the members that unless they could be persuaded 

to support the government, either Andrews or the administration would have 

to resign. A further suggestion was made, that Andrews reform the 

440 Barton, Brookeborough, p.220. 
441 Spender diary , 28 April 1943 , PRONI MIC/559/9. 
442 Belfas t News Letter 28 April 1943. 
443 The minutes of this meeting can be found in PRONI CAB/4/540, a file which is currently closed. 
444 Brooke diary , 28 April 1943, PRONI D/3004/D/34. 
445 Spender to Petherick, 28 April 1943, PRONI MIC/559/9. 
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government with Brooke's assistance, but the assumption underlying this 

Gilbertian proposal was that the Prime Minister was unable to select his own 

colleagues447. Spender observed that a number of members hesitated to 

support the premier when they realised the true extent of the divisions within 

the party448. This was a particularly unpleasant surprise for Andrews, who 

had laboured under the delusion that most of the party supported him449. The 

resignations poured in as Brooke, MacDermott, Lowry, Sinclair, Parker and 

Maginess withdrew from the administration, whilst Andrews' supporters 

Gordon and Grant also offered to resign. However, the critics were 

demanding a change of leadership450, and there was 'an almost complete 

landslide against the Prime Minister,451. Closeted in a private room with 

Glentoran, Andrews considered his position, but the Chief Whip could offer 

him no consolation, commenting that 'he knew he was beaten,452. The 

premier returned to the members to announce his resignation, and the 

meeting was adjourned until further notice453. 

As Craigavon had died in office, there was no precedent to follow in handing 

over the reins of power, and there was some uncertainty regarding the 

appropriate procedure454
• Rather than driving up the Mall to see the King, 

Andrews drove across the Sperrins to see the Governor, the Duke of 

Abercorn. However, his resignation did not take immediate effect, and the 

Belfast News Letter ran the headline on 30th April 'Mr. Andrews still 

446 Belfast News Letter 29 April 1943. 
447 Brooke diary, 28 April 1943, PRONl D/3004/D/34. 
448 Spender diary, 29 April 1943, PRONI MIC/559/9. 
449 Spender to Petherick, 29 April 1943, PRONI MIC/559/9. 
450 Belfast News Letter 29 April 1943. 
451 Northern Whig 29 April 1943. 
452 Spender diary, 29 April 1943, PRONI MIC/559/9. 
453 Barton, Brookeborough, p.222. 
454 Spender diary, 30 April 1943, PRONI MIC/559/9. 
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Premier'455. Whilst Brooke was the obvious choice to head any new 

administration, Andrews recommended that Lord Glentoran should form a 

new Cabinet456. Although he had deprecated the unscrupulous methods of 

the party manager, Andrews had come to regard him as a sound adviser and 

one 'who knows Ulster's ways as few dO'457. Abercorn, who seems to have 

had a better understanding of local political realities, did not take up this 

option, and on 1st May asked Brooke to form a government458. 

As Barton points out, Andrews does not seem to have recommended the 

Minister of Commerce as a possible successor459, even though Brooke had 

acted as deputy premier as occasion required. This may be explained by the 

nature of the transfer of power, which was widely regarded at the time as a 

secret conspiracy. The Northern Whig was concerned at the high level of 

secrecy surrounding the affair460, and the Manchester Guardian went so far as 

to name Brooke as the leader of the revolt461 . Given the mystery that 

surrounded so much of the proceedings in Glengall Street, many 

contemporary observers concluded that Brooke and his colleagues had 

developed a 'plot to overthrow Andrews'462. One Unionist newspaper opined 

that the Ulster Unionist Council had been 'flouted' in a 'hole and corner 

way,463.This assumption was shared by the alleged victim, who complained 

that Brooke had manoeuvred against him464. In a letter to Churchill, Andrews 

also stated that he had been deposed by a 'small group' pressing for Cabinet 

455 Belfast News Letter 30 April 1943. 
456 Spender diary, 5 May 1943, PRONl MIC/559/9. 
457 Andrews to Churchill, 10 May 1943, PRO PREM/4/5311. 
458 Brooke diary, 2 May 1943, PRONl D/3004/D/34. 
459 Barton, Brookeborough, p. 226. 
460 Northern Whig 1 May 1943. 
461 Belfast News Letter 1 May 1943. 
462 Kelly, QIL.91, p. 132. 
463 Belfast News Letter 3 May 1943. 
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changes465. Spender certainly felt that Andrews would have survived had he 

