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Summary

This thesis examines Irish separatist foreign poUcy in 1919-23 through a case study of 

separatist activities in Germany. Separatists built on initial contacts and the work of local 

sympathisers in 1919-20 to establish a mission under John Chartres, which inaugurated a 

vigorous propaganda campaign in favour o f Irish independence spearheaded by the bi-weekly 

Irische Bulletin. A consul, Charles Bewley, was also appointed to nurture commercial 

relations, while arms smugglers arranged two successful arms shipments m 1921-22. The 

thesis begins by outlining tentative links between separatists and the local German-Irish 

Society in 1919-20, examining the latter’s activities and its interpretation of Irish events. It 

then discusses the mission established in 1921, its institutional culture (personnel, finances, 

communications etc) and its contacts with influential figures in politics and the press. The 

thesis examines the mission’s propaganda campaign by examining the literature produced, 

particularly the bi-weekly Irische Bulletin, relating it to wider separatist ideology and 

propaganda and to German press coverage of Ireland. This analysis is based on a survey of 

twenty-four newspapers and periodicals representing a wide variety of regional, religious and 

ideological viewpoints, from the communist Rote Fahne to the Nazi Vdlkischer Beobachter. 

This survey helps to assess the context and impact of separatist propaganda and to outline 

how different groups interpreted the Irish question to suit their own ideologies, offering an 

external perspective on the Irish revolution. The thesis uses activities on Germany to shed 

light on wider separatist foreign policy in 1919-23, a period marked by revolution, partition 

and Ireland’s emergence as an independent country. It outlines the impact o f the Treaty and 

the subsequent slide into civil war, examining how the mission struggled to adapt its
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propaganda to new realities. The fact that the Irische Bulletin remained in production 

continuously from May 1921 to October 1922 makes it a particularly interesting example of 

how separatist ideology was reinterpreted in light o f the Treaty settlement. The accusations of 

disloyalty levelled at Chartres in the summer o f 1922 and the mission’s subsequent closure 

illustrates how the Treaty split tore apart the nascent foreign service. The termination of Irish 

representation in Berlin in 1923, not to be resumed for another six years, shows how the 

expansionist impulses o f 1921-22 were replaced by a focus on Anglo-Irish links and relations 

within the Commonwealth. Finally, themes such as economic relations, the 

institutionalisation and professionalisation o f the Irish foreign service and the gradual 

normalisation of Irish foreign relations after the signing of the Treaty are treated in detail in 

the context of Berlin. The thesis is organised into five chapters. The first three provide a 

narrative account o f events from 1919 to 1923 broken up into three key stages: the tentative 

initiatives of 1919 to early 1921, and Irish representation in Germany before and after the 

Treaty. These chapters discuss issues such as administration; official, press and political 

contacts and the methods used to publicise the case for Irish independence. A fourth chapter 

analyses the contents o f the propaganda produced and relates it to German press coverage of 

Ireland, while the fifth and last chapter discusses Irish arms smuggling operations in 

Germany from the earliest initiatives in 1920 to the final anti-Treatyite ‘international 

proposition’ of 1923.
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Introduction

“You will see, therefore, that the objectives of our propaganda must be three -  a) to make 

known the facts of the Irish situation -  b) to make clear the qualities and ideals of the Irish 

nation, and c) to illumine the real character of the English”.'

“This action of ours would proclaim to the world that there still lived Irishmen who had made 

up their minds not to allow free passage to an armed enemy”.̂

As these two quotes from very different personalities show, Irish separatists were acutely 

aware of the international dimension of their struggle. Separatist relations with Germany in 

1919-23 must be understood in this context, a context which encouraged separatists to look 

outward, setting their struggle in an international context and appealing for international 

support. The radicalisation o f nationalist opinion in 1916-18 took place in a context shaped 

by the First World War, which radically transformed the international situation. The British 

sought to legitimise their cause by claiming to fight for the rights o f small nations, while both 

sides appealed to their opponents’ subject peoples to rise up against their oppressors. Several 

factors encouraged separatists to look outwards in 1919. In 1917 the US, home to a large Irish 

diaspora, entered the war proclaiming its adherence to the principle of self-determination. In 

the same year the Bolsheviks seized power in St. Petersburg, sending forth a call to world 

revolution. Both messages were ideologically dangerous for imperialist powers accustomed

to carving up the world amongst themselves. The map of Europe was transformed in 1917-

' John Chartres to Robert Brennan, 4 Jul 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 232 
 ̂ Breen, Dan, My Fight fo r  Irish Freedom (Dublin, 1981), p. 79 ji ,  ■

Mat



19, as a welter of revolutions and new republics accompanied the collapse o f four major 

empires. Anything, even an Irish republic, seemed possible in the millenarian atmosphere of 

1918.

The radicalisation o f Irish nationalist opinion set in train by the war culminated in the general 

election of December 1918, when Sinn Fein defeated the constitutionalist Irish Party to 

capture almost three-quarters of the Irish seats. On 21 January 1919 the party established a 

parliament of its own (Dail Eireann), reaffirming the Irish republic proclaimed in 1916. The 

Dail appealed for international recognition, appointed a minister for foreign affairs and chose 

a three-man delegation to represent Ireland at the post-war Paris Peace Conference. Its 

immediate aim was to force the US to raise the Irish question in Paris by mobilising Irish- 

American opinion. Sean T. O’Kelly was dispatched there to lobby the peacemakers in 

February, complementing the agitation already underway in America. Irish separatists 

skilfully pitched Ireland as a test o f Allied sincerity, arguing that their claim to self- 

determination was no less valid than that o f Bohemia or Poland. Although the appeal failed in 

its immediate objective, it marked the begirming of systematic separatist efforts to enlist 

world opinion. The republican counter-government campaigned vigorously for international 

recognition in 1919-21, adhering to the fiction that Ireland was an independent country. It 

naturally focused on the US, with its large Irish community, but its efforts were not confined 

to the anglophone word. It gradually evolved a network of European representatives linked 

to the Paris mission under Sean T. O’Kelly and George Gavan Duffy, so that it maintained 

official representatives in seven different European countries and issued bulletins in four
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different continental languages by late 1921. This network included the Berlin mission, a key 

component o f this study, founded by Nancy Power in April 1921.

The separatists’ international campaign rested on the assumption that what foreigners thought 

about Ireland mattered. Unable to win a conventional war, separatists could only hope to 

break the British government’s will by setting the price of victory too high. Ultimately Lloyd 

George was forced to negotiate because British (and foreign) public opinion could not 

stomach the repression necessary to hold Ireland. In the words o f Michael Laffan, “Lloyd 

George's government changed its policy more in response to international hostility and to the 

shame and revulsion felt by British public opinion, than as a consequence of military 

weakness or defeat” .̂  As the Irish revolution evolved into an “international media event” 

foreign indignation embarrassed the government and gave domestic critics of its Irish policy a 

stick to beat it with.”* Thus the Westminster Gazette lamented that the damage done to 

Britain’s good name was “incalculable and worldwide”.̂  Sir Philip Gibbs agreed that all over 

the world “our own relatives, and our warmest friends, were disturbed and distressed and 

filled with a sense of amazement and indignation that England, the champion of small 

peoples, the friend of liberty, pledged to the self-determination of peoples, should adopt a 

Prussian policy in Ireland”.̂  As Gibbs’ comment shows, the government’s embarrassment 

was particularly acute given British claims that the First World War had been waged to 

suppress militarism and protect the rights of smaller, weaker peoples. By May 1921 Winston

Churchill was arguing that a “respite in Ireland” was vitally important as news originating

 ̂ Walsh, Maurice, News from  Ireland, p, 4 
“ Walsh, p. 5
 ̂ B oyce, D. G., Englishmen and Irish Troubles: British Public Opinion and the Making o f  Irish Policy, 1918-22  

(London, 1972), p. 99 
 ̂ Ibid, p. 101
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there was damaging “the interests o f this country all over the world”.̂  International 

recognition was also important to the counter-government as a litmus test o f independence, 

with the dispatch of envoys to foreign capitals providing a symbolic confirmation that the 

republic proclaimed in 1919 truly existed.

The Irish revolution’s international dimension deserves to be studied. 1919-23 was a crucial

period, the point at which Ireland emerged as an actor on the international stage. It also laid

the foundations for later Irish engagement with the world, providing an institutional

framework (the Department o f Foreign or External Affairs), personnel (many later Irish

diplomats represented the republic abroad in 1919-22) and ideas (engagement with

international bodies such as the League o f Nations being one example). Research has tended

for obvious reasons to focus on the anglophone world, notably the US, but Europe was also

important. Separatist representation on the continent had several achievements to its credit.

The Vatican was lobbied, the Paris Peace Conference and the League o f Nations exploited,

arms smuggled and a mission dispatched to Moscow. The continent was also an important

point o f contact with revolutionaries from countries such as India and Egypt, as Berlin shows.

Germany also deserves to be studied as a facet of the Irish revolution’s international

dimension. Although the defeated power did not look like a promising field of operations in

1919, by 1921 the republican counter-government had come to see it as vitally important,

influenced by reports over-estimating the extent o f anti-British sentiment and the country’s

ability to reassert itself on the international stage. Irish separatists were also drawn to

Germany by the potential for gun running in an unstable, impoverished country with vast

supplies o f illegal arms. Two arms ships from Germany would reach Ireland in 1921-22, 

’ Walsh, pp. 93-94
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while anti-Treatyites hatched bizarre plans to import artillery in 1923. Commercial relations 

were also important, as separatists hoped to revitalise the Irish economy. A study of relations 

with Germany illuminates many of the issues facing separatist representatives in 1919-23, 

relations with local sympathisers and with each other, the tensions of opportunistic alliances 

and pressures o f professionalisation. It is also a particularly good example of the difficulties 

representatives faced in 1922-23, as compromise was followed by internal strife and the Free 

State’s gradual emergence as a recognised entity internationally. In conclusion, interwar 

Germany was ideologically and religiously diverse, a mainly Protestant country with a large 

Catholic minority and ideological loyalties ranging from proto-fascism to communist, all of 

which make it a fascinating subject for study. Yet the available literature is extremely 

restricted. Brian P. Murphy’s biography of John Chartres is vitally important, unearthing 

many useful sources, but naturally focuses on a single individual, while Mervyn O’Driscoll’s 

recent book Ireland, Germany and the Nazis only touches on the revolutionary era briefly. 

Neither uses German-language sources in analysing events in 1919-23. A number o f articles 

have appeared on German arms smuggling operations, although none treat the revolutionary 

period as a whole or utilise all the available sources.*

It is hoped that this study will fill a gap by providing an integrated account of separatist 

relations with Germany, from public opinion, economic links and arms smuggling to 

propaganda and official contacts. The first chapter focuses on the period 1919 to early 1921, 

when local sympathisers liaised with the Paris mission, press interest was aroused and moves

* Roth, Andreas, ‘Gun Running from Germany to Ireland in the early 1920s’, Irish Sword, vol. 22, no. 88 
(2000), pp. 209-220; Emmett O ’Connor, ‘Waterford and IRA Gun-Running, 1917-22’, Decies: Journal o f  the 
Waterford Archaeological and H istorical Society, no. 57 (2001), pp. 181-193 and Davis, Troy, ‘The Irish Civil 
War and the “International Proposition” o f  1922-23’, Eire-Ireland, vol. 29, no. 2 (1994), pp. 92-112
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towards formal representation in Berlin began. The second chapter will look at the 

establishment of the Berlin mission in early 1921, discussing its personnel, institutional 

framework, official, press and political contacts and efforts to influence opinion. The third 

chapter will outline the mission’s work in 1922, as it faced the challenges posed by internal 

strife in Ireland. It will discuss the in-fighting which led to its closure in 1922, before 

analysing the consular work o f Charles Bewley and Connor Duane in 1921-23. Chapter four 

will analysis the mission’s propaganda, namely the Irische Bulletin, following certain key 

themes from its inception in May 1921 to its demise in August 1922. The fifth and final 

chapter will consider arms smuggling in 1920-23, from the first tentative initiatives to the so- 

called ‘international proposition’ devised during the Civil War.
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Chapter I

‘A State of Flux’: January 1919 - February 1921

Introduction

Although the republican counter-government was not formally represented in Berlin until 

1921, the Paris mission quickly made contact with a loose band of local sympathisers in the 

months after the armistice. In 1920 vague, un-coordinated initiatives gave way to renewed 

pro-Irish activism, carried out against a backdrop of press interest and official wariness. In 

December 1920 the Irish-American John T. Ryan arrived from the US armed with credentials 

from de Valera. He was closely followed by Irish envoy George Gavan Duffy, then touring 

Europe to assess Irish prospects. Their arrival and the initiatives which they set in train 

marked the transition to formal republican representation in Berlin, part of de Valera’s plans 

to increase and consolidate the infant republican ‘foreign service’. These events took place 

against the background of a “state of flux” in Germany, which seemed to open up new 

opportunities but also presented great obstacles.’

Part I 

Relations during the First World War, 1914-18

Although the majority of Irish nationalists supported the war effort in 1914-16, a small

number of radicals re-imagined Ireland as a neutral country and sympathised with Germany. 

’ George Gavan Duffy to Dublin, 5 Sep and 25 Oct 1919, George Gavan Duffy papers, NAT, 1125/1
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Separatists such as Arthur Griffith combined with labour and pacifist leaders to promote strict 

Irish neutrality, seen as “an act of empowermenf’.'® They proudly insisted that they were pro- 

Irish rather than pro-German, but their inclinations were reflected in Griffith’s admiration for 

the German people, “standing alone undaunted and defiant against a world in arms”." 

Separatist propaganda portrayed Germany as a “pure and catholic country”, striving (like 

Ireland) to be a “moral nation”.'^ This sentiment predated the outbreak of war, for Griffith 

had long extolled Germany as a “paragon of morals, cultural values, and learning”.'  ̂Alleged 

atrocities were dismissed as mere propaganda, challenging the legitimacy of the Allied cause 

and illustrating the Irish Party’s gullibility. The war also raised hopes that an Allied defeat 

would lead to Irish independence. Ben Novick has shown how separatists constructed an 

“imagined future” in which Ireland was liberated by an omnipotent Germany.*'' These 

fantasies usually portrayed the Irish themselves as passive and powerless, reflecting a lack of 

faith in their ability to free themselves. This was to change in 1916.

The war created opportunities for Irish separatists as both sides tried to gain advantage by 

appealing to their opponents’ subject peoples. It was Irish-Americans, living in a neutral 

country, who first made contact with Germany. As soon as war broke out the veteran 

revolutionary John Devoy and his colleagues in Clan na Gael approached the German 

ambassador in Washington, Count Johann Heinrich von Bemstorff, seeking arms and officers 

for an Irish rebellion. Bemstorff expressed cautious interest and they agreed to send Sir Roger

Novick, Ben, Conceiving Revolution: Irish Nationalist Propaganda during the First World War (Dublin, 
2001), pp. 124-5 
" Ibid, pp. 125-6 

Ibid, p. 114 
Ibid  p. 123 
Ibid  pp. 125-9
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Casement to Berlin as the Clan’s emissary. Casement was to educate public opinion, secure 

military aid and recruit Irish prisoners of war to fight for independence. He arrived in October 

1914 and soon persuaded the Government to found an Irish Brigade and issue a proclamation 

favouring independence. Official interest waned however as Casement’s efforts to recruit 

Irish prisoners failed. He spent most of 1915 in deep depression, aware that his ‘allies’ were 

only motivated by self-interest. In February 1916 Bemstorff sent Berlin word that a rebellion 

was imminent along with Devoy’s renewed request for arms and officers. The Germans 

agreed to land 20,000 rifles off the Irish coast, but refused any further assistance. Casement 

wrongly assumed that the IRB only planned to rebel because they had been promised more 

and sought to warn them that the aid on offer was hopelessly insufficient. His hosts were 

ruthless in their efforts to persuade him to sail to Ireland on the arms ship, bluntly informing 

him that they merely hoped to create a diversion. He finally persuaded the government to 

transport him to Ireland by submarine, hoping to warn the leaders that a rising was futile, but 

was arrested soon after landing and later executed. Although the arms were lost, the rising 

went ahead with grandiloquent references to ‘our gallant allies in Europe’.’̂

In Ireland the suppression of the 1916 Rising was followed by radicalisation and 

disenchantment with the war. The sense that the war was not Ireland’s war came to 

overshadow the presence of 200,000 Irishmen in Allied ranks, producing the post-war 

amnesia which allowed republicans abroad to act as if Ireland had been neutral in 1914-18. 

Separatists still hoped that an Allied defeat would bring independence. A postcard issued 

during Count George Noble Plunkett’s election campaign in 1917 showed the Kaiser

For an account o f Casement’s mission see Doerries, Reinhard R., Prelude to the Easter Rising; Sir Roger 
Casement in Imperial Germany (London, 2000)
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ushering Ireland into a post-war peace conference, while Ludendorff s great offensive on the 

western front revived hopes in the spring o f 1918.'^ Yet two factors encouraged separatists to 

look elsewhere in 1916-18. The rebels’ success in holding out for a week without foreign aid 

inspired a new sense o f self-sufficiency, while the US decision to join the war on the Allied 

side in April 1917 killed hopes of invasion and encouraged new rescue fantasies of American 

intervention on Ireland’s behalf at a post-war peace conference.’’ In 1917-19 separatists tried 

to put pressure on the US to raise the issue at the peace conference by mobilising millions of 

Irish-Americans behind their demand.

The rebellion almost certainly increased popular awareness of Irish issues in Germany. 

George Chatterton Chatterton Hill, a former internee involved in propaganda regarding 

Ireland there during the war, observed that “ninety-nine percent of Germans knew nothing 

whatsoever o f Ireland, her history, her culture, her sufferings, her claims, her natural 

resources” until the rising roused their interest and opened up new opportunities. He claimed 

that a lecture tour he undertook in 1916 had been greeted with immense enthusiasm: “It is 

scarcely possible to describe the sympathy everywhere extended by all classes of the 

population to Ireland and the Irish cause”.'* The German government remained interested in 

Ireland’s potential as an Allied weak spot, excuse for anglophobic propaganda and lever on 

Irish-American opinion, while the wave of patriotic literature produced by academics and 

others in support o f the war effort included works portraying the Irish as a cultured, civilised

Count George Noble Plunkett papers, NLI, MS 33,905 
Novick, Conceiving Revolution, pp. 130-1

George Chatterton Hill to George Gavan Duffy, n/d (Jan 1920), Count George Noble Plunkett papers, 
UCDA, P 79/102
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people waging a heroic struggle for liberation.’® The German-Irish Society (Deutsche-Irische 

Gesellschaft or DIG), established in February 1917 to raise awareness o f Ireland and 

champion Irish independence, received official patronage and attracted leading politicians 

such as Matthias Erzberger and Count Kuno von Westarp. When the society celebrated St. 

Patrick’s Day in 1918 the ballroom was apparently “crowded with leading figures from the 

world of diplomacy, politics, finance and art”, while a telegram from the Kaiser expressed his 

“lively interest and sympathy”.̂ ® Expressions of official solidarity cost nothing now that 

direct intervention was impossible and portrayed Germany as a liberator o f subjugated 

peoples, while there was still some hope in early 1917 that Irish-American sentiment might 

help keep the US out of the war.^’ Portrayals of the Irish as an oppressed people could be 

used to foster anglophobia, proving that the British claim to fight for the rights of small 

nations was hypocritical. They could also be used to illustrate the consequences o f defeat and 

stiffen the will to fight on. A pamphlet by Chatterton Hill cited Ireland as an example of what 

Germany could expect if it lost the war.^^ An independent Irish state on Britain’s flank was 

also of a strategic interest, with the DIG arguing that Irish independence would be a “sure 

guarantee o f the freedom of the seas from Anglo-Saxon domination”.̂ ^

For example see Moritz Julius Bonn’s Irland und die Irische Frage (Munich and Leipzig, 1918) and Heinrich 
Federer’s Patria! Eine Erzahlung aus der irischen Heldenzeit (Freiburg im Breisgau, 1917). Wartime literature 
on Ireland is discussed in Dohmen, Doris, D as deutsche M andblid: imagologische Untersuchungen zur 
Darstellung Irlands und der Iren in der deutschsprachigen Literatur (Amsterdam, 1994) and Lerchenmueller, 
Joachim, Keltischer Sprengstoff: eine wissenschaftsgeschichtliche Studie iiber die deutsche Keltologie von 1900 
bis 1945 (Tubingen, 1997).

Gaffney, Thomas St. John, Breaking the Silence: England, Ireland, Wilson and the War, (New York, 1930), 
pp. 195-7

The German crown prince and the Kaiser’s brother. Prince Heinrich, believed that Irish and German- 
Americans would trigger a civil war if  the U S joined the Allies. See Scheck, Raffael, A lfred von Tirpitz and 
German Right-Wing Politics, 1914-1930  (Atlantic Highlands, NJ, 1998), p. 40.

Chatterton Hill to Gavan Duffy, n/d (Jan 1920), Plunkett papers, UCDA, P 79/102
DIG to Chancellor Georg von Hertling, 28 Feb 1918. Quoted in Gaffiiey, Breaking the Silence, p. 194.
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Wartime propaganda almost certainly raised German awareness of Ireland as a distinct entity, 

generally grouped with India and Egypt as a victim of British imperialism. Yet its impact 

should not be over-estimated: Ireland was only one small strand of anglophobic propaganda, 

while anti-British sentiment became a sectional interest as the war dragged on. Irish visitors 

would continue to complain of popular ignorance regarding Ireland for many years to come. '̂* 

The Irish question quickly became caught up in the contentious internal debate over war 

aims. By 1917 socialists and many centrists were calling for a compromise peace, while the 

right championed aggressive warfare and extensive post-war annexations. The war aims 

question was inseparable from domestic politics, as the right dangled prospects o f empire 

before the people to distract them from reform of the authoritarian power strucmre. Officially 

the DIG proclaimed its neutrality, pointing to the presence of representatives of the “most 

varied political parties and social classes” on its executive and appealing to people o f all 

political and religious outlooks to support its work, but its demand for Irish independence 

was hardly compatible with appeals for a compromise p e ac e .S p e ak in g  at one of the 

society’s receptions in December 1917, the annexationist Eduard Meyer argued that a 

‘strong’ peace was in both countries’ interests.^® Pro-Irish propaganda attracted annexationists 

such as Eduard Meyer, Theodor Schiemann, Dietrich Schafer and Count Ernst zu Reventlow, 

an ironic development given their own imperialist agenda. When the left and centre combined 

to pass a peace resolution in the Reichstag in July 1917, rightists joined the government and 

the army in opposing it. Erzberger resigned from the DIG when it voted to condemn his 

support for the resolution.^’ The Irish issue was also inseparable from anglophobia, now an

See for example Conor Duane to DEA, 19 Oct 1923, NAI, DFA Early Series, Box 34, File 240(4).
DIG statement issued in 1917. Quoted in Gaffney, Breaking the Silence, p. 191 

“  O’Dochartaigh, Pol, Julius Pokorny, 1887-1970 (Dublin, 2004), p. 44. Eduard Meyer’s brother was the well- 
known Irish language scholar Kuno.

O’Dochartaigh, Pokorny, p. 45
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“ideological weapon” in the right’s battle for the home front.^* By 1917 angiophobia was 

identified with calls for aimexations and aggressive warfare and the frustration of internal 

reform. Ireland was an obvious theme for anglophobic agitation, as Irish suffering could be 

used to illustrate the consequences of defeat and recapture the moral high ground from the 

Allies. Thus by 1918 support for Irish separatism was associated with the right and its 

rallying cries of angiophobia and annexations, an orientation which it never entirely shook 

off. In 1917 the leading armexationist Admiral Alfred von Tirpitz warned against pursuing 

the Irish and Egyptian issues in public as some “would become anxious as soon as the words 

Egypt and Ireland are mentioned”, offering their enemies a fresh opportunity to denounce 

them.̂ ®

The war’s anglophobic legacy did have a lasting impact which was advantageous to the Irish. 

Although active angiophobia dwindled still further after the armistice, the anglophobic image 

elaborated in 1914-18 “remained essentially the same until after 1945” and later Irish 

separatist propaganda in Germany would utilise the anglophobic imagery implanted during 

the war in its own portrayal of the Irish situation.^® Many of the themes developed in 1914-18, 

such as the use of Ireland to excite angiophobia, undermine the legitimacy of the Allied cause 

or influence an important section of US opinion, remained important later. The fact that both 

German and Irish separatist wartime propaganda were reacting to the same Allied rhetoric 

meant that they developed a mutually intelligible anglophobic ‘language’. Wartime agitation 

also left behind a group of sympathisers which remained active after the armistice, although

their personal failings and internecine feuding later led Chartres to lament that the separatist

Stibbe, Matthew, German Anglophobia and the Great War, 1914-1918 (Cambridge, 2001), p. 5
Ibid, p. 187
Ibid  p. 79

25



cause had suffered from “the character -  ranging from wild indiscretion to sheer dishonesty -  

o f some o f those who have championed it”. ’̂ Wartime interest in Ireland showed the 

limitations which republican representatives would face in 1919-21 however. Most German 

support was entirely opportunistic, based on the country’s usefialness as an Allied weak spot 

and a fertile theme in anglophobic propaganda. The Germans “were themselves imperialists 

with scant respect for other states’ independence”.̂  ̂Official circles dropped Ireland after the 

armistice, aware that the association was no longer in their country’s interests. Irish 

separatists were equally opportunistic, turning to the US after 1917 with characteristic 

“ideological promiscuity” .̂  ̂ These events neatly illustrate the problems which separatist 

propaganda faced in 1919-21. On the one hand foreign interest in Ireland was frequently 

transitory, opportunistic and dictated by attitudes to her larger neighbour. On the other hand 

separatist thinking on foreign relations was inevitably limited to a short-term, opportunistic 

search for allies.

Part II 

Initial contacts, 1919-20

In 1918-19 defeat and revolution swept away the German monarchy, leaving a shaky 

republican government in power. Germany lost 13% of its territory and 10% of its population 

under the post-war Treaty of Versailles. It also agreed to pay the Allies extensive reparations 

and accept a temporary Allied occupation o f the Rhineland. The German army was limited to

100,000 men and strict limits were placed on armaments. The right-wingers who had

John Chartres to Robert Brennan, 4 Jul 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 232 
“  O’Halpin, Eunan, The G eopolitics o f  Republican D iplom acy in the Twentieth Century (Dublin, 2001), p. 3 
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championed Irish independence were temporarily discredited, while the Irish had nothing to 

gain from cultivating a weak, defeated power, preferring to cultivate US support at a post-war 

peace conference. “Under these circumstances it was inevitable that my propaganda should 

come to an end”, Chatterton Hill later wrote. “All the hopes on which it was built had been 

dashed to the ground” .̂ '* Irish separatists would not turn their full attention to Berlin for 

another two years. The new Weimar Republic, initially governed by a coalition of moderate 

or ‘majority’ socialists (the SPD), left-liberals (the DVP) and Catholics (the Centre Party), 

faced challenges from both the left and right. Support on the left was weakened by a split 

dating back to 1915, when anti-war socialists left the SPD to form the USPD. A minority of 

radicals split off from the USPD to form the communist KPD in 1918. The SPD-led 

government’s suppression of efforts to ftirther the revolution in January 1919 permanently 

alienated the communists, who launched several revolts against the bourgeois republic in 

1919-23. Opposition on the right came largely from the DNVP, and a host of radicals heavily 

influenced by racist, authoritarian ideas and dedicated to counter-revolutionary change. The 

DNVP remained irreconcilable, while radical rightists plotted the republic’s downfall and the 

subversion of Versailles, launching a number o f failed revolts in 1919-23.

The DIG limped aimlessly into 1919, shorn o f its official patronage and many important 

members. Its annual general meeting in February did little more than keep the society afloat 

and its periodical, the Irische Korrespondenz, appeared less frequently from mid-1919 

onwards.^^ The society’s membership declined steadily, from around 600 at the armistice to

Chatterton Hill to Gavan Duffy, n/d (Jan 1920), Plunkett papers, UCDA, P 79/102 
See the Irische Korrespondenz, Apr 1919, for an account o f  the meeting.
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348 in 1920 and 225 in 1922/® References to overdue membership fees suggest that its active 

membership was much smaller, perhaps no more than a hundred. It was also short o f money. 

George Chatterton Hill resigned as secretary in mid-1919 amidst accusations that he had 

misused the society’s funds.”  The former academic claimed to be Irish and was released from 

internment in 1915 after offering his services to Casement. He quickly became involved in 

wartime propaganda, lecturing and writing on Irish topics.^* He was succeeded by Agatha 

Bullitt-Grabisch, an American living in Berlin. It is unclear what interested her in Ireland, 

although she may have met Casement or his associates while working as an interpreter for the 

German Foreign Office.^^ While Nancy Power was “always getting warnings” about Grabisch 

in 1921-22, her tireless activity and dedication to the republican cause impressed others. 

The death of the Irish-language scholar Kuno Meyer, who had been elected to the society’s 

executive several months earlier, in October 1919 was another blow. He had been developing 

plans for renewed propaganda and the establishment of a league of ‘oppressed peoples’.'*' The 

leadership passed to G. Fliigge, a cautious member o f the judiciary, leaving Grabisch 

responsible for the society’s day to day running.

See Chatterton Hill to Gavan Dufily, n/d (Jan 1920), Plunkett papers, UCDA, P 79/102 and the Irische 
Korrespondenz, Mar-Apr 1920 and Mar-Apr 1922 and for membership numbers.
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The DIG enjoyed a modest revival in 1920, no doubt buoyed up by the campaign for 

independence in Ireland. The Irische Korrespondenz urged members to support the society in 

late 1919, arguing that now might be an opportune time to foster friendship between the two 

countries/^ The DIG could now make contact with Ireland as international relations 

normalised, getting in touch with the Paris mission via Thomas St. John Gaffney, an Irish- 

American now living in Switzerland, in the summer of 1919. The German press was also 

showing interest in Ireland, as reports o f repression and violence built up gradually over 

1919. The SPD organ Vorwarts headlined a report “the Irish rebellion” in December, while 

the communist Rote Fahne quoted a Times correspondent’s admission that the republicans 

now enjoyed more moral authority than the government.''^ The attempted assassination of the 

lord lieutenant. Lord French, was splashed across the front pages only a few days later. 

Coverage was still limited however, falling off again until spring 1920 and not peaking until 

the intense interest of the autumn. The DIG’s fragile revival was based on a realistic decision 

to eschew politics in favour of closer economic and cultural relations, at least for the moment. 

Whatever the situation in Ireland, the political outlook in her former ‘gallant ally’ was still 

inauspicious. In January 1920 Chatterton Hill reported that Germany had “completely ceased 

to exist as a political power and sunk to the level of a sixth-rate country” and painted a grim 

picture of “chronic instability” expressed in “unceasing strikes”, endemic corruption in public 

and private life and the disappearance of “all order and authority”.'*'*

There were tentative moves towards establishing some form of republican representation in

Berlin in 1919. Sean T. O’Kelly assumed in September that the cabinet was considering the

Irische Korrespondenz, Oc\-'Ho\ 1919
Vorwarts, 19 Dec 1919, Vol. 36, No. 647 and Rote Fahne, 23 Dec 1919, No. 78
Chatterton Hill to Gavan Duffy, n/d (Jan 1920), Plunkett papers, UCDA, P 79/102
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appointment of a representative once the Treaty o f Versailles was ratified, although the 

minutes o f a cabinet meeting held a month earlier suggest that it intended to keep in touch via 

the US/^ Chatterton Hill, now stranded in Berlin after backing the wrong horse in the war, 

contacted the Paris mission in September via a young Irish-American called Vivian Butler- 

Burke, seeking a gift of £200 for “personal and propagandistic purposes”. Gavan Duffy 

recommended rewarding his wartime work, even though links with conservative monarchists 

forced out of power by the revolution in 1918 meant that he was now little use to them. He 

also passed on Butler-Burke’s report that the USPD’s Georg Ledebour was the only 

prominent politician “sincerely with us”. Gavan Duffy added that Ledebour might well come 

to power after the revolution expected in the winter. Chatterton Hill was also rumoured to be 

considering an opportunistic shift to the left “in view of coming events”. Gavan Duffy 

concluded that “the position there is still in a state of flux and anything may happen”.''̂  His 

assumption that another revolution was imminent reflects the weakness o f the Weimar 

Republic, caught between communists hostile to bourgeois rule and rightists anxious to 

overthrow the republic and subvert Versailles.

In October the Paris mission sent Gerald Hamilton to Berlin to investigate the potential for 

commercial relations, possibly recognising that political initiatives were out o f the question.'*’ 

Hamilton was an “international adventurer” who claimed descent from an Irish aristocratic

family (in reality his father was a middle class Scotsman living in London).'*^ He had lived a

Sean T. O ’Kelly to Dublin, 18 Sep 1919, DIFP, Vol. I, No. 26 and “Dail Eireann Ministry and Cabinet 
Minutes”, 29 Aug 1919, NAI, DE 1/1
^  Gavan Duffy to Dublin, 5 Sep and 25 Oct 1919, George Gavan Duffy papers, NAI, 1125/1. Ledebour may 
have developed an interest in Ireland while working as a foreign correspondent in London in 1876-82.

Gavan Duffy to Dublin, 25 Oct 1919, NAI, Gavan Duffy papers, 1125/1 and Gavan Duffy to Dublin, 7 Nov 
1919, 1125/12
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life of leisure before the war, travelling w i d e l y H e  adored mingling with aristocrats and 

royals, dwelling lovingly on the “many royal and titled ladies and gentlemen he had known; 

the palaces, castles and chateaux he had been a guest at; the exotic meals he had eaten and the 

now-extinct wines he had drunk”. H e  had been in prison during the war, if  his own account 

is to be believed for corresponding with Casement. Art O’Brien, the republicans’ London 

representative, put him in touch with the Paris mission when he offered his services to Sinn 

Fein after his release in late 1918.^’ The Irish were initially wary, obviously doubting that his 

imprisonment was politically m o tiv a te d .O ’Brien’s office investigated his criminal record in 

September 1919, while Gavan Duffy warned that the British might use the “incident” in 

question to blacken their cause if they granted Hamilton any official s t a t u s . A s  late as 1921 

Power noted that it was a “regrettable necessity” that they could not give him “an official or 

semi-official position”.'̂ '* O’Brien was also uncertain of the “stability o f his character”, 

advising O ’Kelly not to give him “too much rope” in mid-1919.^^ The use o f Hamilton shows 

how much republicans relied on freelance individuals operating on the margins of official 

control to represent them abroad. The Irish were right to be wary. A later friend, the novelist 

Christopher Isherwood, has left behind a striking portrait o f a cynical, amoral and 

pathologically dishonest man, whose wrong-doing largely related to his role as a go-between

For Hamilton’s biography see Hamilton, Gerald, As young as Sophocles (London, 1939), Mr. Norris and I 
(London, 1956) and The Way it was with M e (London, 1969).
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in deals of doubtful legality, including arms smuggling. “All such transactions involved 

bribery in one form or another. And then there was Gerald’s operational expenses. And 

certain unforeseen obstacles which arose -  probably, with Gerald’s assistance -  and had to be 

overcome, at considerable cost. All in all, a great deal of money would pass from hand to 

hand. The hands in the middle were Gerald’s, and they were sticky”.̂ ® This did not mean that 

Hamilton was insincere. Isherwood also noted his “Irish genius for embracing causes with 

passion and taking sides furiously in a dispute”. Hamilton threw himself into a succession of 

causes over his long life, ranging from Catholicism to pacifism and communism, although he 

often changed his convictions later.^’ By 1919 he was immersed in the charitable work of the 

Save the Children Fund, which must have opened doors in Berlin and given him an excuse to 

travel freely. The republicans came to trust him more and more as time passed. In November 

1919 Gavan Duffy reported that “he can be indirectly and with no official authority of 

considerable use to us in several capitals, as his range of acquaintances is wide and influential 

and I believe him to be sincere”.̂ * Hamilton’s aristocratic pretensions and gift for charming 

and entertaining undoubtedly opened doors. As Isherwood recalled “he laughed at your jokes, 

he flattered you, he was sincerely delighted when you were pleased”.̂ ’

Hamilton sent the Paris mission an optimistic report, the first real indication o f the situation 

in Berlin. He claimed to have received “most illuminating information” on future policy 

towards London from an official o f Abteilung III (the Foreign Office department responsible 

for relations with Britain) called Brinkmann, who was now bitterly anglophobic. Hamilton

Isherwood, Christopher and his Kind, p. 63 
”  Ibid, p. 64
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also claimed that he was due to meet President Friedrich Ebert soon, even suggesting that 

Berlin might be the first power to recognise the republic. He argued that republicans should 

appoint a representative there as soon as possible.^®

Other evidence suggests that Hamilton’s assessment was wildly over-optimistic. The Foreign 

Office usually sought to keep the Irish at arms length in 1919-22, understandably prioritising 

relations with London. Britain was questioning much of the Versailles settlement in 1919, for 

it was anxious to disengage from Europe and to curb French strength by restoring the pre-war 

balance o f power. It also believed that German economic revival was vital to its own 

economy. As a result London often resisted French efforts to enforce every point of 

Versailles, allowing Berlin to exploit Anglo-French divergence. It thus had no desire to 

antagonise Lloyd George’s government by entertaining Irish separatists. An anonymous 

memorandum dated June 1919 in the German Foreign Office archives attacked Chatterton 

Hill for continuing to agitate about Ireland, concluding that it was time for him to “keep 

quiet”.®' Hamilton later recalled that the Foreign Office “looked askance at that time at pro- 

Irish intrigues” and was anxious to improve relations with London.®^ It refused to accept a 

memorandum notifying it of the establishment of an Irish republic in November, informing 

its legation in Bern that it had “no relations at all” with the Irish.®  ̂Brinkmann also brusquely 

rejected Baron Louis von Horst’s suggestion that a sympathetic statement would strengthen 

Germany’s position in the US, presumably by appealing to Irish-Americans.®'' Horst was a

“  Gavan Duffy to Dublin, 7 N ov 1919, Gavan Duffy papers, NAI, 1125/12 
Anonymous, untitled note, 10 Jun 1919, PAAA, R 5872 
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rich German-American with a long history o f involvement in agitation concerning labour 

issues, women’s suffrage and the Irish question.^^ Resident in London before the war, he 

knew Casement and had visited Ireland on business in 1913/® Horst had been interned as an 

enemy alien on the outbreak o f war, possibly on suspicion of spying, and a British 

intelligence memorandum later accused him of “fomenting industrial and political troubles 

here and in Ireland”.®’ Horst’s inept overture shows the risk that hangers-on would indulge in 

rash initiatives o f their own if oversight was lacking.

There was also some confusion as to who actually represented the republicans in Berlin by 

late 1919. While the Foreign Office assumed it was Horst, O’Kelly and O’Brien were 

alarmed by moves to appoint Hamilton.®* When Hamilton assured Brinkmann that he was not 

the republicans’ official envoy in 1920, the official replied with some amusement that 

“various Irishmen, or pseudo-irishmen” had recently called on him, each claiming to be the 

only authorised Irish representative in Berlin. “I, on the other hand, came to tell him that I did 

not represent Ireland. For this very reason he must regretfully believe that I was the real 

representative”.®’ This confusion, a symptom of poor organisation and a lack of personnel, 

must have encouraged officials to view the republicans with scepticism. Meanwhile the Paris 

mission had come to see the coalition o f Catholics, left-liberals and moderate socialists in

New York Times, 9 D ec 1918. See also New York Times, 3 Sep 1914 and 17 Apr 1919. Horst was also 
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power in Berlin as hostile by the spring o f 1920. Gavan Duffy reported in March that he 

intended to leave a card with the new German charge d ’affaires in Paris in the hope of 

obtaining an interview. He had initially held back because of unfavourable reports about “the 

present man” and his government.’® The move was obviously in vain, for a month later he 

lamented that the current government was under London’s thumb.’' Gavan Duffy was 

convinced by the summer that “Latin Europe”, a grouping dominated by France, Italy and 

Spain, was “the Europe that matters most today”. Central Europe was too “unsettled” to 

trouble with Ireland, while Berlin tended to be anglophile and likely to become more so.’  ̂

Irish representation on the continent remained limited before 1921, focusing primarily on 

Paris and the Vatican.

The cabinet still hoped to appoint a Berlin representative as part o f a general expansion of 

Irish representation on the continent in the summer o f 1920, although a report prepared in 

June observed that it was “very difficult to make much headway” given the situation in 

Germany.’  ̂ Thomas St. John Gaffney was already lobbying for the post, asking Victor 

Collins to suggest his appointment to “our friends” in August.’"* The Limerick born Irish- 

American had served as US consul in Munich until he was forced to resign during the war

™ Gavan Duffy to Dublin, 17 Mar 1920, Gavan Duffy papers, NAI, 1125/1. See also Gavan Duffy to Dublin, 30 
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over his association with Casement and bias towards the Central Powers. Another Irishman 

associated with pro-Irish circles in Berlin, Gerald Gifford, was also angling for a job. Gifford 

was Irish on his mother’s side, having been bom in India, where his father was a general. He 

too joined the army before working as a journalist in Cairo.’* Gifford spent the war years in 

Switzerland, having sided with the Central Powers.’’ It was there that he met Gaffney, who 

put him in touch with the Paris mission and encouraged him to settle in Berlin. Gifford wrote 

to Paris in the summer regarding his desire to “be doing something practical on behalf of 

Ireland” and offering to undertake publicity work in Berlin. He had found it hard to “put 

myself forward” in the past. “Surrounded as I have been hitherto by small people, who appear 

to me to place self before cause, I have not had any congenial opportunities and could not 

well work in harmony with them”. Gavan Duffy favoured making use of him, but his advice 

was not acted upon.’* In the same month Plunkett reported that they were making “slow 

progress” towards establishing relations with Berlin.”  Chatterton Hill’s proposal for a 

propaganda campaign in a “neutral country” was turned down around the same time, with 

Gavan Duffy observing that no further “adventure” of his could be “embarked upon with 

much assurance”.*® A further grant o f £50 did not prevent the impecunious Chatterton Hill 

continuing to pester the republican leadership for money.
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With no prospect o f making political headway both the republicans and their sympathisers in 

Berlin preferred to focus on economic relations. The republican counter-government was 

anxious to develop the Irish economy, while it was natural for a small country hoping to 

industrialise to turn to Germany. It had been Europe’s leading industrial power before 1914, a 

centre of technological and scientific expertise and a source o f capital and manufactures for 

industrialising countries in central and eastern Europe. Despite the damage done in 1914-18 

the immediate post-war period saw a “relative boom” in German industry, with production 

reaching 72% of pre-war levels in 1922.*' The value of German exports rose from 1.98 billion 

gold marks in 1919 to 4.5 billion in 1921, while imports likewise rose from 2.58 billion to 

5.75 billion.*^ The fall o f the mark made German exports cheaper, while inflation had yet to 

reach catastrophic proportions. Improved trade with Ireland was also in German interests. 

The Sinn Fein desire to increase trade with the continent raised hopes that a new market 

might open up to help replace those lost in 1914-18, even that a future Irish government 

would draw on foreign capital and expertise to develop Ireland’s economy. Sinn Fein was 

aware that the prospect of opening up Irish markets could be used to arouse foreign interest. 

In early 1921 Plunkett wrote that the prospect of trade would “open doors for us that 

otherwise would remain shut” .®̂ Many Germans also saw economic expansionism as a safe 

way to regain their country’s former influence. Hamilton met “several magnates” anxious to 

develop trade between the two countries when he visited Berlin in late 1919. He urged the 

republican government to support plans for an import-export firm, an initiative which seems

Berghahn, V.R., Modem Germany: society, economics and politics in the twentieth century (Cambridge, 
1987), p. 69 and Peukert, Detlev, The Weimar Republic: the Crisis o f  Classical Modernity (London, 1991), p. 
120 
82 Feldman, Gerald, The Great Disorder: Politics, Economics, and Society in the German Inflation, 1914-1924 
(Oxford, 1993), p. 600

Count George Noble Plunkett to de Valera, 12 Feb 1921, DIFP, Vol. I, No. 60
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to have involved Horst. Although Gavan Duffy urged the cabinet to send someone to Berlin 

to investigate, nothing came of the proposal, at least for the moment.*'*

A merchant called Viktor Zorn was also developing plans for an import-export firm in early 

1920, whether independently or in association with Horst is unclear.*^ The DIG’s initial 

support soon gave way to internal squabbling however, linked in some way to the arrival of 

an Irish delegation which included the Sinn Feiner Thomas O’Loughlin to attend the Leipzig 

Fair. Grabisch wrote to the Paris mission seeking advice on a “very acute issue” in March: 

should they trade with everyone on the same basis “independent o f their views on other 

subjects”? Although Horst had already taken steps in that direction, Grabisch was anxious 

about the consequences, warning that they were at risk of doing “exactly what the other side 

has planned for us to do”. Unless “authoritative word” stopped them, Horst and his associates 

intended to try to “draw in North and South alike” on a large scale without considering who 

was involved. She was anxious for someone to come to Berlin and resolve the issue, 

suggesting O’Kelly. Some recent visitors had “considerably helped to steer things in the 

direction they are now taking”, obviously a reference to the Leipzig deputation.*^ The row 

also drew in Gifford, who accused Zorn of “kidnapping” the Irish visitors. He castigated 

Horst and Zorn for wanting to open up trade “regardless of any kind of discrimination” and 

planned to come up with an initiative o f his own to supplant them.*’ In a second letter sent 

soon afterwards Grabisch complained that certain visitors were making contact with people 

Gavan Duffy to Dublin, 7 N ov 1919, Gavan Duffy papers, N A l, 1125/12
o r

Irische Korrespondenz, Jan-Feb and Mar-April 1920 and ‘Protokolle iiber die Mitlgliederversammlung an 19 
Februar 1920 im Sitzungszimmer der Zentralstelle filr Volkswohlfahrt zu Berlin’, n/d (1920), Theodor 
Schiemann papers, PK, 10 (1)

Gavan Duffy to Dublin, 17 Mar 1920, Gavan Duffy papers, NAI, 1125/1
Extracts from correspondence forwarded to Gavan Duffy by Gaffiiey, Mar 1920, Gavan Duffy papers, 

UCDA, P152/133. See Ernest Blythe to Gavan Duffy, 15 Apr 1920, P152/136, for the author’s identify.
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who did not distinguish between countries and ignoring those had been investing time and 

money for years in the hope of reaping the benefit. She hoped that someone with authority 

would set them straight. Gavan Duffy forwarded her letters to Dublin with the observation 

that some of the Leipzig deputation were “playing the fool in Berlin”.®* At the same time he 

informed O’Kelly that trouble had broken out over the “Leipzig visitors” and the question of 

restricting commercial relations to “our friends” or “taking all comers”. Some of those 

involved had gained the false impression that the Leipzig deputation enjoyed some sort of 

official status.*® There were proposals to send Sean T. O ’Kelly or his namesake Count Gerald 

O’Kelly to Berlin in the spring of 1920. According to Gavan Duffy, Count O’Kelly 

postponed his trip north indefinitely in mid-March “on account o f present conditions”, 

probably a reference to the outbreak of renewed unrest.^® Right-wingers had tried to 

overthrow the Weimar Republic by launching the so-called Kapp Putsch on 13 March. Their 

amateurish rebellion was defeated by a general strike after the army refused to intervene, but 

was quickly followed by several communist uprisings. The correspondence regarding the 

Leipzig deputation was passed on to Ernest Blythe, Director of Trade and Commerce in the 

republican government, who concluded that O’Kelly could make up his mind on the spot 

when he reached Berlin. In the meantime the Paris mission were to inform Gifford that they 

agreed with O ’Loughlin’s approach and were anxious to encourage trade “irrespective of the 

political views of the firms engaged”. '̂ The DIG nevertheless cut off contact with Zorn, with 

the Irische Korrespondenz referring delicately to the society’s internal difficulties in the

** Gavan D u ffy  to Dublin, 19 Mar 1920, Gavan D uffy  papers, N A I, 1125/1 
Gavan D uffy  to O ’K elly, 19 Mar 1920, Gavan D uffy papers, N A I, 1125/8  

^  Gavan D uffy  to Dublin, 18 Mar 1920, Gavan D uffy papers, N A I, 1125/1. See also Gavan D uffy to O ’K elly, 
19 Mar 1920, 1125/8

B lythe to Gavan D uffy, 15 Apr 1920, Gavan D uffy  papers, U C D A , P 152/136
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summer o f 1920.’  ̂ The Leipzig incident shows that the society was willing to defer to the 

republican leadership in its conduct o f affairs. As Power later found, “no one here will take 

direction from anyone else - whereas they are all amenable enough to anyone straight from 

home”.®'

Part III

The renewal of activism, 1920-21

The arrival of the Irish-American envoy John T. Ryan in Berlin in December 1920 was an 

important step forward in establishing a presence in the city and bringing an end to the 

piecemeal initiatives of the past two years. During the war he had chaired Clan na Gael’s 

Revolutionary Directory, a body set up to plan an Irish rebellion.®'' Ryan, a lawyer based in 

upstate New York, was one of several Irish-Americans whose loyalty was called into 

question when the US entered the conflict. He went into hiding and was indicted for treason 

in his absence, later fleeing to Mexico.’  ̂He was close to Joseph McGarrity, de Valera’s ally 

in the feuding which broke out in Irish-American ranks. Ryan could be prickly and over

cautious.®^ Power recalled his conviction that the Allies were searching for him all over 

Europe: “He saw me and strangely enough he did not resent me. He resented most people” .”

” Irische Korrespondenz, May-Jun 1920
” Nancy Power to ‘Maureen’, 17 May 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 233(1)

Carl von Schubert, memorandum o f an interview with Ryan, 22 Dec 1920, PAAA, R 3 0621-2k; Anonymous 
statement regarding John T. Ryan, n/d, McGarrity papers, NLI, MS 17,486(5) and Cronin, Sean, The McGarrity 
Papers (Tralee, 1972), p. 69 and p. 99

Cronin, McGarrity Papers, pp. 68-69 and p. 99 and anonymous statement regarding John T. Ryan, n/d, 
McGarrity papers, NLI, MS 17,486(5)

For references to Ryan’s caution and secretiveness see Robert Briscoe’s interviews with Ernie O’Malley in 
the Ernie O’Malley papers, UCDA, P17B/97 and 99, a draft o f Charles McGuinness’s memoirs in NLI, MS 
24,967 and a letter from Desmond FitzGerald to O’Hegarty, 20 Mar 1923, Desmond FitzGerald papers, UCD, 
P80/385.
”  Power, BMH Witness Statement, No. 732
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The opinions of the Irish arms smugglers who worked with Ryan were xmflattering, with one 

dismissing him caustically as a wordy political theorist who “loved to dabble in international 

intrigue”.®* Yet McGarrity considered him to be “a good clear thinker”, while Patrick 

McCartan praised his dedication to the separatist cause.’® He was more astute than most of his 

colleagues, and also more realistic in his assessment of the limitations imposed on Germany 

by defeat.