not been surrounded by incompetent colleagues466, whilst the Belfast News 

Letter commented that Andrews had 'sacrificed himself ... on the altar of 

loyalty to colleagues,467. In the course of a speech calling for party unity after 

the leadership change, Andrews himself remarked that he had not attempted 

to save himself at the expense of his colleagues468. Andrews never seems to 

have grasped the true nature of the events which brought him down, and 

believed that a small group of dissidents had overridden the will of the 

Unionist party as a whole469. As Barton observes, the deliberations of the 

backbenchers were shrouded in secrecy and information was subtly leaked to 

the press470, a procedure which can hardly have endeared them to Andrews. 

The charges of conspiracy made against Brooke and the junior ministers471 are 

harder to substantiate, and Brooke disclaimed all ambition in the matter472
• 

Although his biographer has exonerated him of all blame473
, there can be little 

doubt that it was Brooke who determined the nature of the final denouement. 

It was the Minister of Commerce who advised his colleagues to hold their 

resignations back until the 28th April, and who 'fired a torpedo into the engine 

room' of the Andrews administration474
• The impression of a secret plot can 

only have been reinforced in Andrews' mind by the popularity that he 

continued to enjoy among local unionists . Less than a week after his 

resignation, he received a standing ovation from the Ulster Unionist Labour 

464 Brooke diary, 4 May 1943, PRONI D/3004/D/34. 
465 Andrews to Churchill, 30 April 1943, PREM/4/5311. 
466 Spender diary, 25 April 1943, PRO NI MIC/559/9. 
467 Belfast News Letter 29 April 1943. 
468 Ibid., 3 May 1943. 
469 Barton, Brookeborough, p.226. 
470 Barton, Brookeborough, p.225. 
471 See, for example, Harbinson, op. cit., pp. 140-143. 
472 Brooke diary, 4 May 1943, PRONI D/3004/D/34. 
473 Barton, Brookeborough, p.228. 
474 K 11 . 132 e y, op. cIL p. . 
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Association, and was greeted with scenes of 'exceptional enthusiasm', whilst 

the party members of Portadown expressed their 'unabated confidence' in the 

former premier475, 

The officials at the Home Office took a more dispassionate view of the 

transfer of power, and commented that Andrews' age, and even his deafness, 

may have been part of the problem, In their view, the administration had 

suffered from its long term in office, and the controversy with Belfast 

Corporation had not increased its popularity476, Brooke felt that Andrews 

himself was largely to blame for his fall from power, and that his tour of the 

local associations had only irritated an 'already difficult position,m, Looking 

back on the crisis at the end of the year, the new premier felt that Andrews 

would have been better advised to face the parliamentary party in an attempt 

to win the members round478
, 

There is no doubt that the whole matter was badly handled by the elderly 

premier, Although Andrews declared that his colleagues were 'the best 

available,479, there is some evidence to suggest that he did not even believe 

this himself, For instance, he seems to have had reservations about Barbour's 

performance at the Ministry of Finance4BO, and unsuccessfully attempted to 

persuade Bates to retire481 , Nevertheless, he refused to listen to the voices 

calling for change, and maintained that he had made more alterations than his 

475 Belfast News Letter 3 May 1943. 
476 Home Office memorandum, 30 April 1943, PRO PREMl4/5311. 
477 Brooke diary, 2 May 1943, PRONl D/3004/D/34. 
478 Ibid., 31 December 1943, PRONl D/3004/D/34. 
479 Andrews to Churchill, 30 April 1943, PRO PREM/4/53/l. 
480 Spender diary, 21 July 1941, PRONl MIC/559n. 
481 Ibid., 28 April 1943, PRONl MIC/559/9. 
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predecessor482. One golden opportunity was missed after the Willowfield by

election, when Harry Midgley could have brought a genuine cross-party 

flavour to the administration. Andrews' offer of a place on the Production 

Advisory Committee483 hardly amounted to a seat in the Cabinet. It is 

difficult, however, to agree with Spender that Andrews' position would have 

been strengthened if he had made substantial changes to the composition of 

his administration484. The Prime Minister himself was incapable of providing 

the determined leadership that was necessary in wartime, as the various 

examples of post-war planning, local government reform, and industrial 

discipline reveal. Andrews was increasingly vulnerable to political pressure 

and inclined to remark that he 'had to think of his election,485, hardly an 

appropriate attitude for a wartime leader. 

Andrews spent some time after his resignation winding up his affairs at 

Stormont Castle, although he seems to have been rather disconcerted at 

Gransden's change of allegiance to the new regime486. Whilst Chamberlain 

may have served under Churchill, Andrews' proffered services were not 

required by Brooke, and this seems to have been an additional source of 

disappointment to him487. He did enjoy some consolations in his hour of 

defeat, receiving the freedom of Londonderry488, and an honour from the 

King. Like H.M. Pollock before him, Andrews was made a Companion of 

Honour, an award which Andrews seems to have preferred to a peerage489. 

482 Harbinson, 012. cit, p.141. 
483 Andrews to Midg1ey, 8 December 1941, PRONI CAB/9C/2211. 
484 Spender diary, 23 January 1943, PRONI MIC/559/9. 
485 Ibid., 13 May 1941, PRONI MIC/559/7. 
486 Ibid., 5 May 1943, PRONI MIC/559/9. 
487 Barton, Brookeborough, p.222. 
488 Brooke diary, 24 May 1943, PRONI D/3004/D/34. 
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The most lasting tribute of all, however, was dictated in the carriage of an 

express train heading north to the Clyde490. Churchill set aside some time on 

his journey to visit Roosevelt to compose a message to the former premier, 

whom he described as 'a faithful and helpful colleague and comrade, and a 

man who had no thought but to do his duty' . The letter went on to give full 

credit to 'loyal Ulster' and its role in the Battle of the Atlantic, commenting 

that the 'bonds of affection' across the Irish Sea were 'unbreakable'491. 

Andrews certainly seems to have derived some satisfaction from this 

'exceptional' tribute492, which became a standard text for any historian of the 

local war effort. 

In his seventy second year, Andrews became a backbencher for the first time. 

However, he remained as president of the Ulster Unionist Labour 

Association, even if that body had become somewhat moribund by 1943. 

Since 1941, he had also been the Grand Master of the Grand Orange Lodge of 

County Down in succession to Lord Craigavon, and the post-war years were 

to see him rise still further in that organisation. 

the House of Lords, prefening to be known as 'Johnnie' to all and sundry; Mrs. Taggart interview, 10 
February 1995. 
490 Pim memoirs, p.132, PRONT T/36201l. Interestingly, Pim makes it very clear that Churchhill did 
not compose the message with a sense of regret. 
491 Churchill to Andrews, 6 May 1943, PRO PREM/4/531l. 
492 Barton, Brookeborough, p.224. 
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Although no longer a member of the Government, Andrews still regarded 

himself as the custodian of the parity principle, and viewed any possible 

deviations from the policy with extreme distruse. A regular contributor to 

the debates at Stormont, he never tired of reminding the members that 

reinsurance was the worker's charter, and should be safeguarded at all costs2
• 

He remained a keen advocate of post-war planning, and on more than one 

occasion urged the Brooke administration to expedite housing schemes3
• 

When plans for the expansion of the water grid were under consideration, the 

former premier was also keen to ensure that the drainage needs of his own 

villagers were not forgotten4
• In the post-war years, Andrews was a 

persistent critic of the government's transport policy, especially the 

decimation of the railway system. Although no longer a director of the 

Belfast and County Down Railway, he campaigned for the main line to 

Newcastle to be saved as an alternative to traffic congestions. In 1947, 

Andrews even voted against the Government on the issue of double summer 

time6
, although this was an isolated rebellion. For most of the time, Andrews 

kept a benevolent eye on the government's activities, ensuring that his own 

administrative achievements were not endangered. When Terence O'Neill 

suggested that Scotland would also benefit from devolved government, 

Andrews hurried to correct him; 'we do not want any more provincial calves 

pulling at the one cow' 7. Andrews last spoke in the Commons in April 1953, 

and did not stand for election in October of that year. To mark the retirement 

of the 'father of the house', Andrews was presented with a silver salver by his 

1 Petherick memorandum, 5 June 1944, PRONI FIN118/201168. 
2 See, for example, ParI. Deb. (Commons), xxvi, 30 November 1943, col. 2394. 
3 Ibid., xxvii, 14 December 1944, col. 2716. 
4 Ibid., xxvii, 15 February 1944, col. 164. 
5 Ibid., xxxv, 29 May 1951, col. 1290. 
6Ibid.,xxx,27March 1947, col. 4908. 