Ryan’s mission seems to have been primarily an Irish-American initiative. McGarrity sent 

him instructions and $10,000 in August 1920, although he also received credentials from de 

Valera identifying him as the republicans’ official representative. Although primarily 

concerned with arms smuggling, Ryan was also interested in political relations: “As to an 

official statement of a friendly nature towards the Old Homestead” [Ireland], he wrote to 

McGarrity, “I can only say that no one can tell today what tomorrow may bring forth”. While 

he did not expect officials to go out of their way to help him, Ryan did expect to find “the 

rights ones” personally friendly, for “they would be strange things if they should be 

otherwise”.'”® He probably still had official contacts from the war, when the Revolutionary 

Directory had liaised with Berlin about plans for an Irish rising. Ryan received a remarkable 

degree of assistance from the German minister in Mexico, Count Adolf von Montgelas, who 

gave him an official pass made out to a false name to travel on and sent his credentials and a 

letter o f introduction ahead through official channels, a sharp contrast to the Foreign Office’s 

usual aloofness.'®'

McGuinness, Charles, (London, 1934), p. 199
Cronin, M cGarrity Papers, p. 128 and McCartan, Patrick, With de Valera in Am erica  (Dublin, 1932), p. 12 

‘Your Cousin’ (John T. Ryan) to ‘Phil’ (McGarrity), 16 Aug 1920, McGarrity papers, NLI, MS 17,486(1) 
‘A dolfo’ (Count A dolf von Montgelas) to ‘Don Carlos’ (Schubert), 20 Oct 1920; Montgelas to Schubert, 29 

Oct 1920 and Schubert, memorandum o f an interview with Ryan, 22 Dec 1920, PAAA, R 30621-2k
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Ryan arrived in Berlin on 18 December, having sailed to Spain and then travelled overland. 

He quickly got in touch with “the practical people of our company” and had a two hour 

conference with the man in charge of “that part o f the work”, in addition to meeting a man in 

touch with the Foreign Office. This was probably one Herr von Magnus, another recent 

arrival from Mexico. Magnus quickly informed Schubert of the Irish-American’s arrival and 

Ryan met “the directors”, including Schubert, soon afterwards. Two accounts o f the meeting 

survive, one written by Ryan and the other by Schubert. According to the latter Ryan insisted 

that he merely wanted to be on the spot if  co-operation became possible and would do 

nothing to embarrass the government. He may have felt that the precariousness of the 

republic and tensions with the Allies meant that a favourable opportunity could arise at any 

moment. As Gavan Duffy had observed a year earlier, “the position there is still in a state of 

flux and anything may happen”.'®̂  While Schubert stressed that his attitude towards Ryan 

was friendly but reserved, the Irish-American claimed to have received a “very satisfactory” 

reception and “a very thorough and correct insight” into Germany’s position. The Allies were 

“trying to crush them and are constantly irritating them with protests and complaints about 

the most trivial matters”. Although Ryan made a good impression on Schubert, coming 

across as less naive than other Irish-Americans, the official was still anxious to treat him 

c a u t i o u s l y . H e  reprimanded Montgelas for forcing him to abandon his usual reluctance to 

receive “such Irishmen” and stressed that the republican movement must be handled with the 

“utmost reserve”. W h y  were certain key officials willing to accommodate Ryan?

Gavan Dufify to Dublin, 5 Sep and 25 Oct 1919, Gavan Dufify papers, NAI, 1125/1. Ledebour may have 
developed an interest in Ireland while working as a foreign correspondent in London in 1876-82.

See ‘Your Cousin’ (Ryan) to ‘Phil’ (McGarrity), n/d (marked as received on 21 Jun 1921), NAI, DFA ES, 
Box 32, File 233(1) and Schubert, memorandum o f  an interview with Ryan, 22 D ec 1920, PAAA, R 30621- 
2k.2-5
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Montgelas’ initiative may have been a holdover from wartime intrigues with Irish-Americans, 

yet this does not explain why the Foreign Office felt compelled to abandon its usual 

aloofness. In his letter reprimanding Montgelas, Schubert claimed that a refusal to receive 

Ryan might have ended in “disaster”, suggesting that officials did not want to offend 

someone they may have perceived as a powerful Irish-American. Germany had cultivated 

Irish-American opinion in 1914-17 and was now anxious to establish good relations with the 

US. It could not afford to irritate one its few allies in American domestic politics. When 

Berlin was accused of tipping off London regarding an Irish arms shipment in late 1921 

critics complained that the news would alienate Irish-Americans.’®̂

Yet relations seem to have gone beyond mere cordiality. Ryan’s reports stated that he 

remained in contact with senior officials, conferring with “our friends” at least once a week 

from his arrival onwards.’̂  An anonymous Berlin source writing in the early summer of 1921 

confirmed that Ryan had won the confidence of the local “firm” to an impressive degree, 

overcoming their initial caution so that they were soon “in daily communication with him 

about matters of the highest importance to both their firm and ours”. The source attributed 

Ryan’s success to a number o f factors, including his insistence that the two countries’ 

interests were closely connected and his “sound judgement”, which had been tested and 

proved right more than once. He appreciated Germany’s “peculiar difficulties” and possessed 

an ability to adapt himself to the actual conditions “without retreating from the main point”. 

“He realises that it would be fatal to embarrass the firm here by forcing their hand before they

See Reichstag Deputy Franz Briininghaus to the Secretary o f  State for Foreign Affairs {Staatssekretdr des 
Auswartiges Amt), 1 Nov 1921, PAAA, R 77508 and cuttings o f  articles in the Deutsche Abendblatt, 2 Nov  
1921 and the Lokal Anzeiger, 4 Nov 1921, PAAA, R 77508.

‘Your Cousin’ (Ryan) to ‘Phil’ (McGarrity), n/d (marked as received on 21 Jun 1921), NAI, DFA ES, Box 
32, File 233(1)
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are strong enough to carry out what both he and they desire. It would mean that they would 

be completely crushed by the competitor and unable to keep his firm in any way. By working 

quietly and causing them no embarrassment until they have recovered sufficiently from their 

financial difficulties to hold their own, much efficient work can be done, which otherwise 

would be abruptly put a stop to by the competitor”.'®’ Ryan even claimed that Walter Simons, 

Foreign Minister from June 1920 to May 1921, had adopted his suggestion that the 

government ask Washington to mediate in the ongoing reparations dispute in March.'”* The 

mission initially relied on Ryan’s advice, with Power commenting that that he had 

“opportunities o f being exceptionally well-informed” and he helped Chartres to obtain the 

right to reside permanently in 1921.'“’ Ryan’s accounts are not as improbable as they sound. 

His credentials may have convinced officials that he represented the views of the Irish- 

American community, clearly perceived as a powerful lobby in US politics.

The DIG became more active from late 1920 onwards, suggesting a renewed sense of 

purpose. The society’s executive decided to increase its propaganda work in October, 

proposing to hold lectures with slides in Berlin and other places over the w inter."” In the 

same month it organised a Requiem Mass for Casement in St. Hedwig’s Church, Berlin’s 

leading Catholic place of worship.'" Hamilton was “amazed” to find the church “quite 

packed” on arrival and had difficulty finding a place. “The mass was fully choral and very

Unknown to unknown, n/d (marked as received on 21 Jun 1921)., NAI, DFA ES, Box 32, File 233(1)
Your Cousin’ (Ryan) to ‘Phil’ (McGarrity), n/d (marked as received on 21 Jun 1921), NAI, DFA ES, Box 

32, File 233(1). See also ‘Your Cousin’ to ‘Phil’, n/d (spring 1922), McGarrity papers, NLI, MS 17,486(1) and 
‘E.M .’ to unknown, n/d (late Apr or early May 1921), NAI, DFA ES, Box 14, File 96(7). For the dating o f  the 
latter see ‘E. Ua. D .’ to U .S.F .A ,’, 11 May 1921, Box 14, File 96(7).

Power to Dublin, 28 Apr 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 14, File 96(11) and Chartres to Brennan, 24 Aug 1921, 
Box 33, File 233(1)
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impressive. Many people came in full evening dress, wearing their orders, which imparted an 

atmosphere o f ancien regime to the proceedings”."^ A meeting several weeks later to mark 

Terence MacSwiney’s “martyr’s death” attracted over three hundred people."^ Several 

hundred attended a celebration to mark the fifth anniversary of the Easter Rising in the spring 

of 1921, an event which had special significance as a reminder of recent engagement with 

Ireland. Chatterton Hill was also active, speaking at an ‘Irish evening’ in Dresden in 

February. According to press reports the hall was “not very full”, while the audience 

consisted mainly o f “solid Dresden burgers” and showed little enthusiasm."'* Events often 

had a strong ‘Irish-Ireland’ cultural element, including Irish-language works translated by the 

philologist Julius Pokomy. A distinct Irish identity was an argument for independence, while 

cultural items reminded audiences of the cultural links between the two countries. The 

pioneering work of German scholars such as Meyer, Ernst Windisch and Rudolf Thurneysen 

on the Irish language and its ancient literature was widely admired in Ireland. The Irische 

Korrespondenz, which mixed reports on the Irish situation with cultural or economic items 

and accounts of the DIG’s doings, was sent to the press from October onwards, while 

individual members published articles on Ireland."^ While the DIG’s revival should not be 

over-estimated, it disproves Mervyn O’Driscoll’s assertion that it was largely ineffective, 

entering “a period o f dormancy” after Kuno Meyer’s death in 1919."^

Gavan Duffy to Dublin, 15 Aug 1920, Gavan Duffy papers, NAI, 1125/1 
Irische Korrespondenz, N ov-D ee 1920
Lord Kilmarnock, British charge d’aff'aires in Berlin, to the Foreign Office, 4 Mar 1921, NA, FO 371/5969  
Irische Korrespondenz, Sep-Oct 1920. The society had resolved to send the Irische Korrespondenz to the 

press at its annual general meeting in February 1920, but the fact that it was reiterated in October suggests that 
this intention was never carried out. See Irische Korrespondenz, Mar-Apr 1920. For articles on Ireland 
published by Berlin sympathisers see an article by Hamilton in Die Woche, 14 Aug 1920, Vol. 22, No. 32 and 
articles by Hamilton and Pokomy in the Deutsche Rundschau, Nov 1920, Vol. 47, No. 2.
116 o ’Driscoll, Mervyn, Ireland, Germany and the Nazis (Dublin, 2004), p. 23
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Yet despite the DIG’s ostensible disengagement from politics after the armistice it remained 

rooted in a right-wing culture that was antagonistic or at best ambiguous towards the Weimar 

Republic. Members looked upon the revolution o f 1918 and its consequences with suspicion. 

Gaffney’s anglophobia, ready absorption of German wartime propaganda and aristocratic 

German son-in-law (an officer who died “fighting gloriously against the French” in 1916) all 

suggest rightwing inclinations."’ Chatterton Hill complained in 1920 that the country’s 

“chronic instability” was expressed in rising crime, unceasing strikes, official impotence and 

“the disappearance of all order and authority”, a typical rightist litany.''* Grabisch was also 

dismissive of the republic."® Tributes to Kuno Meyer in the Irische Korrespondenz portrayed 

him as a patriot who clung to the hope of victory till the very end, viewing the revolution of 

1918 as a b e t r a y a l .T h e  society was closest to the DVP and DNVP, the two main parties of 

the right, holding lectures in association with local branches in 1921.'^' Captain Ernst Brunk, 

a member of the executive, was a DNVP Reichstag deputy, and another senior member, 

Dietrich Schafer, was also prominent in the party. In 1920 the Irische Korrespondenz used 

the occasion of Schafer’s seventy-fifth birthday to pay tribute to his fearless defence of 

“national ideas”, a significant statement given his status as an active and influential critic of 

the Weimar R e p u b l i c .C a p ta in  Lassen, another leading member, was closely associated 

with the industrialist and DVP Reichstag deputy Hugo Stinnes.'^^ The society was also close

Gaffney, Breaking the Silence, p. 77. Gaffney’s memoirs recalled his “amazement” at finding that the Mayor 
o f Louvain was angry with the Germans for invading his country. “I could not understand his point o f  view  on 
the subject or reconcile it with the facts o f  the situation”. See Gafifhey, Breaking the Silence, p. 69.

Chatterton Hill to Gavan Duffy, n/d (Jan 1920), Plunkett papers, UCDA, P 79/102
Agatha Bullitt-Grabisch to unknown (possibly McGarrity), n/d (1922-23), McGarrity papers, NLI, MS 
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to the June Club, a group of right-wing intellectuals led by Arthur Moller van den Brack who 

rejected liberalism, socialism and communism. Two members, Rudolf Pechel and Max 

Hildebert Bohm, spoke at the society’s meetings, while Heinrich von Gleichen-RuBwurm 

arranged for it to hold an event in the June Club’s rooms in Berlin.'^'* Pechel’s monthly 

periodical, the Deutsche Rundschau, published articles on Ireland by Hamilton and Pokomy 

in addition to translations of Irish-language short s t o r i e s . M a n y  of those associated with 

pro-Irish agitation were academics in a period when universities were centres of rightwing, 

anti-republican thought. They were particularly hard hit by the inflation of 1914-23, which 

eroded their social status as the cost of living outstripped fixed incomes. By the early 1920s, 

academics were convinced that they were living through a profound crisis, a “crisis o f 

culture”, of “learning”, of “values”, o f the “spirit” .'̂ ® It is thus unsurprising that those 

involved in pro-Irish agitation pointed to the Irish as paragons of culture, nobility and 

idealism, a standing rebuke to ‘soulless’ modernity. Given the society’s rightist orientation, 

its revived activism may partly reflect the rightwing resurgence in the general elections of 

June 1920. The parties which had established the republic, the socialist SPD, left-liberal DDP 

and Catholic Centre, saw their share of the vote slashed from 76.2% to 43.6%, while the

right-wing parties won 33.3%. In other words one in three voters opted for parties hostile to

the republic and committed to the aggressive revision of Versailles, which naturally entailed 

confrontation with the Allies. Another 20% of the vote went to the extreme left, also hostile 

to the bourgeois republic.'^’ Germany had become a ‘republic without republicans’.’ *̂

Irische Korrespondenz, Jan-Feb 1920, Nov-Dee 1920 and Mar-Apr 1921
Deutsche Rundschau, Nov 1920, Vol. 47, No. 2 and Apr 1921, Vol. 47, No. 7
Ringer, Fritz K., The Decline o f the German Mandarins: The German Academic Community, 1890-1933 

(Cambridge, Mass., 2004, 1969), p. 63
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Irish separatism fulfilled several functions for its rightwing supporters in 1920-21, just as it 

had in 1914-18. Sympathisers praised the Irish people’s will to resist and unity in the face of 

oppression as models for their own country, burdened with the alleged ‘iniquity’ of 

Versailles. As Julius Pokomy observed, German interest in Ireland was no longer political, 

but “moral” . Pokomy’s speech at the Terence MacSwiney commemoration stressed that 

Germans could draw courage from a small people’s resistance to the greatest power on earth 

as they faced the injustices inflicted on them by the Allies, while the Irische Korrespondenz 

lauded Ireland’s unbreakable spirit as a “shining example”. The society’s interpretation of 

Irish events was inseparable from a rightwing sense of grievance over the alleged iniquity of 

Versailles, which allowed rightists to laud the Irish as fellow victims of oppression. 

Comparisons with Ireland implicitly identified Allied demands as unjust, oppressive and 

therefore illegitimate. A shared sense of victimhood also bolstered the right’s refusal to 

accept any culpability regarding the war’s conduct and origins. Like the Irish, they too were 

innocent victims. Ireland could still be used to illustrated Allied insincerity. A resolution 

passed at one DIG meeting stated that Irish events proved that Britain had not fought for 

humanity or the freedom of small peoples in 1914-18, but for its own selfish interests.’̂ ’ The 

Irish conflict was sometimes cited against ideological opponents at home. Pokomy's 

argument that his compatriots had much to learn from the Irish, who preferred patriotic unity 

to selfish class politics, was an obvious dig at supposedly unpatriotic socialists and 

communists.'^® Pokomy’s claim that the Irish had used hunger as a weapon rather than 

allowing it to defeat them was an obvious illusion to the war, when a hungry population’s 

desire for peace had inspired the revolution o f 1918, viewed as a defeatist betrayal by

Irische Korrespondenz, Mar-Apr 1921
Ibid, Nov-Dee 1921
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rightists. Such rhetoric recalled the so-called ‘spirit o f 1914’, when an upsurge of patriotic 

unity had briefly transcended irreconcilable differences. Although the ‘spirit of 1914’ was 

short-lived and by no means universal, it had a major impact on numerous intellectuals. As 

unity collapsed and the war dragged on it took on “the aura o f an elusive fantasy, a painful 

reminder of the idealism that had reigned in the first hour”.'^' Although portrayals o f the Irish 

as a united people recalled the elusive 'spirit of 1914', admirers were careful not to extend 

admiration to a call for armed resistance to the Allies, at least not openly. The resistance they 

lauded was psychological, an imitation of the state of mind which allegedly allowed the Irish 

to maintain their dignity, identity and will to resist through centuries o f oppression.

There were exceptions to the rightwing predominance, as when the Centre Party politician 

Maximilian Pfeiffer paid tribute to Meyer at a commemoration held in the University of 

Berlin in January 1920.'^^ There was also evidence that some people were willing to try and 

appeal to the left, as noted already. There were rumours in late 1919 that Chatterton Hill was 

“turning red” in expectation of another revolution.'”  He also wanted a representative o f Irish 

labour to come to Germany as part of a proposed propaganda campaign in 1920.'^'' An 

anonymous memorandum written by someone in Berlin in the first half of 1921 noted that 

German labour was “obsessed” with the idea that their British counterparts were sympathetic 

and that “they must hold with them and work together in the revolution”. The author, who 

was acquainted with at least one labour leader, suggested that an Irish labour representative 

should be sent over to counter this view.’̂  ̂ Grabisch’s sympathy for Bolshevism is

Chickering, Roger, Im perial Germany and the G reat War, 1914-1918  (Cambridge, 2008), p. 17
Irische Korrespondenz, Jan-¥en 1920
Gavan Duffy to Dublin, 25 Oct 1919, Gavan Duffy papers, NAI, 1125/1
Chatterton Hill to O ’Brien, 6 Jul 1920, NAI, DE 2/270
Anonymous memorandum entitled ‘Ideas on Work’, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 232
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particularly in trig u in g .A cco rd in g  to British intelligence she wanted to accompany the 

Indian revolutionary Virendranath Chattopadhyaya to Moscow to obtain funding for a “new 

Irish magazine” in Berlin in the spring of 1921. Maxim Litvinov, deputy to commissar for 

foreign affairs Georgi Chicherin, had also reportedly stayed with her when visiting Berlin in 

1920.'^^ Colonel Edwin Emerson, another figure associated with the DIG, wanted 

Chattopadhyaya to ask Moscow to support all the city’s anti-British organisations 

(presumably including his own League of Oppressed Peoples).’̂ * Given that the Bolsheviks 

dispatched large sums to foreign communist parties in 1919-23 it is hardly surprising that 

pro-Irish activists in Berlin sought to join the Russian gravy t r a i n . T h e  fact that people such 

as Grabisch, Emerson and Chattopadhyaya could maintain links with communists and 

rightists simultaneously is not as surprising as it sounds. The hostility of some radical 

rightists, including Reventlow, to western capitalism and liberalism led them to flirt with the 

extreme left. Communists also despised the bourgeois republic and the moderate socialists 

who had ‘betrayed’ the revolution in 1919. The fact that the Allies had intervened in Russia 

to back the Whites in the civil war also encouraged thoughts of an alliance. The Reichswehr, 

still a bastion of right-wing, anti-republican sentiment, co-operated with the Red Army to 

circumvent Versailles’ disarmament clauses from 1921 onwards. During the Ruhr crisis Karl 

Radek, the leading Comintern agent in Berlin, called for an alliance of communists and

Gavan Duffy noted that she was “extremely devoted to Russia and [the] Bolshies”. See Gavan Duffy’s report 
on individuals met in Berlin, 10 Feb 1921, NAI, DE 2/270 and Gavan Duffy papers, NAI, 1125/29, enclosed  
with Gavan Duffy to Dublin, 10 Feb 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 233(15).
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nationalists based on a common antipathy to France.‘‘‘° This overlap meant that fellow 

travellers like Grabisch, who shared the right’s scorn for the republic, could work within a 

rightwing framework. As outlined above, links with Indian revolutionaries were a point of 

contact with Moscow as Chattopadhyaya angled for support there. Not everyone in pro-Sinn 

Fein circles was comfortable with these links. In 1922 Gifford referred cryptically to the 

“Brinckmann incident”, an attempt to link the Irish cause with international communism by 

compromising him, even though he had “never had any association with communists or 

communism”. This incident had taken place at some point in the second half o f 1921.''*'

The DIG’s renewed activism was almost certainly linked to a revival of press interest in 

Ireland. As the German press did not send correspondents to the United Kingdom in 1919-21 

it was dependent on other people’s reports of Irish events, notably the telegrams which 

international news agencies dispatched to subscribing papers. Reports of Irish events 

published in the German press almost always originated in London, giving coverage of 

Ireland an anglocentric bias. Thus the amount o f space devoted to subjects such as 

parliamentary debates on Ireland seems disproportionate in hindsight. Yet this reliance on 

British sources was more advantageous than it sounds, for by the autumn 1920 reprisals were 

a live issue in Britain and large sections of the British press had become fiercely critical of 

the government’s Irish policy. Although German coverage of events in Ireland fell off 

drastically after Christmas 1919, it revived again with a wave o f IRA arson attacks in Easter 

1920. This was the first hint of a central organisation behind the isolated incidents of 1919,

yet attacks remained the work of a faceless, amorphous body of individuals with no clear

Deak, Istvan, Weimar G erm any’s Left-wing Intellectuals: a Political H istory o f  the Weltbuhne and its C ircle 
(Berkeley, 1968), p. 90
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connection to the Sinn Fein leadership, encouraging the press to categorise them as acts of 

lawlessness. The socialist organ Vorwdrts reported in May that “one can no longer speak of 

settled government in Ireland”, while the independence movement was threatening to become 

too much for the government.'''^ The left-liberal Berliner Tageblatl claimed that the 

separatists intended to make the Irish situation “intolerable”, thereby breaking the British 

government’s will and securing an independent republic.'''^ The press was beginning to 

describe the situation as a civil war, while intransigent statements from both sides implied 

that violence could only worsen. In April 1920 the left-liberal Berliner Tageblatt observed 

that the two sides’ excesses were pitting terror against terror, a moral equivalence which 

would have pleased n e i t h e r .S e v e r a l  months later the left-liberal Franlrfurter Zeitung 

attacked both the Sinn Feiners’ “organised terror” and Lloyd George’s willingness to resort to 

repressive measures.'"*^ This article shows how even papers usually unsympathetic to Irish 

separatism had begun to attack British policy in Ireland. The reporting of reprisals began to 

increase dramatically in October 1920, in line with the ceaseless coverage they were 

receiving in the London press. Three major incidents in late 1920, the death of Terence 

MacSwiney, Bloody Sunday and the burning o f Cork City, attracted intense press coverage 

and reinforced the widespread image of a country sliding into anarchy. In December the 

communist Rote Fahne claimed that fragmented rebellions had merged into a great revolution 

supported by “the unified will of the masses”.''*̂  Opinion was divided between those who 

viewed Irish events as a case o f terror against terror, a grim cycle o f tit-for-tat violence in

Vorwdrts, 18 May 1920, Vol. 37, No. 253 
Berliner Tageblatt, 1 Apr 1920, Vol. 49, No. 159 
Berliner Tageblatt, 1 April 1920, Vol. 49, No. 159 
Franlrfurter Zeitung, 15 Aug 1920, Vol. 65, No. 600 
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which IRA attacks met with reprisals and repressive measures, and those who interpreted it as 

the brutalisation of an innocent people striving for liberty.

Press attitudes varied across the political spectrum, with strong support coming from 

Catholics and conmiunists as well as sections of the right. While the Catholic press portrayed 

the Irish as down-trodden co-religionists and claimed that Catholicism itself was under attack 

in Ireland, communist papers hailed the Irish struggle against imperialism and vastly over

estimated its social dimension. The right’s reaction was mixed: the radicals of the ‘new’ right 

seem to have been sympathetic, the old-fashioned monarchists of the ‘old’ right less so. 

While the former admired the Irish for their fierce nationalism, the latter were perhaps put off 

by the scent of revolution and republicanism. The liberal and moderate socialist press was 

more cautious, impartially criticising both sides’ violence and intransigence. It did not help 

that the IRA’s assassinations and ambushes were also clearly reminiscent of the methods used 

by extremists seeking to overthrow the Weimar Republic. In 1920-22 a number of leading 

republican politicians fell victim to right-wing assassins in incidents not easily 

distinguishable from the IRA killings widely reported in the German press. The death of 

Terence MacSwiney in October 1920 was a litmus test of opinion on the escalating conflict. 

The Catholic paper Germania interpreted the battle of wills between MacSwiney and Lloyd 

George as a personification of the Anglo-Irish struggle: while the Irishman had law and 

morality on his side, the Prime Minister fell back on “terrible instruments o f power”.''’’ 

Another Catholic paper, Tremonia, observed that Ireland had sacrificed a man “unblemished 

in his life” and “ideal in his striving”. E v e n  the usually cautious Franlrfurter Zeitung

Germania, 4 Sep 1920, No. 50, Vol. 393
Tremonia, 26 Oct, Vol. 45, No. 295
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conceded that MacSwiney was “no fanatic of the usual sort” and commented that Lloyd 

George’s appeal to the inflexible letter of the law ill-became a government which silently 

tolerated its own forces’ “lawlessness” in I r e l a n d . T h e  article went on to savage the 

governing coalition’s “blindness”, “callousness” and outdated thinking. Helmut von Gerlach, 

a left-wing intellectual writing in the left-liberal Weltbiihne, took a more jaundiced view of 

MacSwiney’s “fanaticism”. He too interpreted events as symbolic of Anglo-Irish relations, 

praising the authorities for their forbearance in allowing republicans to hold a provocative 

funeral procession through the streets of London. In his eyes this was typical of how the Irish 

“outdid themselves in provocations”, while their opponents showed restraint.'^®

The DIG was also interested in relations with the British Empire’s other restless nationalities. 

Contact dated from the war, when Berlin had tried to cultivate the Allies’ subject peoples. 

Gaffney later recalled that representatives from India, Egypt, Algeria, and Persia attended the 

society’s wartime receptions.’̂ ' Britain was at full stretch in the immediate post war years, as 

unrest in India, Egypt and Ireland coincided with expansion into former Ottoman territories. 

Lloyd George would terminate the Egyptian protectorate in 1922 “largely because of the 

concurrent crisis over Ireland”. T h e  Allies’ rhetorical commitment to self-determination 

left a hostage to fortune which Indians and Egyptians were quick to exploit, while a regime 

ostensibly dedicated to the downfall of imperialism was now established in Moscow. In India 

Mohandas Ghandi’s campaign for self-government was gathering momentum in the face of

fierce repression, while Sa’d Zaghlul Pasha in Egypt was mobilising the masses to demand
Franlrfurter Zeitiing, 11 Sep 1920 and 26 Oct 1920, Vol. 65, No. 794 
Weltbiihne, 16 Dec 1920, Vol. 61, No. 51 
Gaffiiey, Breaking the Silence, p. 195
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independence. In the Near East Turkish nationalists under Mustapha Kemal revolted against 

London’s efforts to enforce a punitive peace. The Irish themselves were also interested in 

anti-imperialist links. The Paris mission had established relations with the representatives of 

other thwarted independence movements clustered around the fringes of the Peace 

Conference in 1919, notably Sa’d Zaghlul.'^^ De Valera aligned his government with anti

imperialist movements in India, Egypt, and Persia in the US, where Irish-Americans were 

already prominent amongst local supporters of Indian and Egyptian nationalism. Art O’Brien 

advised the Egyptian delegation in London during talks with Lloyd George’s government in 

the spring of 1920.'^'' It was thus natural for pro-Sinn Fein circles in Berlin to forge relations 

with other independence movements, especially as hopes o f wartime patronage had attracted 

revolutionaries such as Chattopadhyaya to the city.

Contact with Egyptians and Indians in Berlin was initially confined to harmless expressions 

of fratemalism. Kuno Meyer addressed an Egyptian nationalist meeting in 1919, while 

several “Indian students” assisted at the Requiem Mass for C asem en t.S p eak e rs  at the 

Terence MacSwiney commemoration included the Indian revolutionary Champakaram 

Pillai.'^^ Hamilton was in touch with Talat Pasha, a leading figure in the wartime Turkish 

government who had taken refuge in Berlin after Turkey’s defeat.'^’ Hamilton recalled that 

the Irish “set” in Berlin included General Salmon Maritz, a Boer who had fled South Africa

See O’Kelly, ‘Recollections o f  Zagloul (sic) Pasha’, n/d, Sean T. O ’Kelly papers, NLI, MS 27, 690 and 
Mitchell, Revolutionary Government in Ireland, p. 107
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after launching a failed rebellion in 1914.'^* The society’s interest in ‘oppressed peoples’ was 

inseparable from a general sense o f grievance over the ‘injustice’ o f Versailles, as rightists 

argued that they too were an ‘oppressed people’. Thus Colonel Edwin Emerson told the 

meeting commemorating the fifth anniversary o f the Easter Rising that the war and the 

‘forced peace’ which followed had brought subject peoples together. He also brought 

greetings from the ethnic Germans of the South Tyrol, an Austrian province granted to Italy 

in 1919, reporting that their experience of foreign rule had awoken a sense of solidarity with 

the Irish.'^® Emerson was an American in his fifties who served with Theodore Roosevelt's 

'Rough Riders' in the Spanish-American War before working as a journalist in the Far East 

and Central and South America. He travelled to Europe in August 1914 to cover the war as a 

correspondent with the armies of the Central Powers, where his pro-German sentiments 

attracted attention.'^® Emerson’s post-war career, which combined protests at imperialism in 

Ireland, India and Egypt with agitation against the Italian annexation of the South Tyrol and 

alleged French atrocities in the occupied Rhineland, shows the linkage of anti-Allied 

grievances.'®' In 1922 the Indian revolutionary Pillai rubbed shoulders with representatives 

from Schleswig, Upper Silesia and other lost German territories at the DIG’s annual general 

meeting.'®^ O f course Germany was itself a former colonial power, which had occupied and 

ruthlessly exploited large parts of Europe during the war. Ironically the loss of its colonies 

was of one o f the many ‘injustices’ lamented by right-wingers.
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There were tentative efforts to institutionalise links between the various anti-British 

independence movements in Berhn. Meyer was already working to set up an association of 

‘oppressed peoples’ when he died in 1919.'®  ̂ In 1920 Emerson set up a Berlin branch of the 

League of Oppressed Peoples (Vereinigung Vergewaltigter Volker), a US anti-imperialist 

group with Irish-American connections.'^'* Hamilton recalled that it did little more than hold 

protest meetings “as innocuous as they were frequent”, a good description o f anti-imperialist 

politics in post-war Berlin.’^̂  Meanwhile the various representatives o f ‘oppressed peoples’ 

gathered there had begun to discuss more active forms o f cooperation in consultation with the 

Paris mission. Gifford, an intense anti-imperialist familiar with Egypt, India and the Near 

East, argued that he could exploit an opening for Irish activism in India. He informed Gavan 

Duffy that there were “possibilities open to me and ways of communication that are not 

dreamt of by the man in the street” in the summer of 1920. Gavan Duffy passed his 

observations on to Dublin, recommending that they use his services (although this possibly 

refers to Gifford’s simultaneous angling for a post in B e rlin ).G a ffn ey  was also arguing that 

republicans should send missions to Russia, South Africa, Afghanistan and Turkey, writing 

that “It is in the power of the Irish to take the chief part in the destruction o f Imperial 

England”.'*’ He had already forwarded a Turkish nationalist memorandum to the Sinn Fein

Irische Korrespondenz, Oct-Nov 1919
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leadership via P a r i s . B y  late 1920 Pillai was arguing that a central committee of oppressed 

peoples would facilitate “active co-operation”.

Irish separatists were wary of formal alliances, however. In June 1919 it was announced that 

the Irish in Paris had joined with Egyptian, Indian and Boer nationalists in a joint-action 

agreement. Yet while the Paris mission did toy with the idea of a genuine anti-imperialist 

alliance, its actions were dictated by a cool and calculating sense o f political realism and an 

awareness of the relative strength of the Irish case. Gavan Duffy’s next letter to Dublin, dated 

15 June, made it clear that this public show of anti-imperialist unity was not to be taken too 

seriously, admitting that the armouncement was merely propaganda and had been partly 

fabricated by the Irish mission. There were no Indian nationalists in Paris and the Boers had 

already left after being snubbed by Lloyd George. The issue of race was hindering a real 

alliance, as the Boers were afraid to co-operate with the “not quite white” Egyptians in case 

racial prejudice was roused against them at home. Yet having taken the initial step, Gavan 

Duffy argued that uniting to denounce the British as enemies o f liberty at international 

gatherings would be more effective than agitating on behalf o f the Irish a l o n e . T h e  Sinn 

Fein leadership rejected a formal anti-imperialist entente however. Diarmuid O’Hegarty 

informed Paris that the cabinet was “averse to identifying Ireland’s case with the other 

victims of the Empire”, although it was willing to offer any assistance possible “without 

definitely aligning our position with theirs”. Resolutions attacking British imperialism 

generally would be less useful to Ireland than ones calling specifically for the recognition of

the Irish republic.'™ This decision reflected a belief that specific appeals for the recognition

Gavan Duffy to Dublin, 27 Mar 1920, Gavan Duffy, NAI, 1125/1
Gavan Duffy to Dublin, 15 Jun 1919, Gavan Duffy papers, NAI, 1125/1
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of Irish independence would be more advantageous than universal challenges to imperial rule. 

Fitful moves to institutionalise relations continued after 1919. O’Kelly apparently joined with 

Indian and Egyptian representatives in Rome in 1920 to form a committee of subject peoples, 

although nothing came of the i n i t i a t i v e .T h e  Irish also tended to view relationships with 

other anti-imperialist movements as unequal. In June 1919 O’Kelly wrote that he expected 

little from their consultations with the Boers and Egyptians. “We can be of much more 

service to them than they can be to us”.’̂  ̂When Art O ’Brien was approached by an Egyptian 

representative seeking assistance he observed that it “is a really important point for them to 

recognise that our triumph will be the triumph of all and consequently it is really, therefore, 

more in their interests in one way to work hard for our success”.”  ̂ The Irish were careftal to 

work only with nationalities within the British Empire, with Gavan Duffy advising Dublin to 

avoid a conference of ‘oppressed peoples’ organised by Flemish nationalists so as not to 

offend the French and Belgians.” ''

The Irish enjoyed an advantage over their erstwhile allies as white Europeans, one they 

cheerfully exploited at the expense of anti-imperialist solidarity when casting themselves as 

the only white race left in servitude. The assumption that African and Asian peoples were 

racially inferior remained strong in Europe, while there was little outcry over the brutalisation 

of non-Europeans until the early twentieth century.'’  ̂ Irish propaganda in Paris drew 

analogies with Bohemia and Poland, not Egypt or India. Ireland also had the advantage of
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proximity to Europe, allowing journalists to visit easily and news of atrocities to travel fast. 

In contrast it was eight months before the full story o f the massacre of several hundred people 

in the Indian town of Amritsar in April 1919 was published in Britain.’̂ ® Irish attitudes to race 

were also complex. Advanced nationalist anti-war propaganda often resorted to racist jibes, 

whether blaming the conflict on Jewish profiteers or complaining about the Allied use of 

Asian and African troops in European theatres o f war.’̂  ̂ Griffith could attack Asian and 

African troops serving with the Allies on racial and religious grounds, complaining that the 

introduction o f “savages” into Europe was “a betrayal o f the white race”.’’® This ambiguity 

partly reflected ingrained racist attitudes, but also the opportunistic nature of propaganda. 

Racial epitaphs were applied or withheld as suited separatist arguments. The same ambiguity 

existed in Berlin, where anglophobic propaganda in 1914-18 was linked to racist agitation 

against the Allied use of Asian and African troops in European theatres of war. Gaffney had 

been decorated by Leopold II for contesting accusations of atrocities in the Congo before 

1914, while his German son-in-law had participated in the savage suppression of the Herero 

rebellion in German South-West Africa.”® During the war he complained that the British had 

imported thousands o f “Asiatics” from “the jungles and mountains of India” to fight against 

“German culture and Christian civilisation”.'*® John T. Ryan, later an occasional associate of 

Indian revolutionaries, complained in April 1920 that living as a poor white man amongst 

“brovra men” in Mexico was degrading.'*' Talat’s involvement with the wartime slaughter of 

Armenians illustrates the thin line between ‘oppressor’ and ‘oppressed’ in post-war Europe.
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Sympathisers in Berlin were unconcerned, no doubt convinced that the Armenian atrocities 

were another Allied fabrication. In 1920 the occasionally anti-Semitic Hamilton remarked 

that Armenians possessed all the bad qualities of Jews without any of the good ones.’®̂

Part IV

Gavan Dufiy’s Mission to Berlin, January -  February 1921

In late 1920 Gavan Duffy was asked to tour Europe on a fact-finding mission as part of plans 

to increase representation on the continent. Berlin was only added to the list later, with de 

Valera commenting that the situation there was “more or less obscure”. He thought that 

Berlin would seek an understanding with London, leading them to be “tabooed”.'*̂  De Valera 

had returned to Ireland determined to expand and professionalise representation abroad, 

sidelining the ineffectual Plunkett, who had already been downgraded to associate minister 

and was finally replaced by Griffith in August 1921. De Valera appointed Robert Brennan as 

Under Secretary for Foreign Affairs in February 1921, part of his plan to create a coherent 

foreign policy founded on a solid institutional framework. By the end of 1921 the republican 

counter-goverrmient was formally represented in seven European countries. Gavan Duffy 

arrived in Berlin on 21 January 1921 and remained until 10 February, briefly interrupting his 

stay to visit Scandinavia. He reported that the DIG was doing useful work and recommended 

a contribution of £10 per annum. He noted however that it was currently “much reduced” due 

to “political conditions” and added that it would be more useful under a different government. 

After the coalition of left-liberals, moderate socialists and Catholics responsible for the birth

Hamilton, article in Deutsche Rundschau, Nov 1920, Vol. 47, No. 2 
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of the Weimar Republic lost their majority in June 1920 power passed to a slightly different 

alliance o f Catholics, left-liberals and the moderate rightists of the DVP, which the Irish 

obviously viewed as little more helpful. Gavan Duffy found Grabisch devoted to the cause 

and “very eager and very active”, while Fliigge was inclined to be cautious. He also met 

Pokomy, one of their “best and keenest friends”, who had been appointed to Kuno Meyer’s 

old chair in the University o f Berlin.'*'* Pokomy had been bom into Prague’s small German

speaking minority, a background more reminiscent of southern unionism than of the Irish 

separatism he identified with. He pursued an academic career after developing an interest in 

the Irish language while studying philology in Vierma. He genuinely loved Ireland, which he 

visited for the first time in 1908, and enthusiastically supported the language revival. He had 

turned his interest to propagandistic account during the war, writing and lecturing on Anglo- 

Irish relations and producing a highly partisan history of Ireland.'*^ Gavan Duffy was less 

enthusiastic about Horst, although the latter was “loud in his profession of affection”. He was 

generally viewed with suspicion and “Spain” had wamed them more than once not to tmst 

him.’“  Gavan Duffy was fulsome in his praise of Hamilton, who accompanied him 

everywhere, reporting that the visit would have “quite barren” without him. “He has the 

entree practically everywhere and, moreover, uses it, and does a great deal of very useful, 

quite unofficial propaganda for us all the time, unasked”. He was also under the (false) 

impression that Hamilton was popular in pro-Sinn Fein circles.'*^ Gavan Duffy’s first meeting
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with Ryan was “in no way satisfactory”. The two men disagreed over rumours that Britain 

and Germany had allied against France, while Gavan Duffy reacted sceptically to Ryan’s 

claim to be in touch with senior officials. Ryan dismissed the Irish envoy as “overcome with 

ambition” and savaged his carelessness in discussing arms deals openly in his hotel. He was 

particularly scathing about his relationship with Hamilton, writing several months later that 

information which had come to light “made it utterly impossible to have him in any way 

connected to our Company, or with anyone associated with it” .’** Another Berlin source 

warned that Hamilton could be “very indiscreet” .'*®

Gavan Duffy also made a number of political contacts. “I am sorry I could not spend a month 

there”, he later wrote, “for there are many pressmen and politicians, to say nothing of traders, 

whom it w[oul]d have been useful to meet had time allowed”.H a m i l to n  was responsible 

for many of the introductions.'®' He later recalled that he knew “most of the notables in the 

political world”, including Erzberger, Ledebour and Reventlow.'®^ Gavan Duffy’s most 

prominent contact was Gustav Stresemann, leader of the DVP and chairman of the Reichstag 

committee on foreign affairs. The DVP had experienced a breakthrough in the elections of 

June 1920, almost tripling its size from 22 seats to 65.'”  Gavan Duffy reported that the party 

was not as democratic as its name suggested, “although it is important and inclined to be anti

republican”. Although the DVP’s attitude to the republic was ambiguous, Stresemann was a
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realist who sought to move his party towards the centre and work within a republican 

framework. He became more firmly committed to the Weimar Republic as time passed, 

emerging as its dominant personality in 1923. Gavan Duffy wrote that he was “important to 

keep in touch with” and would probably visit him in Rome. The conversation was not 

motivated by any strong anglophobic sentiment on Stresemann’s part, for he also cultivated 

contacts with the British embassy. Although the industrialist Rudolf Schneider was 

responsible for the introduction, the meeting’s circumstances are otherwise obscure. The Irish 

envoy possibly read too much into a brief conversation. Gavan Duffy also met Martin Spahn 

(later a DNVP Reichstag deputy), Count von Gleichen and Rudolf Pechel o f the June Club, 

whom he described as “the leaders o f their set”. They desired “an intellectual revival of 

nationalism on liberal lines” and were very sympathetic. “They would be useful to anyone 

established here on your behalf’. Other contacts included Count von Gebsattel, an aristocrat, 

former Bavarian minister to the Vatican and personal friend of the Pope. He would represent 

Bavaria in Paris if  it separated from the Reich, a forlorn hope by 1921. Gavan Duffy also met 

Reventlow, the “bitterest and one of the most powerful enemies of England”, who was eager 

to be more in touch. His contact with the press was less than one might expect, although he 

did meet T. B. Krauss, director of an important Catholic press agency. Kraus would “take all 

he can get concerning Ireland”, for little was reaching him at present. He was to prove an 

important contact for the dissemination of Irish propaganda. Given the Irish question’s past 

political orientation it is hardly surprising that most of Gavan Duffy’s contact was with the 

right. Gleichen, Pechel and Spahn were right-wing intellectuals. Reventlow was a radical 

rightist heavily involved in anglophobic agitation during the war. Irish separatists tended to
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look on the right as their natural allies, no doubt because their desire to confront the Allies 

was strongest. In March 1921 Nancy Power observed that “Neither the Socialist nor the 

Centre parties are much use to us -  the aristocratic, ‘militarist’ elements are the anti-English 

ones”.'̂  ̂ Contact with the right also reflected the DIG’s ideological tendencies and the 

rightwing revival o f 1920.

Gavan Duffy left Berlin “tremendously impressed by the spirit and determination of the

people and by the anti-Ally feeling generally prevalent”, in spite of “official attempts” at an

anglophile policy. He was obviously optimistic about the prospects for publicity, claiming

that many leading figures were willing to be openly sympathetic simply because Britain was

their e n e m y . H e  was convinced that “it is most necessary to have a political and

commercial representative as soon as possible in Berlin; and a press bureau is badly needed,

for hardly any Irish news gets through”. A  month later he again stressed “the urgency and

importance o f real, hard work on our behalf in Germany”. “I feel that believing in the rise of

Germany as 1 do, I can hardly exaggerate either the importance of this or its urgency”.'’* He

was convinced that “the Germans, who consider the war was lost through bad leadership

only, are counting the days till they can start afresh and make no mistake this time”.'’’ Gavan

Duffy disagreed with the idea “spread abroad” in France that Berlin would welcome an

understanding with London, although the Germans were happy to play the two powers off

each other in the short term. “There is profound distrust of England and ill-concealed anxiety

to punish her in all the circles with which I came into contact”. He had found the people

Power, ‘M emo on Germany’, 29 Mar 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 233(1)
Gavan Duffy to Dublin, 10 Feb 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 233(1)
Ibid
Gavan Duffy to Dublin, 11 Mar 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 233(10)
Gavan Duffy to Dublin, 11 Mar 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 233(10)
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sympathetic, but the press agencies poor and ignorance widespread. Anglophobia was still the 

key to exciting interest in Ireland. “There is a certain amount of sentimental admiration, as 

everywhere else, for the magnificent bravery o f our fight, but I think the predominant factor 

in sustaining interest is a lively sense of our potential value to the enemies o f England”. 

However, he reported some doubt as to whether or not the Irish could hold out or maintain 

their refusal to compromise in the face of such overwhelming odds.^°°

Gavan Duffy’s impression that Germans thought the war was only lost through “bad 

leadership” and were anxious to renew the struggle is puzzling. It suggests that he derived his 

information from right-wingers fiercely opposed to the Weimar Republic, as does his obvious 

disdain for “official” foreign policy. His reliance on their advice skewed his assessment, 

leading him to falsely attribute their views to the wider population. In reality the experience 

o f 1914-18 had left the population distinctly unenthusiastic about war. In 1922 Hans von 

Seeckt, chief of army command, noted the people’s “widespread and explicable desire for 

peace”. Y e t  Gavan Duffy’s impressions make somewhat more sense in the context o f a 

volatile situation internationally. Although the Treaty o f Versailles had bound Berlin to pay 

extensive reparations, it was not until January 1921 that an inter-Allied conference fixed the 

total bill at 226,000 million gold marks payable over 42 years. This immense sum was bound 

to excite opposition in Germany. The brewing row over reparations coincided with an Allied 

sponsored plebiscite on the future of Upper Silesia, which rejected union with Poland by a 

narrow majority. Conflict was soon brewing in the east as the Poles tried to seize the region

by force. As one historian o f German communism has put it, “It was not hard to build up a

Ibid
Kramer, Alan, ‘The First World War and German Memory’ in Jones, Heather, O’Brien, Jennifer and 
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picture of imminent crisis” in early 1921.^“  In early March Berlin was informed that 

sanctions would be introduced unless they accepted the Allied reparations programme within 

four days or produced satisfactory counter-proposals. When the government refused French 

troops occupied three cities in the Ruhr. On 29 March Power reported that public opinion was 

hardening in the face of Allied demands, “so that the moment is particularly opportune for 

our propaganda”.M e a n w h ile  the Allies scaled back the reparations bill to 132,000 million 

gold marks and drew up a new payment schedule, which they dispatched to Berlin on 6 May 

with a six day ultimatum threatening immediate occupation of the Ruhr. The Reichstag voted 

to comply after several tense days, defusing the crisis. This incident illustrated two rival 

approaches to Versailles, Erfullungspolitik (fulfilment of the treaty’s terms) and 

Katastrophenpolitik (defiance to the point of confrontation). In reality the line between the 

two was much more fluid than might be expected. Advocates of ‘fulfilment’ wanted to show 

good-will towards the Allies while at the same time demonstrating that fulfilment was 

impossible and revision necessary. The policy of defiance had the same revisionist aims, but 

assumed that national revival would only come through confrontation. The latter had an 

obvious appeal for Irish separatists, who hoped to exploit any conflict with the Allies for their 

own ends. They shared the right’s tendency to see fulfilment as cowardly capitulation and its 

unrealistic assumption that resistance was possible. The timing of the Irish mission suggests 

that the leadership hoped to take advantage of an imminent confrontation with the Allies and 

wanted a representative on the spot in Berlin to forge links and await opportunities. Although 

Germany’s capitulation in May 1921 inaugurated a period of ‘fulfilment’, much to the 

republicans’ annoyance, its tense relations with the Allies and the electoral revival of parties

Fowkes, Ben, Communism in Germany under the Weimar Republic (London, 1984), p. 63
Power, ‘Memo on Germany’, 29 Mar 1921, NAI, DFA ES Box 33, File 233(1)
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determined to revise the Versailles settlement by any means in their power naturally aroused 

hope. A similar crisis would lead to a French occupation of the Ruhr in 1923, inspiring a 

campaign of massive resistance which right-wing militants hoped to escalate into an all-out 

‘war of liberation’.

Gavan Duffy left convinced that Germany would re-emerge as a great power in conjunction

with the US and Russia. He argued that the Irish should support such an alliance in place of

the Catholic ‘pan-Latin’ entente he had previously advocated, which lacked a “vitalising

element”. Italy was in bad shape, France was “a decadent and a decreasing country” and

Spain belonged “to other days”. “These Latins are all inclined to be friendly to us because

they are Catholic and they admire our fight, but they are all afraid of England and that fear

surpasses the love of us very considerably”. An economic alliance between Berlin and

Washington to exploit Russia’s vast potential would “put Berlin on its feet financially” and

enable it to resist Allied exactions sooner than might otherwise be possible. The alliance

embraced the three great powers of the future and was opportune and potentially durable, he

argued. It would also menace Britain, for the powers involved were all hostile and the impact

in India and the Near and Middle East would be far-reaching. Gavan Duffy suggested that

they urge Irish-Americans to support the alliance “with all their power” and to co-operate

more closely with the German-American community, which needed Irish help to organise

itself p o litic a lly .A lth o u g h  the alliance never materialised, Gavan Duffy’s ideas were

understandable in light of recent events. Berlin and Moscow were moving closer together in

the spring of 1921, influenced by shared anti-Polish and anti-Western sentiment and

Germany’s interest in the economic exploitation of Russia. From 1921 onwards the 

Gavan Duffy to Dublin, 11 Mar 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 233(10)
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Reichswehr sought to circumvent the Treaty of Versailles’ disarmament clauses by 

developing links with the Red Army. In April 1922 the two powers signed the Treaty of 

Rapallo on the fringes of the Genoa Conference, re-establishing official relations and 

agreeing to drop all reciprocal debt. The US, the other factor in Gavan Duffy’s triple alliance, 

had a vested interest in a German economic recovery. The US Senate had failed to ratify the 

Treaty o f Versailles and a separate peace was finally signed between the two countries in 

August 1921. Berlin in turn saw the US as a potential counterweight to the Allies and hoped 

it would intervene and mediate in the reparations question, although the strength of 

isolationist sentiment ruled out strong action. Although Gavan Duffy was wrong in the short 

term, he was at least perceptive in identifying the three great powers of the future.

These ideas represented an abrupt u-tum given that Gavan Duffy had arrived convinced that 

Berlin and London were forging an anti-French alliance. Ryan recalled struggling vainly to 

argue him out o f his “absurd impression”, reporting that “the proper people” had assured him 

that it was false.^®  ̂A memorandum which he submitted to the German Foreign Office argued 

that the rumour was an Allied plot “to break our peoples' unity of purpose in the United 

States by sowing distrust”. “Should such a scheme succeed - - and I assume the statements 

made to [my] associate are but part of the plot - - the benefits to be derived by the Allies, as 

well as the injury which will result to your people at this time, are too apparent to require 

mention”.̂®® Ryan’s memorandum was a classic example of the Irish tendency to emphasise 

their significance by playing the Irish-American card. Yet he thought that the claims

regarding an agreement between Moscow, Berlin and Washington had “not one iota of

Your Cousin’ (Ryan) to ‘Phil’ (McGarrity), n/d (marked as received on 21 Jun 1921), NAI, DFA ES, Box  
33, File 233(1)

Ryan, memorandum, n/d (spring 1921), PAAA, R30621-2 k.16-18

69



foundation”.̂ ®’ Gavan Duffy’s report, based on a brief trip to a country where he did not 

speak the language, seems to have had a major impact on the republican counter- 

government’s attitude to Berlin, an indication of how much the republican ‘foreign service’ 

relied on a handful of inexperienced envoys. De Valera agreed with the foreign policy 

suggested by Gavan Duffy, but was afraid that Britain would join the alliance too. They 

would still have a basis for action, he argued, as harmony within the alliance was impossible 

until the Irish question was settled.^®* Renewed Irish interest was thus linked to assumptions 

about the revival of German power, the strength o f anti-Allied and anglophobic sentiment and 

the possibility o f renewed conflict with the Allies.