293 



parliamentary colleagues, who paid fulsome tribute to his qualities8
• Three 

years prior to this, the Unionist party had held its own ceremony to honour 

the former premier, presenting a portrait of Andrews in Privy Council 

uniform to be hung at Stormont. In his response, Andrews reiterated his 

commitment to parity, and his desire to 'give Ulster a little help on her way'9. 

His seat of mid-Down was taken over by his son, J.L.O. Andrews, described 

by James Callaghan as 'a man of goodwill'lO. Like his father, he served as 

Minister of Finance for a period, and eventually took part in the obsequies of 

Stormont as Brian Faulkner's deputyl1. 

Andrews' continued popularity among ordinary unionists can be gauged by 

his election as Grand Master of the Grand Orange Lodge of Ireland in 1948 in 

succession to Sir Joseph Davison. Andrews was nominated on the grounds 

that he was la gentleman of sound Protestant principles, he had served Ulster 

well and faithfully in the high office of Prime Minister, and he had shown tact 

and ability in every position he had held'. However, for the second time in 

five years Andrews was to face a challenge from the Fermanagh aristocracy, 

as the Earl of Enniskillen and Senator Nelson pressed the claims of the Earl of 

Belmore. Although Andrews offered to withdraw his name, it soon became 

clear that he was the favoured candidate and was duly elected12
• The duties 

involved were of a largely ceremonial nature, and the former premier became 

a regular attend er at Orange functions. In 1949, he was elevated still higher in 

the loyalist firmament, to the office of Imperial Grand Master. As IOld Fogey' 

7 Lawrence, op. cit. , p. 75 . 
8 Belfast Telegraph 18 September 1953. 
9 Belfast News Letter 21 October 1950. 
101. Callaghan, A House Divided (London, 1973), p. 75. 
11 One of Andrews' nieces, Mrs Edith Taggart, was also a member of the Senate during its twilight 
years; Harbinson, op. cit., p.208, p.197. 
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of the Northern Whig observed, Andrews 'was as proud to wear the Orange 

sash on the "Twelfth" as was king Henry the Fifth to wear the leek upon St. 

David's Day'13. 

As a member of the most liberal Protestant denomination in Northern Ireland, 

the Non Subscribing Presbyterian Church, Andrews was hardly attracted to 

the Orange Order because of its adherence to Reformation principles. Indeed, 

he was at pains to deny that the institution was an exclusively religious one, 

and emphasised its role in 'preserving our constitutional position,14. For 

Andrews, the Orange lodges played a strongly supportive role to the Unionist 

party, and he used his office to ensure that the links between the party and 

the government remained strong15. Within five months of his election, 

Andrews had visited the Minister of Education following the appointment of 

a Catholic teacher to a Protestant school, and reassured the brethren that such 

an incident 'would not recur,16. 

A more serious dispute arose in the following year, over an apparently 

innocuous education bill. The measure in question concerned the payment of 

the employer's portion of teachers' national insurance contributions, although 

the National Union of Protestants interpreted the legislation as a further form 

of subsidy to Catholic schools17. Their concern was shared by the Grand 

Orange Lodge of Ireland, who met to discuss the matter on 14 December 1949, 

with the Prime Minister in attendance. Whilst Akenson has suggested that 

12 'Report of the Proceedings at the Special Meeting held in Sandy Row Orange Hall ' , 8 July 1948, 
Orange Order archives. 
13 Northern Whig 28 November 1940. 
14 Harbinson, op. cit., p.94. 
15 Belfast News Letter 29 November 1954. 
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Andrews used the situation as an opportunity to wreak vengeance on 

Brooke18, the available evidence does not support such a verdict. Although 

many of the delegates at the Grand Lodge heaped calumny on the Stormont 

administration, Andrews sought to moderate the course of the debate19. The 

end result was nonetheless a victory for the Grand Orange Lodge of Ireland. 

A schism between the Order and the Government was avoided by the simple 

expedient of amending the Bill and securing the resignation of the Minister, 

Colonel Hall-Thompson2o. 