Gavan Duffy also made commercial cormections during his visit to Berlin. He reported an 

“exceedingly interesting conversation” with Lassen, who complained that “there was no 

satisfactory results, only small items, from advertisements in Ireland and very little 

satisfaction from Overseas Co.”. Lassen also told him that he was acting “for and with” the 

leading Ruhr industrialist and DVP Reichstag deputy Hugo Stinnes, who had offered him a 

post as his representative in the US. He claimed that Stinnes was very interested in trade with 

Ireland and had asked him to get in touch. Gavan Duffy put Lassen in touch with the Paris 

mission and advised him to send an agent to Ireland to organise future trade. Rudolf 

Schneider, the “head o f the industrial league”, was also anxious to establish trade with

Ireland. It was he who introduced the Irish envoy to Stresemann.^“® Gavan Duffy sent home a

Your Cousin’ (Ryan) to ‘Phil’ (McGarrity), n/d (marked as received on 21 Jun 1921), NAI, DFA ES, Box 
33, File 233(1)

De Valera to ‘U .S.F.A.’, 4 Apr 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 14, File 96(14). Collins on the other hand agreed 
fully with Gavan Duffy. See Collins to Gavan Duffy, 17 May 1921, Gavan Duffy papers, NAI, 1125/20. Gavan 
D uffy’s predictions regarding the alliance and his recommendation that Irish-Americans should support it were 
forwarded to Harry Boland in early April.
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memorandum from Rudolf Jurgens, “a big Hamburg merchant” introduced by Pokomy who 

was offering to act as a commercial intermediary. Jurgens outlined ambitious plans to 

promote trade and develop the wider Irish economy, including proposals for electrification. 

He argued that German experts could help to modernise Ireland’s agriculture, industry and 

infrastructure by introducing “all the latest progresses (sic) and improvements”. ’̂® Jurgens 

obviously hoped that Germany could seize some o f the Irish market with separatist 

assistance. Gavan Duffy informed him that the republican government would put anyone he 

sent to Ireland in touch with “highly useful people”. He also met Maritz, who offered to 

encourage trade between Ireland and South Africa.^'' Gavan Duffy left Berlin impressed by 

the potential for trade and urged Dublin to send someone familiar with commerce to 

investigate.^'^ His predictions that Berlin and Washington would join together to exploit 

Russia’s economic potential must have made Germany seem like a particularly attractive 

prospect. The economic aspects o f his report had little immediate im pact again illustrating 

the republican goverrmient’s institutional weakness. Ernest Blythe did not take up Jurgens’ 

offer to act as an intermediary, observing that they had already been in touch for several 

months and had recommended Irish firms to him. He felt that there was nothing more he 

could do.^'^ Hopes of developing economic relations between the two countries would hang 

fire until a consul was appointed eight months later.

DFA memorandum on the international situation in the week 9-16 November commented that Stinnes was pro- 
British. See Anonymous, ‘International News for the Week ending November 16* 1921’, NAI, DFA ES, Box 
2/202 London 30.
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Gavan Duffy was watched throughout his visit. Two British agents spent the night at his hotel 

when he paused in Berlin for twenty-four hours on his way north. They returned when he did 

and were soon occupying the room next door.^’'' Ryan claimed that the Irish visitor had 

ignored warnings that he was being watched, only to leave Berlin abruptly when he 

discovered that the Irish-American was right. Even then Gavan Duffy argued that “no harm 

had been done” as his callers had not identified themselves.^'^ His lack of caution is 

surprising given that those involved in pro-Sinn Fein activism in Berlin were convinced that 

that the city was riddled with spies. In reality, British surveillance in 1919-21 appears to have 

been spasmodic and uncoordinated. Interwar British intelligence tended to focus on 

communist or Bolshevik activities at the expense o f other threats to the Empire.^'^ As a major 

European communist centre Berlin was liable to be closely watched. Intelligence operatives 

often stumbled on Irish or pro-Irish activities in the course of other operations, particularly 

the surveillance o f Indian revolutionaries. “The thought of communist intervention in India 

either directly or in the form of supporting internal unrest was a major concern for the British 

authorities in the 1920s”. '̂  ̂This meant that Indian revolutionaries with communist links such 

as Chattopadhyaya were closely watched.

Intelligence regarding pro-Sinn Fein activities in Berlin first emerged in the summer of 1920, 

when an informant attached to the British army in the occupied Rhineland claimed (“with 

what truth we have no way o f knowing”) to have infiltrated pro-Sinn Fein circles. According

Gavan Duffy to Dublin, 10 Feb 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 233(1)
Your Cousin’ (Ryan) to ‘Phil’ (McGarrity), n/d (marked as received on 21 Jun 1921), NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, 

File 233(1) and unknown (possibly Grabisch) to unknown (possibly McGarrity, n/d (marked as received on 21 
Jun 1921), Box 33, File 232
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Dublin, 2006), p. 7

O'MaWey, Ireland, India and Empire, p. 18
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to the informant “talk amongst the seafaring people” suggested that “illicit cargoes” were 

being shipped to Ireland via foreign ports. These activities centred on a circle of local 

sympathisers, notably Grabisch, Chatterton Hill, Horst and Lassen. The informant had 

obviously watched the group for several weeks and claimed to have discussed arms 

smuggling with Grabisch, who had introduced him to Lassen and Chatterton Hill. The news 

that $10,000 was being sent to Grabisch “for the purpose intended” and that someone was 

coming to Ireland “to arrange the matter personally” is probably a garbled reference to Ryan, 

suggesting that the intelligence was at least partially accurate.^'* On the other hand the report 

contains several inaccuracies and the informant was almost certainly wrong to imply that 

large scale arms smuggling was underway.

Other fragments of (not very accurate) intelligence regarding arms smuggling reached the 

British over the next month or two, although they do not suggest any serious infiltration.^’’ 

Chatterton Hill’s claim that his post was being tampered with in July may simply reflect his 

love of melodrama.^^® When a mysterious Irishman called ‘Ryan’ (not to be confused with 

John T. Ryan) in Berlin claimed to have bought arms for the IRA in August, Gifford 

dismissed it as a clumsy attempt at infiltration.^^' Collins, who had already met Ryan in 

Ireland, dismissed him as a “man who was out to make money without working for it” and 

added that they were “dropping him altogether” .̂ ^̂  The intelligence regarding Grabisch and 

Emerson’s interest in Chattopadhyaya’s mission to Moscow, uncovered in April 1921, was

‘Agent’s Report No. 478’, 8 Jul 1920, G. S. Intelligence, General Headquarters, British Forces on the Rhine, 
NA, FO 371/4783

Lord Kilmarnock, British charge d’affaires in Berlin, to Foreign Office, 5 Aug 1920, FO 371/4832 and 
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the first o f several leakages via Indian revolutionary circles. This was far from the first report 

received on Grabisch, who was described as a well known Sinn Fein “agitator” with links to 

the B o lsh e v ik s .H e r communist connections would have made her particularly interesting 

given the priorities of British intelligence. Such surveillance as existed was closely linked to 

arms smuggling and showed little interest in propaganda. When the Foreign Office heard that 

Hamilton had published an article on Ireland in Die Woche, an official commented that the 

illustrated weekly was widely read but exercised no “appreciable political influence”.̂ '̂* A 

report on an ‘Irish evening’ in Dresden addressed by Chatterton Hill was accompanied by a 

note dismissing him as “a little fop and pipsqueak” .̂ ^̂

Gavan Duffy also pursued anti-imperialist politics in Berlin, meeting Talat, Pillai, Maritz, the 

Egyptian nationalist Abdul Aziz Shauish and Chattopadhyaya, regarded by the British as “the 

doyen of Indian revolutionaries living abroad”.̂ ®̂ Chattopadhyaya had been involved with an 

officially sponsored Indian committee in Berlin during the war, later moving to neutral 

Sweden. Once there he came out against all forms of imperialism and announced that he 

would no longer let Germany use Indian revolutionaries as pawns. After the war he 

approached the Comintern in search of funds, claiming to lead the Indian independence 

movement overseas.^^^ Gavan Duffy also met the American radical Agnes Smedley, 

Chattopadhyaya’s lover and an “active worker” in the Indian cause who held “extreme views

Anonymous memorandum from Secret Intelligence Service to Foreign Office, 21 Apr 1921, FO 371/6844  
G. Saunders, comments on a file containing a letter from Sir William Thwaites, Director o f  Military 

Intelligence, War Office, to the Foreign Office, 20 Aug 1920, NA, FO 371/4835
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generally” .̂ *̂ Smedley had been sent over by the US-based Friends o f Freedom for India, 

who wanted her to make contact with Indian activists in Berhn and represent it at an 

upcoming Indian nationaUst summit in Moscow.^^’ Gavan Duffy discussed plans to co

operate more closely with Indian nationalists and possibly with their counterparts in Egypt 

and Turkey. Hamilton recalled him agreeing on “concerted action” with Pillai and Shauish, 

although the plan was never implemented, largely due to the advent o f the Anglo-Irish 

talks.^^° The envoy left Berlin convinced that India was “waking up” and wanted Irish help, 

although it might take a long time “to get anything substantial done”.̂ ’̂ He sent home 

memoranda by Pillai and Chattopadhyaya, commenting that although their proposals went 

too far “some cooperation should be possible”. He also reported that Gifford was familiar 

with India and would welcome a mission t h e r e . G a v a n  Duffy may have discussed plans for 

co-operation with Talat, who was in touch with nationalists in Turkey, although a few weeks 

later the Turk told a British agent that the Irish republicans he had met in Berlin did not 

impress him.^^  ̂ Gavan Duffy’s willingness to discuss closer co-operation with other 

independence movements throws interesting light on Irish reticence in 1919. Separatists seem 

to have been willing to work with other movements, provided they were not aligned too 

closely.
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These contacts were to prove embarrassing when news o f Gavan Duffy’s activities leaked 

out. In late June the conservative Morning Post published an article claiming that Irish 

republicans had joined other “disaffected elements” in an anti-imperialist plot based in Berlin 

and financed by Moscow. A meeting held in Reventlow’s home in January 1920 and attended 

by Pillai, Chatterton Hill, and Shauish amongst others had allegedly produced an “ambitious 

plan” for an international league hostile to the Allies, although it came to nothing when 

Moscow refused to subsidise it. The Morning Post fancifully portrayed a committee formed 

at a second meeting in October as the lynchpin of a burgeoning Irish alliance with Moscow. It 

also noted that a “well-known republican” (obviously Gavan Duffy) had visited Berlin in the 

spring o f 1921 and met with Pillai, Talat, and Shauish.^^'' Although Robert Brennan thought 

that the article was mostly conjecture with very “little real inside information”, it had some 

basis in fact.^^  ̂ The intelligence regarding Gavan Duffy’s visit to Berlin was fairly accurate, 

suggesting that someone involved had leaked information. Although the “leakage” was 

attributed Chatterton Hill, Chattopadhyaya and his associates were closely watched and there 

was at least one British informant amongst the Indian revolutionaries in Berlin.^^^ Chartres 

later claimed that the Morning Post article had caused consternation in the German Foreign 

Office, where it was regarding as preliminary to an official British protest.^^’ Friedrich 

Sthamer, the German ambassador in London, forwarded a copy to Berlin, but seems to have 

attached little importance to it.̂ *̂

Morning Post, 29 June 1921. See also Power, BMH Witness Statement No. 732
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Although the Morning Post article wildly exaggerated the Russian dimension, Berlin was an 

important point of contact with Moscow, especially during Patrick McCartan’s mission there 

in 1921. McCartan had been sent to discuss an alliance hinging on mutual recognition of the 

Irish republic and the USSR, although the cabinet was obviously wary of closer relations. 

Gavan Duffy complained that they might as well abandon all their efforts on the continent if a 

delegation was sent to Russia, adding that “the real gain from the move is problematic and the 

loss certain” .̂ ’̂ O’Kelly also stressed the effect o f reports that they were allied to Moscow. 

McCartan had proposed taking Ryan with him when the idea was first discussed in 1920, 

while Brennan assumed that an agent dispatched to India from the US would travel via Berlin 

and Moscow in the summer of 1921.^“*' Ryan met a Russian representative in Berlin soon 

after his arrival, reporting that although the discussion was “more or less cautious on both 

sides” they had talked “real business”. He withdrew when McCartan was sent to Moscow, 

anxious not to interfere with his mission.^''^. Prospects for an agreement were much less 

favourable by the time McCartan finally arrived in early 1921. Lenin was beginning to realise 

that revolution was not going to sweep Europe, bringing to the surface tensions between the 

twin priorities of world revolution and the survival of the USSR. In June Trotsky admitted 

that “Only now do we see and feel that we are not immediately close to our final aim, to the 

conquest of power on the world scale... we told ourselves back in 1919 that it was a question 

of months, but now we say that it is perhaps a question of several years”. M o s c o w  would

now seek to reconstruct its shattered economy by re-establishing commercial relations with
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capitalist powers, even as the Comintern plotted to overthrow their governments. In this spirit 

it signed a trade agreement with London on 16 March, an important step in normalising its 

relations with the outside world.

Conclusion

The events o f 1919-21 illustrate the weakness o f republican representation on the continent 

over much o f the Anglo-Irish War. Although missions had been operating in Paris and Rome 

for some time, the republican counter-government’s organisation extended only very 

gradually into the rest o f Europe. In the meantime republicans were often reliant on 

enterprising locals pursuing their own initiatives and agendas in loose consultation with the 

Paris mission. It was only in 1921 that the republican administration began to extend its 

formal representation across western Europe, a process which went hand in hand with 

growing institutionalisation and professionalisation. Yet the period before 1920 also saw 

considerable interest in Ireland, as the Irish question emerged as a burning international issue. 

The expanding republican representation on the continent would seek to exploit this 

engagement in the coming year.
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Chapter II

‘Believing in the Rise of Germany as I do’: March -  December

1921

Introduction

An Irish mission was formally established in Berlin in the spring of 1921, based on Gavan 

Duffy’s belief that post-war Germany was a rising, sympathetic power and tasked with 

influencing public opinion by every means possible. Over the next nine months the mission 

would appeal to the press, test official attitudes and liaise with a range of contacts, from 

intransigent rightists to Indian revolutionaries. Yet its weaknesses showed that the 

professionalisation set in train by de Valera in early 1921 were still limited, while official 

attitudes remained cautious. In the closing months of 1921 the mission faced new challenges; 

Anglo-Irish negotiations and a compromise settlement which split the independence 

movement.

P a rti 

Establishing the Berlin mission, March -  June 1921

Gavan Duffy left Berlin with two alternative schemes for a press office, one submitted by 

Chatterton Hill and the other by Gifford. The two plans represented radically different 

approaches. Chatterton Hill’s envisaged the production o f regular Irish bulletins, either three
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hundred typed copies four times a week or five thousand printed copies monthly, while 

Gifford proposed the establishment of an information bureau, which would issue pamphlets 

“from time to time”, correct false reports and contribute articles to the p re s s .C h a tte r to n  

Hill’s proposal for an extremely frequent bulletin might have allowed for a rapid response to 

Irish events (useful at times such as the negotiations which led up to the truce), but lacked in- 

depth treatment. It also depended on the prompt arrival of up-to-date news from Ireland. It is 

questionable how effective a bulletin with a print run of three hundred would be in a country 

with over four thousand periodicals. '̂*^ His alternative scheme envisaged a higher quality 

product and would have reached more people (and would no doubt have allowed for more in- 

depth analysis), but lacked the responsiveness of a more frequent bulletin. Chatterton Hill’s 

proposal was accompanied by another pathetic plea for help: “my present position is a fearful 

one, and I positively know not what will become of my wife and myself if some immediate 

relief is not forthcoming”. He also pleaded for £100 to tide him over.̂ "*® Gifford placed more 

emphasise on pamphlets and articles in the press, in other words on deeper argument and 

analysis. His scheme also offered greater flexibility and events were to show that his was the 

better approach.

Gavan Duffy reported that Gifford was “vigorous and active” and “on good terms with 

everybody”, but also “rather the type o f the pleasant old gentleman”. Although Chatterton 

Hill was rumoured to be an alcoholic and was “very positively and very generally declared to 

be unscrupulous in money matters”, his past record of “really first rate work” during the war

Gavan Duffy to Dublin, 10 Feb 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 233(15) and Gavan Duffy, ‘Propaganda 
Extension’, n/d (Feb 1921), Box 33, File 233(12)

Kaes, Anton; Jay, Martin and Dimendberg, Edward, The Weimar Republic Sourcebook  (Berkeley and 
London, 1994), p. 641

Chatterton Hill to Gavan Duffy, 6 Feb 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 233(12)
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suggested that he would do a good job. He was a good linguist, well connected through his 

wartime work and “Quite the ablest person here from Ireland”. Gavan Duffy obviously 

preferred Chatterton Hill, but suggested employing Emerson to oversee the finances.^'" He 

added that the American was “reliable and sincere” and well liked in pro-Sinn Fein circles. '̂** 

Gavan Duffy “doubtfully” recommended Thomas St. John Gaffney for the post of official 

representative, stressing the “urgency and importance of strong representation”.̂ '*̂  Yet he 

noted that the Irish-American was “not ideal”, while rumours suggested that he was indiscreet

and “fond o f a glass”. G a v a n  Duffy had argued against appointing him to Switzerland in

1919, noting that he was reputed to have “a swelled head and very little judgment”.̂ '̂ His 

change o f heart illustrates the desperate shortage of candidates for overseas posts. The 

recommendation of Chatterton Hill was equally problematic given his instability and 

unpopularity in Berlin. He was known to be on bad terms with Gaffney and Grabisch, while 

Sean T. O ’Kelly’s wife later confirmed that he was “disliked and avoided by all the 

sympathisers with Ireland in Berlin”. P l a c i n g  propaganda in the hands o f someone loathed 

by the official representative and the head of the local Irish society was not a recipe for 

harmony.

The republican cabinet accepted Gavan Duffy’s recommendations on 8 March, deciding to 

establish a press office in Berlin at a cost of £1,000 per annum with Chatterton Hill

Gavan D uffy’s report on individuals met in Berlin, 10 Feb 1921, NAI, DE 2/270 and Gavan Duffy papers, 
NAI, 1125/29, enclosed with Gavan Duffy to Dublin, 10 Feb 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 233(15)

Gavan Duffy to Dublin, 11 Mar 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 233(10)
Gavan Duffy to Dublin, 11 Mar 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 233(10) and anonymous memorandum 

summarising a letter fi-om Gavan Duffy dated 11 Mar 1921, Box 33, File 233(1)
Gavan Duffy to Dublin, 11 Mar 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 233(10)
Gavan Duffy to Dublin, 15 Jun 1919, Gavan Duffy papers, NAI, 1125/1
Gavan D uffy’s report on individuals met in Berlin, 10 Feb 1921, NAI, DE 2/270 and Gavan Duffy papers, 

NAI, 1125/29, enclosed with Gavan Duffy to Dublin, 10 Feb 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 233(15)
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overseeing the production o f a bulletin and Emerson controlling the m o n e y . T h e  cabinet 

also voted to subscribe £10 to the O ’Kelly was instructed to approach Emerson

immediately so that the rest o f the plan could be implemented.^”  The leadership was 

obviously anxious to establish a presence in Berlin as soon as possible, with Brennan 

referring to the matter’s “urgency and importance” in March.^^^ Reactions to Chatterton Hill’s 

proposed appointment were mixed even with the promise of oversight, with one source 

describing him as “awfiil as regards money” and “unprincipled”.̂ ’̂ Yet even his enemies 

agreed on his literary abilities, while his proposal was more in line with Irish ideas, with 

Brennan commenting that a bulletin was “fairly generally agreed to be the best form” .̂ *̂ The 

Irish Bulletin had become accepted as the template for continental propaganda by 1921, with 

a French edition appearing in January and Spanish and Italian ones in May. Director of 

Publicity Erskine Childers favoured Chatterton Hill’s first proposal, arguing that a “regular 

stream of news” was essential. They would need to be able to communicate quickly with 

Berlin however so that its information was up to date. Childers thought that a monthly 

bulletin would achieve little, although a weekly one would do if communications were too 

poor.^^’ This insistence is surprising given that both Stresemann and Stinnes suggested a 

monthly bulletin.^®® In reality republican propagandists on the continent could never compete

“Dail Eireann Ministry and Cabinet Minutes”, 8 Mar 1921, NAI, DE 1/3 and de Valera to Gavan Duffy, 10 
Mar 1921, DIFP, Vol. I, No. 66

‘List o f  decisions made at meeting o f  the Ministry held on 8* March 1921’, NAI, DE 2/97
Brennan to O’Kelly, 15 Mar 1921, NAI, DE 2/270
Brennan to de Valera, 30 Mar 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 14, File 96(11)
De Valera to Brennan, 22 Mar 1921, D e Valera papers, UCDA, P150/1384. See also O’Brien to Collins, 31 

Mar 1921, NAI, DE 2/270 and O ’Kelly to Brennan, 1 and 2 Apr 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 14, File 96(11). 
Brennan to O’Kelly, 15 Mar 1921, NAI, DE 2/270
Unknown to Childers, 10 Mar 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 9, File 61(18) and Childers to unknown, 11 Mar 

1921, Box 9, File 61(2)
Gavan D uffy’s report on individuals met in Berlin, 10 Feb 1921, NAI, DE 2/270 and Gavan Duffy papers, 
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with press agencies despatching the latest news to hundreds of papers by telegram. As events 

in Berlin would show, they could do no more than contest its interpretation.

Having resolved the issue of propaganda, the leadership turned its attention to finding an 

official representative. De Valera asked Gaffney to return from the US at once, but started to 

look elsewhere when he had difficulty getting a passport.^^' A breakdown in communications 

meant that Gaffney would later arrive in Europe only to find someone else appointed in his 

place. With Gaffney absent attention turned to John Chartres, an unassuming Anglo-Irish 

civil servant who led a double life in republican intelligence and gun running. He had 

wintered in Egypt for his health and was due to pass through Paris in April on his way home. 

Collins had already tried to get in touch with him in February, informing O’Brien that they 

might have “an important offer to make” .̂ ^̂  O ’Kelly suggested him for the Berlin post on 18 

March, noting that he was “anxious to do work of this kind”.̂ ^̂

Chartres was not an obvious republican. Collins described him as a “South of Ireland 

Unionist and a Protestant”, a description accurate in everything except p o l i t i c s .O ’Kelly 

recalled that he wore a monocle and “spoke like an Oxford professor”, while Charles Bewley 

complained of his “anglicised manner”.C h a r t r e s  had spent most of his life in England, 

where he was bom to Irish parents in 1862. His father was a Trinity College graduate and

scion of Co. Dublin’s minor gentry, while his mother’s origins in Co. Monaghan gave him an

See Boland to Dublin, 30 Mar 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 27, File 157(2); de Valera to Boland, 8 Apr 1921, 
Box 27, File 158 and 29 Apr 1921, Box 27, File 157(2); Gaffney to de Valera, 26 May 1921, DFA ES Box 14, 
File 96(11) and unknown to Gaffney, 11 Jun 1921, Box 14, File 96(11).

Collins to O ’Brien, 11 and 22 Feb 1921, O’Brien papers, NLI, MS 8426 (file entitled ‘1921’, containing 
correspondence from January and February o f  that year)

Murphy, Chartres, p. 30
Collins to de Valera, 29 Apr 1921, Piaras Beaslai papers, NLI, Ms 33,912 (15)
O ’K elly’s memoirs in the Irish Press, 4 Aug 1961, and Bewley, M emoirs o f  a Wild Goose, p. 58
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ancestral link to the Ulster Protestants he attacked so fiercely in his propaganda. Although he 

spent part of his childhood in Ireland, Chartres was mostly resident in London from 1887 

onwards, where he practised law before taking over the Times index. He joined the Ministry 

of Munitions in 1915, moving to the Ministry o f Labour in 1918 and transferring to the 

Ministry’s Irish department two years later. Ironically given his later career, his work in 

London had involved preparing reports on the labour situation with particular reference to 

‘subversive’ groups.^^® Chartres later told O ’Kelly that he had been converted to separatism 

by the 1916 Rising. “When I joined my colleagues at supper that night and heard so many 

and such violent denunciations of Ireland and of the treachery o f the Irish, something that was 

long dormant within me was reawakened. That night I realised I was Irish, not British. All my 

sympathies were with Ireland and I made up my mind I must fight for Ireland”. The change 

was certainly abrupt. He had been a committed supporter o f the British war effort only a year 

earlier, organising a scheme allowing people to volunteer for work in munitions f a c t o r i e s . I t  

is difficult to reconstruct the motives which lay behind his conversion. He is in many ways 

comparable to Erskine Childers, another high-minded Anglo-Irishman living in London who 

only came to identify fully with Ireland in his fifties. Childers would gradually move from 

unionism and imperialism to Irish nationalism via liberal politics, encouraged by a strong 

sense of justice. He too deeply committed to the war effort in 1914-18, convinced that the 

liberation of small nations was the conflict’s only justification. Childers’ post-war 

radicalisation was partly a reaction to Britain’s inconsistency in failing to apply self- 

determination to Ireland. Chartres probably followed a similar path, although his transition to

For Chartres’ life prior to see his appointment see Murphy, Chartres, pp. 1-30.
O ’K elly’s memoirs in the Irish Press, 4 Aug 1961
Times, 26  and 28 Apr 1915. The industrial reserve was disbanded with the inauguration o f  the Ministry o f  

Munitions in October 1915. See Times, 18 Oct 1915.
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full-blown republicanism came several years earlier. Irish events from 1916 onwards shook 

Britain’s assumption that its empire was founded on justice and morality, a belief reinforced 

by wartime rhetoric.^®® “The intense press coverage of the campaign in Ireland exposed to 

public view tactics of colonial repression normally concealed by distance, ignorance or 

indifference”. I r i s h  repression sat uneasily with claims to have fought the war for the rights 

of small nations, prompting a bout of soul-searching which culminated in 1920’s outcry 

against reprisals. An idealistic, principled man with connections to Ireland might have been 

pushed further than most. It is also possible that Chartres’ disillusionment predated 1916, 

with the rebellion acting as a catalyst. Chartres’ intense anglophobia is also puzzling given 

that he claimed not to have felt particularly Irish until his late fifties. It was possibly a 

subconscious attempt to compensate for his outsider status.

Whatever his motives, Chartres quickly plunged into separatist activism. He made contact 

with Griffith in 1917 and began writing anonymously for Nationality, where he was so adept 

at imitating Griffith’s style that he sometimes penned lead articles when he was away. 

Chartres met Collins in 1918 and was quickly drawn into his intelligence network, smuggling 

arms and procuring information. Piaras Beaslai later recalled that the two were “in constant 

touch” and that Chartres had “conveyed quantities o f arms and ammunition to Collins on a 

number of occasions”, sometimes bringing them over personally. Collins mentioned his name 

at GHQ meetings occasionally, and once “in connection with work the nature of which it is 

not advisable to make public even at the present time”.̂ ’' Brennan recalled Chartres showing

him a machine gun in the cloakroom of a London club shortly after the IRA’s assassination

For a fuller discussion see Walsh, News from  Ireland, p. 77.
™ Ibid, p. 101

Article on Chartres by Piaras Beaslai in the Irish Independent, 28 Oct 1935
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attempt on Lord French.^’  ̂According to O’Kelly he joined “swell clubs” in Dublin to pick up 

intelligence, while Power recalled that he lived in a hotel frequented by Auxiliaries for the 

same purpose.^’  ̂ Brennan agreed that he was a “very valuable under-cover agent”, 

presumably because he was unlikely to arouse suspicion.^’'* Chartres was possibly influenced 

by a love o f conspiracy and adventure. In 1921 he assured Sean T. O ’Kelly that he was 

willing to do anything for the cause, provided it was not “safe”.̂ ’  ̂ He developed a close 

relationship with Collins, leading O ’Kelly to recall that he became “most useful, and, one 

could say intimate with Mick”.̂ ’  ̂ Although the aging civil servant and the ebullient young 

revolutionary seem like odd companions, Collins admired efficiency and no doubt found him 

a useful conspirator, while Chartres hero-worshipped the young IRA leader. His colleagues 

were uniformly impressed with his abilities. Power later wrote that whatever tasks Chartres 

undertook to aid the independence movement were “fiilfilled promptly and to the letter”.̂ ’̂ 

Yet regular proposals to appoint him to a post abroad came to nothing, perhaps because he 

was more useful at home.^’*

When he arrived in Berlin in June 1921 Chartres was a man approaching sixty, whose 

anglicized bearing belied his recent career in separatist journalism, intelligence and gun

Brennan, Robert, Allegiance (Dublin, 1950), pp. 270-71
O ’K elly’s memoirs in the Irish Press, 4 Aug 1961 and Power, article on Chartres in the Irish Independent, 1 

N ov 1935
Brennan, Allegiance, p. 270
Cait O ’Kelly (Sean T. O ’K elly’s wife) to unknown, n/d (Apr 1921), NAI, DFA ES, Box 14, File 96(11)
O ’K elly’s memoirs, Irish Press, 4 Aug 1961
Power, article on Chartres in the Irish Independent, 1 N ov 1935
See Gavan Duffy to Collins, 8 Mar 1920, NAI, DE 5/26; Gavan Duffy to FitzGerald, 8 Jul 1920, Gavan 

Duffy papers, NAI, 1125/7; “Dail Eireann Ministry and Cabinet Minutes”, 30 Jul 1920, NAI, DE 1/2; Gavan 
Duffy to FitzGerald, 9 Sep 1920, DIFP, Vol. I, No. 48; O ’Kelly to unknown, n/d (possibly Sep 1920); NAI, DE 
5/26; O’Hegarty to O ’Kelly, 28 Sep 20, DIFP, Vol. I, No. 49; Chartres to William T. Cosgrave, 15 Jun 1923, 
NAI, DFA ES, Box 14, File 98(1) and Murphy, Chartres, pp. 28-29. Collins told Power that he would have 
preferred to keep Chartres in Ireland, but bowed to de Valera’s wishes as he was short o f  personnel to send 
abroad. See Power, article on Chartres in the Irish Independent, 4 N ov 1935.
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running. A legal background and contact with the press had prepared him well for his new 

role, which required the ability to organise information and argue a case. Yet surprisingly his 

German appears to have been poor.^’  ̂ Chartres was atypical of the movement he represented 

in almost every way. Although several leading republicans were bom outside Ireland, 

Chartres’ experience, cosmopolitanism and unconventional marriage to the celebrated Italian 

novelist Annie Vivanti set him apart from his younger, more untried colleagues.^*® His age 

also marked him out, making him the second oldest foreign representative active in 1919-23 

(his grandfather had been bom in the 1790s, placing the decline of the Anglo-Irish 

ascendancy within living memory).^*’ Foreign representatives were often atypical in age, 

occupation and social status, for the skills required were not easily found in a movement of 

young, inexperienced men. Chartres proved himself to be efficient, idealistic and intensely 

anglophobic. References to his “smart, soldierly appearance” and face “strongly marked with 

character” capture his tendency to inflexible idealism.^*' Maire Comerford recalled a sincere 

republican, but also an entertaining companion. “So far as I know people always spoke well 

of him”.̂ *̂  Piaras Beaslai remembered him as “a charming man, gentle, kindly, courteous”.̂ *'' 

The Bloody English, a fiercely anglophobic diatribe written while wintering in Egypt, casts 

further light on his personality.^*^ The book’s admiration for Irish simplicity and purity and
279 See Gavan Duffy, “Confidential memorandum by the outgoing Minister for Foreign Affairs on the position 
o f Ireland’s ‘Foreign Affairs’ at [the] date o f  [the] general election, 1922”, Gavan Duffy papers, UCDA, 
152/251. There were however reports that Chartres had studied at a German university. See the Irish Times, 17 
May 1921. Mervyn O’Driscoll writes that Chartres’ knowledge o f  the language was seen as one o f  his “major 
assets”, yet only three pages later O ’Driscoll comments that Chartres’ “grasp o f  German was allegedly limited” 
and noted that he had been appointed despite de Valera’s insistence that their Berlin representative would need
to speak the language. See O ’Driscoll, Ireland, Germany and the Nazis, p. 28 and p. 31.
280 These included Gavan Duffy, Childers and FitzGerald. Ten o f  the seventy-seven leaders identified by Arthur 
Mitchell had been bom outside Ireland. See Mitchell, R evolutionaiy Government in Ireland, p. 34.

The oldest, Colonel Maurice Moore, was bom in 1854, eight years before Chartres.
Irish Independent, 16 Oct 1935
Comerford, Maire, rough draft for a memoir, circa 1956, Maire Comerford papers, UCDA, LA 18/26
B easla i, article on Chartres, Irish Independent, 28 Oct 1935
The Bloody English was serialised in the Irish Press (Philadelphia) from 7 January to 6 May 1922, although 
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disturbing obsession with English sexual deviance suggests a censorious, conservative author, 

an image at odds with Chartres’ unconventional marriage and ability to work with strong, 

independent-minded female colleagues (his obvious respect for Power contrasts with the 

more reserved attitude to employing women displayed by some o f his colleagues).

In later years Chartres came to be seen as a mystery man, perhaps even an informer. His

appointment in October as second secretary to the delegation attending the Anglo-Irish

conference in London marked his real emergence into the open and apparently created “a lot

of wonderment”. O ’Kelly recalled that few people in Dublin had ever heard o f him.^*  ̂This is

understandable given that his tasks were confined to the subterranean world of intelligence

and gun running or carried out overseas in a sensitive posting. His appointment did not excite

much comment at the time, possibly because his position as second secretary was not

important enough.^®  ̂ It was only in hindsight that he came to be seen as an elusive “mystery

man”, a sobriquet first used by Frank Pakenham in his landmark 1935 study Peace by

Ordeal. Pakenham claimed that Chartres remained something of a mystery throughout the

conference, even to members o f his own delegation.^** The book excited a brief flurry of

interest in the forgotten figure, who had died without fanfare eight years earlier. In May 1935

Henry Mangan published the first o f a series of articles on Chartres in the Irish

Independent?^^ Mangan’s failure to interview contemporaries who could have answered

many of his questions adds to the air o f illusiveness which he created around his subject.

Although Power quickly published two articles laying many issues to rest, it is hardly

286 o ’K elly’s memoirs in tiie Irish Press, 4 Aug 1961 
Murphy, Chartres, p. 52
Pakeniiam, Frank, Peace by Ordeal: the Negotiation o f  the Anglo-Irish Treaty o f  1921 (London, 1992), p.

119
For Henry Mangan’s articles see the Irish Independent, 14, 16, 18, 21, 23 and 25 Oct 1935.
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surprisingly that some people came to see Chartres as an in fo rm e r .P o w e r’s articles 

acknowledged that his role in the Ministry of Munitions’ Intelligence and Statistics division 

“appears to have caused much uneasiness”, insisting that his work was quite innocent.^’’

The accusation that Chartres was an informer can be traced to two individuals writing many 

years later, Sean MacBride and Maire Comerford. MacBride, who was with the Irish 

delegation in London, recalled in his memoirs that Chartres’ position was “always nebulous” 

and claimed that he was suspected of spying “at the time”.̂ ^̂  This is unlikely, especially as 

MacBride’s recollections of the period are often highly inaccurate. There is in fact no 

evidence that Chartres was suspected o f spying in his own lifetime. MacBride’s claim that he 

had been unable to find out “what his role was or what he was doing” is puzzling given that 

Chartres was second secretary to the delegation.^’  ̂Maire Comerford, who became acquainted 

with Chartres during the War of Independence, described him as a “very sincere republican” 

when writing her memoirs in the 1950s, noting that people always spoke well of him. Yet a 

note in the margin of her manuscript identifies him as “an important enemy agent!”^̂'* It is 

striking that she only came to suspect him almost three decades after his death. She repeated 

the accusation in an interview in Uinseann MacEoin’s Survivors, published in 1980.̂ ®̂  In his 

2007 study of British intelligence during the truce Paul MacMahon notes the accusations and 

speculates that Chartres might have been connected to a report regarding an unknovm 

informant’s conversations with several members o f the Irish delegation on 30 October and 1

For Power's articles see Irish Independent, 1 and 4 N ov 1935.
Power, article on Chartres in the Irish Independent, 1 N ov 1935
MacBride, Sean That D a y ’s Struggle: a Memoir, 1904-1951 (Blackrock, Co. Dublin, 2005), p. 45
Ibid, p. 45
Comerford, Maire, rough draft ft)r a memoir, circa 1956, Maire Comerford papers, UCDA, LA 18/26
MacEoin, Uinseann, Survivors (Dublin, 1980), p. 42
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November. The informant was obviously trusted and seems to have enjoyed some form of

insider status.^^^ A closer examination shows that Chartres could not have been involved.

Why would Chartres, himself a secretary to the delegation, have quoted Childers on basic

information which he would have known anyway? Why would he have included the opinions

of Childers’ secretary on future Irish strategy when he was well informed o f it himself? The

fact that the informant “gleaned” the impression that the Irish wanted to break on Ulster

rather than allegiance three weeks into the talks confirms that Chartres could not have been

involved, for he had already played a key role in formulating Irish thinking on the Crown.

If Chartres really was an informer he must have been a remarkably successful one, working

in close proximity to the separatist leadership for almost five years without discovery. It

seems unlikely that his activities would have gone unnoticed or left so little trace, especially

given Collins’ talent for winkling out spies. Walter Long would hardly have described Jack

Byrnes as their best intelligence agent when the IRA shot him after only a few months in

1920 if another spy had been infiltrating the leadership since 1917.̂ ®* Why did Chartres come

to be seen as an illusive mystery man, perhaps even an informer? His appointment as second

secretary was undoubtedly a surprise. Yet Pakenham’s claim that even his own delegation

saw him as “something o f a mystery man” is puzzling given that three o f the five

plenipotentiaries already knew him well.^^’ Few would have heard of Chartres before 1921,

while he quickly faded from view after the Treaty. The two men who knew him best, Griffith

and Collins, were both dead within a year. Chartres’ personality may also have contributed to

his mysterious image. Beaslal noted his capacity for “keeping in the background” and

McMahon, Paul, ‘British Intelligence and the Anglo-Irish Truce, July-December 1921’, IHS, Vol. 35, No.
140 (Nov 2007), pp. 519-40; p. 524

Anonymous intelligence report, 1 Nov 1921, NA, HO 317/46 
Murphy, Chartres, p. 160 
Pakenham, Peace by Ordeal, p. 119
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“working silently without attracting attention”, an unobtrusiveness which may have caused 

comment later. He also recalled “something baffling about his personality” and found him 

reluctant to talk about his activities in 1919-21.^°° Chartres’ unobtrusive role in a delegation 

riven by discord may have led people to suspect him in hindsight. Robert Barton complained 

in 1924 that Chartres must have played a “very double game” in London if his claims to have 

been close to Griffith during the conference were true. “I never felt at home with him & have 

often wondered since what role he really played”.̂ ®' Chartres’ cautious, conciliatory attitude 

to the subsequent split in the movement possibly made him seem even more suspicious. It 

may be significant that the accusations discussed both emanated from people who sided with 

the anti-Treatyites in the Civil War before refusing to join de Valera’s transition to 

constitutionalism in the 1920s. Hard-line republicans possibly latched onto the influence of 

an ‘outsider’ to explain why men they had once deeply admired were ‘outwitted’ in London. 

The image of heroic rebels betrayed by a perfidious informer was already a staple o f Irish 

separatist lore. Childers, another ‘outsider’, was also viewed with suspicion and his fate in 

1922-23 shows how ‘otherness’ could arouse particular animosity after the Treaty split.

De Valera eventually decided that O ’Kelly should send Chartres, due to pass through Paris on

his way home from Egypt, straight to Berlin if he spoke German well and was available

immediately.^®^ Power was also dispatched to Paris, ready to proceed there and set up the 

office if Chartres could not. She recalled receiving a sudden order to leave immediately, as 

the cabinet was “anxious” to set up an office in Berlin. This urgency was obviously linked

B easla i, article on Chartres, Irish Independent, 28 Oct 1935
Robert Barton to Gavan Duffy, 30 Jul 1924, Gavan Duffy papers, UCDA, P152/303
De Valera to Brennan, 24 Mar 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 14, File 96(11)
Power, BMH Witness Statement No. 732
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to mounting unease about Chatterton Hill. On 2 April de Valera wrote that his reputation was 

so bad that he was afraid to “leave the arrangements loose in any way”. “We can do nothing 

more than avail of Chatterton Hill’s services without giving him any power of direction or 

control” .̂ ®'' Power came from a very different background to Chartres, growing up immersed 

in separatism and ‘Irish-Ireland’ values. She later recalled that discussions on Irish politics 

“were in my ears from the time I could hear anything”.̂ ®̂ Her mother Jennie Wyse Power was 

a dedicated separatist and Irish-Irelander, involved in Sinn Fein from the beginning, while her 

father was a journalist, IRB man and co-founder of the GAA. Power was prominent in the 

separatist women’s organisation Cumarm na mBan and had been ‘out’ in 1916.^°^ In 1920 a 

DMP superintendent described her as one o f the independence movement’s “most active and 

earnest workers”.̂ ®’ She knew Germany well, having just completed her doctorate in Bonn 

under the Celticist Rudolf Thumeysen after the interruption of the war. Chartres was right to 

praise Power’s “efficiency, intelligence, quickness and sound judgement in dealing with 

matters as they arise”, but her forthright, sometimes abrasive marmer alienated people in 

Berlin. '̂'*

Power finally left for Paris on 11 April, newly instructed to send Chartres home while she 

established the office. She found him unwilling to travel due to illness, while the original plan 

for the office had completely fallen through. Emerson refused to work with Chatterton Hill, 

citing his appalling reputation, while the later would not co-operate unless he was in complete

De Valera to Collins, 2 Apr 1921, NAI, DE 2/270
Power, BMH Witness Statement No. 541 
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control. Power arrived in Berlin on 16 April, armed with nothing but instructions to start a 

bulletin and “a list of people who might be interested or useful” .̂ ”® She faced the task of 

getting the office up and running with little money and no clear instructions from home. 

Emerson was away, leaving only Pokomy to help her. She also received assistance from 

Ryan, who bombarded her with daily letters full of information and advice. Although they 

were often of “little importance”, she found that at least he had “no axe to grind”, a novel 

attribute in Berlin.^’® She spent the first week or two setting up the office and meeting “the 

Irish crowd”, of whom she rapidly formed a low opinion. With the original plan in tatters her 

most important task was to find an editor for the bulletin. Chatterton Hill possessed 

“undoubted” abilities, but was not the type to accept “any role but the main one”, while his 

irascible personality and ignorance o f the Irish situation weighed against him. It would be a 

“physical impossibility” for him to produce the kind of “dispassionate” propaganda Power 

had been told to arrange. Yet alternatives were thin on the ground. Emerson dabbled in too 

many causes to give Ireland his full attention and was not suited to the “regular, somewhat 

routine work” of editing.^" Gifford was at least honourable, but seemed to have no other 

attributes worth mentioning, even if  the fact that nothing could be said against him was 

“rather wonderful” by the standards o f Berlin.^'^ Power was impressed by Pokomy’s devotion 

to the separatist cause and his work on the Irische Korrespondenz, yet she dismissed his 

judgement in practical matters.^'^ She also argued strongly that the editor should be Irish, as 

no one in Berlin was “sufficiently in touch with Irish affairs” to do propaganda on their
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own.^''' The persistent in-fighting there also led her to insist on the need for an Irish 

representative to oversee matters and prevent the locals “eating each other up” (“no one here 

will take directions from anyone else -  whereas they are amenable enough to anyone straight 

from home”).^’̂  Hamilton alone impressed her. He was ready to do anything to aid the 

separatist cause and his popularity and connections made him very usefial.^’̂  Power’s plight 

illustrates how little institutional support representatives had to fall to back on. A stream of 

letters outlined her lack of money: her post was not arriving and she relied on two day old 

newspapers for Irish news, leading her to complain o f “how isolated one is here’’. '̂  ̂ Power 

was unwilling to act without instructions from home, but found it difficult to keep “in with all 

here” in the meantime.^'® A despairing letter to her mother on 22 April concluded that Berlin 

was “much worse than we imagined”.̂ ’’ The threat of official intervention also hung over her 

efforts, as Ryan insisted that London would force the authorities to close the office.^^® He 

advised her to leave for Paris immediately when a policemen visited the office “on a point of 

registration” in May. “He said he had contacts which would enable him to stop anything that 

might be going on, but that if  any action were already taken it would be hard to reverse it” .̂ '̂ 

She returned a few days later.

It is testament to Power’s ability that an office was established and a twice-weekly bulletin in 

print by the end of May, even though the timing was singularly “ill-chosen”. T h e  Irish
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could expect little publicity, as the deadline for Berlin to accept the reparations plan and with 

it the threat of open confrontation was fast ap p ro ach in g .O n ce  it passed on 1 May Power 

sent the press a letter outlining the Irish situation and interviewed the editors of the main 

Berlin papers, who proved to be interested and sympathetic. “I had been told by various 

friends o f ours not to expect any show of interest, so I was very satisfied with the result” .̂ '̂* 

This was followed by the first issue of the Irische Bulletin on 6 May, although the “actual

wording” was Pokomy’s.̂ ^̂  The bulletin remained the centrepiece o f separatist propaganda in

Germany until the office closed over a year later.

It was still uncertain who would be appointed to Berlin. Power wrote home in mid-April that 

the impression was abroad that Gaffney was coming as official representative. “If the people 

at home wish to have someone else in this capacity I think it might be well for them to have 

their own man here first” .G a f f n e y  wrote to de Valera on 28 April, informing him that he 

had finally obtained a passport and planned to sail on 14 May. He would then proceed to 

Paris and await instructions.^"’ The Berlin appointment was far from settled: Power was 

informed in late April that Chartres would travel straight from Paris to Berlin, where she 

could avail of his help if she saw fit. Gaffney would probably go there “in our interest” later. 

In actual fact Chartres had arrived in Ireland on the 26th. A postscript to Power’s letter stated 

that “he may join you later”. P o w e r  had come out strongly against Gaffney’s appointment 

by mid-May. Everyone in Berlin, “where unanimity is otherwise rare”, spoke of his
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“appalling indiscretion”. “He does not know one word o f the language of the country, 

although he lived in it so long”.̂ ’̂ Berlin’s remoteness meant that anyone sent there must be 

familiar with Ireland and capable o f acting on their own in i t i a t iv e .O ’Kelly and Collins 

were both pressing for Chartres and Gavan Duffy hoped that he would soon be appointed to 

“some post of activity abroad”.̂ ’̂ De Valera decided in favour of Chartres in mid-May, only 

for Gaffney to arrive in Paris expecting to be sent to Berlin (he was diverted to Switzerland, 

much to his annoyance).^^^ The incident arose from a breakdown in communications, for de 

Valera had only just heard that the Irish-American was on his way. He also felt that Gaffney 

would be less able and discreet than Chartres, while his past connections in Berlin might 

prove more of a hindrance than a help.^^^

Meanwhile Power, due to take up university work in Ireland on 1 June, was waiting 

impatiently for news of her successor. On 19 May she insisted that it was impossible to leave 

until she knew someone was coming and forcefully dismissed the “idiotic” idea of letting a 

local take charge during the interregnum. If she was sure that someone was coming, “ready to 

start & everything in order”, she might risk letting Pokomy take over. Otherwise she would 

not abandon everything “to chaos”. “A vague idea o f sending someone, who at the time of 

writing has not even been approached apparently, much less got a [illegible] isn’t good
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enough”.̂ '̂* This was not the last time that Power expressed her annoyance at official 

disorganisation. The confusion over her return was never resolved. Although the leadership 

wanted her to remain in Berlin till her successor arrived, the order came too late and she 

arrived home on 31 May.”  ̂ She had changed her mind sufficiently to leave Pokomy in 

charge until her successor’s arrival. “I have drilled into him the class of news he should select 

and the way it should be presented”.̂ ^̂  She had also met Gaffney in Paris, where “all I had 

heard o f his vanity and bumptiousness confirmed itself when I saw him”. She was worried 

that he might precede Chartres to Berlin and cause t r o u b l e . O n  29 May de Valera wrote to 

Collins that “From news that has come it is imperative that he gets away at once. Every hour 

that elapses until matters are set right increases the danger of having a mess that would be 

very difficult to clear up”.̂ *̂ Gaffney did indeed travel to Berlin despite his instructions, 

although he does not seem to have interfered much or remained long. Chartres arrived armed 

with credentials on 19 June, having arranged to reach the continent before the British civil 

service received his resignation.

The city which Chartres arrived in deserved its reputation for instability, modernity and

artistic and intellectual ferment. Berlin had boomed after German unification turned the

provincial city into an imperial capital in 1871, its population swelling to four million by the

mid-1920s. Instability and inflation undermined the social order after 1914, while a post-war

influx o f Russians fleeing the revolution and Jews escaping persecution further east added to

Berlin’s cosmopolitan mix. The strength of socialism and communism set the capital fiarther
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apart, earning it the sobriquet ‘Red Berlin’. Irish visitors sometimes found the city a shock. 

Myles Dillon found it “poor and sad and very pagan” when he arrived to study there in 

1922.̂ ^® Berlin’s instability had a major impact on Irish representation, with crises arising “in 

the most unexpected manner” .̂ '’'’ In February 1922 Chartres reported that a railway strike had 

cut them off from foreign post. Berlin was without water, electricity and telephones due to a 

strike by municipal workers and food was running short. '̂*' Power’s mother made a passing 

reference in correspondence to the “expected revolution” in the summer o f 1922. '̂*  ̂

Criminality was also rising. In 1923 the police reported that Berlin was now “a much rawer 

place”. A n  intruder robbed the mission’s hotel rooms in June 1922, making off with 

19,000 marks (about $60) and a bundle of documents. Chartres thought that the burglar had 

been looking for information, noting that the intruder had gone through his p a p e r s . I t  was 

inflation which had the most damaging impact however, causing the abandonment of Irish 

representation in 1923 with currency valued at billions of marks to the pound.

Part II

The Berlin mission’s institutional framework, April - December 1921

Before analysing the mission’s efforts to influence opinion it is important to discuss the 

institutional framework within which it operated. Chartres quickly took up residence in the 

Eden Hotel, the mission’s headquarters for the rest of his time in Berlin. The Paris and Rome
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missions were also housed in hotels, an arrangement which could limit their effectiveness. As 

Gavan Duffy commented in 1920, regular entertaining “ought to be done under one’s own 

ro o f’ to produce “the desired degree of i n t i m a c y P r o p a g a n d a  literature was produced and 

distributed from a small office in Wilmersdorf, conveniently near Pokomy’s home. This 

prosperous western suburb, described by one Irish visitor as “the Kensington of Berlin”, was 

the centre o f the city’s Irish activism. '̂*^ The DIG was based a short walk away at 

Knesebeckstrasse and Charles Bewley later lived and worked on neighbouring streets. On 

arrival Chartres thought it best to “carry on the office at long range” until he had “established 

personal relations with our friends and done some other preliminary work”. He intended to 

move it into the centre of Berlin once Pokomy had left and it was “advisable to come into the 

open”.̂ '*’ At this stage it was probably still intended to publish the bulletin officially. When 

Power suggested that they adopt the Irische Korrespondenz title as it was “known to the press 

and favourably received by a section of i f ’ in April, de Valera vetoed the idea, anxious to 

stress that the bulletin was official.^''* Chartres soon decided not to involve himself too overtly 

with the bulletin, probably fearing expulsion, and the office remained in Wilmersdorf 

Propaganda was issued through a front organisation called the Deutsches Biiro fu r  

Nachrichten aus Irland, giving no names and only the office address.

The Wilmersdorf office was staffed by a female assistant, a war widow recruited through “the 

Officer’s Union” (which apparently put her “above suspicion”). '̂’’ Chartres’ request, made on
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his way to Berlin, for an “intelligent, devoted and discreet” Irish aide familiar with the 

language “to look after the details o f office work and organisation” reflected a desire to keep 

matters in Irish h a n d s . H e  was pleased when Brennan suggested Power, having assumed 

that she preferred to remain in Ireland. There would probably be little opportunity for 

“management or direction” at first, he replied, though this might come with time.^^' With 

Power’s return in mid-September propaganda was firmly in the hands of Irish persormel. 

Chartres’ outline of her responsibilities showed the importance he attached to having large 

quantities o f information on hand, organised and ready for use as propaganda. Power’s first 

sojourn in Berlin was such a strain that she only agreed to return briefiy “under pressure”. 

She was given six months salary before leaving to make sure she s t a y e d . H a d  the role not 

expanded beyond the “busy secretarial work” originally envisaged Power’s abilities would 

have been underused. As it was however she found herself in charge for long periods of time. 

Her career in Berlin reflects attitudes to women in the nascent foreign service. Despite her 

experience it never occurred to anyone to promote her to Chartres’ post permanently when it 

seemed that he might be transferred to Paris for good in 1922. While women played a 

prominent role in 1919-21, when a shortage o f suitable personnel forced republicans to 

recruit anyone familiar with other languages and other countries, the government preferred to 

put men in charge where possible. This preference foreshadowed the almost complete 

exclusion o f women from the service after independence.^^^
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It is interesting to look at Chartres’ expenditure in light of Hamilton’s accusation that his 

lifestyle was ostentatious even compared with other republican envoys, who allegedly 

“wallowed” in luxury, and that his ostentatious living caused resentment in Berlin.^ '̂* Was this 

true? Chartres’ salary o f £500 a year was £100 less than he had earned as a civil servant, 

although the payment of his living expenses compensated for the loss.^^  ̂ The amount 

assigned was generous (de Valera’s own salary had been set at £500 per annum in 1919) and 

meant that the surrender of a secure civil service post was an emotional rather than a financial 

sacrifice.^^^ The mission’s estimated expenditure amounted to £606 (169,900 marks) in the 

third quarter of 1921 and £229 (251,100 marks) in the fourth quarter, excluding salaries.^^’ 

According to accounts compiled later the mission cost £989 in the second half of 1921, or 

£1,139 when salaries were i nc luded . Inf l a t ion  made it hard to estimate expenditure. A 

pound bought four times more marks in November than it had in July, explaining why the 

mission’s cost in sterling fell even as it’s spending increased. The mark had been depreciating 

steadily since the outbreak of war and it fell even faster from mid-1921 onwards, beginning 

its long downward spiral to collapse. The mission’s income was spent on maintaining the 

office, publishing the bulletin, living expenses, entertaining and travelling. Entertaining was 

by far the largest item of expenditure in the final quarter, costing £125 or 138,000 marks, an
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increase of over 100,000 marks on the quarter b e f o r e . T h e  office also received £500 for 

contingencies, intended to ensure that it did not miss any “exceptional opportunity” because 

funds were lacking.^®® The mission certainly entertained well. Chartres and John Dillon’s son 

Myles consumed “a great deal o f ice wine” in one of W ilmersdorf s Russian theatres in 1922, 

while the food served at the mission’s St. Patrick’s Day dinner “left nothing to be desired”.̂ ’̂

Entertaining was essential to the mission’s work, especially as Chartres hoped to meet people 

socially through his novelist wife, who was well connected in Berlin. Count Gerald O’Kelly 

de Gallagh, Irish minister in Paris in 1929-35, observed ten years later that it was “far and 

away the most effective means” of fiarthering Irish interests. Representatives also needed to 

assert the republic’s legitimacy by acting the part, for diplomacy was traditionally an 

aristocratic pursuit. As Harold Nicolson observed, a diplomat was “expected to maintain a 

style commensurate with the dignity o f the country he represents” .̂ “  In 1919 Erskine 

Childers commented that he was “appalled” by the cost of living in Paris. “They [O’Kelly 

and Gavan Duffy] say, truly I think, that it is necessary for them to keep up a certain state and 

have proper rooms to see people in”.̂ '̂* In October 1921 the department granted foreign 

representatives £100 each to buy outfits “in accordance with the dignity o f the office they are 

about to fill” .̂ ^̂  The need for foreign representatives to maintain an appropriate lifestyle was
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problematic for a movement of populist lower middle class revolutionaries. Aristocratic 

mores still set the tone, causing some to resent the elitist trappings and “life of professional 

leisure” which diplomacy e n t a i l e d . I t  came to be seen as “a luxury which the Free State 

could ill-afford” after 1922.^^’ The Irish government spent a mere £97 on official 

entertainment in 1923-24, less than the quarterly entertainment budget in Berlin.^®* 

Diplomacy was also associated with preserving the status quo and resolving issues peacefully 

through compromise, neither of which were revolutionary virtues. Irish representatives’ 

conduct could seem pretentious given the need to assert the underground republic’s 

legitimacy combined with a lack of official recognition. It is therefore surprising that there 

were not more complaints regarding ostentatious living in 1919-21. Ordinary 

parliamentarians had little opportunity to scrutinise the infant service, let alone the public, 

while the symbolic assertion of legitimacy could be seen as a necessary patriotic act in the 

special circumstances of 1919-21.

Berlin was not the only capital where this cost money. Hamilton admitted that representatives 

in other countries lived ‘ostentatiously’ too and hotels also housed missions in Paris and 

Rome. Gavan Duffy complained of the “appalling” expense in Paris in 1919.̂ ^® Although the 

mission cost more than the £1,000 per annum approved by the cabinet, its expenditure was 

not excessive compared with its counterparts. It may have cost twice as much as Madrid or 

Geneva in the second half of 1921, but it was cheap compared with the £4,130 spent on Paris
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or the £3,195 on Rome. It accounted for less than a thirteenth of the £13,361 spent on foreign 

representation in the period.^^“ Chartres observed that living expenses w^ere kept as low as 

possible given that he lived in a hotel and “include no superfluities” .̂ '̂ Efforts to 

professionalise the infant service in 1921 ensured that there was no lack of oversight. 

Representatives were now expected to submit quarterly estimates and monthly accounts, an 

obligation which Berlin fulfilled.^’  ̂ Ronan Fanning has noted the “meticulousness” with 

which Dail accounts were kept under Collins’ supervision as Minister o f F i n a n c e . N o  one 

queried expenditure in Berlin and Dublin was even willing to entertain “further 

requirements”.̂ ’'* It is worth noting that Hamilton fell out with the mission in 1921 and that 

none of its other enemies made similar accusations. Yet Chartres’ lifestyle may have caused 

resentment in an impoverished country, especially given the uneven impact of inflation. 

Those living on interest from long-term investments (a substantial portion o f the pre-war 

middle class, including many intellectuals) or on fixed salaries (such as academics and 

officials) were particularly hard hit, suffering all the more as their status demanded an 

expensive lifestyle. Thus the social groups which the mission had most contact with were the 

hardest hit. Pokomy’s meagre salary (£11 per annum in late 1922) was a tiny fraction o f its 

yearly expenditure.^’  ̂At least initially, people with access to foreign currency did well out of 

the mark’s decline. One American visitor in September 1921 found things in Berlin so cheap 

“that you felt almost ashamed to be there” . Berliners naturally resented foreigners who lived 

in comfort while inflation ate away their incomes.^’®
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Poor communications were the mission’s biggest institutional weakness. This was a 

longstanding problem. De Valera complained about the “intolerable” delays in 

communicating with Paris in mid-May and lamented that unless things improved “we can 

never manage or organise properly” .̂ ’’ A plan to improve matters drawn up in June stipulated 

that replies should be received from Paris within a fortnight. It normally took a month.^’® As 

republicans were understandably reluctant to use the post, continental communications often 

went by hand via London and Paris, creating further opportunities for delay. Internal 

communications were also erratic, leading de Valera to lament that communications between 

his office and the Publicity Department were “so slow as to be almost useless” . I n  the 

second half of 1921 a letter from Berlin took twelve to thirteen days on average to reach 

Ireland and fourteen to fifteen days in the opposite direction, although transit was much 

quicker for newspapers and Irish Bulletins, which could be sent to covering addresses 

through the post. Some letters took much longer. Brennan wrote to Chartres on 25 August 

informing him that the last letter received from Berlin was dated 9 July.^*“ In January 1922 

Chartres referred in passing to “much uncertainty in transit” .̂ *' The republican counter- 

government made little use of telegrams, which were prohibitively expensive. The Berlin 

mission received less than twelve in its existence, none of which were sent before the Treaty 

was signed.^*^ Poor communications had important implications for foreign representation. 

Power was dispatched to Paris in April because a letter instructing O’Kelly to see if Chartres
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was available might not have arrived in time.^*  ̂Representatives were often left to act without 

clear instructions. In March 1919 O’Kelly complained that he had received very few 

instructions and had been “left in the dark as to doings and opinions at home”.̂ ®̂ In January 

1920 Gavan Duffy wrote that it had been “difficult to get replies to letters” for some time.^*  ̂

Although matters improved with the establishment o f something approaching a proper 

Department of Foreign Affairs under Brennan, poor communications made it hard for the 

government to impose its authority. In April 1921 de Valera noted the danger of 

representatives being away too long, “particularly when through infrequency of 

communication they derive their information either from the general outpourings of the press, 

or from communications from centres other than headquarters”.̂ *̂  Poor communications 

increased representatives’ independence. Power wrote that republicans would need to appoint 

someone who could act on his own initiative “in a way acceptable to our people” due to 

Berlin’s isolation.^*’ Poor communications had an obvious impact on foreign propaganda, 

which depended for its success on establishing itself as an alternative news source. De Valera 

was frustrated that poor communications made it hard for Irish representatives abroad to 

contradict false press reports.^** Communications with home were so poor that the mission 

often relied on the press for up-to-date news. This was particularly embarrassing during 

Anglo-Irish negotiations, when it might have raised its profile by supplying ‘official’ 

information not yet available elsewhere. Berlin’s experience suggests that it was a mistake to
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De Valera to O'Kelly, 28 Apr 1921, DIFP, Vol. I, No. 79
Power to de Valera, 11 May 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 14, File 96(11)
Brennan, Allegiance, p. 297
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abandon plans to establish a central continental press office or to circumvent press agencies 

by wiring Irish news to London independently.

Part III

Publicity, April -  December 1921

There was considerable interest in Ireland and Irish republicans could count on much private

sympathy. Chartres noted that most people were personally friendly. “One has only to say

one is an Irishman to receive much personal consideration”.̂ ®’ Yet sympathy did not translate

into action, especially at an official level. In early July Chartres complained bitterly about the

lack of anglophobic sentiment in Germany, which he attributed to cowardice as well as the

desire to offset French revanchism by appeasing London. “There seems to be no courage left

in the people. They are willing to crawl if only they can be let alone...The press is poor and

fearful o f provoking the late enemy”. H e  was particularly scathing regarding official

attitudes, castigating ministers and officials’ “almost incomprehensible” subservience and

opining that the government “lacked spirit” .̂ ®’ Ryan agreed that the government’s only policy

was to “pacify the Allies” .̂ ’  ̂ The policy of ‘fulfilment’ adopted in May 1921 remained in

force until July 1922, when Berlin once again pleaded that it could not bear the burden of

reparations. Chartres’ complaints suggest a tendency to prefer intransigent idealism to politics

as the art of the possible. He apparently viewed international relations in moral terms,

assuming that peoples could (ostensibly like the Irish) overcome impossible odds by sheer

Chartres, to Brennan, 5 Sep 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 233(4)
Chartres to Brennan, 4 Jul 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 232 
Chartres, to Brennan, 5 Sep 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 233(4)
Anonymous summary o f  a memorandum by Ryan, n/d (marked as received on 19 Sep 1921), NAI, DFA ES, 

Box 14, File 96(11)

107



willpower. His complaints about official ‘subservience’ and ‘cowardice’ showed a failure to 

understand the limitations imposed by defeat.^®  ̂ This reflects the tendency o f separatist 

rhetoric to prioritise abstract idealism over a realistic assessment of what was attainable. 

Several other Irish representatives linked the desire for good relations with Britain to 

cowardice, perhaps blinded by their own anglophobia. Ryan’s approach was more realistic, 

stressing that Germany was not in a position to refiise the Allies anything.^’'*

Yet several of those involved with the mission argued that that propaganda should not just be 

‘pro-Irish’, but explicitly anglophobic. Chartres insisted that it must illuminate the “real 

character” o f their opponents, while Power argued that it should link the Irish question to 

local grievances by emphasising Britain’s role in the outbreak of war and its gains under 

Versailles. In spite of Chartres’ conviction that “every true German” secretly resented their 

former enemy, active anglophobia remained a sectional interest, linked to rightwing 

irreconcilables.^^^ The fact that London frequently restrained French determination to enforce 

the Versailles settlement meant that anglophobic agitation had little appeal for anyone with a 

realistic appreciation of their country’s plight. Chartres had already spotted the flaw in his 

anglophobic strategy, namely the weakness of anglophobia. Bar an even greater shift to the 

right, there was little hope of turning anglophobia into action. It was unrealistic o f the 

mission to think that it could change this on its own. Chartres was possibly over-influenced 

by Gavan Duffy’s unrealistic assessment and the rightists of the DIG. Yet it would have been 

almost impossible to completely decouple anglophobia from ‘pro-Irish’ propaganda. The

See Chartres to Brennan, 4 Jul 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 232 and 5 Sep 1921, Box 33, File 233(4).
Power to unknown, 28 Apr 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 14, File 96(11)
Chartres to Brennan, 4 Jul 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 232
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anglophobic strategy was arguably based on a realistic appreciation of how hard it would be 

to persuade audiences to accept full-blown Irish republicanism otherwise.

On one level it is difficult to assess the bulletin’s success, as the Irish were relatively vague 

about their aims. Chartres was determined to publicise “the facts of the Irish situation” 

(incidents from an independence struggle waged against an occupying force, with a particular 

emphasis on atrocities) and “the qualities and ideals of the Irish nation” (a mixture of 

ideology with the innate nobility o f the Irish), combined with a desire to promote 

anglophobia.^^^ Ultimately Irish propagandists abroad hoped to influence public opinion 

through the press, orchestrating a wave of foreign indignation which would sap British 

morale, restrict their methods of warfare and overcome republican weakness and isolation. In 

order to achieve these aims they would have to wean the press off ‘enemy’ sources by 

providing an alternative. Gavan Duffy had already stressed how little news got through, while 

Power argued that a stream of “properly coloured news” was necessary to satisfy popular 

interest in Ireland, as reliance on the London-based Press Association inevitably gave it the 

“wrong tinge”. I t  is interesting that separatists assumed dependence on London was 

detrimental given the British press’s attacks on the government’s Irish policy and indignant 

coverage of reprisals. As Maurice Walsh argues, Sirm Fein readily discounted favourable 

treatment because the idea that Ireland was misrepresented in the British press was such an 

ingrained part of its propaganda. It failed to recognise that Griffith’s ‘paper wall’ had actually 

become a channel of communication as the rest o f the world picked up stories of reprisals 

from the London press, which was in turn influenced by the republicans’ assiduous courting

Chartres to Brennan, 4 Jul 1921, NAI, DFA ES Box 33, File 232
Power, ‘Memo on Germany’, 23 Mar 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 233(1)
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of visiting correspondents. This is especially puzzling given that they quoted sympathetic 

British coverage and comment in their own propaganda. Chartres was also convinced that a 

British counter-propaganda campaign was underway in Berlin. In September he noted the 

appearance of apparently sympathetic articles which actually favoured the British. These 

were obviously “the work of the enemy”.̂ *̂ Irish representatives across Europe made similar 

assumptions. The Paris mission thought that Britain was waging a “vicious” propaganda 

campaign against them in France in 1919, while Gavan Duffy assumed that press agencies in 

London were being paid to flood continental papers with telegrams on “outrages” in 

Ireland.^^’ Maire O’Brien was reminded of the importance of “counteracting enemy 

propaganda in Spain as elsewhere” when she was appointed to Madrid in June 1921.'*“  Yet 

there does not seem to have been a British propaganda campaign underway in Berlin. It is 

possible that Irish representatives’ deep faith in the rationality and righteousness o f their 

cause led them to attribute any criticism to ‘enemy’ influence. They tended to see anything 

less than a fiili acceptance o f the republican case as unsatisfactory, which may also help to 

explain their attitude to the British press.

Over the next twelve months the mission struggled to establish its propaganda as an 

alternative source o f information on Ireland. Its campaign was spearheaded by the Irische 

Bulletin, a twice weekly publication modelled on its Irish counterpart and sent to every paper 

“of any importance”.'*®’ It relied on the Irish Bulletin and the Irish and British press for 

material. Although Pokomy was initially responsible for the “actual wording”, Power

Chartres to Brennan, 5 Sep 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 232
Gavan Duffy to Brugha, 20 Apr 1919, DIFP, Vol. I, No. 7 and Gavan Duffy to Dublin, 30 Jan 1920. No. 29 
Brennan to Maire O'Brien, 10 Jun 1921, DIFP, Vol. I, No. 93 
Chartres to Brennan, 2 Jan 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(3)
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retained overall control/®^ On leaving Berlin she arranged for him to edit it until her 

successor arrived. “This he ought to be able to do, as I have drilled into him the class of news 

he should select and the way it should be presented”/®̂  Soon after his arrival, Chartres wrote 

that Pokomy would be a “great loss” when he left Berlin for several months at the end of 

July. “His knowledge of the subject is wide, he writes admirably, and he is very pleasant to 

work with”. Although Chartres was not based at the office, he was able to “know all that is 

going on and to supply some suggestion and stimulus”, suggesting that he shaped the overall 

style and approach while letting Pokomy take the initiative in selecting and translating 

material.'*®'' Chartres’ ignorance o f the language would also have limited his input. Pokomy’s 

departure seems to have increased his immediate control over the bulletin. All the evidence 

suggests that Mrs. Gifford, who took over soon afterwards, was merely a translator, and 

Power’s return in September meant that the mission had two full-time Irish personnel on 

hand, one of whom spoke German well.'*®̂  A letter written in spring 1922 made it clear that 

the bulletin was under Chartres’ immediate control.'’̂

Although the bulletin borrowed an ideological framework and many articles from the Irish 

Bulletin, it retained its own character, reflecting Chartres’ desire to cater for “local interests 

and ideas”.'*®’ It lacked some of the original’s rigour and accuracy and information was often 

compressed due to less frequent publication. A typical article wove together reports of

Power to de Valera, 11 May 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 14, File 96(11). Pokom y’s later claim to have been 
the bulletin’s “founder and first editor” was slightly exaggerated. See Pokomy to Gavan Duffy, 19 Jul 1922, 
Box 33, File 234(1).
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Chartres to Brennan, 4 Jul 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 232
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specific incidents to support an underlying argument, although it lacked in-depth analysis. 

Chartres stressed that the bulletin supplied information rather than opinion and would no 

doubt have echoed Frank Gallagher’s insistence that its Irish counterpart dealt “not in 

argument, but in cold, hard fact”/®* Such attitudes probably reflected separatist scepticism 

regarding the Allies’ wartime propaganda. Chartres also emphasised “the importance of 

creating, apart from politics, a general atmosphere of sympathy with Ireland”.'*®̂ Articles on 

topics such as sport or music could be used to “diffuse a sympathetic, pro-Irish atmosphere” 

which would help the mission’s political work. Articles on leaders, “war heroes” or aspects of 

the independence struggle enlivened with photographs and “personal, actual details” would 

also be “very interesting in themselves and very valuable as a means of conveying 

incidentally the necessary political lesson”. Chartres thus requested photographs and notes 

with “as many vivid personal and local facts as possible” .'*'® He was still waiting for a 

response from Publicity five months later, showing how a lack of support from home 

frustrated good ideas.'” ’ Desmond FitzGerald, who resumed his job as Director o f Publicity 

on release from prison in August, had a reputation for inefficiency. Art O’Brien complained 

that he “leaves papers and things about all over the place, and never knows where they are”, 

while Collins attacked his “heart-scalding” carelessness.'*’̂  The bulletin’s appearance was 

also important in establishing its credibility. It was initially typed, as Power thought that its

contents would be less up to date if  a day or two was lost in printing. Chartres felt that a

printed bulletin would be more legible, influential and attractive, quicker to produce and only

Gallagher, Frank (writing under the pseudonym David Hogan), The Four Glorious Years (Dublin, 1953), p.
86
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slightly more expensive. In addition there was less need for “hot” news after the t r u c e . T h e  

printed version, which first appeared on 3 September, undoubtedly looked more professional.

It is difficult to measure the bulletin’s success in influencing public opinion in its early 

months. Given that the statistical sampling o f public opinion through surveys did not begin 

until the 1930s, any assessment relies on anecdotal evidence, and even that merely records 

attitudes to Ireland and not how they were arrived at. Those involved with the mission 

measured the bulletin’s impact by assessing its influence on the press, their main way of 

reaching a wider audience. They were initially cautious in their assessment. Power was 

reasonably pleased with its progress when she returned to Ireland, noting that the press were 

using it more than expected. While the provincial papers were using the bulletin more than 

the Berlin press, they could not expect “tremendous results” in the first month.'"'' Chartres 

was seeing “signs o f improvement” by early August, although progress was still slow.'*'^ The 

mission thought that the bulletin’s use increased slowly over the summer and autumn, 

although it remained more popular with the provincial press and the far right.'"® Power did 

not notice sympathetic coverage on the extreme left until the winter, even though it had 

actually been evident for some time.'"’ A survey of some twenty-five newspapers from across 

the political and regional spectrum supports the mission’s cautious assessment. Only three 

published stories from the Irische Bulletin. These were the Vdlkischer Beobachter, the 

Munich-based organ of the infant Nazi party, the National Sozialist, another Nazi paper, and

Chartres to Brennan, 4 Jul 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 232 and Power, BMH witness statement No.
732

Power t o ‘Maureen’, 17 May 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 233(1) and Power to de Valera, 1 June 1921, 
Box 33, File 232

Chartres to Brennan, 5 Aug 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 232
See Chartres to Brennan, 4 Jul and 5 Sept 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 232
Chartres to ‘U .S .F .A .’, 26 Nov 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 232

113



the Frdnkischer Kurier, a Nuremburg paper linked to the moderate rightist DVP/'* O f course 

the bulletin’s impact should not be assessed by articles reprinted alone, but also by its long 

term influence on Irish coverage. Chartres often argued that its influence could be spotted in 

articles which did not quote it directly/’® Such imperceptible long term influence is difficult 

to assess however, especially as the press showed relatively little interest in Ireland in the first 

half of 1921. Coverage peaked in late 1920 and most conmientators had already adopted a 

position on the Irish conflict. Had the bulletin got underway then, when Irish news frequently 

made the front pages, its impact might have been greater. Even when interest revived with the 

advent o f Anglo-Irish talks in June 1921, the bulletin failed to exploit the opportunity because 

other news sources were more up to date. Had it been able to supply exclusive or up to date 

information, it might have been able to contest official statements and established itself as an 

alternative source on the model o f the Irish Bulletin. Instead poor communications meant that 

it was too out of date to compete with or contest other sources. Childers was right to argue 

that it was vital to transmit information rapidly if the bulletin was to appear several times a 

week.''^® A larger, weekly or monthly publication would have at least been able to provide in- 

depth interpretation and argument. As it was the bulletin probably got the worst o f both 

worlds.

There was mounting evidence that the bulletin format was less successful overseas. In the US 

separatists found that editors would only read “short and pithy” bulletins, while it was more

Volkischer Beobachter, 29 May 1921, (reprinting an article from the Irische Bulletin o f  19 May); National 
Sozialist, 7 Jul 1921, (reprinted from the Irische Bulletin o f  29 Jun 1921) and the Frdnkischer Kurier, 3 Jun 
1921 (reprinted from the Irische Bulletin o f  31 May 1921)
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effective to issue a statement when something important happened/^’ A memorandum on 

publicity in Spain from September likewise argued that the Spanish bulletin should only be 

issued when it had something important to say. Information should be arranged so that an 

editor could copy it without alteration, as many did not have time to read the b u l l e t i n . I n  

August 1921 Michael Mac White, an assistant at the Paris mission and later republican 

representative in Geneva, complained that papers rarely quoted the French bulletin as it was 

not properly adapted for use. He suggested that representatives supplement the Irish Bulletin 

with up-to-date news rather than publishing versions o f their own. “We should also be in a 

position to inspire and give directives to the press and make use of every opportunity that 

presents itself for strengthening our case”.'*̂  ̂ In Berlin Rudolf Pechel criticised the Irische 

Bulletin for printing large amounts o f irrelevant material, adding that the press could only use 

publications “if they are put before use in a form adapted for our use”.'*̂'* These observations 

suggest that the format was too long, inflexible and out of date to appeal to the press. In 

Berlin it was probably too rigid and unresponsive for a twice weekly publication lacking 

access to up-to-date information. Irish propagandists were amateurs learning as they went 

along. It took time for them to learn what worked and what did not.

Why did a format which had proved successful in the United Kingdom fail on the continent? 

While the Irish Bulletin was issued from Dublin, allowing it to contest official sources on the 

spot, continental bulletins had to compete with press agencies transmitting the latest news by 

telegram from London. The Irish conflict also engaged the British in a unique way, for it was

Anonymous memorandum on foreign propaganda, n/d (spring 1921), NAI, DFA ES, Box 27, File 170
Anonymous (possibly Maire O’Brien) memorandum entitled 'Ireland and Spain', Sep 1921, DIFP, Vol. 1, 

No. 107
Michael Mac White to Arthur Griffith, 17 Aug 1921, Michael Mac White papers, UCDA, P194/41
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their war too. No foreign audience was ever going to show the same level o f interest. The 

Irische Bulletin would have faced immense challenges even without these drawbacks. The 

German press was highly diverse and decentralised, reflecting a wide range of religious, 

regional and political loyalties. It was also extensive, with Berlin alone supporting forty-five 

morning papers and fourteen evening ones by the mid-1920s.'‘̂  ̂ Even if  all the 1,200 copies 

printed by mid-1922 went to press, the bulletin would still have reached less than a third of 

periodicals in p r in t . I n s t e a d  of targeting distinct audiences with appropriate propaganda the 

mission found itself trying to appeal to everyone from socialists to rightists with a single 

publication, a major failing. In practise it pitched itself to the right, with occasional articles 

more suited to Catholic or socialist opinion. The mission’s activities also centred too heavily 

on Berlin in a federalised country with strong regional identities where no single city 

dominated intellectual life. As the left-wing intellectual Kurt Tucholsky observed, the capital 

“vastly overestimates itself in believing that it is the core and heart of the country”.''̂ ’ It did 

not help that Chartres was unfamiliar with the country in which he worked. As Leo Bogart 

observes, it is vital to know “how the audience thinks and reacts” in order to influence 

attitudes."*^*

The mission also sought to influence the press in other ways. In early August Chartres 

reported that they had published five special articles in the press in the past month, four of 

them written by himself and translated. He hoped to develop this form of publicity as soon as 

an assistant arrived. “At present there are more requests for completed articles than can be

Kaes, Martin and Dimendberg (eds.), Weimar Sourcebook, p. 641
For the figure o f 1,200 copies see Chartres to Gavan Duffy, 17 Jul 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(3)
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Soon after his arrival Chartres contributed an article to the rightist Deutsche 

Abendblatt accusing London of hypocrisy in seeking to punish alleged German war criminals 

while committing atrocities in Ireland, part of his strategy to win publicity by linking the Irish 

question to German grievances. In his eyes this “indirect” approach could be used to secure 

publicity when a more “direct” one failed.'*̂ ® The mission circulated the article with the 

bulletin, hoping that its appearance in a Berlin paper would encourage some of the “weak- 

kneed provincials” to print it. “If  the experiment succeeds, it will open up a new and useful 

method of securing additional publicity”, Chartres wrote, for the paper in question would 

print anything for them."* ’̂ Efforts to improve the bulletin’s contents and influence the press in 

other ways were handicapped by lack of support from home. Chartres requested photographs, 

exclusives such an interview with de Valera and notes containing “vivid personal and local 

facts” for articles intended to stimulate interest in Ireland in September.'*^^ He received no 

response, although his request was forwarded to P u b lic ity .C h a rtres  raised the issue again 

in January 1922, arguing that exclusives were important in consolidating personal relations 

and opening the press to other publicity. He also reiterated his request for up-to-date 

photographs. “A picture and its associations are often remembered long after a paragraph is 

forgotten”. They would have to be dispatched immediately if they were to be useful

however.''^'’ Chartres was perceptive in stressing the importance of photography, a relatively

new medium in 1921. The popularity of illustrated periodicals reflected an increasing sense 

that photographs conveyed ‘reality’ in a way that no other medium could. In 1927 Kurt Korff,

Chartres to Brennan, 5 Aug 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 232 
Chartres to Brennan, 4 Jul 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(3)
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editor of the Berliner Illustrirte Zeitung, observed that pictures “conveyed the strongest and 

most lasting impression”. He often prioritised “the allure o f the photo itself’ over the 

importance of the subject, suggesting that eye-catching, up to date images from Ireland would 

have been popular/^^

The mission also tried to produce a range o f literature in addition to the bulletin, notably 

pamphlets and a book. This began with the Address to the Nations (translated as the 

Denkschrift an die Vetreter fremden Nationen), a comprehensive statement of the case for 

independence approved by the Dail in January 1921.'*̂ ® Foreign representatives were ordered 

to distribute translations to elected representatives in every country and Power arranged for 

its translation, printing and circulation during her first sojourn in Berlin.'*^’ It was sent to the 

press, members of the Reichstag and the Prussian and Bavarian Landtags, leading politicians 

and other figures likely to be interested. Although Power claimed that it aroused “great 

interest” and was reported in the press, it did not appear in any of the twenty-five papers 

surveyed for this study. Republicans hoped to have it read out in each country’s legislature 

and Power explored the possibility regarding the R e ich stag .C h artres  also sought to publish 

his book The Bloody English, a vituperative study in anglophobia which outlined its subject’s 

“intimate qualities o f falsehood, of treachery, of cruelty, of lawlessness, of moral infamy, of 

pious cant”.''̂ ’ He hoped to publish the book in the US first, partly because those involved in 

Berlin wanted to announce it as having already appeared in English. His translator, a naval

Kaes, Martin and Dimendberg (eds.), Weimar Sourcebook, p. 646
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officer, thought that Admiral Alfred von Tirpitz would be willing to write a p re fa c e .T irp itz  

had come to prominence as the architect of the imperial navy’s pre-war expansion, emerging 

as a leader o f annexationist sentiment during the war. He temporarily retired from politics 

after the armistice, re-emerging as a leading figure on the right after 1922.'*'*' The book’s title 

and contents, both provocative by the standards o f the day, aroused mixed feelings. Henry 

Mangan recalled rumours that it was written in such “lurid colours” that it could not find a 

publisher in Ireland.'*'*  ̂ De Valera’s reservations regarding the title did not stop him showing 

considerable interest, describing it as a “damning indictmenf’.'’**̂ In June Collins praised the 

provocative title and wrote that he was “most anxious” to see i t . A l t h o u g h  it never appeared 

in translation, the book was serialised in the McGarrity’s Irish Press from January 1922 

onwards.

The mission was aware of the need to utilise a wide range of media in its quest for support, 

reflecting de Valera’s revealing aside that “all our activities [abroad] are in a sense 

propaganda”. A n  anonymous memorandum observed that “there is a great field with us 

along musical, theatrical, and educative lines”, while “this people has a passion for lecturers I 

have never encountered elsewhere”.'*''̂  Over the next eighteen months the mission would use 

events and personal contacts to argue the separatist case, even proposing exhibitions o f Irish 

art and circles of assistants in the regions. The anonymous memo quoted above suggested that

if lectures with slideshows contrasting pre-war Irish life with the present were held, audiences
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could be encouraged to join together and propagate interest in Ireland.'*''^ Power was already 

being invited to address meetings during her first sojourn in Berlin, while Chartres suggested 

that illustrated lectures on the past five years o f Irish history would be “very attractive and 

useful” in September, although his request for slides bore no fruit/'** It is unclear why he did 

not borrow the DIG’s collection, in use for lectures since March 1921/'*^ The DIG was 

already giving well-attended lectures. Pokomy’s insistence that Germans had much to learn 

from Ireland regarding “national unity and dignity” was greeted with “abundant applause” at 

a lecture in Hamburg in April organised in conjunction with the local DVP/^° A Professor 

Schiitz also lectured on Ireland in Bremen and Hamburg in the spring o f 1921/^' Flugge gave 

two lectures in Berlin in October and November, one at the invitation of a local branch o f the 

DNVP/^^

Part IV

Contacts: Official, Press and Political, April -  December 1921

The mission also built on earlier work in making contact with prominent people. Irish 

propagandists had already found that personal contacts were indispensable. Gavan Duffy 

reported from Paris that “personal introductions to well-known and influential people” were 

vital in opening the press to their publicity, while Desmond FitzGerald also tried to overcome 

journalists’ suspicion of “anything in the nature o f propaganda” through personal contacts in

Ibid
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London/^^ The same wariness was no doubt present in Berlin, where official efforts to 

control the interpretation of events during the war meant that operational reports from the 

front did not mention a German defeat until autumn 1918/^'’ As the summer drew to a close 

Chartres looked forward to using personal influence with the press now that the “dead 

season” was over/^^ In August he reported that a member o f the Reichstag who edited several 

papers in Berlin was travelling to the US to lecture. “How far can I go in suggesting that our 

people over there would assist with advice as to methods and so on? I hinted at this and the 

idea seemed welcome. No harm, at all events, could be done by giving him introductions”.'*̂® 

The mission enjoyed close relations with the Deutsches Abendblatt, an extreme right-wing 

paper with a small circulation which carried articles by Reventlow. It was edited by Reinhold 

Wulle, a DNVP Reichstag deputy, and was willing to print anything they might write.''”  

Chartres’ wife, the well-known Italian novelist Annie Vivanti, played an important role in 

securing introductions. She accompanied her husband to Berlin and stayed until the end of 

July “to help on the social and personal side”."̂ * Vivanti was bom in London in 1866, 

daughter of an Italian father and German mother. She embraced Italian nationalism after 

defending Italy’s cause in the London press during the war, becoming close to Mussolini and 

nascent fascism. Power recalled that she knew “a great many important people” and had 

useful connections in literary circles.'*^® Unfortunately Chartres used a numerical code to 

conceal the identity of people she introduced him to.‘'“  Vivanti’s involvement is an

Gavan DuflEy to Dublin, 22 Jun 1919, Gavan Duffy papers, NAI, 1125/1 and Mitchell, Revolutionary 
Government in Ireland, p. 102
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interesting example of the significant role played by diplomats’ wives, albeit in the service of 

an unrecognised republic. In one or two cases people actively sought out the Irish. Power was 

approached by Admiral von Tirpitz, who was interested in the IRA’s tactics for resisting 

occupying forces and wanted men to come and give talks to “underground movements”, at 

some point in May. His associates included Dietrich Schafer and Eduard Meyer, both leading 

DIG members.''^’ When Power told him that their “active men” did not speak German and 

could not be spared in any case, Tirpitz argued that it would make an “immense impression” 

if someone could just come to speak on Terence MacSwiney. Power wrote home that they 

had discussed “a form of propaganda which would be excellent if  it could be carried out” . 

Given her own objections, she was probably referring to the idea that someone should come 

to speak on MacSwiney rather than to lecture rightist paramilitaries on IRA tactics. She 

passed on his request, although nothing came of it.'*̂  ̂The latter idea is intriguing, but entailed 

considerable risks. Given Tirpitz’s interest in learning about ways to resist occupying forces, 

he presumably envisaged turning IRA tactics against the Allies in the Rhineland or Polish 

forces in the contested eastern provinces. Irish separatists would forfeit much sympathy in 

other countries if  news leaked out that they were training German paramilitaries in anti-Allied 

terrorism. Paramilitaries also often plotted against the Weimar Republic, placing any Irish 

visitors in a dangerous position. Contact with Tirpitz is an example o f how incongruous Irish 

links with the right could be, for he was an advocate of unscrupulous power politics who 

simultaneously attacked Britain’s ruthlessness and complained that Germany was not ruthless

Scheck, Tirpitz, p. 40, p. 84 and p. 88
See Power to de Valera, 1 Jun 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 233(3) and Power, BMH Witness 
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enough.'*^^ A logical application of his ideas to Ireland would have entailed the stronger 

nation ruthlessly crushing the weaker.

The mission leaned towards the anti-republican right in an ideologically fractured society. 

Gavan Duffy’s disdain for official policy reflected rightist influence, as did the mission’s 

attacks on official ‘subservience’ and its desire to stress the inequities of Versailles. Power 

had already identified the radical right, with its passionate desire to confront the Allies and 

overturn Versailles, as their natural allies. In September Chartres reported that their 

propaganda had suffered a check when several of the most sympathetic newspapers were 

temporarily suppressed in an official clampdown on rightwing ex trem ism .A lth o u g h  the 

Catholic press was often sympathetic, the mission had less contact with Catholics than might 

be expected. This was particularly surprising given that they made up a third of the 

population and formed local majorities in important regions to the south and west. Catholics 

had also shown interest during the war.''^  ̂ Irish representatives elsewhere in Europe stressed 

the importance of Catholic opinion, which was usually sympathetic. An anonymous 

memorandum on French attitudes written in late 1920 observed that “the Catholic interest is 

the best worth cultivating, because its friendship is the sincerest, because it will take an 

increasing interest in Ireland as it realises more and more clearly that an independent Ireland 

will be a bulwark of religion in a godless world, because it is growing in power throughout 

France at the expense of other interests”. It also had more in common with “Celtic and 

Catholic Ireland”.''^ The mission’s failure to cultivate Catholic opinion may reflect its

Scheck, Tirpitz, p. 12
Chartres to Brennan, 5 Sep 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 232
Chatterton Hill to Gavan Duffy, n/d (Jan 1920), Plunkett papers, UCDA, P 79/102. See also Stibbe, German 

Anglophobia, p. 149 for a reference to Bavarian Catholic attitudes to the Easter Rising.
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tendency to focus on Berlin, an overwhelmingly Protestant city/®’ It went hand in hand with 

the mission’s surprising neglect of Catholic Bavaria, now a bastion of rightwing sentiment. 

The appointment of a Protestant representative was a fiirther sign that Sinn Fein did not 

intend to woo Catholic opinion. It did not help that Catholic clergy remained aloof or that the 

Centre Party, Catholicism’s political embodiment, was one of the parties which separatists 

viewed as indifferent.''®* Gavan Duffy had commented in early 1921 that Reventlow found the 

Centre Party “too flabby” despite being a Catholic.''®^

The mission tended to see liberals and the left as unsympathetic. Power viewed Jews as 

hostile, no doubt influenced by the strong Jewish presence in the liberal and leftwing media. 

She claimed that the Jewish community were consistently anglophile and later complained 

that most o f Berlin’s middle-class papers were “in the hands of Jews who would not lift a 

finger for us”.''™ This echoes the right’s tendency to see Jews as unpatriotic and excessively 

influential. German anti-Semitism was closely linked to anglophobia and opposition to 

socialism and liberalism, reinforced by the prominence o f Jews in liberal and leftwing circles. 

Sinn Fein representatives on the continent also tended to view liberal parties with suspicion, 

perhaps partly due to liberal anti-clericalism, and associated Jews, liberals and Freemasons 

with anglophilia and with each other. An anonymous memorandum on Spain claimed that 

liberal and “Jewish” papers seemed pro-British, while Gavan Duffy told a senior Vatican

official that Jews and Freemasons were united against them in the foreign press” .''’’ The

For the statistic regarding Berlin Catholics see Hamilton, Richard F., fVfio vo ted  fo r  Hitler?  (Princeton, NJ, 
1982), p. 485.

In contrast clergy in Spain, France and Italy were generally supportive.
Gavan D uffy’s report on individuals met in Berlin, 10 Feb 1921, NAI, DE 2/270 and Gavan Duffy papers, 

NAI, 1125/29, enclosed with Gavan Duffy to Dublin, 10 Feb 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 233(15)
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Anonymous (possibly Maire O ’Brien) memorandum entitled 'Ireland and Spain', Sep 1921, DIFP, Vol. I, 
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Berlin mission had few Hnks with sociaHsts, and none at all with communists. Chartres 

complained that it was hard to persuade socialists, who held the “International” point o f view, 

“to come out heartily in favour of Irish nationality” .'*̂  ̂ Socialists were apparently more 

sympathetic in France and Spain, although Gavan Duffy noted that French socialists were 

influenced by the British Labour Party's cautious attitude and disliked Irish religiosity.'*^^ The 

mission was initially unaware of the support which Irish separatism enjoyed in the 

communist press. Power thought that the controversy over the arms ship Anita in November 

1921 was the first example of support from the extreme left, although communist papers had 

actually been supportive for some time.'*’'* She later recalled that the extremes of left and right 

“published a fair amount for us” .“*’  ̂Power was inclined to keep socialists and communists at 

arms length. In June she reported that the USPD politician Georg Ledebour would almost 

certainly be willing to read out the address in the Reichstag, although it might be better to get 

someone less “notorious” as a party man."*’® She later dropped the idea because his 

‘communism’ might create the wrong impression.'*’’

In the summer of 1921 the Irish hatched plans to use the upcoming war crimes trials at 

Leipzig to their advantage. Although the peace terms committed Berlin to surrendering 

suspected war criminals for trial, stiff opposition had forced the Allies to water dovm their 

demands until they finally agreed to let the Supreme Court in Leipzig try a mere forty-five 

suspects. The trials went ahead after much stalling on 23 May, with the government doing the

Chartres to Brennan, 2 Jan 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(3)
Gavan Duffy to Dublin, 3 Jul 1920, Gavan Duffy papers, NAI, 1125/1 
Chartres to ‘U .S.F .A .’, 26 Nov 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 232 
Power, BMH Witness Statement, No. 732
Power to de Valera, 1 Jun 1921, NAI, DFA ES Box 33, File 233(3)
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minimum necessary to satisfy Allied demands and avoid sanctions. The Leipzig trials aroused 

fierce indignation on the right. Allied demands for the extradition o f suspects in 1920 had 

already inspired a furious agitation led by the DNVP, “with more moderate political forces, 

including those loyal to the government, following at a safe distance”.'*’* Although the right 

responded to Leipzig by urging the government to oppose the process and publish its own 

counter-accusations, public opinion was by no means united, with many on the left arguing 

that there was a case to answer. Two months before the trials began Joseph McGarrity’s Irish 

Press reported that the German Foreign Office and the Supreme Court had received 

information regarding Irish atrocities.'”  ̂ The evidence suggests that someone in authority 

agreed to the idea of citing Irish atrocities in principle in discussions with Hamilton in 

April.'’*® Although the Foreign Office was involved in some way, it is unclear exactly who 

Hamilton was in touch with. Irish sources refer to the government, “those in authority”, “the 

legal gentlemen” and “the legal gentlemen connected with the defence”.''*' The only 

identifiable contact is Leopold von Hoesch, a senior official in the Paris embassy and 

acquaintance of Hamilton.'**^ The Foreign Office had conducted a campaign of “obfuscation” 

on the origins and conduct o f the war from the armistice onwards.''*^ In early 1920 it drafted 

an official list o f counter-charges in case the Allies renewed their demands for extradition.

478 Home, John, and Kramer, Alan, German Atrocities, 1914: a H istory o f  D enial (New Haven, CT, and 
London, 2001), p. 344
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The army was also fiercely opposed to surrendering alleged war criminals. The Ministry of 

War had already shown interest in using Irish atrocities, informing the Foreign Office in 

February that press reports of the Crown forces’ conduct contained statements which might 

be useful in relation to the war crimes trials.'**'’

On 22 April Gavan Duffy wrote that he was “overjoyed” to hear that the idea of citing Irish 

atrocities in the war crimes trials had been adopted in Berlin. In his opinion a “big 

international lawyer” could “make great play” with the proposal and the Irish should do 

everything possible to help. It would “spoil our game” however if similar issues were raised 

against the other Allies.'*®̂  Gavan Duffy was anxious that the information should be 

assembled as quickly as possible, warning on 19 May that “these people may be afraid to 

raise these issues if not well encouraged by us”.‘**̂ Nine days later he reiterated that “any 

hitch may damp their ardour; they are quite capable of running away and official influence 

may be brought to bear to that end”. They claimed that they had been unable to get “adequate 

material” from O’Kelly in P a r i s . B y  now the trials were already underway. Brennan asked 

a lawyer called Seamus O’Connor to assemble more detailed material regarding Irish 

atrocities to hand over “if and when” it was requested in mid-May.'*®* Evidence that a state of 

war existed was crucial “in the first instance”, accompanied by proof that the laws of war

were being violated. Brennan was anxious to gather as much information as possible.

Ministry o f  War (Reichswehrministerium) to German Foreign Office, 11 Feb and 10 Mar 1921, PAAA, R 
77507
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although “it is a legal matter as to what portion o f such evidence would be omitted”/*® 

Attention focused primarily on cases involving prisoners, probably because British 

accusations concerned U-boat warfare and the alleged ill-treatment of prisoners of war. 

Childers was more pessimistic, arguing that “evidence o f similar cruelties in other countries” 

would almost certainly not be admissible in court, “the point being political not judicial” . In 

his opinion it would be more useful as press propaganda."^” He also thought that the matter 

should be handled with great caution, possibly a reference to the impact in Belgium and 

France.'*”  Brennan agreed the information could be sent to Chartres for propaganda purposes 

even if it was not cited in Leipzig.''®^ The Berlin mission had obviously given up hope by 18 

June, when it published a tactless attack on official inaction in the bulletin. The article 

complained that it had “waited in vain” for the defence to use the material supplied in 

Leipzig, adding that people in Ireland and the US were “highly amazed at this silence”. It 

urged the government to abandon its obsequiousness and complained that the press was 

ignoring atrocities in Ireland, even though they were a thousand times worse than anything 

seen in Belgium.''®^ This reflected right-wing complaints about the government’s failure to 

make counter-accusations. Chartres later recalled that “information was circulated to the 

persons engaged in the inquiries, but there seems to have been no obvious result”.''®'*

The Foreign Office finally returned material already received from Hamilton in late June, 

indicating that it would not be used.'*®̂  Chartres blamed Berlin’s “remarkable passivity” on a
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desire to conciliate London, although he thought that the material would still be useful as 

p r o p a g a n d a . I n  reality it was in the government’s interests to conciliate the British, who 

had only submitted seven of the forty-five names. The British cases were heard first, probably 

because officials felt that the impetus for the trials would abate once they were satisfied. “The 

British cases, unlike the massacres, incendiarism, and deportations o f 1914, were also 

relatively simple to settle without major discredit to the army”.'*̂ ’ Although the French and 

Belgian delegations both left after obviously unfair judgements were handed down, Britain 

was largely satisfied and let the issue drop. In May 1922 the French ambassador in London 

reported that public opinion was “quite indifferent” to the question.''®* O ’Connor’s plans to 

gather evidence were still under discussion in Dublin in mid-July, long after they had become 

irrelevant.'’’  ̂ News that official circles in Berlin had definitively rejected the idea did not 

reach Ireland until early August, showing how poor communications hampered Irish 

e f f o r t s . T h e  bulletin’s clumsy intervention in Germany’s internal politics illustrates how 

republicans tried to appeal to the right, whose outrage at the war crimes trials was intense. 

The Foreign Office was irritated when the rightwing press used Irish atrocities to argue that it 

had been “careless” regarding Leipzig, taking it as evidence that Irish propagandists were co

operating with rightist malcontents.^®' Irish plans to exploit the Leipzig trials risked 

identifying them even fiirther with the right and could have alienated other countries, as 

France, Belgium, Italy, Poland, Romania and Yugoslavia had all submitted cases. Current 

research into accusations that the Germans committed atrocities in occupied territories during

Chartres to Brennan, 9 Aug 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 233(8)
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the war has refuted Sinn Fein’s assertion that such incidents were figments of Allied 

imagination.^®^

Chartres did not speak openly of his official status, partly because o f advice that he might be 

expelled if he did, partly because he had not yet obtained the right to reside in Germany 

permanently. “It seems anomalous that in the allied capitals the Irish envoys should be able to 

announce themselves without restraint”, he observed, “while in the enemy capital the envoy 

should be obliged to remain almost incognito”. T h e  Irish may have been chastened by 

Gavan Duffy’s expulsion from France in late 1920. An anonymous memorandum written by 

someone in Berlin in the summer o f 1921 had already recommended the “indirect method” as 

the best method of securing publicity, owing to the unusual circumstances in which they 

worked. “Over and over again it has been borne in on us that some of our best work has been 

made utterly futile by the zeal of those who believed it was necessary to defy openly without 

waiting for the moment when defiance would be effective” .̂ ®" In September Chartres 

informed Dublin that residence was about to be granted and asked if he should announce his 

mission openly or let it be inferred. Although Berlin would expel him immediately if London 

protested, he wondered if they should deal with the protest as a matter of principle. He was 

unsure if London would raise the issue during the t r u c e . T h e  leadership obviously opted for 

the latter, for Chartres was still living “in a sort of semi-transparent incognito” in early 

1922.^“  He was the only representative not identified by name in the DFA reports o f 10 June

See Home and Kramer, German Atrocities.
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and 10 August 1921.^°’ This reticence exacerbated existing confusion over who represented 

Sinn Fein in Berlin. Ryan had already received credentials from de Valera identifying him as 

the republicans’ official representative in 1920.^°* An anonymous memorandum written by 

someone in Berlin in the first half of 1921 had stressed his links with officials and argued that 

his position should be strengthened.^”̂  This was especially awkward as Chartres did not know 

of Ryan’s existence when he left Ireland, although Sean T. O’Kelly was told to brief him in 

Paris.^’° De Valera observed that Ryan’s activities were “secret” and should not clash with 

Chartres’ open role, probably a reference to the Irish-American’s involvement with arms 

smuggling.^” Patrick McCartan left $7,500 with Ryan when passing through Berlin on his 

way home from Russia, convinced that he was their official representative. Ryan did not 

know “in what capacity Mr. Chartres was there and neither did I until I came home” he 

recalled.^'^

If anything official attitudes became more aloof in the course of 1921, as the government was 

anxious to distance itself from Irish separatism. Foreign Minister Friedrich Rosen assured the 

British ambassador to Berlin, Lord D’Abemon, that he considered good relations with 

London vital in August. Rosen denied that his government had any connection with Sinn 

Fein, official or unofficial, and insisted that it wanted to strengthen Britain as a counterweight 

to certain French elements. Rosen asked the ambassador to keep him informed of any

‘Department o f  Foreign Affairs Report’, 10 Jun 1921, NAI, DE 2/269 and ‘Departinent o f  Foreign Affairs 
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suspicion so that he could investigate, convincing him of his s i n c e r i t y . I n  the same month 

Schubert dismissed Gaffney’s offer o f coded telegram correspondence between the British 

Foreign Secretary Lord Curzon and Sir Auckland Geddes, British ambassador in Washington, 

complaining that the efforts of certain individuals involved in wartime propaganda to 

maintain their links with the government were straining relations with the A l l i e s . T h e  

treatment o f Indian revolutionaries also suggests that attitudes hardened in the course of 

1921. While there is evidence that Chattopadhyaya and Smedley received some assistance 

from the Foreign Office earlier in the year, the government began moves to expel them under 

pressure from London soon after they returned from a trip to Moscow in September.^'^ They 

were forced to live in Berlin illegally for several months, moving frequently to avoid raids. '̂® 

In December Smedley wrote that prominent people were wondering how long it would be 

before any form of anglophobic propaganda was forbidden.^” An unidentified source writing 

in the early summer commented that the Berlin “firm” had experienced major financial 

difficulties of late and important changes had been made at the top. This presumably referred 

to the fall o f the Fehrenbach cabinet during the reparations crisis and the replacement of 

Simons with Friedrich Rosen in a new cabinet committed to a policy of ‘fulfilment’ and led 

by Josef Wirth. The source added that Ryan might have to gain the confidence of the “new 

men”, “before the place of esteem he held among the members o f the old firm is again

Friedrich Rosen to D ’Abemon, 30 Aug 1921, and D ’Abemon to Curzon, 31 Aug 1921, N A , FO 371/5974; 
D ’Abemon to Foreign Office (telegram), 31 Aug 1921, FO 371/5974 and Sir S. Head (official in the British 
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acquired” .̂ ’* Nevertheless Ryan could still report on the eve of his return to the US in spring 

1922 that his “friends” wanted him to return to maintain their links with him and had “fixed 

up” his papers so that he could come and go freely. They had also arranged a “farewell 

meeting” at “the private apartments” of a member of the cabinet/’® Foreign Office files 

contain a number of memoranda by Ryan, but no evidence of personal contact after his 

meeting with Schubert in December 1920. Yet officials were aware that McCartan was to 

land at Stettin (modem Szczecin) in June 1921 on his way home from Russia.^^®

Seeking recognition remained the primary objective o f republican foreign policy even after 

the Paris Peace Conference. In the summer of 1920 the cabinet planned to vastly expand its 

representation in Europe “with a view to preparing the way for the presentation of a formal 

demand for recognition”.̂ '̂ In reality recognition was placed on the back burner, simply 

because countries were understandably loath to antagonise Britain by recognising an Irish 

republic. Chartres assumed that international recognition was still “a main objective” of Irish 

diplomacy in 1921. He argued against approaching governments individually however, 

rightly insisting that no one would take such a provocative step alone. Instead they should 

privately ask a number of governments to recognise the republic provided others (particularly 

the US) did so too. Once they had obtained a few definite assurances an influential American 

could present them to Washington. Chartres argued that the US would then be unable to 

“hang back” and claimed that the strength of continental anglophobia was such that their

requests would not be in vain. “While the ultimate basis of such a combination would, of
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course, be interest, the immediate and ostensible reasons would be of a liberal and 

humanitarian kind”. Chartres had discussed the idea with Ryan, O’Brien and O’Kelly and 

found them all “favourably inclined”. An official at the Italian embassy in Berlin had also 

told him that Italy would follow Washington’s lead on recognition. According to the official 

sympathy was so strong that there would almost certainly be a majority in favour if the issue 

of recognition was left to a free vote in the Italian parliament. Chartres intended to raise the 

issue with the Italian ambassador as soon as a favourable opportunity a r o s e . O ’Kelly 

agreed that Paris might recognise the republic provided Italy and the US did so too.^^  ̂

Although some were sceptical, de Valera thought the idea should be pursued if Anglo-Irish 

negotiations broke down and wanted Irish representatives to seek initial guarantees at once. 