Andrews' final years were not entirely taken up with political matters, 

however, and he was able to spend more time pursuing his interests of 

hunting, sailing, and cricket. The family had a keen interest in cricket; indeed, 

Andrews and his brothers presented a cup to be awarded for prowess in that 

sport to their alma mater, the Royal Belfast Academical Institution, in 192721 . 

Andrews was a competent yachtsman22 and had 'sailed into all the nooks and 

crannies of Strangford Lough'23. The local yacht club bore the stamp of 

Andrews influence, and eschewed alcoholic beverages for many years24. 

Andrews was a lifelong advocate of abstention from alcohol, and his views 

16 'Report of the Proceedings at the General Half Yearly Meeting, 8 December 1948', Orange Order 
archives. 
17 Harkness, Northern Ireland since 1920, p. 116. 
18 Akenson, op. cit., p. 262. 
19 'Report of the Proceedings at the General Half Yearly Meeting, 14 December 1949', Orange Order 
archives. 
20 Harkness, op. ci t., p. 116. 
21 Jarnieson, op. cit., p. 165. Andrews himself had captained the North Down second XI to victory in 
the Junior Cup in 1894, 1897,1902, and 1904; information from Mr. M. Maultsaid. 
22 Belfast Telegraph 6 August 1956. 
23 Ibid. 3 November 1959. 
24 Interview with Mr. 1. Harcourt, 28 July 1998. 
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had a marked influence on the last Prime Minister of Northern Ireland, Brian 

Faulkner25
• 

During Andrews' long ministerial career, the saddle had often proved a 

welcome respite from the office chair6
, and he was regarded as 'a good rider 

to houndsl27. This pastime had a more serious dimension, given the 

importance of equestrian pursuits in the 'propertied social network,28 of 

County Down. At hunt meetings, Andrews would have encountered fellow 

politicians such as Londonderry and Glentoran, and shared the stirrup cup 

with prominent families such as the Faulkners and the Cunninghams, owners 

of the Northern Whii9
• The importance of the Andrews family in local society 

was certainly appreciated by Dublin Castle in 1913, when a police report 

identified 'the Andrews of Comber' as key figures in the development of 

militancy among the merchant classes of Ulstero. Andrews played a major 

role in the commercial and agricultural life of his native county, with wider 

connections to the legal and industrial life of the province as a whole. 

As Andrews entered his ninth decade, it was inevitable that his family circle 

would be diminished by bereavement. In November 1950, his wife Jessie died 

suddenly at their home, Maxwell Court, just two years short of their fiftieth 

anniversary. Although not directly involved in political life, she was a firm 

support to her husband, who was ever ready to pay public tribute to her.31
. A 

25 B. Faulkner, Memoirs of a Statesman (London, 1978), p.lO. At a hunt meeting, Andrews had 
suggested that lames Faulkner should award each of his sons a prize if they abstained from alcohol 
until the age of 21. When Brian Faulkner came of age, it was Andrews who presented the cheque. 
26 Mrs. Taggartinterview, 10 February 1995. 
27 Belfast Telegraph 6 August 1956. 
28 A. lackson, Colonel Saunderson, Land and Loyalty in Victorian Ireland (Oxford, 1995), p. 43. 
29 Bleakley, F aulkner, p. 17. 
30 Colonel N. Chamberlain, 'Report on the condition of Ulster', 26 August 1913, PRO C0/90412713. 
31 Belfast News Letter 21 October 1950. 
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highly artistic and musical lady, with firm religious convictions, she shared 

her husband's distaste for publicitY2. Within the year, Andrews also had to 

endure the loss of his brother James, the former Lord Chief Justice of 

Northern Ireland33
• Rather like Lord Carson in his declining years, the former 

Prime Minister lingered on, making occasional public appearances34
• In 

December 1954, Andrews resigned from the post of Grand Master on the 

grounds of ill-health35
• On 5th August 1956, the last surviving member of the 

1921 Cabinet died, aged 8536
• After a private funeral37

, a memorial service was 

held when some six hundred people gathered to pay their respects38
• 

Andrews was buried in the family plot in the Comber Unitarian Churchyard, 

almost within sight of Storrnont. 