He envisaged approaching governments in Washington, Paris, Berlin and Rome first, 

followed by appeals to their peoples if necessary. They could argue that they needed “the 

inducement o f recognition” if they were to “fight to the end for isolation”. This was 

surprising given that de Valera had returned to Ireland convinced that the republic would only 

secure US recognition if an Anglo-American crisis “in which America’s own interests are 

involved” broke out.^^  ̂ He told the Dail that the US would not recognise the republic at 

present in August, although this was perhaps part of a strategy to prepare republicans for 

compromise.
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Berlin remained an important point of contact with other independence movements. Power 

recalled that Irish prestige was low among the “revolutionary elements” on her arrival. When 

an Armenian assassinated Talat on 15 March rumours circulated that Hamilton had given him 

away, while Chatterton Hill was blamed for the “leakage” which led to the Morning Post 

article. Chattopadhyaya accepted Power “cheerfully enough”, although he told her never to 

mention him to Hamilton.^^’ The Irish were particularly anxious to co-operate more closely 

with Indian revolutionaries. Gifford was willing to undertake a mission to India, although 

there was some debate over his suitability. De Valera was unsure of his usefulness, observing 

that the ideal candidate would be able to conceal his activities under a commercial cloak, 

while an American was less likely to be expe l l ed .P i l l a i  feared that he would be stopped at 

once, as his views were known. He also thought that Gifford was “not the type to impress the 

ardent activist, who w[oul]d cotton better to a young man”.̂ ’̂ The Irish also needed a plan for 

co-operation with the Indians. In May de Valera lamented that no effective scheme had been 

proposed, although he was “very anxious to get the Indian connection and co-operation 

properly effected”. He recommended working out a plan in consultation with Indian 

representatives in Berlin and Paris and getting in touch with Indians in London.^^° Chartres 

left Ireland with instructions to assess Gifford’s usefulness and to make contact with local 

Indians.” ' After meeting Pillai (“as to whose representative character much difference of 

opinion exists”) and another Indian in July, Chartres recommended that the Irish envoy 

should be an organiser rather than a propagandist. He reported plans to set up a de facto

Power, BMH Witness Statement, No. 732
De Valera to ‘U .S.F .A .’, 19 May 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 14, File 96(13) and de Valera to Boland, 8 Apr 
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independent government in connection with the Indian National Congress and argued that a 

“man of action” familiar with Sirm Fein methods and sympathetic to “the mentality of the 

East” could achieve much. Chartres assumed that the emissary would “teach and direct” the 

Indian leaders. “No doubt he would require an agreement that while the native leaders 

remained outwardly in sole control, they should follow his counsels implicitly during the 

transition period”. The other Indian he had met agreed that the envoy's “advice and 

assistance” would be very useful. He stated that although he did not have the power to make 

arrangements, an Indian representative with the necessary authority would arrive in Berlin 

soon.^^  ̂Chartres’ assumption that the Indians were incapable o f leading their own movement 

and that the campaign must proceed along Irish lines is striking, suggesting that he was not 

immune to the racial prejudices o f his day.^^  ̂ His reserve regarding Gandhi may reflect the 

influence o f Chattopadhyaya, who was committed to armed struggle and thought little o f the 

pacifist leader.^ '̂* Gandhi in turn “did not think that Ireland was a useful example or indeed a 

healthy model for India’s struggle for independence”.C h a r t r e s  also advised against sending 

Gifford, concluding that he lacked ideas and “wise initiative”. Gifford’s reluctance to 

associate with communists might have affected his relations with some Indian 

rev o lu tio n a rie s .T h is  left the Irish leadership struggling to find another candidate. By 

September Brennan was convinced that a US citizen familiar with Ireland and in possession 

o f “cool judgement and plenty of initiative” was necessary.
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While official efforts hung fire, arms smugglers launched an initiative of their own. In early 

September Sean Beaumont, who had arrived in Berlin on a freelance arms mission 

independent of IRA GHQ, travelled to Moscow hoping to persuade the Comintern to bankroll 

his a c tiv itie s .W h ile  there he met Chattopadhyaya, who was likewise angling for support. 

He also came to the notice of the India Office's intelligence service, which was watching 

Chattopadhyaya and his a sso c ia te s .A cc o rd in g  to an anonymous informer’s report 

Beaumont asked the Comintern to subsidise Irish arms purchases and to support a joint action 

committee o f revolutionaries from Ireland, Egypt, India and Mesopotamia (modem day Iraq). 

The Comintern turned down his request for money, but did promise to back an anti

imperialist joint action committee. Chattopadhyaya also agreed to discuss the idea with 

Beaumont when he returned to B erlin .C h atto p ad h y ay a’s interest probably reflected a 

desire to strengthen his position in the murky underworld o f revolutionary politics. The 

Comintern had opted to back his rival M. N. Roy, who had argued against Chattopadhyaya’s 

efforts to unite all groups fighting for India’s independence regardless of ideology, pressing 

instead for a purely communist movement under his own leadership. Chattopadhyaya and his 

associates returned to Berlin in September resolved to continue agitating for revolution in the 

hope that their activities would receive a stamp of approval from India. Involvement in an 

effective anti-imperialist committee which included Irish and Egyptian revolutionaries would 

no doubt strengthen his hand.
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The meeting took place in Berlin in mid-September, attended by Beaumont, Grabisch, 

Chattopadhyaya and several other Indians. The India Office’s informant reported that no 

Arabs or Egyptians were present, as they had no trustworthy representatives in Berlin. 

Beaumont assured the Indians that the Comintern had promised to give the committee moral 

support and later money. They discussed plans for an anti-imperialist terror campaign and 

chose Berlin as the committee’s headquarters, although the informant claimed that their 

arrangements would remain “quite provisional” until approved by the Irish leadership and 

revolutionaries in India and Egypt. Irish sources contain no reference to the initiative, 

although the informer reported that Sean Beaumont’s brother William left Berlin on 21 

September to seek the Sinn Fein leadership’s approval.^'*' There is no indication that the 

mission knew about the meeting, although Ryan was present. If the informant’s intelligence 

was accurate, nothing seems to have come of it. Official negotiations to send an envoy to 

India also limped on. Ryan introduced Brennan to an Indian nationalist called Bomanji when 

he visited Berlin in November. Bomanji claimed that the Indian National Congress planned to 

join with India’s Muslim League to set up a provisional government. He wanted the Irish to 

send two or three advisors to India as soon as possible to “guide the movement” from behind 

the scenes. Bomanji also planned to launch a campaign of guerrilla warfare and wanted IRA 

men to come to India to train the insurgents. Brennan was to give his answer to another 

Indian in London on 21 December.^''^ The Treaty seems to have brought anti-imperialist 

conspiracy to an end. O’Brien later complained that he had made arrangements with “Indian 

friends” in London at the end of 1921 only for Collins to leave him in the lurch after putting

the Indians to some expense. '̂*^ The figures the Irish were dealing with did not represent any
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large body of opinion in India itself. A dossier on India prepared in the spring o f 1921 

described Chattopadhyaya and other Berlin-based Indians as members of the Indian 

Revolutionary Party’s European committee, but added that “if this or other such parties exist 

in India itself, they are underground, sectional and small” .̂ ''''

PartV

The Impact of Anglo-Irish Negotiations, July-December 1921

Even as the leaders discussed plans to co-operate with Indian revolutionaries and renew the 

campaign for recognition, tentative contacts were leading up to a truce. On 25 June Lloyd 

George seized the opportunity offered by George V ’s conciliatory speech at the opening of 

the Northern Irish parliament to invite de Valera and Sir James Craig to talks. De Valera 

finally accepted his invitation on the 7'*’, leading to an Anglo-Irish truce on 11 July. Chartres 

wrote a week beforehand that “one follows developments with breathless interest and 

anxiety”. O n  the eve of the truce he reported that republican diplomacy in the initial talks 

had made a “deep impression” in Germany, while de Valera was universally spoken o f “with 

the greatest respect”.̂ '*® On 13 July Chartres was informed that “our delegates have crossed 

the water and the quietness here is absolute”.̂ '*’ De Valera had left for a series o f meetings in 

London with Lloyd George, who soon offered the twenty-six counties dominion status with a 

number of restrictions. De Valera rejected the proposal almost immediately and responded 

with counter-proposals three weeks later. These reasserted the Irish right to self-

Brennan to Gavan Duffy, 11 Mar 1921, Gavan Duffy papers, NAI, 1125/19 
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determination, dismissed dominion status as “illusory” and insisted that “amicable but 

absolute separation” was the key to Anglo-Irish harmony. '̂** The bulletin maintained an 

adversarial stance, insisting that the Irish were united in their uncompromising republicanism. 

This was no doubt linked to the intransigent instructions the mission was receiving from 

home. On 27 July Brennan informed Chartres that “no negotiations will take place on any 

basis that is inconsistent with our present status as recognised by ourselves”. “You will of 

course carry on as if there was no change” .̂ '*® In early August he was informed that de 

Valera’s proposals were “practically our last word”.̂ °̂ Lloyd George replied that he could go 

no further, insisting that the restrictions outlined did not detract from dominion status. The 

Prime Minister published his offer on 15 August. Five days later Chartres reported that recent 

events had generated “immense respect and admiration”. “One is proud and thankful to 

belong to such a country”. A n  official at the British embassy offered a more jaundiced 

view, reporting that there press contained “remarkably little comment on Irish affairs”, 

simply reproducing the latest telegrams from London. The only exception was the Catholic 

press in Bavaria, which stated that the Irish should accept Lloyd George’s offer.^^^ A survey 

of twenty-four papers and periodicals suggests that the latter assessment was more accurate, 

with the press losing interest as talks dragged on. The mission’s efforts to argue the Sinn Fein 

case were hampered by poor communications which left them unable to keep pace with 

events. As Chartres noted in September, “long after a letter can arrive the situation has

changed”.̂ ^̂  Harry Boland, the republicans’ representative in the US, was left “largely reliant

Maume, Patrick, and O ’Leary, Cornelius, Controversial Issues in Anglo-Irish Relations, 1910-1921 (Dublin, 
2004), p. 126
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on reading between the lines o f press reports, amplified by rumours, occasional coded cables, 

and oblique official letters which were at least a week out of date upon reaching Washington” 

during the Anglo-Irish conference. It was official policy to “preserve the greatest reticence”, 

leading Brennan to warn representatives that they should be slow to say anything. “When one 

is not actually on the scene it is very hard to know what statement best suits the intentions in 

the mind of those responsible for the movement here”.̂ '̂* Caution was enjoined by the 

awareness that talks could break down at any moment, and Chartres was ordered to be 

prepared for any eventuality. The arrival of several Irish visitors compensated for the 

mission’s ignorance, with O’Kelly arriving to give it “full information as to the situation here 

and the course o f events” in the first half of October. Brennan also visited Berlin during a 

tour o f the continent, arriving a little before 29 November and leaving immediately after the 

Treaty was signed.” ^

Meanwhile the two leaders’ correspondence continued as they manoeuvred for advantage, 

committed to a conference but determined not to concede anything in advance. On 25 August 

Brerman informed Chartres that they were insisting that negotiations must be based on 

government by the consent of the governed. “We are prepared to defend that principle to the 

last and it will be your task to make it clear that that is the principle we are defending”. D e  

Valera skilfully evaded efforts to tie him on allegiance to the Crown, forcing the British to 

issue an unconditional invitation on 7 September. Sparring continued after de Valera’s
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acceptance, as Lloyd George objected to his claim that the Irish would negotiate as 

representatives of an independent republic. Chartres praised Irish diplomacy as “magnificent” 

on 18 September and reported that press interest was accompanied by “genuine admiration”. 

Their success in forcing the Prime Minister to negotiate and de Valera’s “steady, undeviating 

adherence to principle” seemed “wonderful” to the Germans, who contrasted it with their 

own government’s attitude towards London. Chartres was constantly told in private 

conversation that the Germans had much to learn from Ireland. “It is true, of course, but it is 

pleasant to find the truth freely recognised”. L l o y d  George eventually relented and issued a 

fresh invitation, also unconditional, which was accepted on 30 September. Maume and 

O’Leary argue that de Valera had showed himself to be a “skilful negotiator” in his 

correspondence with the Prime Minister, conceding nothing and maintaining “the Irish claim 

to independence throughout” . Y e t  de Valera failed to challenge Lloyd George when the 

Prime Minister explicitly ruled out a republic. His success in entering a conference with the 

Irish claim intact merely postponed the issue, for republicans could hardly secure at the 

conference table what they had failed to win in the field.

Sinn Fein faced immense challenges as it entered talks. Although the Irish could not 

realistically hope to achieve a republic, compromise threatened to split the movement. Power 

was informed that it was prepared for all eventualities on the eve of the conference -  “of 

course no one has any idea yet what is to come of it” .̂ °̂ Chartres was summoned home on 3 

October to act as a secretary to the Irish delegation and to provide advice on constitutional

law, leaving Power in charge in his absence. He was to play an important part in formulating
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de Valera’s external association idea, arguing that an Irish republic could be associated with 

the Commonwealth and recognise the Crown as “official head” of the resulting association. 

“Our national independence would be secured and our honour saved”. A l t h o u g h  his 

proposal was ingenious, Chartres consistently underestimated Lloyd George’s commitment to 

full Irish allegiance to the Crown, arguing that the Prime Minister would back down if the 

only alternative was failure.^^^ Yet the British would consistently reject external association 

as formulated by Chartres, even though the Irish delegation pushed for it until the final hours 

o f the conference. Meanwhile in Berlin the bulletin maintained its intransigent, 

uncompromising attitude to the last.

Meanwhile Power felt isolated, left on her own in Berlin only ten days after her arrival. On 

21 October she wrote of her happiness at receiving a letter from home -  “I had begun to think 

that my friends had quite forgotten me”.̂ “  Events in Berlin intruded briefly on the conference 

when news reached London that German customs had seized an Irish arms ship called the 

Anita in Hamburg two weeks earlier. The incident could hardly have come at a worse time for 

the Irish delegation in London, coinciding as it did with de Valera’s intransigent telegram to 

the Pope and the discovery o f another arms plot in Cardiff.^*^ Lloyd George raised all three 

issues on 21 October, ten days into the conference. Having wrong-footed the Irish delegation 

he went on the offensive, pressing them on allegiance to the Crown. The incident showed that 

the truce’s terms were open to considerable interpretation. While the Irish believed (or 

claimed to believe) that it did not cover arms smuggling, Lloyd George insisted that the IRA 
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could not import arms while the British refrained from sending reinforcements to Ireland.^“  

The incident probably had little long term impact beyond giving the Prime Minister a brief 

tactical advantage. Truce infringements were an issue from the start and the Irish could point 

to several British violations. Yet Paul Mac Mahon states that the political crisis provoked by 

the arms smuggling incidents almost led to a breakdown in talks, noting that a codeword 

warning o f imminent war was issued to the British army on the 21".^®’ It also forced the Irish 

to promise that arms imports would cease, although in reality they carried on as before.

Rumours as to who had given Anita away were soon circulating. In January 1922 Chartres 

reported rumours allegedly circulating in the German Foreign Office that Grabisch had let 

slip information leading to the Anita seizure in conversation with an anglophile Foreign 

Office official whom she had long been friendly with. This rumour was passed to the mission 

by Gifford, who claimed to have heard it from a named “official of standing” in the Foreign 

Office. Chartres was obviously reluctant to repeat it, noting that Ryan placed great confidence 

in her.^^’ Brennan thought that such “gossip” should be ignored given “the atmosphere in

Berlin”. A b b a s  Hilma, the ex-Khedive of Egypt, claimed to have heard from another

official that Chatterton Hill was responsible.^^’ Hamilton claimed that officials at the Foreign 

Office “expressed themselves to me very clearly and concisely as to the cause o f this 

disaster”, namely Chartres. He had informed Dublin, but did not know if they ever
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investigated the matter.^^^ Reaction to the Anita incident shows the level o f in-fighting in 

Berlin.

The Anita incident attracted little public attention until Lloyd George made a speech in the 

Commons on 31 October claiming that Berlin had warned his government of Irish plans to 

import arms.^’̂  His careless words raised a storm of indignation in the rightwing German 

press and embarrassed the German government, which stressed that it had no idea how 

London had heard of the Anita seizure. Reinhold Wulle wrote an angry article in the 

Deutsche Abendblatt demanding to know if the report was true and accusing the government 

o f betraying the Irish. He warned that the incident would alienate Irish-Americans, a powerful 

force in US politics, and would also destroy German hopes o f establishing commercial 

relations with Ireland.” '' The Berliner Lokal Anzeiger agreed that the Irish and Irish- 

Americans would be alienated at a time when Germany needed all the sympathy it could 

get.”  ̂ The DVP Reichstag deputy Franz Bruninghaus raised the issue with the Foreign 

Office, stressing the matter’s importance for relations with the Irish and Irish-Americans.” ® 

Power considered the press reaction to be “very satisfactory”, and noted support received 

from the extreme left.” ’ The bulletin greeted the Anita incident with equanimity, arguing that 

the truce did not ban arms imports.” *
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The Foreign Office was already uneasy about the mission’s existence when the Anita incident 

occurred. In September Ryan reported that London had recently made representations to the 

government regarding Irishmen engaged in “underhand business”. He assured officials that 

no “underhand business” was taking place, as Chartres was living and working openly in 

Berlin.” ’ Brinkmann arranged for the bulletin to be investigated “on the quiet” in late 

October to find out who was behind it.̂ *° The resulting report stated that the Wilmersdorf 

office translated news regarding Ireland and distributed it to the press under the direction of a 

woman called Nancy Power. It had been impossible to find out more, as they had been unable 

to locate her.^*' Power was actually in Paris, having got wind of the investigation. On 5 

November she informed de Valera that “enemy pressure” had forced her to leave Berlin 

temporarily. The Irish attributed official unease to the furore over the Anita incident and 

Chartres hurried back to Berlin to deal with the “storm which had arisen”, arriving on the 

5* 582 po^ej. ^ook the opportunity to argue that he should return permanently, pointing out 

that the situation in Berlin was “most critical”. Their enemies were seeking to injure them in 

every way possible, while their friends were apt to fall into “indiscretions”. They needed 

someone with experience and authority on hand at all times to deal with crises as they arose. 

“Nothing is more damaging to our prestige than for our friends to find one person in charge 

this week and another [the] next”. Power observed that no one could keep pace with the 

country’s volatile politics on occasional visits from London. If Chartres was not allowed to 

give the mission his full attention “progress need not be looked for”. Power’s forthright letter,
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which attacked the official “haphazard” conduct o f affairs in Berhn, showed that she was 

impatient at having to cope alone.’*̂ De Valera meekly promised to do everything possible to 

see that the mission’s work was not disrupted again.̂ ®'* Chartres wrote home expressing his 

agreement with Power on 8 November, arguing that the attack on the bulletin “seems likely to 

call at any moment for the most careful consideration and action of which I am capable”. 

Pro-Sinn Fein circles in Berlin were also working to see that no action was taken. Grabisch 

raised the issue with Schubert on 7 November, asking if the Foreign Office knew anything 

about the recent search o f the Wilmersdorf office. He promised to make i n q u i r i e s . R y a n  

also wrote to the Foreign Office urging it not to take action. He had heard that people in 

official circles were anxious to suppress the bulletin in case its existence gave the impression 

that they were co-operating with Ireland. Ryan argued that the bulletin only carried 

translations of items which had already appeared in the British press and dismissed the idea 

that it could be taken as proof of co-operation with Ireland. He also claimed that any pressure 

from Britain to suppress the bulletin was motivated by a desire to drive a wedge between 

Germany and Ireland, in order to alienate Irish-American opinion and maintain its monopoly 

o f Irish markets.^*’ Briininghaus also pressed the Foreign Office not to take action.^** Officials 

seem to have dropped the matter soon afterwards, for Grabisch told Schubert on 17 

November that “our friends are quite satisfied with the present favorable [sic] aspect 

regarding the Bulletin, as it seems they have already been informed of the improvement in

that situation” .̂ *̂  Although this “trying and uncertain period” no doubt interfered with the
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mission’s work, the bulletin continued to appear with its usual regularity. Chartres warmly 

praised Power’s work during his absence, which had at least ensured that “no ground was 

lost”.'®°

Chartres was surprised to be summoned back to London by telegram on 18 November.^®’ He 

would have found the delegation deeply divided, with Griffith and Collins intimating 

privately that they were willing to make further concessions. Chartres seems to have 

remained firmly committed to external association. He had already informed Griffith on 8 

November that it “appears to me as far as it is permissible to go”.̂ ^̂  Tom Jones found him 

“utterly irreconcilable” on allegiance to the Crown in late November, noting his insistence 

that he would rather “go underground tomorrow” than tolerate any British interference in 

Ireland’s internal affairs. “He spoke with great earnestness and there was no 

misunderstanding the depth of his conviction”.̂ ”  It is possible that Chartres leaked the 

“correct official information from inside” which led Ryan to warn McGarrity that the 

“trustees” in London were w e a k e n i n g .T h e  telegram led an irritated Boland to suggest that 

Dublin “put a muzzle” on some o f its representatives’’.̂ ^̂  Power sent her mother very similar 

information around the same time, identifying Chartres as the source. Jennie Wyse Power 

could “scarcely credit” the story and was unwilling to accept that Collins could “give the

great article away”.̂ ’  ̂Ryan later thought that Chartres had supported the republic to the end,
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but was unable to discern Griffith and Collins’ “private work” with Lloyd George.^’’ The 

delegation’s more uncompromising members certainly felt that he was on their side.^^* 

Chartres also seems to have been uncomfortable with the relaxed attitude some members of 

the delegation adopted towards their British counterparts.^’’ Yet he played a constructive role 

in fleshing out de Valera’s theory of external association, although still convinced that the 

Irish could go no further. In addition, his “knowledge of procedure and o f sources of 

information often proved useful” .W h a te v e r  his personal feelings, Chartres did not follow 

the example of his fellow secretary Childers in resisting compromise, preferring to remain in 

the background. When an obituary in the solidly republican Nation claimed that he had done 

everything possible “to prevent such an agreement being reached”, Power insisted that 

Chartres’ efforts were “constructive” and claimed that he took considerable pride in his 

contribution to the final agreement.^”' Chartres possibly saw himself as a simple functionary 

with no remit to offer unsolicited advice.

Chartres’ last recorded intervention occurred on 1 December, when the Irish delegation 

discussed Lloyd George’s latest proposals for dominion status. Childers recalled that he 

“threw in a few words about vital matters which they do not understand”.̂ ®̂ Chartres left for 

Berlin when the others returned to Ireland on 2 December to put the proposals to the cabinet. 

He still seems to have seen external association as the limit o f Irish concessions. Brennan 

(who was in Berlin at the time and later sided with the anti-Treatyites in the split) claimed

‘Your Cousin’ (Ryan) to ‘Phil’ (McGarrity), n/d (spring 1922), McGarrity papers, NLI, MS 17,486(1) 
Murphy, Chartres, p. 69
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Pakenham, Peace by Ordeal, p. 119 
Nation, 21 and 28 May 1927 
Murphy, Chartres, p. 82
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that he was pessimistic about the outcome, complaining that Lloyd George had acted adroitly 

to split the Irish delegation.^°^ The Irish returned to London on 4 December with instructions 

to refuse the offer and hold fast to external association, a decision which frustrated Griffith 

and Collins. The Prime Minister brusquely rejected Irish proposals, finally inducing the 

delegation to sign a treaty embodying dominion status on 5 December. Brennan was with 

Power and Chartres in Berlin when the news broke, but does not record their reaction.®”'' The 

mission was clearly taken by surprise. The bulletin maintained its intransigent propaganda to 

the last, insisting that the Irish would not compromise the republic. Indeed the bulletin 

published on the 6* quoted an uncompromising speech which de Valera had made several 

days earlier insisting that the Irish could go no fu r th e r .C h a rtre s  had returned to Berlin on 

the assumption that the talks were now over, suggesting a supposition that they would break 

down when the Irish rejected dominion status.^® A letter from Dublin dated 1 December 

informed the mission that negotiations had reached a critical point and ordered it to present 

the German Government with an official statement as soon as possible if talks broke down.®®’ 

Chartres quickly obtained copies o f the Treaty and distributed them to the press, complaining 

that summaries coming from London by telegram made it look like an Irish defeat.®”*

Brennan,/l//eg/a«ce, pp. 329-31 
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^  ‘U.S.F.A.’ to Chartres, 1 Dec 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 232 
Chartres to Brennan, 2 Jan 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(3)

150



Conclusion

The mission’s work in 1921 shows the immense range of tasks assumed by republican 

representatives abroad, from seeking to influence the press and court potential allies to 

handling suspicious officials. It also shows the obstacles they faced -  notably their 

ambiguous status and a weak, institutional framework which hampered their activities.
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Chapter III

‘The Melting Pot’: January 1922 -  December 1923

Introduction

The years 1922-23 saw Irish representation in Berlin come to an ignominious close just as 

Ireland’s new status promised to open up further opportunities. In-fighting amongst Irish 

representatives in Berlin led to a welter of accusations and counter-accusations, while the 

outbreak of civil war altered Irish government priorities. In Germany the grim effects of 

instability and hyper-inflation made continued representation seem unsustainable. As Conor 

Duane (the last Irish representative in Berlin in 1919-23) put it, Germany was in the “melting 

pot”, a grim verdict which could be applied to both countries.^”’

Part I 

The Impact of the Treaty, December 1921 -  January 1922

The Irish situation was confused and uncertain in the Treaty’s aftermath. The cabinet split on 

8 December, a narrow majority in favour of the Treaty with de Valera against. “It is the first 

time in my life that I hesitated to take sides” Jennie Wyse Power wrote to her daughter, “& 

until I know all I cannot make my mind easy on the subject” .̂ '® It soon became clear that 

public opinion was mostly pro-Treaty, although there was little enthusiasm. The Dail voted in

Conor Duane to DEA, 13 N ov 1923, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 241(1)
Jennie Wyse Power to Nancy Power, 11 Dec 1921, Humphries papers, UCDA, P160/735
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favour by a narrow majority on 7 January after weeks o f acrimonious debate, with Griffith 

replacing de Valera as president. The bulletin adopted an impartial attitude, downplaying the 

split and summarising both sides’ arguments. For months it had insisted that the Irish people 

were united in their loyalty to an existing thirty-two county republic, but now the republic 

had been disavowed and partition accepted. The indissoluble unity and uncompromising 

idealism which the bulletin had celebrated were shattered, undermining the whole basis of its 

propaganda. Over the next six months its insistence that all was well became increasingly 

implausible.

The split was particularly painful for Chartres, who believed so passionately in Irish idealism 

and unity. Power later recalled his staunch republicanism and noted that he was “melancholy” 

about the Treaty from the start.®" Yet all the evidence suggests that Chartres had accepted it 

as an interim settlement by late January, provided a republic remained the ultimate goal. 

Writing to Collins to congratulate him on the hand over of Dublin Castle, Chartres observed 

that “The flag will have to be carried, & I am sure will eventually be carried a little further” . 

In the meantime the victory won and the opportiinities it offered were “dazzling”.®’̂  He told 

guests at a St. Patrick’s Day dinner in March that the Treaty “must be carried out”, while the 

staunchly republican Ryan complained that the mission was pro-Treaty in early 1922.®'  ̂ The 

fact that Chartres was asked to take over from Sean T. O’Kelly in Paris when the latter was 

dismissed for engaging in anti-Treatyite propaganda shows how much the government trusted 

him. Why did he accept a compromise settlement, given his earlier view that external

Power, article on Chartres in the Irish Independent, 1 N ov 1935
Chartres to Collins, 21 Jan 1922, NAI, D/T S9242
Anonymous report on the Irish m ission’s St. Patrick’s Day dinner, 20 Mar 1922, enclosed with D ’Abemon 

to Curzon, 26 Mar 1922, N A , FO 371/7529 and ‘Your Cousin’ (Ryan) to ‘Phil’ (McGarrity), n/d (spring 1922), 
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association “appears to me as far as it is permissible to go”?*’'* Power later pointed to the 

influence of Collins, recalling that Chartres’ faith in him “never wavered”. C h a r t r e s ’ 

reference to carrying the flag “a little further” suggests that he accepted Collins’ 

interpretation of the Treaty as a stepping stone to independence.^'^ Power recalled his view 

that it was “an accomplished fact” to be turned to Irish advantage.^’’ Chartres was also 

willing to bow to the judgement of others. According to Power he accepted Griffith and 

Collins’ assurances that the IRA could not fight on because they knew Ireland better than he 

did.^'* Ryan attributed his acquiescence to a belief that the anti-Treatyites could not carry the 

people with them.®’’ Chartres was never partisan however, consistently siding with those 

anxious to reconcile the two sides at almost any cost. The Irish representative in Geneva, 

Michael Mac White, did not know where he stood on the Treaty in early February, although 

they no doubt met at the acrimonious Irish Race Congress.®^® The fact that Chartres’ opinions 

were not widely known highlights his cautious, impartial approach. Power also supported the 

Treaty, resigning from the Cumann na mBan executive with her mother in February when it 

came out in opposition.®^' Charles Bewley, recently appointed as Irish consul in Berlin, was 

likewise pro-Treaty.®^^ Ryan complained in the spring that he was “an out and out Un-Free 

Stater and has been from the start” .“ ^
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The Treaty also split sympathisers in Berlin. The DIG remained neutral, obviously reluctant 

to interfere in a dispute between Irish people. Fliigge published a carefully impartial article in 

the Irische Korrespondenz’s first issue of 1922, while a second article in the early summer 

outlined both sides’ arguments, hoped they would soon be reconciled and stressed that 

outsiders had no right to interfere.^ '̂* The Irische Korrespondenz’’s contents were otherwise 

innocuous, consisting mostly o f reports of the society’s doings, articles on economic relations 

and translations of Irish-language stories. Underneath the veneer o f neutrality sympathisers 

were far from united however. Ryan, Gaffney and Grabisch were all anti-Treaty, although 

Gaffney had returned to the US by 1922.^^  ̂Hamilton was also hostile, but felt that he had no 

right to interfere if a majority of Irish people were in favour. He withdrew from Irish affairs, 

but did not sympathise with those who rebelled against the Free State.“  ̂Pokomy and Gifford 

were pro-Treaty, or at least willing to accept the majority verdict. Although in later life 

Pokomy believed that his republicanism made him unpopular with some people in Ireland, he 

criticised the bulletin’s allegedly pro-republican coverage in 1922 and was happy to accept an 

Irish government grant during the Civil War.“ ’

The German press generally welcomed the Treaty, convinced that Ireland had finally won its 

independence. A typical article in the Hannoverscher Kurier was entitled “liberated 

Ireland”.A c c o rd in g  to Chartres coverage was full of “eulogies of the Irish spirit and of

Irische Korrespondenz, Jan-Feb and May-Jun 1922
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sympathy with Ireland in her achievement”, with articles often bearing the title “Ireland’s 

victory”.̂ ’̂ He quoted the Kdlnische Volkszeitung’s statement that Ireland was now an 

“independent, autonomous state” and Tremonia’s claim that “little Ireland” had won the 

Anglo-Irish struggle.^® While the press clearly perceived that the Irish had compromised, 

Chartres reported that they still saw the Treaty as a great achievement “within the sphere of 

practical politics” . T h e  press was almost uniformly in favour of the settlement. The liberal 

Berliner Tageblatt congratulated both peoples on a peace which had rectified an “injustice 

crying out to heaven for centuries” and urged the Irish to accept it.̂ ^̂  Another leading liberal 

paper, the Frankfurter Zeitung, thought that full independence was not in Irish interests 

anyway, while the Hannoverscher Kurier commented that “The island could claim no more 

and indeed the wishes o f an overwhelming majority of Irish people also went no further” . 

Several papers praised Lloyd George’s generosity, commenting that he had gone as far as 

possible to accommodate the Irish. The press viewed the Treaty as a triumph for the Prime 

Minister, with some commentators noting that it strengthened the Empire by providing a 

framework for reconciliation with India and Egypt. Vorwdrts contrasted his achievement with 

the failure of pre-war German statesmen to win over internal minorities such as the Poles, 

while liberals rejoiced in the Treaty as the triumph of calm, liberal peacemaking over 

irrational intransigence and as proof that the Prime Minister was a liberal statesman at 

heart.®̂ '* Some hoped that it would pave the way for a revival of liberalism in world affairs, 

with the liberal Frankfurter Zeitung noting its moral significance as a sign that justice could
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win out in international relations.^^^ Such coverage makes Chartres’ claim that the press 

generally accepted that Lloyd George had had to “yield more ground than his opponents” 

sound like wishful thinking.®^® Some on the right adopted a slightly different interpretation, 

arguing that Ireland’s triumph over the odds was an example to their own beleaguered 

country. The Tdgliche Rundschau called on “Poor, sick Michael” (a traditional 

personification of Germany) to take note of Irish events. “A small and weak, a downtrodden, 

a starved, and a ragged nation which had nothing but its hatred against its oppressor and its 

blazing love for freedom has become the master o f its history”. While yesterday’s Ireland was 

a warning to Germany, which seemed set to take its place alongside other victims of 

imperialism, today’s Ireland should lift their spirits and inspire them to imitation, it 

concluded.®^’ The communist press was the only exception to the general chorus o f praise. 

The Rote Fahne attacked the Treaty as a “serious blow to the Irish revolution”, a submission 

to imperialism in which “enslavement” was cloaked with autonomy. It would open up Ireland 

to further capitalist exploitation, teaching the downtrodden Irish proletariat that “not the 

national revolution, but the social revolution, not the war of independence, but the proletarian 

class war alone, could bring them liberation” .̂ *̂ This reflected the particular intransigence of 

a party “almost instinctively hostile to compromise” .®̂® The KPD was committed to 

revolution and reared on the uncompromising idea that (as Ben Fowkes puts it) “there are 

only two sides to a barricade”.®'*® The differing analysis of communists, liberals and rightists
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show how Ireland could be interpreted to suit the observer’s ideology. It also illustrates the 

difficulty o f appealing to such a diverse audience with a single bulletin.

Approval was linked to a strong awareness of the Treaty’s international significance. Many 

papers argued that it would work to Germany’s advantage, freeing Lloyd George to turn his 

attention to continental affairs and reign in French revanchism. The Catholic paper Tremonia, 

which had been strongly sympathetic to the Irish independence movement, commented that

“Lloyd George is not our benefactor or even our friend, but he is not the worst of our enemies

and it is in our favour if he finds time and strength to provide a counterweight to French 

politics of violence”.̂ '*' This assessment was shared in official circles, with the diplomat 

Dufour-Feronce commenting that Anglo-Irish peace was desirable as it would allow the 

British to turn to other matters.®''^ Some papers speculated that Lloyd George might show the 

same statesmanship in his relations with Berlin. Several also argued that an Irish settlement 

would improve Anglo-American relations, with the Franlrfurter Zeitung commenting that it 

would be in Germany’s interests if  London and Washington united “in the face o f all 

opposition to enforce reason as the main influence on world politics”.C h a r t r e s  attributed 

these views partly to British propaganda, which allegedly implied that Britain would 

intervene more on the continent if  it was not bogged down in Ireland. He also reported 

numerous references to the importance of Irish-American influence in forcing Lloyd George 

to make peace. '̂*'’ Although Chartres saw the bulletin’s influence in the sympathetic coverage 

surrounding the Treaty, it actually highlighted the limitations of republican propaganda. Even 

Tremonia, 10 Dec 1921, Vol. 46, No. 339
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sympathetic papers saw dominion status for twenty-six counties as a perfectly just solution. 

In other words they were unconvinced by core republican arguments. The Hannoverscher 

Kurier's claim that Ireland could “claim no more” and most Irish peoples’ wishes “went no 

further” would have irritated the mission. '̂*  ̂ Interest remained high in January, with several 

papers warning of the potential for internal s tr ife .R e p o r ts  of unrest were already appearing, 

with the liberal Berliner Tageblatt dismissing the anti-Treaty IRA as “fascists” in a report on 

the kidnapping of a Times correspondent.^"*’ The sympathetic Catholic paper Germania 

commented in January that it would be a tragedy if the newly independent state tore itself 

apart after escaping centuries of foreign rule and urged the Irish to accept the Treaty. '̂** 

Chartres implied that attitudes to de Valera were broadly sympathetic when he surveyed the 

press in early February. His “idealism and devotion to principle” were widely praised, even if 

one paper noted his failure to remember that “politics is the art of achieving the possible” . 

The press also anticipated that he would enjoy a “vigorous, practical influence” as leader of 

the opposition.^"*® This underestimates the press’s noticeable tendency to attack Anti- 

Treatyites as intransigents and irreconcilables. By March the SPD (moderate socialist) 

Vorwdrts was dryly observing that “It is the same here as everywhere when certain men who 

believe themselves to be born leaders do not see where the possible ceases and the impossible 

begins”. The article bore the title “grave diggers o f Irish freedom”.̂ °̂
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In Ireland the next six months were tense and confused. Both pro- and anti-Treatyites were 

reluctant to accept that the split was irrevocable, especially as the Treaty was open to 

interpretation on many points. To confuse matters further it was decided to keep the republic 

in being until the people had voted on the Treaty in a general election, so that republican and 

provisional governments functioned side by side after the latter’s creation on 14 January. This 

system of dual government helped to postpone civil war at the price o f administrative 

confusion. In practise the two systems were practically (though unofficially) merged over the 

next few months as members of the republican government were invited to attend meetings of 

their provisional counterpart. Yet Gavan Duffy, Minister for Foreign Affairs from January 

onwards, remained determined to keep the repubhcan government in being until the people 

had voted. Soon after taking office he observed that the two governments would remain 

“quite distinct” as far as his department was concerned’’.^ ' His own position was ambiguous, 

for his portfolio did not exist in the Provisional Government. He had signed the Treaty 

reluctantly, hoping that the Free State constitution would relegate the Crown “to the exterior 

darkness”.*̂  ̂ He was to become increasingly isolated within the Treatyite leadership, 

eventually resigning in July. In the meantime the new minister’s plans to expand the Irish 

foreign service had crucial implications for the mission. Gavan Duffy assumed that Berlin 

would quickly emerge as the main centre o f “international ambition” in Europe, becoming 

one of the three most important posts along with Geneva (home of the League of Nations) 

and Washington. Paris and Rome were only of secondary importance.
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Gavan Duffy’s first task as minister was to ensure that representatives were willing to work 

under the new dispensation. He undertook to interview them “regarding their continuance in 

office and their duties during the present period” on 11 J a n u a r y . T w o  weeks later he issued 

a memorandum stating that, although the republican government was “friendly” to its 

provisional counterpart, it would maintain the existing republic (which they continued to 

represent) until the people had voted. They were ordered to eschew propaganda for or against 

the Treaty and to adhere to official policy whatever their personal opinions. Irish propaganda 

should be “consistent” with the reality of an Anglo-Irish settlement provided the British 

continued to observe it. The memorandum showed that the new minister was sceptical of 

London’s sincerity, even warning that the Irish should be ready to resume the struggle if it 

failed to observe its side o f the agreement.^^^ The instructions which Bewley received from 

his superior, Minister for Trade and Commerce Ernest Blythe, were notably less cautious. 

While Blythe recognised that Bewley would continue to serve the republican government, he 

also assumed that the Treaty would be ratified and the republic abolished. Although Bewley 

was not bound to “popularize” the Free State, he was told not to do anything which would 

cause it difficulties when it came to take over the consular service. He was also forbidden 

from interfering in the political controversy surrounding the Treaty

These differing instructions foreshadowed the deeper cleavage which would soon open up 

between those who supported the Treaty reluctantly as a stepping stone to independence and 

those who gradually came to see it as an end in itself This cleavage, which widened as the

months passed, was to have a major impact on representation in Berlin. The idea that Irish
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envoys would continue to represent the republican government while avoiding controversy 

and toeing the official line grew harder to maintain as attitudes hardened. Irish representative 

in Rome Count Patrick J. O'Byme reported in February that Italians did not understand the 

“anomalous” co-existence o f two governments, while the dispute over the Treaty was “hard 

to explain when one has to take up a neutral attitude in the controversy such as I have to do”. 

He concluded wearily that he felt like resigning.^”  Over the next six months the split would 

tear the infant foreign service apart. Brennan resigned on 22 January after siding with the 

anti-Treatyites. He was succeeded by Joseph Walshe, formerly Sean T. O’Kelly’s assistant in 

Paris. O’Kelly quickly emerged as a leading republican, while Harry Boland conducted a 

“protracted retreat from support into ambiguity” in the US before coming out against the 

Treaty on 14 January.®^* The two men were soon dismissed for identifying themselves with 

active propaganda against the government. The Irish Race Congress, an international 

gathering of representatives of the ‘Irish race’ scheduled for Paris in late January, quickly 

descended into acrimony as the two sides fought for control. Chartres and Power attended, 

but took no active part, while Bewley gave a brief address on economics.*^® Bewley’s 

account, written many years later, mocked anti-Treatyite efforts to hijack the congress. He 

does not seem to have taken the occasion too s e r i o u s l y . I n  February Jermie Wyse Power 

wrote to her daughter that “By this you have measured out all the defects of that circus. I 

understand the arrangements were very bad”, possibly a reference to the acrimonious fallout 

from the c o n g r e s s . T h e  decision to punish O ’Kelly and Boland for flouting official policy
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shows how the role of representative was being redefined, with O ’Kelly complaining that his 

freedom of action regarding Irish politics was being removed.^“  Blythe made it clear that 

Bewley would have to resign if elected to the Dail in March, commenting that the use of TDs 

in the foreign service had proved “most inconvenient” in the past.*®̂  From now on 

representatives were (in theory at least) to function as impartial servants of the state. De 

Valera had already tried to establish this principle before 1922, informing O’Kelly that 

envoys were “agents” o f the department and must obey its instructions in April 1921. In 

normal circumstances, he added, they would never have appointed a TD to serve abroad.^ '̂*

The Treaty had important implications for Irish representation abroad. Its acceptance was 

both an advance and a retreat. While it regularised Ireland’s international position, it also 

meant abandoning claims to complete independence and accepting the restrictions entailed in 

dominion status, at least for the moment. Although the dominions had signed the Treaty of 

Versailles and were full members o f the League of Nations, they had still not exercised the 

right (theoretically conceded by London in 1920) to appoint representatives to foreign 

capitals. In addition, the strategic links which bound Ireland to its neighbour under the Treaty 

would make it almost impossible to remain neutral in a British war. Dominion status thus 

offered foreign recognition, membership of the League of Nations and a theoretical right to 

independent representation which the Irish quickly asserted, but not the untrammelled 

independence claimed in 1919-21. It also took over a year to achieve the secure international 

status life as a dominion promised. The new state did not officially come into being until late
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1922 and was not admitted to the League for another nine months, leaving foreign envoys in 

an awkward legal limbo exacerbated by six months o f theoretically representing an 

unrecognised republic.

Part II

The Appointment of Charles Bewley, October 1921 -  January 1922

Efforts to encourage trade had achieved little in 1919-21, marred by local in-fighting and the 

absence o f an Irish representative on the spot to co-ordinate initiatives. The republican 

cabinet approved the appointment of consuls across the continent in the summer of 1920, but 

their decision was only implemented slowly, probably because suitable personnel were hard 

to fmd.“  ̂ Chartres did what he could, despite his many other tasks and lengthy absences in 

London. In August he wrote home that he would like to “accomplish something” regarding 

trade, asking for a list o f manufactured goods imported into Ireland with some indication of 

prices. Even if it was unsuitable for the bulletin, the list might “form the basis of inquiries”. 

When the request was passed on to him Blythe replied caustically that anyone making such a 

vague inquiry would achieve little with any information sent him. He promised to provide the 

latest import and export statistics and a short list of agents who might want to get in touch 

with German manufacturers. “These would enable him to give some sort of answer to any 

question that might be put to him”.®̂’ Irish trade with Germany was increasing rapidly by late 

1921, probably due to both countries’ internal stabilisation and the gradual normalisation of
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Affairs, Jun 1920, DE 2/97 and O’Hegarty to de Valera, 20 Jul 1920, de Valera papers, UCDA, P I50/729  

Chartres to Brennan, 5 Aug 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 232 
Blythe to Brennan, 8 Sep 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 26, File 152
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relations after the war.“ * German exports were also helped by the mark’s slide against 

sterling. In October Blythe predicted that Germany would emerge as Ireland’s leading trading 

partner after the UK and the He was already convinced that a good businessman could 

“do useful work and hasten progress very considerably” as consul in Berlin, asking Brennan 

to look out for someone with business experience and a good command of German.*™

Blythe’s ambitions bore fruit with the appointment o f Charles Bewley in mid-October. 

Bewley was bom into a middle class Quaker family o f unionist sympathies in Dublin and 

educated at Winchester and New College, Oxford, where he converted to Catholicism. He 

was called to the Irish bar in 1914 and went on to defend IRA prisoners and participate in the 

republican courts.^’' In recommending his appointment Blythe described Bewley as a “man of 

great ability” enjoying a successful legal career. Although he had no commercial experience, 

the minister argued that a young lawyer who was willing to work and had a “flexible mind” 

would quickly learn everything necessary.*’  ̂ He was paid the handsome salary of £750 per 

annum, £250 more than Chartres received and only a little less than the £800-£l,000 paid to 

British consuls.*’  ̂ Blythe had been unable to find anyone willing to go for “the salary we 

could afford to pay” and claimed that Bewley was sacrificing a legal practise worth at least 

twice as much.*’'' His inexperience and poor German showed how much the republican

For references to increased trade see Blythe to Brennan, 8 Sep, NAI, DFA ES, Box 26, File 152 and Dowdall
& Co to Friedrich Sthamer, German ambassador in London, 1 Dec 1921, Box 34, File 239(6).

Blythe to de Valera, 10 Oct 1921, de Valera papers, UCDA, P150/1378
Blythe to Brennan, 8 Sep, NAI, DFA ES, Box 26, File 152. For Brennan’s reply see Brennan to Blythe, 20

Sep 1921, Box 26, File 152.
Roth, Andres, Mr. Bewley in Berlin: Aspects o f  the Career o f  an Irish Diplomat, 1933-1939 (Dublin, 2000), 

pp. 1-12 and Bewley, Memoirs, pp. 7-75
Blythe to de Valera, 10 Oct 1921, de Valera papers, UCDA, P I50/1378
Blythe to Collins, 17 Oct 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(6). In 1919 the salary o f  a British consul 

was fixed at £800-£1,000, that o f  consul general at £1,200-£1,500 and that o f  a vice consul at £300-£600. See 
Platt, D.C.M., Cinderella Service: British Consuls since 1825 (London, 1971), p. 83.
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government had to make do, although it is worth recalling that only five of the sixty-nine men 

recruited to the British consular service in 1907-13 had relevant commercial experience/’  ̂

Bewley was undoubtedly intelligent. Dermot Keogh, writing of his time as Irish envoy to the 

Vatican in 1929-32, rightly described him as clever, articulate and good with languages. Yet 

he also considered Bewley “narrowly anglophobe, pompous and opinionated”, untrained and 

unsuited to his profession.^’̂  Michael Kennedy also noted his pomposity and “evident 

inability” to serve as Irish minister to Berlin in 1933-39. According to Mervyn O’Driscoil 

Bewley acquired a reputation for being a “difficult personality who often acted 

unprofessionally and without official sanction” while serving in Berlin and the Vatican in 

1929-39.®’’ Bewley’s pomposity and anglophobia were not yet in evidence during his first 

sojourn in Berlin, although the absence of professionalism very definitely was.®’* He arrived 

in early December, having called on several Irish consuls to leam about his role on the way. 

Bewley’s appointment was obviously publicised in the Irish press, for several people wrote to 

Blythe seeking to get in touch.®”  The Irische Korrespondenz also advertised his arrival and 

carried an article he had written on Irish trade.®*® Bewley showed little gratitude in his wildly 

inaccurate memoirs, portraying the DIG as moribund and mocking several o f those associated 

with it.®*'
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Bewley’s account o f his first meeting with Chartres is intriguing in light of their later 

relations. According to his memoirs, Chartres insisted that their spheres o f activity be kept 

strictly separate and indicated that he would do little to help.^*  ̂ The account is hardly 

dependable given the unreliability of Bewley’s memoirs and his often malicious references to 

people he met in Berlin. In reality Chartres publicised his arrival in the Irische Bulletin, 

hoping to bring him into contact “with interested persons”. “I understand, indeed”, he 

reported, “that inquiries have already begun to come in”.̂ ^̂  The obvious malice and numerous 

inaccuracies in Bewley’s pen portrait o f Chartres also suggest that his account of their first 

meeting should not be taken too seriously. Bewley implied that his involvement with Sinn 

Fein only dated from 1921 and claimed that Griffith had exiled him to Berlin because his 

intransigence at the Anglo-Irish conference irritated him. He also ridiculed Chartres’ Anglo- 

Irish background, noting that his ancestors lived in Bandon when “no Irishman or Catholic 

was allowed within its walls” . Several factors increased the potential for friction.^*'' Bewley 

had originally applied for Chartres’ post, only to find it occupied, and he made no secret of 

his desire to succeed to it if the opportunity a r o s e . T h e  two men’s roles also overlapped, 

much to the irritation of both. As de Valera had observed in April 1921, the two services’ 

ftinctions were “not yet sufficiently distinct to make it possible to have absolutely water-tight 

compartments without running the risk o f very considerable overlapping, and what is more 

serious, wide discrepancies and omissions.”®*̂ Issues of overlap were hard to resolve given 

that the representatives were independent of each other and answerable to different ministers. 

The arrangement might have worked had the two offices and their respective ministers 

Ibid, p. 78
Chartres to Brennan, 2 Jan 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(3)
Bewley, Memoirs, pp. 76-78 
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worked together closely and amicably, but such co-operation was sadly lacking. In reality the 

lack of a single, over-arching authority in Berlin to resolve issues such as overlap led to 

constant friction. There were now three independent operations in the city, including Ryan 

and his fellow arms smugglers, a recipe for friction in the tense, chaotic atmosphere of 1922.

A single incident in January led to the complete breakdown of relations between the two 

offices. The arms smuggler Robert Briscoe complained to Chartres on the 2 P ‘ that Bewley 

had turned up at a bar in a “rather advanced state of intoxication” and “burst forth into a 

string of most abusive and filthy language” when his name was mentioned, reserving his most 

offensive comments for the arms smuggler’s Jewishness. The consul had allegedly been 

ejected and then barred when he returned to abuse the proprietors. Briscoe argued that his 

conduct reflected poorly on Ireland and called for his immediate removal. Although Bewley 

admitted that he had behaved appallingly and apologised when Briscoe called at his office on 

20 January, the discussion was interrupted by the arrival o f Rudolf Jurgens, a shady middle 

man who had tried to swindle Irish arms smugglers. Briscoe was infuriated by Bewley’s 

willingness to see Jurgens and urged him to have nothing more to do with him. Bewley 

insisted that he was handling the matter and Briscoe had no right to interfere.^*’ Chartres 

obviously accepted Briscoe’s version of events, which he forwarded to Gavan Duffy, and 

agreed that the incident “reflected injuriously upon our country’s reputation here”. He

recommended Bewley’s transfer, arguing that his anti-Semitic outburst was an “extraordinary

Copy o f a memorandum by Briscoe, 21 Jan 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(6). The incident is also 
described in Briscoe’s memoirs. Briscoe’s recollection o f  his spat with Bewley was rather different. In his 
account “A notorious Irishman arrived in Berlin and set up offices. I had not known him before but we were 
soon on friendly terms”. McGuinness and Briscoe often met him at their favourite coffee house, whose owner 
was Jewish. One day the owner came over to their table “in great agitation” and said that the Irishman had been 
there the nigh before and had insulted Jews in general and him self in particular. Briscoe and McGuinness were 
indignant and thrashed his office. The man returned in the midst o f  this, became frightened and agreed to 
apologize to the proprietor, which he did. See Briscoe, For the Life o f  Me (London, 1959), pp. 259-60.
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indiscretion” in a country with a large and influential Jewish community.^** Chartres 

discussed the incident with Bewley at the Irish Race Congress in Paris, inviting him to give 

his own version of events for forwarding to Dublin. Bewley admitted that an incident had 

taken place, but accused Briscoe o f claiming to be the accredited Irish consul. In reply to a 

query regarding Briscoe, Bewley had retorted that he was not a consul and that a “Jew of his 

type” was unlikely to be appointed. His comment offended a Jewish customer and the consul 

left after a “short further conversation”. He admitted that the remark was inappropriate and 

had obliged him to apologise, but asked that a report on Briscoe’s other activities sent “to the 

proper quarter” (ie Blythe) be taken into account.^*®

The report sent to Blythe skirted disingenuously around the accusations against Jurgens. 

While Bewley admitted that he had received a large amount of money to buy arms, he 

concluded euphemistically that the plan had failed for “various reasons”. He also claimed that 

Briscoe’s antipathy was motivated by Jiirgens’ plans for a steamship line to rival his own. 

Bewley repeated his accusation that Briscoe was posing as Irish consul and accused him of 

claiming that Cathal Brugha, Liam Mellows and other IRA figures were involved in his 

steamship line. This was a damaging accusation in early 1922, given that the men named 

were both hard-line anti-Treatyites. When Bewley told Briscoe that he would only boycott 

Jurgens if the government told him to, the arms smuggler allegedly questioned Bewley’s 

status and referred dismissively to Collins and his “dupes”, insisting that he was the real 

consul o f the Irish republic. When Bewley raised the issue with Chartres, he was told that the 

arms smuggler might have had reasons for presenting himself as a “properly accredited

Chartres to Gavan Duffy, 28 Jan 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(6)
Copy o f a memorandum by Bewley, 28 Jan 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(6)
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representative”. Bewley then dropped the issue, although the failure to issue an official 

statement contradicting Briscoe’s claims had made his position awkward. He added that E. J. 

Riordan o f the Irish Industrial Development Association could supply information on 

Briscoe’s “previous financial career”.̂ ’”

Bewley’s accusations diverted attention from his own misconduct. Blythe told Gavan Duffy 

on 16 February that Riordan’s information and his own past contact with Briscoe had 

convinced him that the arms smuggler was “decidedly a shady character” . “In consequence, 

the letter I told you I would write has gone in much milder terms than I intended when I 

spoke to you”.̂ '̂ The letter urged Bewley to do everything possible to see that the quarrel was 

forgotten. “Not only should there be no public reference to the contentions, but even in 

private nothing should be said which would give offence in the quarter in which offence was 

taken” .̂ ^̂  Blythe also passed Bewley’s memorandum on to Collins, who replied that it was a 

long time since he had come across Briscoe. ‘He struck me at the time I met him as being 

“out on the make’” .®®̂ Collins’ response is puzzling, given Briscoe’s close involvement with 

arms smuggling, and might reflect irritation at the smuggler’s anti-Treatyite sympathies. 

Blythe sent Bewley a copy of the letter, observing that Collins was obviously “under no 

apprehension” as to Briscoe’s character.®’"* Gavan Duffy also ordered Chartres to investigate 

the claim that Briscoe was posing as the official Irish consul.®’  ̂ Chartres reported Briscoe’s 

insistence that he had never referred to himself as Irish consul, although other people had

Bewley, memorandum on Briscoe, n/d (Jan or Feb 1922), NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(6)
Blythe to Gavan Duffy, 16 Feb 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(6)
Blythe to Bewley, 13 Feb 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(6)
Collins to Blythe, 27 Feb 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(6)
Blythe to Bewley, 1 Mar 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(6)
Gavan Duffy to Chartres, 21 Feb 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(9)
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called him such. He had credentials and always stated that he was “authorised to act for 

Ireland”. When specifically asked if he was Irish consul (on one occasion during legal 

proceedings), he always confirmed that was he was not.^^  ̂ Blythe once again forwarded a 

copy of this letter to Bewley, allowing him to reiterate his accusations.^’’ Blythe strongly 

backed his subordinate throughout the affair. In March he wrote to Gavan Duffy that they 

only had Briscoe’s word for it that the “unfortunate incident” had happened at all. “You are 

aware o f the character this gentleman bears”, he added, “and I need scarcely point out to you 

what little weight should be attached to any statement made by him”.̂ ’® This was 

disingenuous given that even Bewley had admitted to the altercation.

Although Blythe was initially ready to discipline Bewley, his mind was obviously changed by 

the counter-accusations against Briscoe. The two ministers involved would show much more 

interest in investigating Briscoe than in reprimanding the errant Bewley. The deepening rift in 

Ireland meant that Briscoe’s anti-Treatyite sympathies were injurious, yet even so the 

tolerance extended to Bewley was inexplicable. His cordial relations with a man who had 

tried to swindle the IRA out of millions of marks were astonishing, while his accusations 

regarding Briscoe’s steamship, the City o f  Dortmund, were unfair. The ship, originally 

intended to carry arms for the IRA, had had some claims to official status. Its position only 

became uncertain after the split in Irish ranks. Bewley successfully cast himself as a loyal 

supporter of the government and used his opponent’s politics to get himself off the hook. 

Blythe was no doubt also offended that Chartres had taken it upon himself to investigate a

Chartres to Gavan Duffy, 28 Feb 1922, NAI, DFA ES Box 34, File 239(9)
Bewley to Blythe, 11 Mar 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(6)
Blythe to Gavan Duffy, 27 Mar 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(6)
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complaint regarding one o f his subordinates before referring it to another minister. This may 

have encouraged him to support Bewley.

Yet it is surprising that Bewley’s superiors were so tolerant of his inability to behave 

professionally. Even Bewley admitted that an altercation had taken place, and there was no 

doubt o f his anti-Semitism. He dismissed an offer o f premises involving two men called 

Leowi and Jacobowitz in May on the grounds that the Irish “would not get the best” of any 

deal with “gentlemen o f their ancestry”. B e w l e y  also acquired a reputation for anti- 

Semitism as Irish envoy to the Vatican in 1929-32 and tried to prevent fleeing Jews from 

receiving Irish visas when serving in Berlin in the 1930s.™° Several months after the incident 

Gavan Duffy wrote that he would not be suitable for a diplomatic post in Berlin due to his 

strong anti-Jewish prejudice, recommending Vienna or Munich instead.™’ This was 

effectively an admission that Bewley let his personal prejudices interfere with his official 

duties. Although Gavan Duffy admitted that Bewley was “mad on the Jewish question” and 

the incident involving him was “inexcusable”, he considered Briscoe to be “an undesirable 

person”. B e w l e y ’s lack o f professionalism was a serious failing for someone in his 

position. As one authority writing in the 1930s put it, diplomats had not only to avoid 

displaying irritation, but must eschew “all personal animosities, all personal predilections, all 

enthusiasms, prejudices, vanities, exaggerations, dramatizations, and moral indignations”.’®̂ 

On the other hand Bewley’s accusations that Briscoe was claiming to be Irish consul may
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have had some foundation. In his memoirs Briscoe recalled that several would-be Irish gun 

runners had approached him as “Irish Republican Consul” to pay their passage home in 

October.^®'* He also posed as Irish consul to secure another arms smuggler’s release from 

prison around the same time.’°̂

The Briscoe-Bewley affair caused a rift which would have grave implications for Irish 

representation in Berlin. By April Chartres was complaining that Bewley had instigated a 

“unilateral interruption of official relations”, refiising invitations to meet.’“  Given Blythe’s 

tendency to send Bewley copies o f correspondence regarding the incident he almost certainly 

knew that Chartres had recommended his transfer, souring relations in Berlin. Gavan Duffy 

wrote to Blythe on 16 March that the matter was not worth pursuing given Chartres’ 

imminent transfer to Paris, suggesting that the affair had come to be seen as a spat between 

the two representatives.’®’

Does the failure to properly discipline Bewley reflect a broader acceptance of anti-Semitism 

in official circles? As noted already, there was a strong tendency to view Jews as

irredeemably anglophile, while several o f those involved with Irish activism in Berlin were

anti-Semitic. Gaffney’s memoirs were critical of Jews, who he considered pro-Allied, while 

Hamilton saw the Jewish community as incorrigibly anglophile.’®* “He promises all

Briscoe, For the Life o f  Me, pp. 242-3
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Chartres to Gavan Duffy, 5 Apr 1922, NAI, DFA ES Box 33, File 234(1)
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assistance in his power”, he wrote of the liberal journalist Theodor Wolff in 1919, “but one 

must not forget he is a Jew”.’°® Despite his Jewish ancestry Pokomy also displayed anti- 

Serriitic tendencies.” ® When Power warned in April 1922 that a newly independent Ireland 

might be “flooded” with Jews “who will be glad to acquire a new field of operations”, Gavan 

Duffy replied that he was “alive to the dangers you foreshadow” (although his comment 

probably included the non-Jewish immigrants who Power also referred to).’" Mervyn 

O ’Driscoll’s use o f Power’s letter to claim that the government’s unfriendly attitude to 

Jewish refugees in the 1930s could be “traced back” to the mission is an exaggeration, 

especially as Dermot Keogh found no official antagonism to Jewish immigration in the 

1920s.’’̂  Yet it is one of several telling remarks which reveal the extent o f anti-Semitism 

amongst Irish representatives on the continent in 1919-23. It is difficult to discern if  these 

tendencies reflect latent prejudice imbibed in Ireland and brought to surface by sojourns in 

countries with large Jewish communities or if Irish agents absorbed overt anti-Semitism from 

rightist or conservative Catholic contacts on the continent. The truth probably lies somewhere 

in between. Anti-Semitism was certainly not unknown in separatist circles at home. In 1914- 

18 some separatist anti-war propaganda blamed Jewish profiteering for the conflict.’'̂  

Griffith was sympathetic to the anti-Jewish boycott in Limerick in 1904, complaining that the 

“stalwart men and bright-eyed women of our race” were being replaced by usurious Jewish 

immigrants. He may have modified his views later in life however.^''*
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O ’Dochartaigh, Pokorny, pp. 55-6
Power to Gavan Duffy, 10 Apr 1922 and Gavan Duffy to Power, 13 Apr 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 

239(5)
O ’Driscoll, Ireland, Germany and the Nazis, p. 101 and Keogh, Dermot, Jews in Twentieth Century’ Ireland: 

Refugees, Anti-Semitism and the Holocaust (Cork, 1998), p. 28
'Hov\ck, Conceiving Revolution, 113
Keogh, Jews in Twentieth Centuiy Ireland, pp. 42-3. See p. 60 for Griffith’s later friendship with the Jewish 

lawyer Michael Noyk.

175



Part III

The Berlin mission’s institutional framework, January -  December 1922

The problem of overlapping jurisdictions in Berlin shows that the process of 

professionalisation begim in 1921 had had only a limited impact. Gavan Duffy continued 

efforts to strengthen central authority and oversight begun in 1921. In January a 

memorandum ordered representatives to send home a copy o f every publication, including all 

those produced p re v io u s ly .T h e y  were also to send home monthly reports on developments 

in their countries of residence and relevant cuttings from the press. For the first time a sharp 

distinction was drawn between personal and official correspondence.^'® Another 

memorandum in May told representatives to submit a monthly report on “the work and 

activities o f your office and its effect” and on matters “affecting our position and the 

international situation” in their country o f residence. They were to study material such as 

official pronouncements and interviews with ministers (“authentic copies o f which will be 

supplied to you from time to time from this Office”) to discern official policy. Although 

representatives were told to use their own judgement in furthering Irish interests, they were 

also to ask for advice in advance if possib le .P ro fessionalisation  also entailed greater 

information gathering. The January memorandum ordered representatives to compile lists of 

the main papers and periodicals in their countries of residence, with overviews o f their 

personnel and political outlook, and a list of publications relating to Ireland. They were also 

to submit an enlarged, updated “Who’s Who”, describing people and organisations they were

Gavan Duffy, ‘Foreign Office Memorandum No. 1/1922’, 25 Jan 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(5) 
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in touch with or who were particularly friendly or hostile.’’* Gavan Duffy was also anxious to 

see that missions were provided with up to date libraries and housed in appropriate 

residences, while the department searched for a good book on diplomatic practice.” ® 

Compliance with the instructions sent out in January and May was initially patchy, 

illustrating the challenges of professionalisation. Efforts to institutionalise and professionalise 

the nascent foreign service faced the same obstacles as attempts to turn the IRA into a regular 

army. In both cases individuals accustomed to a high degree of autonomy within a loose 

institutional framework found it hard to adapt to a more centralised, institutionalised system. 

As M. S. Anderson notes, the better organised foreign offices became in the nineteenth and 

twentieth centuries, “the less scope there was for the individual who did not fit easily into 

these bigger and more complex machines”.’ ®̂ Over the next six months the Berlin mission 

would occasionally resist unwelcome instructions, suggesting that greater oversight was not 

always welcomed. The difficulty of communicating with Ireland also illustrates the limits of 

professionalisation. In theory communications should have improved with peace, as 

correspondence could now be sent by post, but it still often took five days for letters to reach 

Berlin.’ '̂ Letters from Dublin to Berlin were acknowledged in nine to ten days on average in 

the first quarter of 1922, letters in the opposite direction within five to six days. Instability in 

both countries hampered communications. A railway strike cut off the mission from foreign 

post in February, while Jennie Wyse Power warned her daughter to write cautiously a month

later as the “Rories” (the Anti-Treaty IRA) would probably raid the mails.’^̂  On 1 September

Gavan Duffy, ‘Foreign Office Memorandum No. 1/1922’, 25 Jan 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(5)
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the DFA informed Berlin that it had been “quite impossible” to deal with correspondence 

since 11 August, the day before Griffith’s d e a t h . O n e  important change was the increased 

use of telegrams, an expensive medium. Although the mission received less than twelve in its 

whole existence, almost all of them were sent in 1922.’ '̂’ This was a useful aid to publicity at 

crucial moments.

Although Chartres had originally intended moving closer to central Berlin, the mission 

continued to issue literature from its small office in Wilmersdorf while maintaining its 

headquarters in the Eden Hotel. The hotel rooms were kept on during Chartres’ sojourn in 

Paris in the late spring and early summer and only let go when the mission was wound down 

in late 1922. Giving them up while he was way would mean closing the mission “at a time 

when it has become known to a great many people” . They would also be unable to get 

anything similar at the same price later.’^̂  Gavan Duffy was anxious to find alternative 

quarters for the mission, part of a wider effort to move representatives out of hotels and into 

official residences. This reflected a growing awareness that hotels were not only expensive 

but also inappropriate. Sean Murphy reported from Paris in May that a proper residence 

would help to overcome “the impression of instability which our affairs at home and abroad 

are helping to create” .’ ®̂ Maurice Moore later complained that the lack of a suitable residence 

in Paris had prevented Irish representatives from assuming their “proper position” in French 

society.’^̂  Gavan Duffy instructed Power, temporarily in charge during Chartres’ absence in
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Paris, to look for something in May.’ *̂ Her curt reply drew attention to the desperate shortage 

of accommodation in Berlin, complained that his instructions were insufficient and concluded 

that she had no intention o f adding another task to her immense workload.’ ’̂ Power’s letter 

not only shows the strain she was under, left to take charge of the mission for the second time 

in six months, but also illustrates an occasional tendency to resist unwelcome instructions. 

The minister replied that he did not want the mission housed in a hotel a moment longer than 

necessary and turned the matter over to Chartres, due to return from Paris in a fortnight.’ ”̂ 

Gavan Duffy planned to centralise all activities in one building, which would double up as 

office space and an official residence. They would maintain a small external office to handle 

propaganda, which would not be “openly official”.’ '̂ The matter was dropped however, 

probably because Gavan Duffy’s resignation in July put paid to his plans for expansion.

Representation in Berlin remained expensive. Accounts compiled later state that the mission

cost £1,078 in the first half of 1922 including salaries. This was less than Paris (£2,549), but

more than Rome (£804), Geneva (£622) and Madrid (£616). It cost £1,486 in the second half

o f the year, compared with £1,670 for Paris, £971 for Geneva, £783 for Rome and £675 for

Madrid. Berlin was the second most expensive continental mission in 1922, having been third

most expensive in 1921. Yet the percentage it accounted for did not increase dramatically,

rising from less than a thirteenth o f expenditure on foreign representation in the second half

o f 1921 to just over a twelfth in the first half o f 1922.’^̂  Estimates for the first quarter of 

™ Gavan Duffy to Power, 17 May 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(8)
™ Power to Gavan Duffy, 23 May 1922, NAI, DFA ES Box 33, File 234(1). The scarcity o f accommodation in 
postwar Berlin was indeed a “public crisis”, with estimates that the city needed 200,000 more apartments in 
1929. See Dimendberg, Jay and Kaes (eds.), Weimar Sourcebook, p. 454.

Gavan Duffy to Power, 29 May 1922, NAI, DFA ES Box 33, File 234(1)
Chartres to Gavan Duffy, 16 Jun 1922 and Gavan Duffy to Chartres, 21 Jun 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, 

File 239(4)
Anonymous balance sheet, n/d, NAI, DFA ES Box 1, File 9
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1922, prepared on 3 January, estimated total expenditure at £422 (316,000 marks) excluding 

salaries, a dramatic sterling increase on the £229 (251,100 marks) estimated for the last 

quarter o f 1921. Entertainment was by far the biggest sum, accounting for £240 (180,000 

marks), £115 more than in the previous quarter (42,000 marks). The increase was partly due 

to endless fluctuations in the rate of exchange. The mark’s value varied wildly between 

August 1921 and May 1922, although falling over all. Estimates in the final quarter o f 1921 

were calculated at 1,096 marks to the pound, estimates in the first quarter of 1922 at 750 

marks. Chartres noted substantial price rises in January, reporting that the cost o f posting a 

bulletin had increased three or fourfold within a m o n t h . T h e  mark fell slowly but steadily 

from January onwards, its fall speeding up over the summer and hitting 1,465 marks to the 

dollar in September. By then it was locked in a long downward spiral to collapse.’ '̂' In April 

Power asked Dublin to send the mission money in sterling rather than marks to save loss.^^^

Although the mission’s expenditure was high, the interminable correspondence regarding 

expenses following Chartres’ recall should not overshadow the lack of criticism at the time.’^̂  

In July 1923 he insisted that “no suggestion was ever made to me that too much money was 

being spent, and that the only financial directions sent to me from headquarters were to the 

effect that I should spend not less but more”. Gavan Duffy had actually encouraged him to 

claim further personal expenses.^^’ His suggestion that Power’s salary be increased from £25

™  Chartres, ‘Estimate for Three M onths ending March 31"', 1922’, 3 Jan 1922, N A I, DE 5/27/1

Feldm an, Gerald D ., The Great Disorder: Politics, E conom ics and Society  in the German Inflation, 1914- 
1924 (N ew  York and Oxford, 1993), pp. 1-2

Gavan D uffy to A ccountant General, 7 Apr 1922, N A I, D E  5/27/2
See for exam ple D EA  to Chartres, 26 Jan and 30  Jan 1923, N A I, D FA  ES, B ox  34, F ile 241(2).
Chartres to Auditor General, 12 Jul 1923, N A I, D E  5/27/2
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to £30 a month and his assistant Michael O’Brien’s from £20 to £25 was accepted in May, 

although a proposal that Power be paid a £50 bonus for the weeks she had run the mission in 

his absence was turned down.’ *̂ The querying o f Chartres’ expenses after his recall shows a 

trend towards stricter accounting in 1922-23, reflecting greater institutionalisation and the 

government’s need for economy. Accountant general George McGrath commented to Gavan 

Duffy in July that foreign representatives had enjoyed “free reign” regarding expenses under 

the previous cabinet. “I think the present Cabinet, if they were informed of the real position, 

would make it impossible for the continuance o f this state of affairs”.’ ’̂ Bewley was told that 

it would be necessary to keep “very exact accounts properly classified henceforth” and to 

supply receipts for expenditure if possible in December 1922.’''° Financial oversight had been 

reasonably strict even before then, with Power complaining in May that she had to keep 

accounts “with the regularity and accuracy of a chartered accountant”.’'"

Part IV

Publicity, January -  December 1922

The bulletin remained at the heart o f the mission’s propaganda, which became more and more 

centred on the idea that its role was to supply facts. In January Chartres stressed that the 

bulletin had tried to provide information rather than “political views”, possibly with the 

Treaty split in mind.’''̂  In April he reiterated that bulletins should present “collated facts, past

Chartres to Gavan Duffy, 24 May 1922, NAI, DFA ES Box 33, File 234(1); Gavan Duffy to Collins, 26 May 
1922 and Collins to Gavan Duffy, 8 Jun 1922, NAI, DE 2/270  
™  George McGrath to Gavan Duffy, Dublin, 13 Jul 1922, DIFP, Vol. I, No. 301 
™ DFA to Bewley, 18 Dec 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 238(1)

Power to Gavan Duffy, 23 May 1922, NAI, DFA ES Box 33, File 234(1)
Chartres to Gavan Duffy, 2 Feb 1922, NAI, DFA ES Box 34, File 239(3)
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and present, in an atmosphere of often implied comment”.W r i t i n g  in September Chartres 

observed that “the collection and classification o f information on Irish affairs” to be used in 

the bulletin or supplied to inquirers lay at the heart of the mission’s work. Journalists, 

academics and other figures often wrote asking for information on certain subjects or material 

to be used in articles. “Most o f these inquirers were persons who used the information 

supplied for further publicity in the form of articles, lectures etc”.̂ '*'* The mission also 

believed that regularity was key to its approach. In May Power reported that the bulletin had 

appeared “with absolute regularity twice weekly, never missing an issue or appearing a day 

late” ever since its establishment.’''̂  In August she reported that it had attained its strong 

position regarding the press mainly through “persistence and regularity” .’'*̂ The mission was 

convinced that the bulletin’s influence was increasing steadily, noting that articles often 

incorporated material from it or reflected its influence without quoting it directly. Chartres 

claimed in January that past issues were filed for reference and thus continued “to mould 

public opinion in a manner favourable to Irish interests” over time.’'” A month later he 

reiterated that the bulletin fulfilled a role “in moulding public opinion through the systematic 

presentation o f facts which I should not like to disturb”.’'** Yet the mission also felt that the 

press was more willing to lift whole articles, even long ones.’'*̂ In June Power reported that 

the bulletin was at last making “slow but steady progress” with the Berlin press, while 

Chartres claimed in mid-July that its influence was “markedly” increasing.’ ®̂ Yet no

Chartres to Gavan Duffy, 3 Apr 1922, DIFP, Vol. 1, No. 263
Chartres, ‘Berlin Delegation: Note on Work and Staff, 21 Sep 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(7) 
Power to Gavan Duffy, 8 May 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(1)
Power to Walshe, 4 Aug 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 234(1)
Chartres to Brennan, 2 Jan 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(3)
Chartres to Gavan Duffy, 4 Feb 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(3)

™ Power to Gavan Duffy, 7 Mar 1922, NAI, DFA Early Series, Box 34, File 239(3)
Power to Gavan Duffy, 2 Jun 1922, NAI, DFA Early Series, Box 34, File 239(1) and Chartres to Gavan 

Duffy, 17 Jul 1922, Box 34, File 239(3)
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publication in the survey of twenty-four papers and periodicals undertaken here to analyse 

press coverage of Ireland and assess the bulletin’s impact used it directly in 1922, suggesting 

that the mission might have been over optimistic in its assessment.

Chartres continued to put forward a range of additional ideas for influencing public opinion, 

although lack o f support from home often prevented their implementation. In January he 

wrote home reiterating his request o f September for exclusives, photographs, slides for 

lectures and notes containing “vivid personal and local facts” for articles. He argued that up 

to date photographs would be a valuable means of stimulating interest in Irish affairs and 

stressed “the usefulness of having something special to offer the papers occasionally” in 

consolidating personal relationships and opening the press to their other propaganda.’ '̂ A 

month later he suggested that they issue a larger weekly bulletin with a variety of contents, 

“the ultimate object of everything printed being to stimulate interest in Ireland and foster a 

friendly spirit towards her”. It would act as a link between Ireland and local sympathisers and 

could be used to collect and disseminate information. Chartres also proposed syndicating a 

series of articles on Ireland in the press, although he would need a regular supply of official 

facts and “atmosphere”, with something “fresh or exclusive” each week. He concluded by 

stressing “the importance of creating, apart from politics, a general atmosphere o f sympathy 

with Ireland” and drawing attention to the requests made in September and January. “We do 

not know when we may need the support o f national opinion in foreign lands, and I should 

like to do everything practicable to make Ireland known, apart altogether from political 

issues. A public tone might thus be fostered on the subject o f Ireland under the influence of

Chartres to Brennan, 2 Jan 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(3)
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which, when the time came, favourable decisions might be taken”.’^̂  Gavan Duffy forwarded 

extracts from the September and January reports to Publicity, asking for a reply he could send 

to Berlin. It would be a pity, he added, if  the “excellent” ideas put forward were not 

implemented.^^^ The minister agreed with Chartres’ ideas regarding a larger, less frequent 

bulletin and a series of syndicated articles, but warned that “the moment is not a good one in 

view of the possibility of impending changes in your office”, a reference to his temporary 

transfer to Paris.^ '̂*

Neither idea was ever implemented, as Chartres’ efforts continued to be hampered by a lack

of support from home. The demise of the Irish Bulletin at the end of 1921 left the mission

dependent mostly on the Irish dailies for news, obviously “not a position which should

continue”. Chartres noted the need for some form of official gazette in February,

accompanied by “private explanations and advice” where n e c e s s a r y . I n  March he suggested

that Gavan Duffy appoint someone to liaise with Publicity and see that representatives were

kept fully informed. “What they want is not really general propaganda material so much as

information specially suited to their needs on the lines suggested in my reports”. “I have for

many months indicated what is needed here” he added, and that need was now more acute

than ever due to the new situation in Ireland and the demise of the Irish Bulletin. Chartres

also suggested sending him the occasional telegram when Irish events were being

misrepresented in the press. Otherwise the official version arrived too late.^^  ̂ Gavan Duffy

postponed dealing with the letter in view of Chartres’ imminent departure to Paris, but

Chartres to Gavan Duffy, 4 Feb 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(3)
Gavan Duf^y to Director o f Publicity, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(3)
Gavan Duffy to Chartres, 16 Feb 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(3)
Chartres to Gavan Duffy, 4 Feb 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(3)

™ Chartres to Gavan Duffy, 7 Mar 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(3)
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promised to consider his proposal. Publicity was certainly “very remise”.’ ’̂ In early May 

Power complained that it was becoming harder and harder to find material for the bulletin. 

They were still dependent on the Irish daily press, which were now mostly taken up with 

news “unsuitable” for propaganda abroad.’ *̂ Gavan Duffy promised to discuss the matter 

with Chartres, but as usual nothing came of it.̂ ®̂ The mission received photographs 

occasionally, although when Power arranged for some to appear in the illustrated weekly Die 

Woche they turned out to be copyright.’ °̂ Gavan Duffy urged her to write directly to 

Publicity, arguing that this was the best way to get attention: “the more persistent your letters, 

the more likely you are to obtain an adequate response”.’®' The fact that photographs of 

Griffith and Collins supplied by the office just after their deaths were widely republished 

shows what might have been a c h i e v e d . O n l y  Chartres’ request for an occasional telegram 

giving the official version of events bore fruit, as the mission was informed o f the fall of the 

Four Courts and the deaths of Griffith and Collins by t e l e g r a m . T h e  failure to support 

propaganda in Berlin was understandable in the context of 1922, a time of confusion and 

uncertainty in Ireland. As a letter to Joseph Connolly, Irish consul in New York, in February 

put it “We, all o f us, must occasionally suffer the mortification o f having some of our work 

overlooked, some of our plans upset, some of our achievements scrapped”.

Chartres remained determined to do everything he could to foster interest in Ireland. The

mission started to issue pamphlets in March, including articles by Collins on Irish

Gavan Duffy to Chartres, 13 Mar 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(3)
Power to Gavan Duffy, 8 May 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(1)
Gavan Duffy to Power, 15 May 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(5)
Power to Gavan Duffy, 6 Apr 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(3)
Gavan Duffy to Power, 21 Apr 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(3)
O’Brien to Walshe, 20 and 25 Aug 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(3)

™ Chartres to Gavan Duffy, 7 Mar 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(3)
DFA to Joseph Connolly, 13 Feb 1922, DIFP. Vol. I, No. 244
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reconstruction and the Anglo-Irish War and the events leading up to the truce.’^̂  It also 

intended to issue one on U ls te r .C h a rtre s  reported that Collins’ article on reconstruction had 

proved popular, with Mac White asking for copies to use in Switzerland.’ ’̂ Power was invited 

to give a lecture on Ireland at the University o f Marburg in the spring o f 1922, while Pokomy 

was also lecturing in Berlin.’ *̂ Chartres was eager to encourage sympathisers to form circles 

of people interested in Ireland throughout Germany, helping to overcome the difficulty of 

influencing opinion in such a large, decentralised country from Berlin alone. Such groups 

would not only “organise and extend knowledge concerning Ireland”, but would also 

“provide us with machinery for collecting useful information”. In March he reported that the 

idea was beginning to come to fruition without any special effort on his part in places such as 

Hamburg, Nuremberg, Bochum, Stuttgart and Freiberg”. A n  anonymous memorandum 

from the early summer o f 1921 had already proposed holding lectures illustrated with slides 

and inspiring attendees to join together and encourage interest in Ireland.’™ Chartres also 

inquired about transferring the art exhibition held during the Irish Race Congress to Berlin, as 

it would give people an opportunity to learn more about Ireland and express their sympathy 

without engaging in anti-British polemic (“of which they are often greatly afraid”).” ' His 

idea was never implemented, perhaps because the original exhibition in Paris had cost a 

“prodigious” amount.”  ̂ In March Chartres hosted a lavish St. Patrick’s Day dinner for the

small Irish colony in Berlin, with Pokomy as the only non-Irish guest. “As social function the

Power to Gavan Duffy, 31 Mar and 8 May 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(1). See also Gavan Duffy 
to Collins, 10 Apr 1922, Box 6, File 44.

Power to Gavan Duffy, 8 May 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(1)
Chartres to Gavan Duffy, 17 Jul 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(3)
Chartres to Gavan Duffy, 21 Mar 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(3) and Irische Korrespondenz, 
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meeting was a great success”, an observer reported, but “as a political event it was of no 

account” . Afterwards the guests adjourned to the DIG’s annual general meeting. The absence 

o f two prominent people invited, Muriel MacSwiney and the Irish-born Reuters 

correspondent W. J. Moloney, erased the dinner’s political significance “almost entirely”.’’  ̂

Chartres’ determination to foster general interest in Ireland is shown in his response to a letter 

from Professor Emil Hausknecht, an author o f textbooks used to teach English at secondary 

level who was anxious to take Ireland as his next subject. Hausknecht made it clear that the 

portrayal would be sympathetic and asked for funds to tour Ireland, as well as introductions 

to important people and “some intelligent guide” able to explain “what has been achieved by 

Ireland & what is going to be done now”. He argued that Ireland’s absence from school 

textbooks meant that students’ views were derived solely from British sources, which implied 

that the island was “inhabited by a rather dull population, lazy, without energy and initiative, 

more or less given to drink”.’’'' Chartres urged Gavan Duffy to carefully consider the 

proposal. “The importance o f giving young people, in their most impressionable years, 

correct ideas about Ireland is very great”. He added that Hausknecht was a “real friend of 

Ireland” who had written several sympathetic articles on the Irish question.’’  ̂ Chartres had 

already forwarded a suggestion from a professor at the University of Marburg that Irish 

students studying German might spend a term at a German university in March.’’®

™ Anonymous report on St. Patrick’s Day dinner, 20 Mar 1922, enclosed with D ’Abemon to Curzon, 26 Mar 
1922, NA, FO 371/7529. See also Chartres to Gavan Duffy, 24 Mar 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(3) 
and Power to Gavan Duffy, 31 Mar 1922, Box 34, File 239(1). The unidentified author, who was obviously
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anonymous report stated that eleven people were present and identified ten o f  them. Morrison was the only one 
not named.
™ Prof Emil Hausknecht to Chartres, 18 Jun 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(5)
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Personal contacts remained crucial to propaganda. In January 1922 Gavan Duffy ordered 

representatives to seize the opportunity open to them to develop relations on the continent 

now that people no longer needed to fear being associated with enemies of Britain.’’  ̂ The 

mission continued to develop its relations with the press. Chartres spent an evening with the 

editor o f the sympathetic Catholic paper Germania in March.’’® A month later Power was 

able to secure the publication of Irish photographs in the important illustrated weekly Die 

Woche.™ The mission disseminated news o f Catholic interest through the Krauss press 

agency, with material on sectarian violence in Northern Ireland receiving a “very satisfactory 

reception” in Catholic areas in May.’*° Chartres later reported that he was in contact with 

three agencies through which urgent news was issued straight to the press.’*' O’Brien was 

able to contact leading journalists immediately when notified of Collins’ and Griffith’s deaths 

by telegram in August, supplying them with information and photographs.’*̂  Although the 

mission rarely identified its contacts, the absence o f references to the rightwing press 

suggests that the mission moved beyond its dependence on the right in 1922. Chartres was 

perhaps realising that opinion on Ireland was more complex and diverse than he had at first 

thought.

Gavan Duffy, ‘Foreign Office Memorandum No. 1/1922’, 25 Jan 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(5) 
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Part V

Opportunity, Uncertainty and Conflict: March -  August 1922

The first indication that Chartres could leave Berlin came on 14 February, when Gavan Duffy 

implied that it might be necessary to call on him if “the matter I wrote you o f ’ came to a 

head. He ordered him to invite Daniel Binchy, a young Irishman studying in Munich, to join 

the mission and assist Power in case he was transferred.’*̂  The “matter I wrote you o f ’ was 

obviously the unreliability of Sean T. O’Kelly, who was flouting his orders to remain 

impartial. Gavan Duffy’s instructions were a departure from previous practice, whereby 

representatives were responsible for hiring and firing their subordinates.’*'' Over the next 

month or two Chartres waged a campaign o f passive resistance in favour of his own 

candidate, Michael O’Brien, an Irish student who had a scholarship to study under 

Pokorny.’*̂ He was already helping the mission unofficially and had acted as Ryan’s “liaison 

officer” for a time.’*̂  Chartres was ordered to replace O’Kelly as soon as possible in Paris on 

2 March, leaving three weeks later.’*’ The move was meant to be temporary, although no one 

had any clear idea when he was to return.’** Power was left to oversee Berlin pending the 

appointment of a successor.’*® Just before the order arrived Chartres wrote home asking for 

permission to take O’Brien on at once as work was increasing. Although he acknowledged 

Gavan Duffy’s letter proposing Binchy’s appointment, he did not refer to him.’®° The cabinet

™ Gavan Duffy to Chartres, 14 Feb 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 234(1)
™ See for example de Valera to Gaffney, 11 Jun 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 14, File 96(11).
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agreed to appoint O’Brien secretary in Chartres’ absence several days later “provided he is 

found satisfactory from a political point of view”.’®' Gavan Duffy wrote to Berlin inquiring 

about his association with the hard-line republican Ryan and his willingness to accept the 

January memorandum regarding strict impartiality and obedience to official policy. He also 

told the mission to give Binchy preference if he was willing to take the post.”  ̂ Chartres had 

already appointed O’Brien on his own initiative however on hearing of his imminent transfer 

to P a r i s . H e  confirmed that O’Brien was willing to work on the basis of the memorandum 

and had seen “very little” of Ryan since their connection ceased in the summer.’®'* Proposals 

to appoint an assistant in Berlin give some idea o f the qualities looked for in new appointees. 

Chartres argued that O’Brien spoke German fluently, already lived in Berlin and possessed 

“the important qualification” o f knowing the city well. His “intellectual qualifications” were 

very satisfactory and he spoke Irish. Ryan had found him useful in 1921 and he seemed 

“discreet and worthy of confidence”.’®̂ Gavan Duffy described Binchy as “clever and 

energetic”, a good German speaker who had supported the republicans strongly in the 1918 

general election.’®̂ Obvious qualifications such as intelligence and foreign language skills 

were thus combined with political ‘soundness’ and a knowledge of Irish to make up the ideal 

candidate.

Chartres also proposed that Power be transferred to Paris as his personal assistant, as she did 

not want to remain abroad indefinitely. “O f her efficiency, intelligence, quickness and sound

“Dail Eireann Ministry and Cabinet Minutes”, 7 Mar 1922, NAI, DE 1/4
Gavan Duffy to Chartres, 7 Mar 1922, NAI, DFA ES Box 33, File 234(1)
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judgement in dealing with matters as they arise I cannot speak too highly”, he wrote, “in 

addition, she is familiar with my methods o f work and has adapted herself to them 

completely”. He argued that O’Brien could take charge if  he lived up to expectations.’ ’̂ 

Chartres’ willingness to leave matters in the hands of a young, untried assistant working 

alone conflicted with his argument, advanced in the same letter, that it was necessary to 

appoint O’Brien so that Power would not have to cope on her own. His anxiety to take Power 

to Paris was obvious and possibly explains his decision to appoint O’Brien without waiting 

for a more doubtful candidate in Munich. Power was also anxious to be transferred.’’* She 

preferred working with Chartres and obviously felt uneasy about taking charge in Berlin after 

past experiences. She too agreed that O’Brien could take over immediately.’’’ Gavan Duffy 

refused, convinced that Power should remain in charge for at least two months to see how the 

“new arrangements” worked in p rac tice .C h artre s  reiterated his request to no avail in April, 

a sign o f how much he had come to rely on Power.*®' Meanwhile the minister had not 

forgotten about Binchy, proposing to appoint him as first secretary and superior to O’Brien.*®  ̂

The favoured candidate finally declined the post however after much toing and froing.*®  ̂ He 

would later return to Berlin as Irish minister in 1929, enjoying a successftil three year tenure. 

O ’Brien’s appointment was a success. Chartres found him very useful for “outside work” 

(“visiting offices, making appointments, and interviewing officials and others for the purpose 

of obtaining detailed information”) and concluded that he had “the makings of an excellent
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official” /®̂  Proposals to take on an assistant in Berlin were part of a wider expansion of 

representation in early 1922, accompanied by the appointment o f Conor Duane to assist 

Bewley in May. It was Blythe who suggested the appointment, optimistically assuming that 

“settled conditions” in Ireland and a revival o f trade between the two countries would 

increase the office’s workload. It would also ensure that someone was on hand to take over 

the office, as Bewley had indicated his desire to leave. Bewley had met him briefly in Ireland 

and thought him “intelligent and anxious to learn”. H e  was appointed in late May, on the 

assumption that his limited German would have improved sufficiently to take over by the 

time Bewley left.*°^

The difficulty of finding a successor to Chartres left Gavan Duffy to choose between 

appointing Bewley and leaving the post unfilled. Chartres came out strongly against Bewley’s 

appointment when asked for his advice, arguing that there was no need to fill the vacancy

straight away. Chartres’ willingness to leave matters in the hands o f an untried young

assistant such as O’Brien rather than see Bewley appointed shows how little he thought of 

him.*°  ̂ Bewley however was thinking of moving. He informed Blythe on 11 March that he 

was inclined to accept an invitation to stand for election in Mayo, but would leave the matter 

up to the minister, seeming to acquiesce in the face of Blythe’s reluctance.*”* Yet Bewley 

revived the idea ten days later when applying for Chartres’ post, adding that he would accept 

the invitation if someone else was appointed. He complained that his position was “somewhat

Chartres, ‘Berlin Delegation: Note on Work and Staff, 21 Sep 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(7) 
Bewley to Blythe, 16 May 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(2)
Blythe to Bewley, 22 May 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(2)
Gavan Duffy to Chartres, 2 Mar 1922, NAI, DFA ES Box 33, File 234(1). The man in question is identified 

as Bewley in Chartres to Gavan Duffy, 11 Mar 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(7)
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anomalous” as Chartres sometimes dealt with matters in his sphere. He also argued with

justification that the consul should be subordinate to the mission, although he quickly

dropped the idea when his own hopes of promotion were dashed.*®  ̂ Bewley seems to have

viewed his job as a stepping stone to a diplomatic post, having arrived in Berlin determined to

apply for Chartres’ job when the opportunity arose. He formally applied to Gavan Duffy on

26 March identifying the overlap between the two offices as the “particular reason” why he

did not want to remain in his current post.*'° The minister replied that Bewley would not be

appointed to Berlin, “at least in the immediate future”. He expressed his personal wish to see

him appointed to a “Catholic centre” such as Vienna or Munich, although he could not bind

the incoming government. Gavan Duffy added that the issue of relations between the two

offices had not been “lost sight o f ’ and would “certainly be put upon a proper basis when the

new regime comes into operation”.*” He had already informed Blythe that the intensity of

Bewley’s “semitic convictions” precluded a diplomatic post in Berlin, “where the Jewish

element is very strong”, effectively admitting that Bewley was incapable of behaving

professionally when his prejudices were aroused. Bewley could however be appointed to

Vienna or Munich in the future as “the same considerations” would not arise there.

Chartres’ opposition was also crucial. Gavan Duffy had wanted to appoint Bewley to Berlin

before transferring him to Vienna or Munich after Chartres returned. “It is only out of

personal regard for you and in view of the strong opinion you expressed”, he wrote, “that I

did not make this arrangement” .*'̂  Blythe may have been offended that an application by one

of his subordinates was dismissed, encouraging him to support Bewley in future wrangles

Bewley to Blythe, 21 March 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(6)
Bewley to Gavan Duffy, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 234(2)
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with the mission. Chartres’ intervention must have infuriated Bewley if he ever found out 

about it, further poisoning relations in Berlin. Bewley continued to press the Mayo issue, 

asking to be allowed to travel to Ireland and discuss the matter with MacBride on the 27“'.̂ ''* 

He seems to have received permission, although the matter was later dropped.*'^

Chartres’ opposition to Bewley’s appointment reflected a feud which had been ongoing since

the incident in January. He later complained that Bewley had instigated a “unilateral

interruption of official relations” after their discussion, refusing all invitations to meet.*'^

Chartres reported on 28 February that his efforts to “obtain an interview” with him to discuss

an issue o f overlap had been in v a in / '’ A few days later he reiterated that Bewley was

“constantly” dealing with topics which lay within his province without consulting him.®'® On

24 March Chartres complained that Bewley had not attended the official St. Patrick’s Day

dinner, pleading another engagement, although he had known about it months in advance. His

absence “on a national and official occasion of this kind was, of course, very noticeable”.®'’

Chartres was right to be irritated. When the British ambassador Lord D ’Abernon forwarded a

report on the dinner to London, he noted that Bewley was apparently claiming to have been

promised Chartres’ post before the latter was appointed. This suggests that the feud in Irish

ranks was now common knowledge.®^® Several days later Chartres reported that Bewley had

pointedly resumed contact with the mission after his departure from Berlin.® '̂ Gavan Duffy 

Bew ley to Blythe, 22 Mar 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(6)
See Blythe to Minister for Defence, 10 Apr 1922, Box 23 File 140(2) for an indication that Bew ley visited 

Ireland briefly in April.
Chartres to Gavan Duffy, 5 Apr 1922, NAI, DFA ES Box 33, File 234(1). See also Chartres to Gavan Duffy, 

3 Mar 1922, Box 33, File 238(3).
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passed on the complaint to Blythe, observing that Chartres would remain in close contact 

with the mission and it was essential for the two men not to quarrel. “I do not know if Mr. 

Bewley has ever called on Mr. Chartres”, he commented, “but friction between them, 

whoever be to blame, is becoming ridiculous”. He promised to write to Chartres and asked 

Blythe to write to Bewley “very strongly” on the subject, urging him to take “immediate 

steps” to bring the squabbling to an end.*^  ̂ Gavan Duffy urged Chartres to do his best to 

improve relations. “Any such misunderstanding as there has been is probably due originally 

to the fact that he is new at his work”.*̂  ̂He obviously thought well of Bewley, in spite of his

strident anti-Semitism and the “inexcusable” incident in January.® '̂* Chartres responded that

“In a sense there can scarcely be said to have been friction where there has been no contact”, 

pointing out that Bewley had cut off contact with the mission. He insisted that he harboured 

no personal animosity: “The main difficulty with him is that he allows his words and actions 

to be influenced by personal feelings without regard to the limitations placed upon them by 

his official position”. It was this “disregard of official considerations” which led him to avoid 

the mission. Chartres complained that it was impossible to conceal the situation from the 

outsiders and recommended Bewley’s transfer. He promised to do what he could to smooth 

the matter over if  he returned to Berlin, although it would help if Bewley received “a hint on 

the lines o f this letter” from Dublin.*^^ Chartres’ comments on Bewley’s tendency to let 

personal prejudices interfere with his official responsibilities were perceptive. Bewley would 

let his hatred o f Britain and sympathy for Hitler override professional considerations while 

serving in Berlin in the 1930s, to the point where he remained on after his dismissal and

Gavan Duffy to Blythe, 27 Mar 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 238(1)
Gavan Duffy to Chartres, 27 Mar 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 238(1)
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supplied the Nazis with intelligence on Ireland.*^® Chartres was still under the impression that 

he had some authority over Bewley, commenting that he could have suspended him pending 

inquiries in January.*^^ This illustrates how friction was exacerbated by a failure to adequately 

explain how the dual administration worked to those involved. Gavan Duffy replied that he 

had plans which would settle the matter, but would wait until he saw Chartres in person to 

discuss them.*^* This was probably a reference to his idea o f transferring Bewley to Munich 

or Vierma.

Ill-feeling soon flared up again when Bewley infuriated Power by dealing with a circular 

before passing it on to her as something of interest for the bulletin. “In other words”. Power 

seethed in a letter home, “the function o f your representative here is to be that o f a Press 

Agent”. She added that it was not the first time Bewley had interfered in the mission’s work, 

accusing him of sending the press “rival paragraphs” on matters which did not concern him. 

Past tolerance had encouraged him to take “further liberties” and he would continue to do 

unless his responsibilities were strictly defined.®̂ ® Gavan Duffy promised to investigate, but 

apparently let the matter drop, perhaps wearying of the incessant squabbling in Berlin.*^® In 

May Bewley informed Blythe that the issue of overlap was still unresolved. He would not 

remain in office if his rival returned, Bewley, added, although he was willing to defer his 

resignation until October. He still hoped to be appointed to a diplomatic posting after the 

general election and was therefore anxious to have someone ready to take over in Berlin.*^' A
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month later Blythe complained that Chartres had answered economic questions in the Irish 

Times, accusing him o f interfering in matters “entirely outside his province”. Blythe thought 

that he should have referred the questions to Bewley without answering them, hardly a 

workable solution.®^  ̂ Overlapping was inevitable. Even Bewley admitted that he found it 

“practically impossible” to avoid trespassing on Chartres’ territory, while the bulletin’s role 

as a source of official news inevitably entailed printing articles on economics.^^ Consuls also 

had some involvement with publicity. Instructions drawn up by Blythe in May 1921 ordered 

them to publicise the republican government’s decrees concerning t r a d e . A  cryptic 

reference by Blythe in February proves that Bewley was involved in publicity. “It seems to 

me that the matter you complain of can best be dealt with by your securing better publicity 

for communications from me”, he wrote. “I shall send you something within the next few 

days which you can publish”. B e w l e y  replied that he would see that “any communication 

from you obtains publicity” . T h i s  supports Power’s accusation that he was circulating 

“rival paragraphs” to the press, suggesting that he dealt with it independently after his 

relations with the mission collapsed. Andreas Roth’s claim that he faced “constant 

interference” from Chartres is therefore rather one sided.*”  Instead overlapping roles, 

personal animosity and the absence o f any central authority left the two offices constantly

treading on each others’ toes. A sense that Bewley’s position was subordinate may also have

fuelled resentment. Bewley obviously viewed a transfer to Chartres’ post as a promotion, 

while Chartres falsely assumed that the consul was under his authority. A strong tendency

Blythe to Gavan Duffy, 7 Apr and 10 Apr 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(6)
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still existed in the early twentieth century to view the consular service as socially inferior, 

turning consuls into “the Cinderellas of the diplomatic world”. I t  is quite possible that 

Bewley resented this sense that his status was somewhere inferior, even though he was paid 

£250 a year more than his rival.

“I leave Berlin with a good deal of regret”, Chartres wrote home on the eve o f his departure. 