Like his fellow Presbyterian Bonar Law, Andrews has largely been neglected 

by the historical profession, and can only be found in the index pages of the 

most specialised works on the Stormont administration. Even there, attention 

has largely been focused on his far from dazzling performance as Prime 

Minister, and insufficient attention has been paid to his long ministerial 

career39
• Andrews was not merely 'conscientious, energetic, and humane' as 

Buckland describes him40, but had a keen understanding of the concerns of 

ordinary Unionist voters. In the early years of his political career, this was a 

source of strength; by 1943, it was a fatal weakness. As chairman of the 

32 Belfast Telegraph 27 November 1950. Jessie Andrews was the daughter of Mr and Mrs Joseph 
Ormrod, Bolton, Lancashire, and her sister was married to Sir James Andrews. 
33 Sir James Andrews, born in 1877, was a graduate of Dublin University and was elevated to the 
judicial bench in 1921 . Sixteen years later he succeeded Sir William Moore as Lord Chief Justice of 
Northern Ireland, and also served as chairman of the Ulster Savings Committee; Burke's Irish Family 
Records (London, 1976), p. 27 . 
34 Belfast Telegraph 19 July 1954. 
35 'Report of the Proceedings of the Half Yearly Meeting, 8 December 1954' , Orange Order archives. 
36 The Times 6 August 1956. 
37 Belfast Telegraph 7 August 1956. 
38 Ibid. , 13 August 1956. 
39 See, for example, 1.1. Lee, Ireland, 1912-1 985 : Politics and Society (Cambridge, 1989), p. 257 . 
40 Buckland, James Craig, p. 53 . 

298 



UULA and Minister of Labour, Andrews ensured that the government did 

not lose touch with its urban supporters. In the midst of a global war, 

however, Andrews' concentration on the domestic needs of the province only 

served to weaken his administration. 

Unlike Craigavon and Brooke, Andrews had spent his early years within a 

twenty mile radius of his home village, and his devotion to the county of his 

birth was frequently commented upon41. Spender later remarked to his wife 

that 'it is very humiliating to disclose that the outlook of my Minister when he 

can be persuaded to look outside the confines of Comber certainly reach (sic) 

outside the confines of County Down on only rare occasions'42. Andrews' 

undoubted closeness to the ordinary voters of the province made him 

extremely sensitive to the development of government policy. During the 

education controversies of the 1930s, for example, Andrews played a pivotal 

role in ensuring that the concerns of the Orange Order were voiced at cabinet 

The most concrete example of Andrews' early concern with the popular mood 

is his involvement in the Ulster Unionist Labour Association, an affiliation 

regarded with distaste by many of his industrial colleagues44
• Although this 

body is regarded as something of an Aunt Sally by many commentators, 

Andrews took his role as chairman and later president very seriously45. He 

was a regular a ttender at meetings of the UULA and within a year of his 

41 Belfast Telegraph 3 November 1959. 
42 I. Maxwell, The Life of Sir Wilfrid Spender 1876-1 960, (phD. , Queen's University, Belfast, 1991), 
p. 277. 
43 D.H. Akenson, Education and Enmity - the control of schooling in Northern Ireland from 1920 -
1950 (Newton Abbot, 1973), p. 132. 
44 Tallents memorandum 'D', PRO CO/906/24. 
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death was still 'most interested' in the association's activities46. As one of his 

civil servants noted, Andrews' involvement gave him a 'Labour tinge which 

drove him inflexibly forward in carrying through to its logical conclusion the 

step by step policy in social services with Great Britain,47. 

This policy of parity was to become the guiding star of Andrews' political 

philosophy, based on both conviction and electoral expediency. Although 

Andrews saw the policy as a way of ensuring that unionism thrived among 

the younger generation, he was also convinced that equal taxation should 

bring equal benefits. At a time when many of his colleagues would have been 

prepared to accept a reduction in the level of unemployment benefits, the 

Minister of Labour obstinately held the pass for parity. His rigid adherence to 

this view attracted criticism from contemporaries who argued that it was 

merely a slavish imitation of Imperial policy, an analysis which has been 

echoed by many subsequent commentators48. However, Andrews was 

prepared to diverge from strict adherence to parity when local needs 

demanded, as he did in 1928 to ensure the welfare of the Belfast unemployed. 

Throughout his career, Andrews sought to develop social legislation for the 

province in parallel with that on the mainland, convinced that British 

citizenship should carry equal benefits across the Irish Sea. 