“It will, I think, be in the future an important centre for us, and it is a deeply interesting task 

to build up an organisation ab initio”. He added that he would like to return.*^’ Chartres wrote 

again a week later inquiring if he would be transferred back to Berlin in the future. Gavan 

Duffy replied that he would be happy to see him return as soon as he found a suitable 

candidate for Paris.*''® Chartres remained in close contact with Berlin, spending only four 

weeks in his new post. The rest of his time was taken up with a two week holiday spent in

Berlin in April and another few weeks’ absence in Dublin. He returned to Paris in early June

knowing that he was to be transferred to Berlin, leaving for there on the 8*.*'" His absence 

placed a considerable burden on Power. She lost her temper in May when ordered to start 

looking for an official residence for the mission, angrily retorting that she did not intend to 

add another task to her immense workload. She rightly pointed out that she had been left in 

charge for weeks at a time although she had come to Berlin as an assistant on a meagre 

s a l a r y . G a v a n  Duffy assured Power that he appreciated her “splendid work” in Berlin, 

adding that it was “a pity” she had written such an irritable letter.*'*  ̂ Chartres agreed that

Steiner, Zara S. (ed.), The Times Survey o f  Foreign Ministers o f  the World (London, 1980), p. 15 
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Power had been overworked, noting in September 1922 that she had been left to run the 

office for nearly six months in total. Chartres was also intermittently ill in early 1922, which 

must have over-burdened her further.*'"' Power’s plight reflected a tendency to over-rely on a 

few individuals caused by the lack of suitable personnel and a strong institutional framework. 

As Arthur Mitchell puts it, nervous breakdowns were an “occupation hazard” in the 

republican administration.*''^

Irish representatives remained in a sort o f legal limbo in 1922, as the Free State would not 

emerge as an internationally recognised entity until the end of the year. Chartres asked what 

position he should adopt in view of the “altered circumstances” in early February, noting that 

he was still living in “a sort of semi-transparent incognito”.*''̂  Gavan Duffy told him to come 

into the open, although it was later agreed that propaganda “should not be openly official”.*''̂  

Blythe was more cautious, telling Bewley not to call on the Foreign Office “officially” until 

the Free State was established when he asked for official credentials to do so. Blythe 

observed that credentials issued by a government lacking international recognition were 

worthless.*''* When Bewley inquired about issuing visas for travel to Ireland the department 

bluntly informed him that a visa issued by an unrecognised government was “valueless”. 

Yet despite his ambiguous position Chartres managed to launch a mystery initiative in the
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early summer which eventually drew in Minister for Foreign Affairs Walther Rathenau. He 

discussed the initiative with Griffith, Collins and Gavan Duffy while visiting Ireland in May 

and won their approval, later claiming to have been transferred back to Berlin to implement 

it. The fact that it was discussed with three senior members of the government at a time of 

great tension in Ireland shows the plan’s importance. It had a strong economic dimension, 

involving “large construction steps as distinguished from individual commercial 

transactions”.*̂® Power later recalled that Chartres had interested Rathenau in plans to 

develop Ireland’s economy with German co-operation, obviously on a large sc a le .C h a r tre s  

informed Gavan Duffy that it would be possible “to enter upon the inquiries” they had 

discussed during his visit “at an early date” on 14 June. He added that “conversations” should 

only begin when he was “in complete control” in Berlin and asked when Bewley was 

l e a v i n g . T h e  minister replied that would be no changes until the new government took over 

in a few weeks, when all consular offices were expected to be transferred to Foreign 

A f f a i r s . A  few days later Chartres wrote that he had received “assurances o f a sympathetic 

reception in high quarters”.*̂ ''

Rathenau’s assassination on 24 June must have been a blow to the Irish. Ironically his 

assassins were radical rightists, a constituency the mission had traditionally cultivated. 

Chartres reported on 11 July that Rathenau had sent him a “cordial” private message just

Chartres to William T. Cosgrave, 8 Sep 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 234(2). Chartres told Collins that 
he had “received privately a most friendly intimation from the highest politico-economic quarter”. See Chartres 
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before his death informing the Irish representative that he would see him shortly to discuss 

matters. Chartres had suspended all approaches “in other important quarters” until Bewley 

left in view of the “rapidity” of this development. He complained that he could make no 

further approaches until freed from “existing complications”.*̂  ̂ Gavan Duffy replied that he 

did not understand why Chartres could not act, even under present conditions.*^® Chartres 

insisted in reply that he could do nothing until Bewley was gone. Contact with Bewley would 

be “inevitable” as the initiative progressed and an “influential friend, who has provided me 

with access to two ministers, assures me that such contact would be prejudicial”. His actions 

“along the lines discussed in Dublin” were thus checked until “the conditions under which it 

was arranged I should work have been realised”. He had obviously been assured that Bewley 

was leaving soon.*^’ It is unclear why Bewley’s involvement would have been so injurious. 

Chartres may have feared that their fraught relations, apparently common knowledge in 

Berlin, would give rise to embarrassing incidents. Rathenau’s Jewishness may also have been 

a factor given Bewley’s strong prejudices. On 25 July Chartres reported that he had just had a 

friendly conversation with a man who had since left for Moscow. “He promises to assist me 

with his appreciations when he returns, and in view o f the scope of his visit they are likely to 

bear upon the broad considerations of policy which I suggested to you while in Dublin and of 

which, I think, you approve”. Chartres once again complained that he had done what he could 

“in existing conditions” and reiterated the “difficulties” posed by Bewley’s continued 

presence in Berlin. The complaint was ill-timed in view of Bewley’s accusations regarding 

the bulletin’s coverage o f the Civil War.*^*
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Unfortunately there is only one possible reference to the initiative in German sources. Count 

Hugo von Lerchenfeld wrote to Rathenau on 4 April that a recent meeting with some 

“trustworthy” Irish people had confirmed his belief that fostering relations with the Irish 

(particularly Irish Catholics) would bear fruit in the US as well as in Europe. Lerchenfeld 

intended to take up the question and asked Rathenau if he had any ideas or wishes he would 

like to impart. He also thought that they should appoint a Catholic to any general consulate 

established in Dublin.^^’ Schubert replied on Rathenau’s behalf several weeks later agreeing 

that Germany should use every opportunity to establish valuable new relations. He warned 

however that they be careful not to offend London, while decisions regarding the 

establishment of a consulate in Dublin would depend on the nature o f the final settlement in 

Ireland. Schubert added that he would be happy to discuss the matter next time Lerchenfeld 

visited Berlin.^® It is possible that Chartres was one of the “trustworthy” Irish people 

Lerchenfeld referred to and was later put in touch with Rathenau.

The mission seems to have acquired a number of other official contacts by spring 1922. 

Chartres reported in March that he had made confidential inquiries “in official quarters” 

about an individual called Kraatz who wanted to travel to Ireland.*^’ A month later Power 

sent home an assessment of the Treaty of Rapallo between Germany and Russia which had 

been obtained for her confidentially from “a highly placed official at the Foreign Office”.*^ 

When Chartres found an obvious “diplomatic difficulty” in the way of transmitting the Irish 

government’s condolences on Rathenau’s death, a senior Foreign Office official offered to
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arrange an interview with the German head o f state, President Friedrich Ebert. Chartres opted 

to send the president a letter via his private secretary instead as the meeting could not be 

arranged for a day or two.*^  ̂Chartres also launched other mysterious initiatives. In March he 

reported a plan just initiated to keep him in touch with political developments, which had also 

opened up two papers to their propaganda. “I recommend that this arrangement should be 

tested for a month or two after I leave” he wrote. “It can be determined (sic) at the end o f any 

month from its commencement, if  not found to be worthwhile”.*^ Chartres later claimed that 

he was able to obtain “sound information” on political developments of international 

significance, “sometimes o f a kind not available to the press” . T h e  contacts suggest that 

official attitudes became much less reserved once an Anglo-Irish peace was concluded.

Ryan also claimed to be maintaining his official contacts. On the eve of his return to the US 

in March he wrote to McGarrity that their “friends” were helping him in every way and 

providing all the paperwork required. They wanted him to return to keep up the connection 

and had “fixed up” his papers on so that he could come and go freely. “It shows their feeling 

for me and also how they regard the O.H. [Irish] connection”. They had agreed to keep in 

touch and a “farewell meeting” had been arranged for him at the “private apartments” of a 

member of the cabinet. The US’s position that too much was being demanded in reparations 

had been attributed to former Foreign Minister Walter Simons’ intervention in the spring, 

“taken as a result of a consultation with me at the time”. This had strengthened his position 

greatly as their “friends” now very much respected his judgment on the US. Ryan was

obviously over-stating his own influence, but it is possible that US affairs were discussed
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with him at a lower level if  he convinced officials that he represented a substantial Irish- 

American constituency. Ryan claimed that their “friends” were “entirely with” the republic 

and would have nothing to do with the Treatyites. They regarded London’s international 

position as weak and Lloyd George’s threat to renew the war with Ireland as a bluff. The 

Irish-American also claimed that their “friends” would have nothing to do with Chartres, 

although the Irish envoy’s regular references to official contact apparently contradicts this.*̂ ®

Ryan’s relations with the mission had broken down by the time he left Berlin, probably due

to the Irish-American’s trenchant republicanism. Writing to McGarrity just before his

departure he complained that everyone openly in Berlin was Pro-Treaty and attacked Power

as a “vixen” belonging to a cabal which had been working against de Valera for a year. Ryan

also alleged that she dominated Chartres. “I know the weakness which brings this result”, he

added, “but will not put it on paper”.R e la t io n s  were still amicable in early January, when

Chartres wrote to Brennan that the two men’s roles should be clearly differentiated once

Ryan was made responsible for “certain matters o f a special character”. He added that their

relations had been “very cordial”. Brennan replied on 10 January that this had already been

done according to the “proper authorities” . I n  March Gavan Duffy commented that Ryan’s

outlook was reported to be “intensely narrow and egotistical”, reflecting their disagreements

in early 1921.*™ A month later Grabisch claimed that the Irish-American had felt compelled

to leave the country earlier than planned after receiving a letter purporting to be from

Chartres addressed to him “in the way you first knew him in America”. Ryan obviously
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Ibid
Chartres to Brennan, 2 Jan 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(3)
Brennan to Chartres, 10 Jan 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(3)
Gavan Duffy to Chartres, 7 Mar 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 234(1)

204



feared that his identity would be revealed.*’’ Power dismissed the story, pointing out that 

Ryan already intended to return to the US soon.*’  ̂ He was anxious to settle the treason 

charges still hanging over him and felt that nothing could be achieved in Berlin until the anti- 

Treatyites got the Irish situation “in shape”/ ’  ̂ His attitude was probably linked to 

McGarrity’s. The Irish-American leader initially welcomed the Treaty, but was attacking 

Collins for adhering to an agreement which “would not include Ireland’s sovereign 

independence” within weeks.*’'* Yet McGarrity hesitated to throw his weight behind the anti- 

Treatyites, hoping to mediate between the two sides, and arrived in Ireland on a peace 

mission in February.

Part VI

The slide into civil war and the mission’s closure, January - December 1922

In Ireland the first six months of 1922 were marked by the fear o f war and the search for 

unity. The Provisional Government struggled to impose its authority in the vacuum left by the 

British withdrawal, while uncompromising republicans challenged its legitimacy. As the 

Irish Times put it in February, the government was “established in office, but not in 

power”. I n  early March a tense standoff between anti-Treaty IRA units and the nascent 

national army in Limerick almost sparked armed conflict. These events were reflected in 

coverage of Ireland in the German press. Although many papers carried reports on the

violence in Ulster, attention was also turning to the widening split in nationalist ranks. On 26

Grabisch to McCartan, 15 Apr 1922, NAI, DE 5/57/13
Power to Gavan Duffy, 26 Apr 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(9)
‘Your Cousin’ (Ryan) to ‘Phil’ (McGarrity), n/d (spring 1922), NLI, McGarrity papers, MS 17,486(1) 
Cronin, Sean, The M cGarrity Papers (Tralee, Co. Kerry, 1972), p. 259 
Hopkinson, Michael, Green against Green: The Irish C ivil War (Dublin, 1998), p. 89
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March the anti-Treaty IRA held an army convention which reaffirmed the force’s

republicanism and agreed that it owed allegiance solely to its own executive. There were

more standoffs as both sides sought to occupy barracks evacuated by the British, although

neither were willing to accept that conflict was inevitable. In April a report on the

Department o f Publicity’s work complained that “Certain speeches, apparently advocating

civil war, followed by lawless acts by mutineers, have given the impression abroad that the

Irish people are about to spring at each others throats”.*’  ̂ The mission continued its work

against a background which challenged the whole tenure o f its propaganda. In early May

Power wrote that the bulletin had reached its hundredth issue. “From the time of its inception,

it has appeared with absolute regularity twice weekly, never missing an issue or appearing a

day late” .*’’ The bulletin consistently sought to minimise the level o f Irish unrest, long after

the slide into violence had become obvious to outsiders, in common with many people on

both sides desperately unwilling to accept that separatist unity was irretrievably shattered.

The Irische Korrespondenz adopted a similar approach, publishing an article in the early

summer downplaying the seriousness of Irish divisions. It claimed that exaggerated reports in

the British press were misleading foreigners and argued that reason would win out in

Ireland.*’* On 13 April the anti-Treaty IRA seized the Four Courts, underscoring the

Provisional Government’s weakness. Jennie Wyse Power informed her daughter that people

feared another rebellion, “but I am calm on the point, as I don’t see who they are to rebel

against”.*’  ̂In May Power reported that the split within the IRA was widely reported, usually

under the heading “Ireland against Ireland”.**® The Hannoverische Zeitung claimed that anti-

Anonymous, Report on Publicity Department, Apr 1922, DIFP, Vol. I, No. 273 
Power to Gavan Duffy, 8 May 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(1)
Irische Korrespondenz, May-June 1922
Jennie Wyse Power to Power, 14 Mar 1922, Humphries papers, UCDA, PI60/746 
Power to Gavan Duffy, 8 May 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(1)
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Treatyite opposition had left the government powerless and “given a free hand to those 

elements which recognise no law and no government” .**' Power lamented that they were still 

dependent on the Irish daily press, now taken up with issues “unsuitable” for overseas 

propaganda.**" Gavan Duffy had already drawn attention in the Dail to the loss of prestige 

which Ireland had suffered in the first few months of 1922, commenting bitterly that the Irish 

must prove that they were a nation and not a “rabble”.**̂  He later observed that 

representatives abroad found it “positively painful” to discuss Irish affairs with foreigners.**'* 

On 17 May he ordered the mission to stress that press reports of unrest in Ireland were greatly 

exaggerated, as they were damaging Irish trade.**^

By May there seemed little hope o f an agreement to stave off conflict. Collins wrote Chartres 

a grim letter on the 5* warning that civil war was inevitable. “Personally, I am satisfied that 

we have got one of the finest chances we ever got in our history, and if we do not turn it to 

account to mould the destinies of our nation in the way they ought to be moulded, we shall 

have shown ourselves and our nation unworthy of the task”.**® By the time it reached Chartres 

on the 23’''* events had taken a dramatic turn however. On 20 May Collins signed a pact with 

de Valera agreeing that the two sides would field a joint panel in the upcoming elections and 

form a coalition executive afterwards. A day later he boldly stated that Irish unity was more 

important than any agreement with the British.**^. The pact only postponed civil war 

however. It depended on producing a constitution satisfactory to both sides, while any

Power to Gavan Duffy, 2 Jun 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(1)
Power to Gavan Duffy, 8 May 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(1)
Gavan Duffy, ‘Dail Eireann: Report on Foreign Affairs’, Apr 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 1, File 13 
Murphy, Chartres, p. 118
Gavan Duffy to Power, 17 May 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(3)
Collins to Chartres, 5 May 1922, NAI, D/T S9242 
Hopkinson, Green against Green, p. 98
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constitution acceptable to the anti-Treatyites would almost certainly be intolerable to London. 

Chartres, just arrived on several weeks’ leave from Paris, was jubilant/** Collins had used 

Chartres as an intermediary the night before the pact was signed, sending him to O’Kelly 

(now one of the anti-Treatyite leaders) to stress his desire for peace.**’ Power recalled that 

Chartres worked hard to bring the pact about and was deeply saddened when it failed.*®® 

Chartres’ role as mediator suggests that both sides trusted him, but also identified him with 

Collins’ desperate search for unity as opposed to those pressing for decisive action against the 

anti-Treatyites. Jennie Wyse Power told her daughter that he had “been with all sides” during 

his visit, including hard-line republicans. He also told her on 21 May that “he has changed his 

views on the signing of the Treaty, as certain things occurred after he had left London that he 

was unaware o f ’.*”  Her comment is puzzling given that Chartres’ views on the Treaty do not 

seem to have changed between late January and early July. He would write to Collins 

praising the Free State constitution in June.*’^

The continental press did not share Chartres’ enthusiasm for the pact. Mac White reported that 

it “found favour nowhere as the events that lead up to it were neither understood nor 

appreciated abroad”.*’  ̂ When a delegation travelled to London with a copy of the draft 

constitution at the end of May Lloyd George strongly objected to clauses minimising the

*** Jennie Wyse Power to Power, 21 May 1922, Humphries papers, UCDA, PI60/749. On 22 May Gavan Duffy
wrote to Osmond Grattan Esmonde, the Irish representative in Spain, with misplaced optimism that the pact
“ought to help you very considerably” and that they could now count on the restoration of order. See Gavan 
Duffy to Osmond Grattan Esmonde, 22 May 1922, DIFP, Vol. I, No. 288.

Hart, Peter, Mick: the Real Michael Collins (London, 2005), p. 372
Power, article on Chartres in Irish Independent, 4 Nov 1935. Maire Comerford confirmed that he had 

worked hard to reconcile the two sides in 1922. See also Comerford, Maire, rough draft for a memoir, circa 
1956, Comerford papers, UCDA, LA 18/26

Jennie Wyse Power to Power. 21 May 1921, Humphries papers, UCDA, PI60/749 
Chartres to Collins, 18 Jun 1922, NAI, DE 5/27/1 

*’  ̂ Extract from report for June 1992 from Michael Mac White, 1 Jul 1922, DIFP, Vol. I, No.300. He also 
claimed that British propaganda had portrayed it as an attempt to prevent free elections
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Crown’s role in Ireland’s internal affairs. Collins capitulated and an amended constitution 

was published on the morning of 16 June, election day. By then the pact had already broken 

down and the elections returned a clear pro-Treaty majority. On 18 June Chartres 

telegrammed Dublin that he was “embarrassed by want o f instructions” on the constitution.*^'* 

Gavan Duffy replied that Chartres represented the republican rather than the provisional 

government. As the republican cabinet had not yet “taken responsibility” for the draft 

constitution “it would be wiser in your position as its representative to abstain from giving 

any official interview on the subject at present”.®̂  ̂Gavan Duffy was motivated by more than 

just his desire to maintain the fiction of a republican government. On 19 June he informed 

Griffith that the amended constitution conceded too much and offered to resign. He finally 

agreed to stay on until mid-July provided he could take an independent line on the 

constitution.®^^ Chartres was apparently satisfied with the amended constitution, writing to 

congratulate Collins on a “further great stride forward towards our national freedom”.*’’ The 

phrasing echoed Collins’ stepping stone theory, which Chartres obviously subscribed to. 

Gavan Duffy’s resignation and the outbreak of Civil War marked the end of his ambitious 

plans to expand the Irish foreign service, as internal strife diverted attention from foreign 

affairs.

The assassination of Sir Henry Wilson on 22 June prompted Lloyd George to urge the 

Provisional Government to assert its authority by attacking the Four Courts. The offensive 

began on 28 June, taking several days to expel the anti-Treatyites. The Berlin mission was

Chartres to DFA, 18 Jun 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(5)
Gavan Duffy to Chartres, 19 Jun 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(5)
Keogh, Ireland and Europe, p. 14
Chartres to Collins, 18 Jun 1922, NAI, DE 5/27/1
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almost certainly taken by surprise. Dublin informed it o f the Four Courts’ surrender by

telegram on 30 June and dispatched an official statement, which Chartres claimed to have

distributed through a press agency.*®* The statement outlined the events w^hich had prompted

action “to protect and secure the people o f Ireland against further molestation and

interference with their liberties” . It described the anti-Treatyites as “lawless and

irresponsible” individuals who had “insolently defied” the legitimate government and sought

to “tyrannise over the people and defy their will”. It stated that the Irish people were “loyally

and enthusiastically” supporting their army in its efforts and dismissed claims that British

troops had been involved in suppressing the anti-Treatyites as “false and malicious”.B l y t h e

likewise informed Bewley on 17 July that the conflict was necessary to protect the

fundamental rights of the Irish people from a group determined to resist the popular will by

force o f arms.’“  Two more telegrams on 5 July informed the mission that the anti-Treatyites

had been suppressed in Dublin and there was no major conflict outside the c a p i t a l . T h e

outbreak o f civil war was a disaster for the bulletin’s propaganda. It had stressed Irish unity

and idealism throughout 1921, portraying the IRA as a disciplined, orderly force. It had then

tried to downplay internal strife in 1922 by accusing the British of exaggerating Irish unrest

in their own interests and condemning calls to suppress the anti-Treatyites by force. The

bulletin’s failure to reflect official interpretations in its coverage should be seen in this

context. It did not mention the attack on the Four Courts until 8 July, when it published an

issue summarising both sides’ positions and profiling their leaders. Although the issue was at

worst impartial and at best slightly biased towards the government, the profiles of anti-

DFA to Chartres, 30 Jun 1922; DFA official statement, n/d (around 3 Jul 1922); Chartres to Walshe, 3 Jul 
1922 and Chartres to ‘Finance’, 5 Jul 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(3)

DFA official statement, n/d (around 3 Jul 1922), NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(3)
Bewley to Blythe, 17 Jul 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 234(1)
Both DFA to Chartres, 5 Jul 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(3)
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Treatyite leaders were also favourable. One even stated that Liam Mellows had “always” 

been a “fighter for freedom”, an unfortunate phrase in the context of July 1922. The bulletin’s 

description of the conflict’s origins was also more impartial than official instructions 

warranted. Its next issue, published on 12 July, described Cathal Brugha’s bold refusal to 

surrender after the fall o f the Four Courts and claimed that all Irish people were united in 

mourning him.

The bulletin’s initial response was also out o f step with German press coverage, which was 

almost universally hostile to the anti-Treatyites. The press had immediately referred to the 

situation as a ‘civil war’ and identified the anti-Treatyites as ‘rebels’, ‘insurgents’ or 

‘irregulars’. It responded to Michael Collins’ assassination in August with a flood of 

admiring comment, attacking his opponents as obdurate fanatics. The Catholic Kdlnische 

Volkszeitung savaged “blind Irish rebels... chasing after unachievable aims”.’°̂  German press

coverage of the Irish Civil War was obviously influenced by internal politics. Those who

supported the Weimar Republic against extremists on the left and right tended to see the Irish 

situation as a typical example of ideologues and intransigents taking up arms against majority 

rule. The SPD organ Vor\i>drts compared de Valera’s “rebellion of intransigents” with the 

failed communist uprising of 1919, which an SPD led government had suppressed.®®  ̂ It even 

enlisted Collins in the cause of moderate socialism, claiming that his economic programmes 

were animated by a “true socialist spirit”.’”'’ The anti-Treatyites were also attacked by some 

on the far right. By 1923 the Nazi Vdlkischer Beobachter was linking de Valera to

Kdlnische Volkszeitung, 24 Aug 22, Vol. 63, No. 650
Vonvdrts, 23 Aug 1922, Vol. 39, No. 397
Vorwarts, 23 Aug 1922, Vol. 39, No. 397
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communism and claiming that he Hved in an overwhelmingly Jewish milieu.®”̂  German 

communists in turn saw Ireland as another example o f revolution betrayed. In late 1923 the 

Rote Fahne published an article eulogising the fierce intransigence o f female anti-Treatyites, 

who were even portrayed bearing their breasts before the guns of Free State soldiers.^®® Here 

the “fanaticism” condemned by liberals and moderate socialists was celebrated as a 

revolutionary virtue. It was not surprising that German communists were drawn to the Irish 

revolution’s most uncompromising adherents. The KPD was “almost instinctively hostile to 

compromise”, while the communist press admired revolutionary violence.^®’ The press seems 

to have reacted similarly across Europe. Mac White reported from Geneva in early July that 

“The energetic action of the Government in asserting its authority and in putting an end to 

acts of brigandage and disorder has made a very good impression abroad where it was 

generally recognised that Ireland was no more immune from the laws that govern 

revolutionary epochs than any other country”.’®* Publicity surrounding the deaths o f Griffith 

and Collins was handled by O’Brien, temporarily in charge o f the mission in the absence of 

Chartres and Power. When he received a telegram announcing Griffith’s death on 14 August 

he immediately supplied a leading Berlin journalist with material and photographs for an 

article.’®’ The journalist promised to arrange for the photographs’ publication in the illustrated 

weeklies and a picture of Griffith supplied by the mission subsequently appeared in the

Vdlkischer Beobachter, 11-12 Feb 1923, Vol. 37, No. 14
Rote Fahne, 1 Dec 1923, Vol. 5, No. 541
Weitz, Eric D., ‘Communism and the Public Spheres o f Weimar Germany’ in Barclay, David E., and Eric 

D., Weitz (eds.). Between Reform and Revolution: German Socialism and Communism from 1840 to 1990 
(New York and Oxford), p. 281

Extract from a report for June 1922 from Mac White, 1 Jul 1922, DIFP, Vol. I, No. 300. MacWhite’s strong 
pro-Treaty sympathies may have biased him, but his comments are bom out by reports from other 
representatives and German press coverage.

O’Brien to Walshe, 20 Aug 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(3). See also O’Brien to Walshe, 14 Aug 
1922, Box 34, File 239(3).
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illustrated periodical Die Woche^^^ O ’Brien informed several prominent journalists and 

provided them with photographs and information on hearing of Collins’ death, reporting that 

he had got several long articles on Collins’ career published in leading papers.’"

At some point in early 1922 Pokomy noticed that grammatical errors were appearing in the 

bulletin. According to his account, Power dismissed him abruptly when he tried to draw her 

attention to them in late A p r i l . H e  referred to the “awfiil mistakes” in conversation with 

O ’Brien in May and offered to correct the proofs, apparently unaware that the other people 

present (Grabisch and two Irishwomen) were hostile to Power.’’̂  When news of the 

conversation reached Power she responded indignantly, claiming that “various sources” had 

informed her of his frequent criticism of the bulletin. She warned that such behaviour laid 

him open to charges of seeking to harm Ireland’s prestige and undermine the country’s 

official representatives. “I regret that you should by your own actions thus appear to include 

yourself amongst Ireland’s enemies, as I am aware of your interest in my country, and your 

efforts to make our cause known among your countrymen, but as the representative of 

Ireland’s interests here at the moment, I have no other choice but to take official cognisance 

of your attitude”. She obviously thought that a faction hostile to the mission was using him as 

a “mouthpiece”. Power added that the bulletin’s impact on the press was “sufficient answer” 

to his claim that their material was poorly chosen. The letter apparently reduced its 

recipient to “speechless amazement”. He insisted that he had only criticised the bulletin to

O ’Brien to Walshe, 20 Aug 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(3)
O ’Brien to Walshe, 25 Aug 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(3)
Pokomy to Gavan Duffy, 19 Jul 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 234(1)
Pokomy to Power, 20 May 1922 and Pokomy to Gavan Duffy, 19 Jul 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 

234(1)
Power to Pokomy, 16 May 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 234(1)
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others twice on linguistic grounds and then only to people interested in its success. Power 

refused his request to name the “various sources” and “many occasions” of her original 

letter.®'^ She apparently did not reply when Pokomy demanded that she either substantiate her 

accusations or withdraw them.’'  ̂ Chartres supported his assistant, allegedly referring to 

Pokomy’s criticisms o f the bulletin as “insolent”. W h e n  Gavan Duffy proposed paying for 

Pokomy to visit Ireland on 13 July Chartres asked if he had applied to the government for 

assistance. “If so, I should like to be in a position to send you some observations”. T h i s  was 

obviously a reference to the quarrel over the bulletin.

Pokomy reported the incident to Gavan Duffy six days later, claiming that he was anxious to 

clear himself of “very injurious accusations”.®̂® He enclosed his correspondence with Power 

and three recent issues o f the bulletin (13 and 14 May and 9 July) with errors marked. He also 

included two letters from others supporting his criticism. The first, written by a professor at 

the University o f Berlin, complained o f the bulletin’s “serious linguistic errors and 

impossibilities”.’ '̂ The second had been sent to Grabisch by Rudolf Pechel o f the Deutsche 

Rundschau. Pechel claimed that he read the bulletin with “ever increasing astonishment” and 

wamed that it injured the cause. Most o f the information in it was “absolutely useless” as 

propaganda. “Trifles and irrelevancies” were reported in detail, while even important facts 

were drenched in a “sentimental sauce”. “All of us who are employed in the press have 

simply no time to extract facts and to compose original articles from publications which both

Power to Pokomy, 17 May 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 234(1)
Power to Pokomy, 23 May 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 234(1)
Pokomy to Power, 28 May 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 234(1)
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in form and in mentality are completely false and useless; we can only use them if they are 

put before us in a form adapted for our use, which we need only alter on political grounds or 

with reference to the character of the paper in which they are to appear”. He also alluded to 

its “perfectly impossible German”. Pechel’s references to his efforts to get in touch with Irish 

representatives and his readiness to offer advice and assistance suggests that he had already 

approached the mission to no a v a i l . P o k o m y ’s letter implied that the Irish mission 

marginalised local sympathisers, referring to conversations with O’Brien which implied that 

it was hostile to any non-Irish input. Bewley was aware o f Pokomy’s protest and claimed 

that he too had received complaints about the bulletin’s language and contents.® '̂* Pokomy 

wrote again on the 24th enclosing the bulletin of 22 July. “Irish propaganda is making no 

headway in this country and never will until it is conducted in a manner not calculated to 

arouse derision”.̂ ^̂  Although it arrived on the eve of his resignation, Gavan Duffy read the

forwarded correspondence with “utmost astonishment” and promised a prompt

investigation.®^® Power was ordered to bring back copies of her correspondence with Pokomy 

when she returned to Ireland on holiday in August.’*’

Pokomy’s complaint may have been linked to poor relations with local sympathisers. There 

were already indications of trouble in January, when Chartres asked Brennan for a letter the 

under-secretary had received from “Nevin” (almost certainly a code word for Gaffney) 

containing “information about m yself’.®̂* Brennan reassured him that it had had no impact in

Pechel to Grabisch, 5 May 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 234(1)
Pokomy to Gavan Duffy, 19 Jul 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 234(1)
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Dublin.’^̂  Chartres also repeated Gifford’s claim that rumours blaming Grabisch for the Anita 

seizure were circulating in the Foreign Office with obvious reluctance. The rumours alleged 

that she had let something slip in conversation with an extremely pro-British official she had 

long been friendly with.® °̂ Brennan wisely advised him to ignore them given the atmosphere 

in Berlin.’ '̂ In March a report on the mission’s St. Patrick’s Day celebrations sent to Lord 

D ’Abemon by an anonymous informant implied that relations with the DIG were poor. 

According to the report no “noticeable mingling” took place when Chartres and his Irish 

guests joined the DIG’s St. Patrick’s Day gathering. Indeed the Irish “took no part whatever 

in the meeting” and were not greeted on arrival or departure. Chartres had allegedly planned 

to give a short speech announcing his transfer to Paris, but was not invited to speak, much to 

his surprise.’^̂  In a letter written just before his departure Ryan claimed that Chartres had 

“turned the G-d society here against him -  and in this Miss P [Power] has helped -  so that 

about all that is left to him are some four or five students who are here from O.H. 

[Ireland]” .®̂  ̂ The reliability o f these sources is questionable. The anonymous informant was 

almost certainly an Irish Times correspondent called Morrison, who was present at the 

mission’s St. Patrick’s Day dinner.’ '̂' The correspondent o f such a solidly unionist newspaper 

was always likely to take a jaundiced view of separatist activities, especially when reporting 

to the British am b assad o r .T h e  Irische Korrespondenz's account o f the DIG’s St. Patrick’s 

Day meeting noted that Chartres and his guests were present and claimed that relations were

Brennan to Chartres, 10 Jan 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(3)
Chartres to Brennan, 2 Jan 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(3)
Brennan to Chartres, 10 Jan 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(3)
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extremely cordial.^^^ Ryan was also prone to violent denunciations o f people he disliked. 

Relations with Grabisch apparently remained amicable until at least April. Yet by May Power 

was complaining that she worked “in an atmosphere of hostility surrounded by people, who 

would like nothing better than to see me make a mistake”. A  cryptic letter dated 29 March 

from Gavan Duffy to Chartres seems to hint at discord in Berlin. “In the other matter at issue 

between us”, he wrote, “I am not at all convinced that you are right, but I am anxious to get it 

cleared up; either you owe honourable amends or a public denunciation of the person 

concerned is called for; I feel we shall have a lot o f trouble unless this matter is cleared up 

definitely”. He thought it would be necessary for them to see each other soon “about these 

and many other matters”.̂ *̂ Chartres replied that they were unfortunately “not at one” on the 

question, although he hoped that no official issues arising between them would harm their 

friendship.®^’ This impenetrable exchange implies some disagreement between the two men, 

although the tone is perfectly amicable. The minister had described Chartres as “the best man 

we have on the continent” only a month earlier.’'*” Other passages in the letters indicate that it 

was not a reference to the Bewley issue.

Bewley wrote to Blythe on 11 July complaining that the mission had not only failed to 

publicise the official view of the troubles in Ireland, but had actually published an article 

sympathetic to the anti-Treatyites in the 8 July bulletin. He had therefore intervened to secure 

the publication o f a telegram on Irish events.’"*’ Blythe raised the issue with Gavan Duffy,
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Power to Gavan Duffy, 23 May 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 234(1)
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leading him to request copies of the bulletins o f 5 and 8 July from both the mission and 

Bewley.®''^ Bewley replied on the 17*, claiming that the bulletin’s attitude was undermining 

his efforts to put forward the government’s view. He enclosed translations o f the bulletins of 

8 and 12 July and accused O’Brien of sympathising with the anti-Treatyites.®''^ Bewley’s 

motivation was questionable. He had been feuding with the mission for months and had long 

coveted Chartres’ post. The claim made in his memoirs that the profiles o f Treatyites 

published on 8 July were short and “neutral”, while those of anti-Treatyites were long and 

admiring is unfair. At worst the profiles were impartial, at best the profiles o f Treatyite 

leaders were noticeably more laudatory. Bewley’s claim that he merely sent Dublin a 

translation of the bulletin without comment is also untrue. In reality he and Blythe waged a 

prolonged campaign against C h a r t r e s . T h e  fact that Bewley’s complaint was almost 

simultaneous with Pokomy’s, which he was aware of, is possibly significant. Pokomy had 

contacted him about the bulletin’s alleged bias on 14 July, observing that “Such fine talk 

might be all right in Ireland, but since when does foreign propaganda consist in glorifying the 

deadly enemies of the lawful government o f one’s country?”’''̂  Blythe forward Bewley’s 

letter and translations to Gavan Duffy on 21 July, insisting that Chartres’ disloyalty merited 

instant dismissal. '̂'® Gavan Duffy was indignant, immediately accusing the mission of 

extolling men who were “wrecking the country”.̂ '*’
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Bewley’s complaint coincided with a period of departmental confusion, as Gavan Duffy 

formally resigned on 26 July. Two days beforehand he had written to Collins complaining 

that while he loyally supported the government in the current conflict he usually found 

himself “in a minority o f one” on most important issues.^''* Although Griffith replaced him as 

minister, the day to day running of the department was left to Joseph Walshe, who soon 

proved unsympathetic to the mission. By coincidence Chartres chose the moment to attack 

Bewley. Not only had his conduct made it impossible to “maintain the most necessary co

operation on public affairs or even to keep up normal official appearances to the outside 

world”, Chartres complained, but his interference in publicity work was causing problems. 

He was embarrassed when Bewley called on a leading Berlin daily regarding an error in a 

telegram on Ireland, especially as news of his intervention had reached a prominent person 

associated with the paper with whom he had “important and far-reaching relations”, not all of 

them related to the press. “It had been arranged that no official Irish communication should 

reach the paper except to him from m yself’, so the person was irritated to receive one from “a 

source other than that with which he was accustomed to deal” . Chartres was left with the 

embarrassing alternative of disowning Bewley by stressing that he had acted without 

authority or offering a “lame” explanation of their dual organisation. The latter would save 

face, but would also shake the confidence reposed in him by important papers and influential 

people. “Obviously”, he complained, “there should be only one channel for the transmission 

of official information or requests to the press”.̂ ''̂

¥.eogh, Ireland and Europe, p. 15
Chartres to Gavan Duffy, 23 Jul 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 234(1). Chartres did not receive Gavan 

Duffy’s indignant letter o f  the 21®* (which did not mention Bewley) until the 26* or 27'*’. See Chartres to Gavan 
Duffy, 27 Jul 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 234(1).

219



Blythe circulated Bewley’s letter and the appended translations to his fellow ministers on 27 

July, observing that Chartres was not “the proper person” to represent Ireland in Berlin.®̂ ® His 

action was unfair given that Chartres’ reply to the accusations had not yet arrived. Collins 

agreed that the bulletins were not “strictly playing the game”, but argued that they were too 

“cleverly done” for disciplinary action. The government could do nothing more than watch 

for fiirther signs of infidelity.^^' Chartres defended himself vigorously in reply to Gavan 

Duffy written on the same day, arguing that it was wrong to deal with one bulletin in isolation 

when numerous issues had portrayed the government in a positive light. No one thought that 

the unrest would degenerate into civil war when the contentious issues were published. “Here 

I take the opportunity to refer to my repeated requests for authentic news or hints for the 

guidance of our publicity work and to the fact that I am still forced to rely upon what I can 

glean or interpret from the press”. The mission had not printed a single endorsement o f the 

anti-Treatyites, while “No opportunity has been missed to dwell with pride on the immense 

advances made in circumstances of great difficulty by the Provisional Government in the 

reconstruction of national life”. Chartres added that he had sought to maintain Irish prestige 

by avoiding comment on internal differences.’^̂  He also forwarded copies of the 

correspondence to Griffith. “The suggestion that, after meeting you and General Collins last 

May and conferring with you as I did, I returned abroad to assist those who are seeking your 

overthrow and his, stirs me more deeply than I can express”.’”

Blythe to each member o f the cabinet, 27 Jul 1922, D/T S 2305 
Collins to Blythe, 28 Jul 1922, Mulcahy papers, UCDA, P7/B/250 
Chartres to Gavan Duffy, 27 Jul 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 234(1) 
Chartres to Griffith, 27 Jul 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 234(1)
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Chartres also told Gavan Duffy that he had receiving a “very insolent” letter from Hamilton 

criticising an error in the bulletin, another sign that the issue was becoming linked to feuding 

with sympathisers in Berlin. “In view of the report I have made on this man and of the 

correspondence you have been carrying on with him about myself, I shall be glad to learn 

how you regard this incident. I wish to add for your information that I have before me a letter 

of Hamilton’s in which he purports to cite precise words used by you in a letter to him. The 

words cited, which are in quotation marks, contain a statement about myself which is 

contrary to fact”. Chartres added that he had frequently urged an official inquiry into issues 

which had arisen between them because of his efforts to protect the national interest. This 

suggests that Chartres and Gavan Duffy were already at odds and may explain the cryptic 

correspondence of March. Power later recalled that Hamilton’s friendship with Gavan Duffy 

“complicated” the situation in Berlin. Hamilton “appeared to have acquaintances in high 

places in various countries but his character was notoriously bad. He was constantly being 

arrested and released, owing to the protection he enjoyed”. This had led Chartres to warn the 

leadership that he should have no association with the Irish cause. Gavan Duffy was 

infuriated when Griffith agreed and ordered Irish representatives abroad not to “recognise” 

Hamilton. Power thought that this had a lot to do with Gavan Duffy’s “hostility” to the 

mission.’^̂  In late October Chartres sent Desmond FitzGerald, then Minister for Foreign 

Affairs, a cryptic note stating that he had not discussed the “Duffy-Hamilton affair” with 

anyone outside official circles.^^® Hamilton was extremely critical of the mission in his 

memoirs, claiming that Power had a “shrewd, witty, pleasing, but vindictive, personality”

while Chartres owed his appointment to his wife and aroused resentment with his ostentatious

Chartres to Gavan Duffy, 27 Jul 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 234(1)
Power, BMH witness statement no. 732
Chartres to FitzGerald, n/d (some point after 21 Oct 1922), NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 232
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living. He also recalling informing Dublin that Chartres was to blame for the Anita seizure, 

information he claimed to have received from the German Foreign Office.’ ’̂

In early August Walshe informed Chartres that Bewley’s intervention in publicity was 

motivated by loyalty and “entirely praiseworthy”.’ *̂ He also described Chartres’ explanations 

as evasive and the language employed as a “grave and intolerable departure from ordinary 

usage”. The other matters dealt with in the letter were dismissed as “entirely irrelevant”. 

Walshe was acting on instructions in both letters, although it is not clear w h o s e . T h e  

mission had already been ordered to cease publishing the bulletin for two months. Power 

remonstrated in vain, pointing out that Chartres had made an arrangement which opened two 

highly influential papers to their publ ici ty.Blythe meanwhile asked Bewley for an “official 

statement” outlining the likely impact of the bulletin’s anglophobia after hearing that he had 

criticised it in a private letter to government advisor Kevin O’Sheil.® '̂ Bewley responded on 8 

and 11 August, complaining that the bulletin’s anti-British rhetoric was counter-productive 

given that Germany viewed Britain as a counter-weight to French aggression.’®̂ The 

government was bound to treat them with suspicion as long as they continued to “scold” the 

British twice a week in the bulletin.’^̂  Once again Blythe circulated the correspondence.’®'* 

Chartres’ position was not helped by events. Griffith’s death on 12 August and the

WamWioa, As young as Sophocles, pp. 177-78
Walshe to Chartres, 3 Aug 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 234(1)
Walshe to Chartres, 8 Aug 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 234(1)
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DFA ES, Box 33, File 234(1)
Blythe to Bewley, 28 Jul 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(2)
Bewley to Blythe, 8 Aug 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(2) and Bewley to Blythe, 11 Aug 1921, 
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assassination of Collins ten days later removed his two closest associates from office, leaving 

Michael Hayes to take over as acting Minister for Foreign Affairs.

Bewley informed Blythe in early September that he still intended to resign in a month, 

although he was willing to stay a little longer if n e c e s s a r y . H e  also wrote to Michael Hayes, 

now acting minister, applying for a diplomatic post in a German-speaking city if  any were 

available. If not he would return to I r e l a nd . Be wl e y  was particularly anxious to leave as 

“recent events” had made his position “a somewhat delicate one”.’ ’̂ He also wanted to return 

to Ireland and back up his accusations in person.^^* It is possible that was he still angling for 

Chartres’ post. Chartres was back in Dublin by early September, presumably to answer the 

charges against him, yet strangely there is little indication that these were seriously discussed. 

He followed up a meeting with William T. Cosgrave and Hayes on 5 September with an 

uncontentious memorandum proposing that a single commissioner be appointed to co

ordinate activities in each c a p i t a l . A n  almost indecipherable hand-written memorandum 

recording a discussion with Chartres around this time is probably a minute of the 5 

September meeting. If  so, the odd legible word indicates that the complaints lodged against 

the mission were at least discussed.’™ A few days later Chartres wrote to Cosgrave arguing 

that he could do good work in Germany “on [the] lines already indicated in conversation” due 

to his connections and experience. He asked if he was returning to Berlin with authority to 

pursue “the necessary activities” given “the situation that has arisen”. He concluded that he

Bewley to Blythe, 2 Sep 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 238(1)
Bewley to Hayes, 2 Sep 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 238(4)
Bewley to Blythe, 2 Sep 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 238(1)
Ibid and Bewley to Hayes, 2 Sep 1922, Box 33, File 238(4)
Chartres to Hayes, 6 Sep 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(5)
Anonymous handwritten memorandum, n/d (autumn 1921), NAI, D/T S 2305
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would need the information accumulating in Bewley’s office to proceed.®^' All this suggests 

that they had discussed re-organising representation in Berlin, but had left Chartres with the 

impression that he was returning. Power was also back in Ireland, although there is no record 

indicating that Pokomy’s complaint was discussed with her. Yet an anonymous memorandum 

defending him, written shortly after Collins’ death by someone who had visited Berlin, 

suggests that Chartres was viewed with suspicion. The memorandum argued that Bewley had 

no right to criticise the work of an official in another department and dismissed his objections 

to the bulletin as “trivial”. It pointed out that Pokomy was anxious to resume translating the 

bulletin, while it “would be well to find out the names” of the people who were allegedly 

complaining about it. O’Brien had shown no sign of anti-Treatyite sympathies when he met 

the author in Berlin. “Judging from the questions you asked me today re Mr C’s connection 

with Barton, Masonry etc -  it strikes me there is a campaign to push him out o f your service”. 

The memorandum concluded by highlighting Griffith and Collins’ confidence in Chartres. 

Although its author admitted that current arrangements in Berlin “cannot continue with 

advantage”, he obviously sided with the mission.®’^

These events coincided with the establishment o f a new government under Cosgrave on 9 

September, which included Desmond Fitzgerald as Minister for External Affairs. The 

appointment was significant for Berlin. Fitzgerald lacked Gavan Duffy’s ambitious vision 

and placed more emphasis on Anglo-Irish relations and the Commonwealth than on 

expansion in Europe. Chartres was still pressing for a decision on 25 September, having

Chartres to Cosgrave, 8 Sep 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 234(2)
Anonymous memorandum, n/d (some point after 22 Aug 1922), NAI, D/T S 2305. It is unclear who the 

memorandum was addressed to. The author was obviously a senior figure in the government, possibly a 
minister.
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recently submitted an uncontentious memorandum on the mission’s work.^’  ̂ Five days later 

Bewley was informed that all consular offices had been transferred to External Affairs and 

ordered home to resolve “certain matters pending with regard to Berlin”. His visit would also 

allow him to decide if  he wished to remain on in the consular service, as his intentions 

appeared unclear.’’'* Power was abruptly informed of her transfer home on 2 October.’’  ̂ She 

had assumed that she was returning to Berlin until the last minute, writing to the department 

that day to inform them she was ready to l e a v e . T h e  treatment accorded to Power was 

puzzling. She had obviously left any discussions regarding Pokomy’s complaint under the 

impression that she was to remain Berlin. Meanwhile Chartres was told to remain on until 

Bewley arrived and the “matter pending” could finally be settled.’’’ He wrote to FitzGerald 

arguing against Power’s transfer as soon he heard of it. “If I am returning to Berlin to 

undertake work on the lines that have been discussed, it would handicap me very seriously to 

withdraw, during the period of transition and reorganization, the only really valuable 

assistance I have”. He also referred to “the new start in Berlin”, which he obviously assumed 

had been agreed on. “I shall be glad to have an opportunity to go into the details of this and

other arrangements as soon as you can make it convenient”.’’* FitzGerald responded that

publication of the bulletin would not be resumed, while the work to be undertaken for the rest 

of the year was of little importance. The question o f commercial representation in Berlin 

would be settled as soon as Bewley arrived.’”  This seems to have been the first hint Chartres

received that all was not well. He offered his resignation at some point around 7 October,

Chartres to unknown, 25 Sep 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(7) and Chartres, ‘Berlin Delegation: 
Note on Work and S taff, 21 Sep 1922, Box 34, File 239(7)
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although FitzGerald refused to accept it. Chartres later recalled that he left the meeting with 

the impression that he was returning to Berlin. “Mr. FitzGerald even asked me if  I understood 

the lines on which he wished things to be run”.®*®

On 12 October a frustrated Chartres sent Cosgrave a memorandum accusing Bewley of 

resorting to “malicious and cowardly slanders” against Power. He had heard that the consul 

was attributing her transfer to the “grave scandal” she had caused by living in the same hotel 

with him. Chartres added that Bewley’s antipathy dated from the incident in January and 

argued that his slanderous accusations were part o f a broader campaign against himself.®*' 

Rumours about Chartres’ relationship with Power had been circulating for some time. Ryan 

claimed that she “absolutely dominated” him in the spring. “I know the weakness which 

brings this result”, he commented, “but will not put it on paper”. The two did not go on 

holiday at the same time in the summer because Gavan Duffy was anxious to protect Power

from such comments.®*^ Such rumours were almost certainly a product o f the venomous

atmosphere in Berlin. The letter attacking Bewley seems to have had no impact, although 

FitzGerald finally saw Chartres on the 20* October.®*'' Bewley was informed that he was 

returning to his post in Berlin the next day. He had reiterated his desire to retire during his 

visit, but was willing to stay on a little longer if necessary.®*^ Chartres meanwhile was ordered 

to go to Berlin and wind down the office. He complained to Cosgrave on the 28* that the 

order was “tantamount to an immediate dismissal”. FitzGerald had refiased to accept his

Chartres to Cosgrave, 28 Oct 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 234(2)
Chartres to Cosgrave, 12 Oct 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 234(2)
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resignation only three weeks earlier, leaving him with the impression that he would return to 

Berlin. He was convinced that Bewley’s slanders had influenced the minister. “So far as I 

know only one factor has arisen in the interval to account for the altered situation and that is 

the slander o f which I have spoken and written to you. You assured me that no one would 

believe the story”. Bewley had even admitted that the “scandalous story” originated with 

Gavan D u f f y C h a r t r e s ’ protest was to no avail. Although he left for Berlin at the end of the 

month, he was not allowed free reign to close the office. Instead Gearoid O’Loughlin, the 

Irish consul in Copenhagen, arrived with “full powers” and “full instructions” to wind it 

down.’®’ FitzGerald assured him that the “good work” he had done in Berlin was appreciated, 

even if its continuance would “serve no useful purpose” at present, and both he and Power 

were transferred to other branches of the civil service.®**

Chartres took up duty in the Department of Industry and Commerce in December 1922, 

where he remained until his death in 1927.’®’ He was dissatisfied with his post, complaining 

that the £800 salary “brings me to a lower plane in the service than I ever occupied”.” ® Petty 

inquiries into his expenses dragged on until 1925.” ' Chartres seems to have moved towards 

Fianna Fail before his death. In 1927 he published a series o f articles in the Nation, a new 

Fianna Fail journal edited by his old friend Sean T. O’Kelly, on the danger o f Ireland being 

dragged into a British war.”  ̂ Although Chartres noted that the Treaty’s terms put Ireland at 

risk o f war and argued that full dominion status had been withheld in 1921, his tone was calm

Chartres to Cosgrave, 28 Oct 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 234(2)
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and judicious throughout. He advocated an internationally guaranteed Irish neutrality which 

would satisfy London and allow Ireland to move towards full independence. Ireland’s new 

status would transcend old divisions, he argued, as all Irishmen could support the policy 

outlined “on its merits”. These articles show Chartres’ two great concerns; Irish unity and 

Irish reconstruction. The Nation published a fulsome obituary on his death, observing that 

“his learning and ability and his great pen” had been at the paper’s disposal from the 

beginning. It also claimed that he had done his best to prevent an agreement being reached in 

London in 1921, a statement which drew forth a rebuttal from Power.’®̂ Henry Mangan later 

recalled seeing Chartres for the last time before his death, standing on Dame Street, “solitary, 

waiting for something or somebody; an elderly professional man, of middle height, neatly 

dressed in dark grey, rather sallow, a little sad, stolid, apparently unobservant. A stockbroker 

from the purlieus o f nearby Anglesea Street, maybe, or a retired major” .’®'' Power remained in 

the civil service until 1954, becoming one o f the first women to reach the rank of principal 

officer.’®̂ She was reunited with O’Kelly, now Minister for Local Government, when she 

became his private secretary in 1933.̂ ®̂  Her mother gradually drifted away from Cumann na 

nGaedheal, becoming a Fianna Fail senator in 1934.’’’ Michael O’Brien eventually returned 

to Ireland and enjoyed a successful academic career, dying in 1962.” *

Was the mission disloyal to the Government? It is certainly odd that the bulletin chose to 

maintain a policy of impartiality despite official instructions in early July. Yet all the other
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evidence available implies that the mission was loyal. Chartres seems to have accepted the 

Treaty as a pragmatic interim settlement, provided a republic was still the ultimate goal. He 

had argued “with some warmth and emphasis” that the Treaty must be implemented at the 

mission’s St. Patrick’s Day dinner, while John T. Ryan regarded him as a traitor to the 

republic.’®’ There was also no indication that the government was unhappy with the mission’s 

efforts before Bewley’s complaint. Gavan Duffy praised Chartres as “the best man we have 

on the continent” in February and temporarily dispatched him to Paris to replace the 

staunchly republican Sean T. O’K e l l y . D e s p i t e  Jenny Wyse Power’s cryptic reference to 

Chartres changing his mind about the signing of the Treaty in May he praised the Free State 

constitution as a “further great stride forward towards our national freedom” soon 

afterwards.'°“' He obeyed orders to avoid the staunchly republican former London 

representative Art O’Brien when passing through the city from late 1922 onwards, although 

they had once been “fairly intimate friends”.'°“  O’Brien complained in early 1923 that 

Chartres had treated him in a “very curious and not very decent manner” . O n  St. Patrick’s 

Day 1923 he was listed amongst those present at an event organised by the Treatyite 

women’s organisation Cumann na Saoirse to raise funds for wounded Free State soldiers. 