Andrews' developing abilities as a minister were noted by Stephen Tallents in 

192249, and there is no doubt that his years at the Ministry of Labour were 

extremely productive. His skilful handling of the relief works planned under 

45 Belfast News Letter 17 July 1929. 
46 Northern Whig 23 September 1955. 
47 Belfast Telegraph 3 November 1959. 
48 See, for example, L. O'Nuallain, op. cit. , p.67. 
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the Craig-Collins pact was an early example of his tactful negotiating style, 

which helped to minimise the impact of labour disagreements upon the 

province. As Craigavon's abilities declined, much of the burden of 

government fell on Andrews' shoulders, and by 1938 he was the de facto Prime 

Minister of Northern Ireland. 

Managing the Stormont administration was one thing in peacetime but quite 

another in the face of total war. At the age of seventy, Andrews was hardly in 

the first flush of youth for taking on office, and had little real understanding 

of the military situation. His primary concern was with the government's 

poor political position, rather than mobilising the local war effort. As Tallents 

had observed some twenty years before, 'ministers are too close to their 

community and cannot treat their supporters as from a distance'so. Instead of 

giving a definite lead to the province, Andrews was more inclined to 

concentrate on trivialities51 . As Sir Robert Kennedy observed in 1935, 

Andrews was 'conscientious and hardworking' but did not 'carry much 

weight'52. Although a courageous exponent of the principle of parity within 

the CabineF, he was incapable of providing the leadership that was necessary 

in a major war. 

Nowhere was this inability to provide leadership more clearly demonstrated 

than in Andrews' attitude to the minority community in the province. 

49 Tallents memorandum 'D', PRO CO/906/24. 
50 Tallents memorandum T, PRO CO/906/24. 
51 Bardon, op. cit., p.577. 
52 Sir R. Kennedy to H. de F. Montgomery , 7 September 1935, PRONI D/2661/CIl/K/1/2. 
53 In his recent history of Northern Ireland, Hennessey certainly recognises the importance of parity as 
Andrews' legacy; T. Hennessey, A History of Northern Ireland 1920 -1996 (Dublin, 1997), p. 93. 
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Although capable of rising above sectarianism in his personal attitudes54
, his 

public pronouncements were not noticeably liberal. In 1935, when Major 

General Hugh Montgomery tried to involve Andrews in an organisation to 

defuse sectarian tensions in Northern Ireland, the minister replied that 'many 

Roman Catholics are disloyal and determined to continue to work to put us in 

the Free State'ss. As Prime Minister, Andrews was extremely concerned about 

the number of Catholics employed by the Civil Service, especially one 

Ministry of Agriculture inspector who had perpetrated an injustice against a 

Comber farme~. In further correspondence with Montgomery in 1941, 

Andrews effectively defended discrimination by pointing to the poor 

treatment of Protestants south of the borde~7. One of Andrews' more 

perceptive obituarists noted that he tended to walk in Craigavon's footsteps58, 

and, like his predecessor, Andrews was content to 'let the minority question 

fester,59. It is hard to agree with Harbinson that Northern Ireland would have 

been 'much more peaceful and prosperous' if Andrews had enjoyed a longer 

innings as Prime Minister60
• 

Unlike Craigavon, who has been commemorated by a statue, a bridge, and 

even a town, Andrews has no public memorial beyond a street name in 

Enniskillen. Some thirteen years after his death, however, a newspaper 

columnist summarised his career in an appropriate epigraph, 'his policy of 

equality with British social service standards played an important part in the 

54 P. Shea, Voices and the Sound of Drums (Belfast, 1981), p. 143. 
55 P. Bew, K. Darwin, and G. Gillespie, Passion and Prejudice (Belfast, 1993), p.19. 
56 Spender diary, 29 March 1943, PRONT MlC/559/9. 
57 P. Bew, P. Gibbon, and H. Patterson, Northern Irel and 192 1-1 994, Political Forces and Social 

Classes (London, 1994), p. 15. 
58 The Times 6 August 1956. 
59 Buckland, lames Craig, p. 124. 
60 Harbinson, op. cit., p.142. 
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widening of the gulf between North and Sou th,61 . Andrews was the 

archetypal Stormont politician, with a keen understanding of local needs, but 

lacking the ability to see beyond the political concerns of 1920. John Andrews 

had served the Belfast administration from its inception; it was highly 

appropriate that another John Andrews should be on the balcony of 

Parliament Buildings in March 1972 to witness the final demise of the 

devol u tionary experiment. 

61 Belfast Telegraph 3 November 1969. 
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