The fact that Chartres later moved towards the newly constitutional Fianna Fail says nothing 

about his attitude in 1922.
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This still leaves the question of why the mission chose to adopt an impartial, factual stance in 

the immediate aftermath o f the Four Courts attack. Its approach must be seen in the context of 

the bulletin’s past coverage of Irish events. Chartres was right to claim that no opportunity 

had been missed “to dwell with pride” on the Treatyite Provisional Government’s 

achievements, while the bulletin’s coverage left no doubt that Ireland had won real 

i n d e p e n d e n c e . I t s  insistence that all was well in Ireland had disadvantaged the anti- 

Treatyite minority by taking as little notice of it as possible. The bulletin had downplayed the 

split for months, no doubt anxious to maintain its idealised image of the Irish people. It could 

not have adopted the partisan stance advocated in official instructions without losing all 

credibility. It would continue its increasingly far-fetched efforts to downplay the conflict until 

its demise in August. The timing o f the contentious bulletins is also important. The mission 

did not know that the Four Courts attack would lead to full scale civil war, especially as the 

two telegrams of 5 July implied that resistance had been successfully contained. Chartres had 

written to Walshe that day informing him that the Irish papers were not arriving and that he 

had “no means o f knowing exactly what the official situation is”. '“°® Given the potential 

damage to Irish prestige and the bulletin’s credibility, it was understandable for Chartres to 

downplay the conflict on the assumption that the anti-Treatyites would be swiftly contained. 

After all, he had ignored events such as the stand-off in Limerick several months earlier.

Protracted civil war was not necessarily foreseeable in early July. Yet the bulletin’s neutral 

coverage was still at odds with the official statement it received on 30 June. Chartres was 

increasingly out of step with the Treatyite leadership by the summer of 1922. His avoidance
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Chartres to Walshe, 5 Jul 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 238(3)
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o f partisanship and desire for reconciliation set him apart from an elite now more focused on 

the enemy within. The death or resignation o f the three men who knew him best in the 

government and the fact that most o f his old colleagues in the foreign service had joined the 

anti-Treatyites further isolated him. Gavan Duffy, the minister he served under, had also 

become isolated from his colleagues. In late July he complained of the “spirit of narrowness 

and intolerance” which pervaded the cabinet since Collins’ departure, adding that he nearly 

always found himself “in a minority o f one”.'°°’ Chartres was cut off from Ireland in the 

relative isolation of Berlin and was possibly unaware of how much the Irish situation had 

changed since his last visit. He may have viewed the Four Courts attack as unnecessary, 

perhaps clinging to the forlorn hope that some reconciliation was still possible. He possibly 

also agreed with Maurice Moore, Irish envoy in Paris, who attacked Treatyite propaganda as 

a “disgrace” on 18 July, complaining that it gave a bad impression of Ireland. “I do not want 

foreigners to think that Ireland is inhabited by burglars (sic) and robbers”, he wrote, “but by 

honest, if sometimes mistaken persons”. C o l l i n s ’ death brought men determined to crush 

the anti-Treatyites to power and led to the gradual abandonment of the stepping stone theory 

which had reconciled Chartres to the Treaty. The next phase of the Civil War “saw the 

development o f a new political programme that drew much of its vigour from the policy of 

deliberately closing down every avenue of peace in the interests of driving their opponents 

into the political wilderness”. F r o m  the summer o f 1922 onwards “the elite consciously 

retreated with its officials behind a cordon sanitaire”.'°'° Power recalled that Chartres “felt 

little but disappointment and disillusionment at the turn events had taken” while the
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Treatyites did not take him into their confidence. He generally stayed out o f politics after 

1922, “preferring to wait until such time as there would again be public work for him to do”. 

He viewed the Treaty as “an accomplished fact” to be used to Ireland’s advantage and looked 

forward to a time when Irishmen turned to consolidating Ireland’s position instead of 

quarrelling over whether or not it should have been signed.'®" Elsewhere she wrote that “If he 

dropped out o f the public eye after the Treaty, it was because the fratricidal strife and the 

bitterness which followed it were doubly bitter to one who had joined the Irish movement 

with such high hopes and ideals” .'®'̂

Were the complaints directed at the mission in the summer o f 1922 decisive in the decision to 

close it? There were already a number of factors pointing towards a reduction of Irish 

representation in Berlin. Re-organisation there had been pending since the spring and would 

have occurred earlier were it not for the unexpected delay in holding a general election. 

Gavan Duffy’s resignation had removed a minister convinced of Berlin’s importance and 

terminated his ambitious plans to expand the service. The government which now took office 

was inevitably distracted by internal strife and anxious for economy. It was also led by 

William T. Cosgrave, who had recently argued that Irish foreign affairs outside the 

commercial sphere were “a matter of no importance”.’®'̂  After 1922 the government’s focus 

shifted to Anglo-Irish relations and the task o f achieving greater independence within the 

Commonwealth, sidelining continental Europe. FitzGerald’s comment that the mission’s 

continuance would “serve no useful purpose” was almost certainly s i n c e r e . T h e  fact that
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Chartres and Power still thought that they would be returning to Berlin in early October 

suggests that the initial allegations were not decisive. Yet they were undoubtedly treated 

poorly, kept waiting for months and then abruptly transferred out o f the service. The 

cumulative effects of the allegations made against then may have led the new government to 

treat Power and Chartres with a certain coolness, even if it intended to close the mission 

anyway. It is possible that an aura of suspicion continued to hang around Chartres, who was 

certainly isolated and out of step with the new Treatyite e l i t e . O n c e  accusations regarding 

his loyalty had been made, deeper suspicions regarding his background possibly came to the 

surface. The implication that Chartres was a Freemason is intriguing, for John M. Regan has 

noted that such accusations were “often a thinly disguised form of anti-Protestant 

sectarianism”.'®'® The reference to his connection with Robert Barton, a Protestant anti- 

Treatyite and cousin o f Erskine Childers, suggests that his Anglo-Irish background had 

become a matter of comment. As Frank O’Cormor later observed of Childers, “in a family 

row it is always the outsider who gets the blame”.'®'’ Chartres still had friends in the 

government, however. In January 1924 Richard Mulcahy wrote to Cosgrave that “I feel it is a 

distinct loss to us in many ways -  reconstructional at any rate -  that Chartres is not in Berlin 

-  I strongly suggest his return there”.'®'* He may have remembered Chartres from his 

involvement in IRA arms smuggling and intelligence.

If accusations that the bulletin was favouring the anti-Treatyites were unfair, Bewley’s 

attacks on its anglophobic rhetoric were more perceptive. The bulletin’s coverage remained

Fanning, Ronan, The Irish Department o f  Finance, 1922-1958 (Dublin, 1978), p. 56 
'®'® Regan, John M., The Irish Counter-Revolution, 1921-1936: Treatyite Politics and Settlement in Independent 
/re/a«<i (Dublin, 1999), p. 99

Boyle, Childers, p. 26
Newspaper cutting, 3 Jan 1924, with note from Mulcahy to Cosgrave, 15 Jan 1922, NAI D/T S 2305
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strongly anti-British throughout 1922, which was surprising given that Chartres had started to 

realise that such an approach could be counter-productive by the spring. In February he 

suggested that an exhibition o f Irish art would allow people to express their sympathy without 

engaging in anglophobic polemic (“o f which they are often greatly afraid”).*®’® A month later 

the editor o f the sympathetic Catholic paper Germania assured him of his sympathy but 

added that “the exigencies of the German situation precluded him from printing anything 

which might look like an attack upon Mr. Lloyd George”. T h e r e  were arguments for 

maintaining an anti-British stance. Uncertainty was high as violence in Ulster worsened and 

Collins’ hopes of altering the settlement to win over anti-Treatyites risked clashes with 

London. Gavan Duffy had also warned representatives that they must be ready to resume the 

struggle if Britain broke its side of the agreement.'®^' Yet it was also problematic given that 

many Germans continued to see Britain as a counter weight to France’s determination to 

enforce every point of the Versailles settlement. As the new state came into being and

internal strife escalated in Ireland the ‘old enemy’ was less of a pressing issue. Bewley

therefore had a point when he wrote that “a good many of the methods of propaganda which 

were admirably adapted to a period when we were at war with England, are superfluous and 

often unsuitable under present conditions”. P o k o m y ’s complaints regarding the bulletin’s 

German were over-stated, but not without foundation. It undoubtedly had a “strong flavour of 

translation”, which was puzzling given that all its translators were apparently native German 

s p e a k e r s . T h e  modem reader may sympathise with Pechel regarding the bulletin’s 

tendency to drench everything in a “sentimental sauce”, but criticisms regarding style are

Chartres to Gavan Duffy, 4 Feb 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(3)
Chartres to Gavan Dufiy, 7 Mar 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(3)
Gavan Duffy, ‘Foreign Office Memorandum No. 1/1922’, 25 Jan 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(5) 
Bewley to Hayes, 2 Sep 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 238(4)
Professor G. Neckel to Pokomy, 8 Jul 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 234(1)
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always somewhat subjective and the mission could never appeal to everyone with a single 

p u b l i c a t i o n Y e t  Pechel’s criticisms reflect questions already raised elsewhere regarding 

the bulletin format. Power’s treatment of Pokomy was certainly inappropriate, although she 

was under strain due to Chartres’ absence in Paris and had always found the in-fighting in 

Berlin stressful. Even as she was embroiled in the controversy with Pokomy Power 

despatched an irritable letter to Gavan Duffy complaining that she was “surrounded by 

people, who would like nothing better than to see me make a mistake”.

The mission’s demise coincided with that of the DIG. It was desperately short of money by

the end o f 1921, when it had a mere 347 marks cash in hand.'“  ̂ In March 1922 Fliigge noted

that the society had only 225 paying members and an income of 4-5,000 marks (around $13-

$16). It had only been able to continue its activities because o f a $250 donation received from

the US via Grabisch.'^’ The March-April issue of the Irische Korrespondem  carried an

urgent appeal calling on members to increase their contributions to at least twenty marks per

annum to ensure the society’s survival. It explained that costs were rising while the mark was

losing its v a l u e . T h e  July-August issue carried nothing but two translations of Irish

language stories by Pokorny and a small notice stating that it would appear at irregular

intervals in future. This seems to have been the last issue. Worsening inflation and a

shrinking income due to decreasing membership seem to have ruined the DIG’s finances,

while the outbreak of civil war in Ireland must have caused further frustration. The fates of

those involved with the DIG varied widely. Pokomy’s appeals for Irish government

Pechel to Grabisch, 5 May 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 234(1)
Power to Gavan Duffy, 23 May 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 234(1)
Irische Korrespondem , Mar-Apr 1922
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assistance were largely in vain when his Jewish ancestry cost him his university chair in 

1935. His prospects were not helped by Bewley, now Irish minister in Berlin, who 

maliciously claimed that he had used his grandmother’s supposed illegitimacy to increase his 

Aryan ancestry and secure a temporary reprieve.'®^’ Bewley poked fun at Pokomy in his 

memoirs, commenting that “he had published a pamphlet proving that the Irish race were 

ethnically akin to the Eskimos, and had been much impressed on his visits to Ireland by the 

frequent recurrence of the Eskimo type among fishermen on our western seaboard”. 

Pokomy finally fled to Switzerland in 1943, where he resumed his academic career, dying in 

1 9 7 0  1031 experiences “shattered” his past ideals. “Taken as a whole” he later wrote, “from 

all the horrors I have seen in Germany, God has applied a horrible but just punishment”. 

Chatterton Hill remained in Berlin throughout the Second World War and died o f pneumonia 

aggravated by malnutrition in the a f t e r ma th . Vi van t i  died naturally in Italy in 1942, despite 

her own Jewish parentage. Her Fascist connections provided her with a degree o f protection 

and Mussolini intervened to secure her release when she was placed under house arrest as a 

British citizen in 1941. Grabisch settled in Dublin, where she died at some point between 

1947 and 1 9 5 2 . Emerson died in 1959, having returned to the US and worked as a 

correspondent for European newspapers in Wash ing ton .Hami l ton ,  now settled in London, 

was once again interned for his anti-war activities in 1939-45. He died in 1970 at the age of 

eighty-one after an exceptionally long and colourful life.'“ ^

1029 o ’Dochartaigh, Pokorny, p. 92 
Bewley, Memoirs, p. 80
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Part VII

Promoting economic relations, March 1921 -  December 1923

In theory the consul’s role was narrowly defined as the promotion o f trade with Ireland, but it 

was open to considerable interpretation in practice, leading to the overlap which marred 

representation in Berlin. Blythe argued in May 1921 that it was wrong to draw up “rigid 

instructions” given that Irish consuls were not officially recognised. The lack o f recognition 

meant that a consul’s only status was what “he can make for him self’, so that each individual 

must be left “largely to his own devices”.'®”  Consuls were to make contact with individuals 

and organisations such as chambers of commerce, supplying information, putting exporters 

and importers in touch with each other and encouraging direct trade with Ireland. They were 

to get in touch (“personally, if  possible”) with official departments and to draw their attention 

to the possibilities of Irish trade. Consuls were also to be “personally accessible” to Irish 

people travelling on business, supplying them with information and advice and mediating in 

disputes between debtors and creditors if one party was I r i s h . B e w l e y ’s assistant and 

successor Conor Duane noted that he was sometimes called upon to “come to the assistance 

of people out here on business or one sort or another” in 1923. Irish firms also approached the 

office looking for what amounted to legal advice, leading Duane to suggest that it pay for 

initial consu l t a t i o ns .Th e  demands of Irish visitors could prove irritating. In October 1923 

Duane commented that “It would indeed be desirable if some foreign visitors from Ireland

Blythe to de Valera, 23 May 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 26, File 152
Blythe, ‘Dai! Eireann -  Trade Department; Instructions to Consuls’, n/d (23 May 1921), NAI, DFA ES, Box 

26, File 152
Duane to DEA, 19 Oct 1923, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 240(4)

237



learned to distinguish between a Trade Representative in the service o f the Irish Free State 

and a commercial traveller privately employed”.

Consuls were also expected to supply the government with information, especially as the 

newly independent state established itself In 1922-3 the government sought information or 

official literature on subjects ranging from army pay, local government and voter registration 

to the purchase of marine motor engines and the compilation of import and export statistics, a 

search for facts which reflected the challenges o f constructing the new s ta te .E x p re s s io n s  

such as “urgently”, “at once” and “as soon as possible” crop up in several requests from 

O c t o b e r . B o t h  offices fielded requests for information, although most went to Bewley. 

Even before the outbreak of civil war many requests related to the army, perhaps reflecting 

the Reichswehr’s reputation for efficiency. Bewley handled a request for the addresses of 

publishers purveying “official and semi-official military publications” in October, while 

O’Brien fielded questions about army pay.'®'*̂  Duane dealt with queries regarding army 

engineering and the recruitment o f army officers in 1923.’°'’'' An urgent request for 

information on the cost of armoured limousines received in the last days o f 1922 reflected the 

grim situation in I r e l a n d . T h e  architects of the new state were obviously interested in 

continental models. When Walshe suggested that a consul might be more use in Copenhagen 

than Berlin after Bewley’s resignation, information gathering was his primary consideration.

Ibid
DFA to O’Brien, 4 Oct 1922 and DFA to Bewley, 26 Oct 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 240(7); DFA to 
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Denmark had more in common with Ireland and was therefore a “most valuable source of 

information” especially “at this early period o f our development when the risk o f creating 

costly precedents by legislation or otherwise is so serious”. T h e  Department of Industry 

and Commerce agreed that a representative in Copenhagen would be usefiil in gathering 

“most instructive” information, even if opportunities to promote trade with Ireland were 

limited.’®'*’ The range of queries fielded in 1922-23 was a practical manifestation of the 

interwar DEA’s tendency to see its agents primarily as information gatherers.

The consular office was also called upon to interpret Irish events after the mission’s closure. 

In November Bewley reported that the tone o f a telegram on Erskine Childers’ execution 

published in the press was “distinctly hostile” to the government. He also warned that the 

execution o f a more prominent anti-Treatyite would attract considerable interest, partly 

because many Germans thought that de Valera was still fighting the British and partly 

because those opposed to “all settled government on principle” (presumably communists) 

would turn the death to propagandistic account. Bewley argued that he could better contradict 

inaccuracies in the press if  he had some form of official credentials and asked the department 

to send him an official statement by telegram if any more executions took place. He also 

asked for an article “stating in clear and elementary terms the origin of the position”. “This 

has never been done yet”, Bewley wrote, “and I think it should be done, as the ordinary 

person here does not really understand what is going on”. It “would be very useful in

Walshe to Department o f  Industry and Commerce, 15 Feb 1923, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 241(4)
Gordon Campbell, Department o f  Industry and commerce, to DEA, 19 Feb 1923, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, 

File 241(4)
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educating public opinion here”, especially if  signed by someone prominent.’®'” He was 

promised it im m e d ia te ly .D u a n e  prepared a memorandum assessing the office’s work and 

suggesting improvements in October 1923, including renewed publicity work. “You may 

think it strange that I attach importance to propaganda”, he wrote, “but I am convinced that 

far more attention should be paid to it than heretofore”. He noted that most Germans were 

unaware that the Irish constituted a distinct nationality and argued that it was up to Ireland to 

make them realise that “Ireland has really come out the corner”.’®̂' The continued need to 

interpret Ireland for foreigners shows that publicity could never really be abandoned, 

especially given inevitable foreign ignorance regarding a small, peripheral island.

Bewley initially stayed at the Eden Hotel, but soon acquired an office on W ilmersdorf s 

Joachimstaler Strasse.'®^^ He moved to another office on the “distinguished looking” Kaiser 

Allee, one of W ilmersdorf s main thoroughfares, in late 1922 after his landlords proved 

troublesome.'®^^ The western suburb was a poor location remote from the city centre, perhaps 

reflecting the shortage of offices in Berlin. The office was also hard to find, especially as it 

had no sign identifying it until the summer o f 1923.'“̂ '' Bewley’s expenditure was much more 

modest than the mission’s, as he ran a smaller establishment and did not need to keep up 

appearances to the same extent. His expenses excluding salary were 16,094 marks (£21 13s

Bewley to DEA 25 Nov 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 238(1)
DEA to Bewley, 1 Dec 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 238(1)
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5d) in March 1922 and 15,875 marks (£20 7s Id) in April, most of it spent on running the 

office. He also spent a considerable percentage of his expenditure entertaining (almost four 

thousand marks in March and over three thousand in A p r i l ) . W h e n  Duane received a query 

regarding Bewley’s expenditure of 15,000 marks on entertainment in 1923, he assured Dublin 

that there would no future expenditure on entertaining.'®^^ His attitude was possibly short

sighted. The British Foreign Office had recognised that entertaining was a useful way for 

consuls to obtain information, arguing that consuls’ ability to “enter the best social and 

commercial circles o f the countries in which they reside” was “indispensable to their full 

utility”. From 1919 onwards it awarded them an allowance “to meet the cost of official 

entertainment and of other representative duties of this nature”.'”̂ ’ The burden of oversight 

from home was not onerous, at least initially. Blythe argued against requesting detailed 

reports when he drew up his instructions in May 1921, merely ordering his subordinates to 

communicate with headquarters once a week by post.'°^* The consul was also to submit “an 

account o f the various matters into which he has inquired, and the results of his inquiries” and 

to report on anything of interest.'®^® Even when institutionalisation took hold in 1922 Bewley 

was not called upon to provide lengthy reports on his activities, unlike the mission.

If relations between Bewley and the mission were poor, than the atmosphere within his office 

was also noticeably cool by the time he resigned in February 1923. Duane later commented 

that it would have functioned much better under Bewley had “babble” been eliminated and a
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“little more work” introduced. He stressed that the office’s poor location and the lack of any 

identifying sign were not his fault in May, especially as Bewley had ignored his suggestion 

regarding the former. Duane commented that there had been “far too much talk” about 

Bewley’s proposed resignation and referred in passing to their typist’s acquaintance with 

“any unpleasant incidents that may have been associated with the history of the office”. 

Duane also complained bitterly when Bewley allowed official post to accumulate at his home 

after his resignation, before proposing through an intermediary that Duane arrange for its 

c o l l e c t i o n . D u a n e ’s insistence that his relations with Bewley had always been “most 

cordial” was therefore not entirely convincing, especially as he pointedly did not refer to his 

predecessor by name when discussing him in correspondence.'®^'

Irish representation in Berlin remained in official limbo until well into 1922. External Affairs 

finally sent Bewley an official document stating his position in November 1922, although it 

referred to him as a representative o f “this Ministry”, rather than of the Irish govemment.'“  ̂

He was promised something “more conventional” l a t e r . I n  November 1922 a German 

Foreign Office official commented that Bewley was “very open and communicative, which 

could be useful to us”.'“̂ '* The cabinet finally approved FitzGerald’s proposal to provide 

consuls with “proper credentials” in February 1923.'“  ̂ The office’s status remained 

ambiguous, placing it in an awkward position vis-a-vis the British embassy. It was 

D ’Abemon who informed the German government of Conor Duane’s appointment as Irish

Duane to DEA, 19 Jun 1923, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 240(4)
Duane to DEA, 14 May 1923, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 240(4)
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“trade agent” in May 1923, while Bewley had to go to the British consulate to renew his 

passport in F e b r u a r y . T h e  case of the German vice consulship in Cork illustrates how 

official caution continued into 1922, motivated by a desire not to offend London. J. C. Foley, 

a director of the Cork firm Dowdall & Co., had applied for the post in late 1921.'“̂ ’ On 3 

March Bewley reported that he had discussed Foley’s appointment as vice-consul with a 

number o f Foreign Office officials, noting that no appointment would be made until the 

Foreign Office was sure that it would not cause “complications” with London.’®** Dowdall & 

Co., were indignant when Bewley suggested that they obtain a reference from a Cork figure 

whose name the Foreign Office would recognise as “one of weight” to show that London 

would not object, attacking his “slavishness” to Blythe.'®*’ On 31 May Bewley reported that 

Dowdall & Co., were still refusing to send appropriate references. A testimonial from a 

southern unionist or someone similar would “go further with the authorities here than 

anything else”. If it was possible for the Irish government to make representations to London, 

that “would probably have the most effect”.’'*™ While the “vast majority” of people were 

sympathetic, the government would make no appointment without British sanction. If their 

own government was recognised it might be possible to arrange matters with the British in 

Berlin, “but of course at the present moment it would be liable to misunderstandings if I took 

any such steps, and of course I would not do so without express instructions”.'®’' Dowdall & 

Co., continued to hold out, obviously indignant at the idea of having to drum up testimonials

1066 Cam pbell, Foreign O ffice, to D ’A bem on, 17 M ay 1923, N A , CO 739/21 and B ew ley  to D E A , 18 Jan 
1923 and D EA  to B ew ley , 23 Jan 1923, N A I, D FA  ES, B ox  34, F ile 241(1)
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from local unionist worthies.'”’  ̂ The issue was eventually dropped in the winter o f 1922.'“’  ̂

Yet officials were interested in good relations if these could be obtained without offending 

London. In May 1923 the Foreign Office advised the Prussian Ministry o f the Interior against 

proceeding with measures to expel a particular Irishman, as the new Irish state was friendly to 

Germany.””'* A month earlier the Irish government decided to cease collecting the levy 

provided for in the Britain’s German Reparations (Recovery) Act.'°’  ̂ Within a year Berlin 

had appointed a consul, Georg von Dehn-Schmidt, to Dublin.

Part VIII

The end of representative in Berlin, February — December 1923

The future o f representation in Berlin remained precarious after the mission’s closure, 

especially as Bewley had reiterated his desire to resign.'®’® In November he was told to see 

that any new office taken could be vacated at a month’s notice if  possible.'®’’ Bewley 

formally submitted his resignation on 10 February 1923, noting that his reasons were purely 

personal.'®’* Yet if  Bewley’s memoirs are to be believed, he was disillusioned with the 

government’s failure to maximise its status to achieve greater independence. Frustrated by its 

failure to issue passports or to accredit foreign representatives, he concluded that there was no 

point remaining on as the “unaccredited representative of a half-independent state” .'®’® He

returned to Ireland, where he stood in South Mayo as a Cumann na nGaedheal candidate in

Blythe to Dowdall and Co., 6 Jun 1922 and their reply, 12 Jun 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(2) 
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244



the general election o f 1923, failing to win a seat.'°*° Bewley then practised law and lectured 

at University College Galway for a time, before his appointment as Ireland’s first minister to 

the Holy See in 1929. He served as Irish minister in Berlin from 1933 to 1939, when his ill- 

concealed sympathy for the Nazis led to his recall, although he opted to remain on the 

continent.’®*' Although Bewley was anxious to see that anti-Treatyites did not use his 

resignation as propaganda in 1923, the news soon spread, generating an “unusual amount of 

chatter”.’°®̂ The anti-Treatyite Leopold Kemey even wrote to congratulate him on his 

rumoured change in allegiance, much to Bewley’s i n d i g n a t i o n . H i s  resignation led 

External Affairs to question the value of maintaining a commercial representative in 

Germany given the deteriorating political and economic situation there. Denmark was seen as 

a more useful source o f information, while the “existing disorganisation” in Germany meant 

that any agent sent there was liable to be little more than a “second rate commercial 

traveller”.’®*'' The Department of Industry and Commerce agreed that there was little 

commercial justification for maintaining an office, unless it was considered necessary for 

political reasons.’®*̂ Germany was wracked with instability and soaring inflation by early 

1923, while the policy of ‘fulfilment’ had collapsed in July 1922 when Berlin once again 

pleaded its inability to pay reparations. The Allies refused a request for a two year 

moratorium in December and a month later the French responded to continued defaults by 

occupying the Ruhr with Italian and Belgian support. The government announced a campaign

of passive resistance in the Ruhr as a wave of indignation swept Germany. Yet the resistance
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fuelled further inflation as the government resorted to printing money to pay for it. Bewley 

wrote that prices, along with the mark’s value, “vary from week to week if not from day to 

day” in January.'”*® In February Myles Dillon observed that Berlin was “poor and sad and 

very pagan”, noting its “lifeless poverty”.'®*̂  A dollar was by then worth almost 28,000 

marks. The mark then held reasonably steady until April, when it began its spiral downward 

to collapse, hitting 4.6 million marks to the dollar in August.'®**

Bewley was nevertheless succeeded by his assistant Conor Duane on 31 March, with London 

ordering their Berlin embassy to inform the German government of his appointment as Irish 

“trade agent”.'®*® Duane immediately requested an increase in his meagre salary o f £200 per 

annum, pointing to the rising cost of living and the increased workload he faced as sole 

representative. He warned that he would have to consider resigning if his pay was not 

increased to £500 a year.'°®° Bewley had already recommended an increase to £300 in 

October.'®®' Duane raised the issue again in May, pointing out that “by the end of the present 

week I expect to have parted with the last pound”. H e  had already nearly run out of money 

when Bewley was absent in October 1922.'°”  Duane’s salary was finally increased 

(temporarily) to £300 in September.'®®'* In August he complained that the cost of living had 

greatly risen, while conditions changed “from month to month and sometimes from week to

Bewley to DEA, 17 Jan 1923, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 241(1)
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Bewley to DFA, 28 Oct 22, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 238(1).
Duane to DEA, 23 May 1923, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 241(4)
Duane to DFA, 17 Oct 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 238(1)
Duane to DEA, 3 Sep 1923, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 241(1)

246



week”.'°®̂  Prices continued to creep steadily upwards over the summer. A streetcar ride in

Berlin cost 3,000 marks on 16 July, 6,000 marks on 30 July and 10,000 marks on 6 August.

Two weeks later it cost 100,000 marks.’®’® Currency was virtually worthless by October, with

the exchange rate at billions of marks to a dollar.’®®’ Duane reported that even those with

access to sterling were struggling to make ends meet as inflation soared.’”®* “It pounds daily

on the nerves”, one observer wrote, “the insanity of numbers, the uncertain future, today, and

tomorrow become doubtful once more overnight”. The inflation produced an “epidemic of

fear” as money shrunk in value hour by hour.’®®® In September a new chancellor, Gustav

Stresemann, called off passive resistance, introducing a new currency to replace the almost

worthless mark in November. Yet Duane remained convinced that Irish representation in

Berlin had a future when he prepared a memorandum assessing the office’s work and

suggesting improvements in October, including renewed publicity work. He was obviously

anxious to remedy widespread ignorance, complaining that most Germans were not even

aware that the Irish constituted a distinct nationality. The memorandum insisted that “very

much good can be derived from this country to the immediate advantage o f Ireland” if their

efforts were expanded, proposing a second Irishman be appointed and the office moved to a

better location. Expansion would open up opportunities to make contact with influential

political, commercial, artistic and educational circles, bringing “the name of Ireland most

vividly before the best and most influential elements in this country”. While they had little to

gain politically, German capital and technical skills could compensate for Irish deficiencies.

Duane concluded that his proposals were “the necessary minimum which sooner or later must

Duane to DEA, 25 Aug 23, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 241(1)
Large, Berlin, p. 174
Feldman, The Long Disorder, p. 1-2
Duane to DEA, 9 Oct 1923, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 241(1)
Dimendberg, Kaes and Jay (eds.), Weimar Sourcebook, p. 63

247



be allowed” if the office was to fulfil its full potential. Duane added it was impossible to 

carry out all his duties single-handedly as work had “considerably increased” in the past few 

months.

Yet a week later Duane requested an immediate recall, pleading that the inflation was 

unbearable. “During the last six weeks the cost-of-living went so high that I was barely able 

to make ends meet with my present salary but the last fortnight ushered in such an upward 

price-wave that financial embarrassment and, to a minor extent, hunger, loom in the 

immediate future” . An increase in his salary would not help, for “money is no reward for the 

physical strain to which one is at present subject in this city”."°' Five days later Duane 

reported that he had no money left due to soaring prices and was having to borrow from 

friends. It now cost £2 a day to live “in ordinary comfort” in Berlin. He reiterated his desire 

for an immediate recall.''®^ On 8 December Duane wrote that he could not cash a £70 draft 

sent to relieve him, as “the bank informs me that no notes are to be had and further can give 

me no idea as to when I may be provided with some”. This left him temporarily stranded in 

the city without any money. The cost o f living was now well over £1 a day and he 

occasionally had to go hungry."®^ His return to Ireland later in the month brought Irish 

representation in Berlin to an ignominious close. There was no Irish representative in Berlin 

until 1929, when a legation was opened under Daniel Binchy, part of a modest renewal o f 

Irish representation on the continent.

Duane to DEA, 19 Oct 1923, NAT, DFA ES, Box 34, File 240(4) 
Duane to DEA, 13 Nov 1923, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 241(1) 
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The impact o f the consular office in 1921-23 is difficult to assess given the absence of 

detailed reports on its work. The few opinions expressed at the time were mostly negative. In 

November 1922 Chartres, back in Berlin to wind up the office, sent home a pointed account 

of an Irish visitor acting on the government’s behalf who had come to him “at a loss” after 

receiving negligible assistance from Bewley. Chartres claimed to have introduced him to the 

highest relevant official and given “substantial assistance” at a number o f interviews, so that 

an order was quickly placed at a particularly competitive price."®'* Although Chartres had an 

obvious axe to grind, his assessment was apparently confirmed by Duane. As noted already, 

Bewley’s assistant testified that the consular office was poorly located and lacked any 

identifying sign during his tenure, while incessant ‘babble’ interfered with work. Bewley 

himself later recalled studying German “in the many hours left free by my official duties”, 

suggesting that he was not overly busy."°^ The decision to re-appoint Bewley to Berlin in 

1929 says little about his abilities, as alternative candidates were in extremely short supply. 

Yet the consular office did useful work, gathering information for the government and 

assisting Irish visitors. There is less evidence of contact with Germans. Duane’s observation 

that they would probably see more German businessmen if the office was better located 

suggests that they saw few during his tenure. The office’s performance must also be set in the 

context o f the inauspicious circumstances o f 1922-23. There had initially been considerable 

hope that independence and renewed Irish stability would encourage trade. Blythe had 

assumed in May 1922 that Bewley’s work would increase greatly due to “settled conditions” 

and a revival o f c o m m e r c e . T h e s e  hopes were quickly dashed by the slide into civil war.

Only a week or two after Blythe’s optimistic prognosis Power was ordered to state in the

Chartres to Fitzgerald, 17 Nov 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(7)
Bewley, Memoirs, p. 60
Blythe to Bewley, 5 May 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(6)
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bulletin that reports of unrest in Ireland were greatly exaggerated and that there was no risk in 

sending goods to the country. This was to counter the damage which “misleading and 

exaggerated press reports” were doing to Irish trade."®’ There was also much more interest in 

exporting to Ireland than in importing from it. Duane commented in October 1923 that “It is 

always easy to find exporters here only too anxious to flood Ireland with all sorts of goods: it 

is not so easy to find importers anxious to buy either raw or finished products from 

Ireland”."®* German conditions were hardly favourable either, as instability revived and 

hyper-inflation ruined the mark.

Conclusion

The events of 1922-23 perfectly illustrate the challenges which the Treaty posed for 

republican representation abroad, in addition to the difficulties of turning a loose band of 

amateurs into a professional foreign service. It also shows the continued power o f individual 

personalities; in-fighting thrived in an administrative structure weakened by an inept system 

of dual authority. The final collapse of representation in 1923 arose from adverse conditions 

in both Germany and Ireland, both torn apart and driven to look inward by chronic instability.

Gavan Duffy to Power, 17 May 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(3) 
Duane to DBA, 19 Oct 1923, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 240(4)
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Chapter IV

‘The Qualities and Ideals of the Irish Nation’: Propaganda

Introduction

This chapter will analyse the mission’s propaganda by looking at the Irische Bulletin’s 

interpretation o f certain key themes from its inception in May 1921 to its demise in August 

1922. Like all Sinn Fein propaganda, the bulletin’s coverage rested on a few simple 

assumptions. Firstly, that an independent Ireland already existed in the form of a thirty-two 

county republic defended by the IRA. Secondly, that the British were an ‘occupying force’ at 

war with the Irish people. And lastly that unionism was a transitory, artificial phenomenon 

and partition unthinkable. Yet its interpretation of Irish events came under strain in 1922 as 

division and compromise seemed to replace idealism and unity, finally leading to accusations 

that its coverage of the outbreak of civil war was disloyal to the government. This illustrates 

the almost insurmountable challenges which the Treaty and the subsequent slide into civil 

war posed for those seeking to explain Irish events to outsiders within the context o f an 

ideological framework inherited from 1919-21.
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Parti

The Berlin mission’s propaganda: May - December 1921

The bulletin portrayed the Anglo-Irish conflict as a war between a legitimate army and a 

brutish occupying power, accusing the latter o f savage atrocities. Three quarters o f bulletins 

issued before the truce carried articles wholly or partly devoted to atrocities, sometimes two 

or three an issue. Such incidents were interpreted in terms o f the separatist insistence that a 

state of war existed, reflecting the claim that an independent republic was already in being. 

This ‘state of war’ not only internationalised the conflict and legitimised the IRA, but 

demanded that both sides adhere to the conventions o f civilised warfare. By 1914 a corpus of 

international law had evolved on the ethical conduct of war, while the First World War 

brought issues such as the treatment o f prisoners into sharp focus. Within this framework 

Irish captives were ‘prisoners of war’ and atrocities ‘war crimes’. This portrayal invited 

comparisons with the First World War, with Ireland cast as the new Belgium, innocent victim 

of a brutal occupying power. Article after article built up a picture of brutish occupiers 

rampaging lawlessly amongst an irmocent population, officially sanctioned and free from 

legal constraint. The range and location o f crimes implied that no one was safe, no matter 

how innocent or unlikely a target. A typical article claimed that Crown forces had murdered 

fourteen unarmed civilians in the first two weeks of April, including a child o f four killed 

when a bomb was thrown into the middle o f a crowd in Rosscarbery Co. Cork."®^ Numerous 

articles also suggested that premeditated sadism was institutionalised in the treatment of 

prisoners, reflecting the long separatist history o f treating prison as “a stage on which the

rebel could play out his drama”.” '® The Crown forces were portrayed as ‘lawless’ in the most

Irische Bulletin, 10 May 1921 
McConville, Sean, Irish Political Prisoners, 1848-1922: Theatres o f  War (London, 2003), p. 5. For 

examples o f  articles on prisoners see the Irische Bulletin, 24 May; 11 June; 18 June; 25 June and 2 July 1921.
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basic sense, completely free of any legal constraint. This impression of ‘lawlessness’ was 

crucial given British claims that the Crown forces were merely upholding the rule of law, 

encouraging the bulletin to portray them frustrating Irish efforts to keep order by harassing 

republican courts and policemen. The bulletin not only portrayed the occupation as ‘lawless’, 

but interpreted it as a threat to the social and moral order. Some of its most vivid accusations 

involved atrocities against women, many of them especially vulnerable through age, 

pregnancy or widowhood. Articles accused Crown forces of raping a pregnant woman, killing 

a man in front of his wife and leaving three single women and their aged aunt and mother 

homeless in a reprisal.'"' The religious dimension of atrocities was also stressed: priests were 

allegedly murdered, intimidated, or imprisoned, churches desecrated, and religious objects 

smashed, while men and women at prayer were attacked and ridiculed by the ‘occupying 

forces’.'"^ In one account policemen brutally attacked a group of women praying outside a 

prison during the execution of a condemned republican, forcibly seizing and desecrating 

objects of religious devotion.'"^ An article published in May subtly aligned the republican 

movement with the Church, implying that many priests had been imprisoned for supporting 

the resistance.'"'' The implication that Catholicism was under attack had an obvious appeal 

for the Catholic press, which tended to be sympathetic. Germania had already reported that 

“attacks on the Irish clergy, the most fearless champions of the Irish people’s rights, increase 

day by day” in January, while Tremonia claimed that the Irish were being “tormented 

mercilessly, not least for their faith”."'^

Irische Bulletin, 24 May and 29 Jun 1921
See for example Ibid, 13 May; 21 May; 24 May; 3 Jun; 15 Jun; 22 Jun and 5 Jul 1921 
Ibid, 9 Jul 1921 
Ibid  24 May 1921
Germania, 15 Jan 1921, Vol. 25, No. 51 and Tremonia, 26 Oct 1920, Vol. 45, No. 295
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The bulletin repeatedly accused the British o f covering up or refusing to investigate atrocities. 

An article on civilians killed in the first half o f April stressed that official reports had only 

been prepared in two cases and even those were “obviously incorrect”. '”® Others accused 

Crown forces of routinely interfering in the legal process by suppressing evidence or 

threatening witnesses, suggesting that the rule o f law had utterly collapsed in Ireland. This 

supported republicein claims that Britain was trying to suppress the truth and encouraged 

readers to view “enemy sources” sceptically, treating the bulletin as their only accurate 

source o f information.'"’ This was vital given that the German press derived most of its 

information regarding Irish events from London. In the spring of 1921 Power complained that 

dependence on the Press Association, a London based news agency, often gave Irish news 

“the wrong tinge”. “A good supply of properly coloured news is essential”, she wrote, “as the 

population, being most interested in our case, reads everything about Ireland that appears”."'* 

Power perhaps under-estimated the ability o f sympathetic newspapers to reinterpret 

colourless press agency telegrams through partisan headlines. A handful of examples, drawn 

from papers whose loyalties ranged from communist to moderate rightist, show how 

innocuous telegrams could be re-interpreted in terms of “The War against Ireland” (the Rote 

Fahne), “Irish Martyrs” (the Munchener Volkszeitung)\ “The Irish fight for freedom (the 

Frankischer Kurier) or “The Irish War of Liberation” (the Deutsche Allgemeine Zeitung)}^^'^ 

Power’s anxiety is also surprising given that reports of reprisals and fierce denunciations of 

Lloyd George’s Irish policy were filling the British press by early 1921. In late 1920 a report

Irische Bulletin, 10 May 1921
Power, ‘Memo on Germany’, 29 Mar 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 233(1)
Ibid
Rote Fahne, 30 Nov 1920, No. 247 (no volume given); Mtinchener Volkszeitung, 28 Oct 1920, Vol. 48, No. 
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(communist), the Deutsche Allgemeine Zeitung (DVP) and the Frankischer Kurier (DVP).

254



in the Times referred to the Irish as “cowed and tortured”.''̂ ® The bulletin frequently cited 

domestic attacks on official Irish policy, emanating from MPs, lords, the Labour Party, the 

Oxford and Cambridge Unions and different religious denominations. On 2 July it reported 

that the Labour Party conference had passed a resolution attacking the government’s Irish 

policy and strongly condemning its refusal to institute an impartial inquiry into reprisals. A 

month earlier it had pointed to a recent debate on reprisals in the Commons, where “not one 

MP dared to defend the action of the Government”” ’̂. These reports suggested that the will 

to win the war was lacking as public opinion turned against an isolated, floundering 

government. British opposition was crucial in moralising and universalising the conflict, 

portraying it as a struggle between might and right rather than a mere Anglo-Irish quarrel. 

British criticism could also be cited as impartial confirmation of separatist arguments. Yet the 

bulletin’s claims that information was being concealed and fabricated in Ireland would have 

resonated with widespread German resentment of Allied wartime propaganda, which was 

believed to have invented atrocities wholesale. In November the Catholic paper Tremonia 

accused the British of using atrocity propaganda against the Irish, just as they had used it 

against Germany in 1914-18."^^

Atrocities were central to the bulletin’s portrayal of the Union as a brutal occupation, 

undermining its legitimacy and shocking foreigners out of their assumption that Ireland was 

merely a province seeking limited autonomy. This was crucial given the Irish Party’s long 

ascendancy and the weakness of more radical impulses before 1916. Atrocities could be used

to justify IRA violence. One article described an increase in IRA attacks in the summer of

Boyce, p. 57
Irische Bulletin, 8 June 1921
Tremonia, 2 0 1920, Vol. 45, No. 319
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1921 as “the Irish people’s answer” to o u t r a g e s . T h e y  could also legitimise separatist 

‘intransigence’, with the bulletin printing regular reminders of past atrocities during Anglo- 

Irish negotiations. Atrocities could be used to stir up anti-British sentiment by revealing the 

“real character” o f their opponents, who were portrayed as innately brutish and coarse.” '̂* 

They could also illuminate the Irish people’s “qualities and ideals”, portraying them as 

undaunted in the face of o p p r e s s i o n . T h e  bulletin interpreted Sinn Fein electoral successes 

in 1921 as proof that the people’s will had not been broken, reflecting Chartres’ desire to 

“make people realise, if  one can, something of the clean, devoted spirit that prevails in 

Ireland”. T h i s  idealisation of the Irish and demonisation of their opponents reflected a 

tendency to portray the war as a conflict between civilisation and barbarity in which religion, 

family life and the rule of law were under attack. The British claim to have fought for 

‘civilisation’ in 1914-18 made such allegations particularly potent. The Nazi Vdlkischer 

Beobachter reprinted a bulletin article on atrocities in May 1921 with a sarcastic comment on 

Allied claims to have fought for the freedom of small nations."^’ Tremonia agreed that the 

Irish situation had ripped the “mask of hypocrisy” off Britain’s face."^® The use o f atrocity 

propaganda was only one of the many ways in which Irish separatists simultaneously imitated 

and ridiculed Allied propaganda, whether through invocations of morality, references to self- 

determination or theatrical appeals to the court of world opinion. Implicit comparisons with 

wartime atrocities internationalised and moralised the conflict, portraying it as a burning 

moral issue which the world could not ignore. The idea that Irish ‘atrocities’ were an

Irische Bulletin, 25 Jun 1921
Chartres to Brennan, 4 Jul 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 232
Ibid
Ibid
Vdlkischer Beobachter, 29 M ay 1921 
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international issue had some appeal. Germania had already argued that the Irish situation was 

an issue for the whole civilised world, which viewed the “reign o f terror” there with 

indignation, while the ever reliable Tremonia agreed that Europe could not stand by while a 

people were destroyed."^’

Atrocities were the strongest aspect o f separatist propaganda, as reprisals had already 

received intense coverage in the German press. Even the unsympathetic Franhfurter Zeitung 

criticised Lloyd George for tolerating the Crown forces’ “lawlessness” in October.” ®̂ Yet the 

impact of atrocities could be blunted through over-emphasis, just as the British public lost 

interest in ‘Belgian atrocities’ during the war. Coverage of Irish events fell considerably in 

1921, probably because observers lost interest in the repetitive cycle of tit-for-tat violence. 

The bulletin’s tendency to lace individual accounts with pathos may have weakened their 

appeal. In May 1922 Rudolf Pechel, editor of the sympathetic Deutsche Rundschau, 

complained that even “important and striking facts” were drowned in a “sentimental 

sauce”. T h e  bulletin also had to move beyond atrocities to convincingly argue the whole 

republican case. As Count Plunkett pointed out, mere ill-treatment was not enough. “It is 

necessary for us to show that we are an organism, backed by the great majority of the people, 

with a disciplined army, and a constructive policy”. The fact that atrocities were 

committed or that large swathes o f the south bore more and more resemblance to an occupied 

territory did not automatically lead observers to espouse full-blooded republicanism, as press 

enthusiasm for the Treaty shows.

Germania, 4 Sep 1920, Vol. 50, No. 393 and Tremonia, 26 October 1920, Vol. 45, No. 295
Frankfurter Zeitung, 26 Oct 1920, Vol. 65, No. 65
Pechel to Grabisch, 5 May 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 234(1)
Plunkett to Brennan, 12 Apr 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 14, File 97(3)
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The mission was open about the IRA’s activities, with almost three quarters of the bulletins 

issued before the truce carrying some reference to them. Thus in May an article entitled “the 

war in Ireland” reported eighty-eight armed clashes between the “armed forces of both 

sides”. The mission argued that articles on IRA “war heroes”, accompanied by 

photographs and “personal, actual details” would be “very interesting in themselves and very 

valuable as a means of conveying incidentally the necessary political lesson”."^'' It was vital 

to prove that the IRA was a strong, successful force capable of holding out against the odds 

and to assert its legitimacy in the face o f accusations that its members were mere criminals. 

German press portrayals of the IRA as a faceless, amorphous body carrying out ambushes 

and assassinations tended to associate it with lawlessness and criminality, leading the liberal 

FranJrfurter Zeitung to condemn its use o f “organised terror” in August 1920."^^ The bulletin 

responded by stressing the IRA’s professionalism, portraying a force animated by order, 

chivalry and propriety. Its religious devotion was also emphasised. The bulletin eulogised 

Sean MacEoin as a “folk hero” who knelt to pray with dying enemies, while a report on the 

execution o f two innocent “martyrs” described how they heard Mass before their deaths while 

hundreds knelt outside in “reverent prayer”. P o r t r a y a l s  o f grassroots republican piety 

compensated for Vatican reticence and the Irish hierarchy’s failure to recognise the republic. 

Such ‘martyrdom’ was particularly useful in illustrating Irish “qualities and ideals”, with the 

bulletin quoting Lord Buckmaster’s argument that common criminals “did not mount the 

scaffold with eyes shining with the courage of battle and steps conscious of victory”. The 

emphasis on order and discipline continued into the second half of 1921, with the bulletin 

h isch e Bulletin, 19 May 1921
Chartres to Brennan, 5 Sep 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 232 
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arguing that the IRA scmpulously observed the truce. It overlooked the conflict’s more 

squalid aspects, insisting that accusations of IRA excesses were lies and claiming that 

separatists held the lives of non-combatants “sacred”."^* Other articles portrayed the force as 

underdogs whose audacity and inventiveness were contrasted with the alleged brutishness of 

their opponents, notably in accounts of daring prison break outs."^^

The bulletin’s approach reflected the idealisation of the IRA which was central to republican 

propaganda. IRA men viewed themselves as the embodiment o f the Irish people, 

representatives of an imagined and united community. To Erskine Childers they were “the 

soul of the new Ireland, taken as a whole the finest young men in the country, possessed with 

an almost religious enthusiasm for their cause, sober, clean-living, self-respecting”. This

owed much to the image of the ideal Gael propagated in GAA circles, “a matchless athlete,

sober, pure in mind, speech and deed, self-possessed, self-reliant, self-respecting, loving his 

religion and his country with a deep and resistless love, earnest in thought and effective in 

action”, influenced in turn by British ideas of ‘manliness’.''''' Idealisation o f the IRA, and by 

extension of the Irish people, fitted perfectly with Chartres’ desire to convey “the clean, 

devoted spirit” prevailing in Ireland."'*^ Of course the reality was more complex. The IRA 

sought to uphold the social and moral order, giving short shrift to alcoholics, vagrants and 

other transgressors, yet IRA activism was partly motivated by youthful rebelliousness, as 

propertyless young men challenged the established order in their local communities. It was

Ibid, 31 May. See also 15 Jun and 9 Jul 1921
Ibid, 21 May; 17 and 24 Sep and 4 N ov 1921. See also 3 Mar 1922
Hart, Peter, ‘Youth Culture and the Cork IRA’ in Fitzpatrick, David (ed.). Revolution? Ireland, 1917-1923  
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essential to portray the force as a legitimate army given press interpretations of its activities 

as terrorism. It was also vital to disassociate the IRA from criminality and revolution if the 

Irish republicanism was to appeal to middle-class readers. Germans had experienced a series 

o f real and attempted revolutions since 1918, while anxiety about the perceived collapse o f 

order and morality was widespread. Images o f the Irish struggle as orderly, ‘national’ and 

moral could have a particular appeal to rightists, who complained that morality and religion 

were in decline and argued for “order, work, and dutiful sacrifice for the salvation of the 

Fatherland”."''^

The bulletin emphasised the Irish Question’s international dimension throughout 1921, 

portraying a worldwide Irish diaspora united in support o f independence. On the eve of the 

truce it trumpeted plans to hold an international gathering of representatives of the ‘Irish race’ 

in Paris, intended to draw up plans to aid the republic.” '’'' The timing of the announcement 

showed that Sinn Fein was ready to renew the struggle if talks failed. These reports sought to 

internationalise the conflict by portraying Ireland as the motherland o f a powerful global 

diaspora rather than merely a small, isolated country on the fringes of Europe. Thus in 

September 1921 Harry Boland spoke of an Irish empire “morally and financially as great, if 

not greater” than the British one."''^ The bulletin also insisted that international sympathy 

transcended mere ethnic solidarity, claiming that British actions stood condemned throughout 

the “civilised world” and citing support from international labour.” ''̂  Corroborating

Johannes Dingfelder, addressing an NSDAP meeting in Munich in early 1920. Quoted in Kershaw, Ian, 
Hitler (London, 1991), p. 145

Irische Bulletin, 5 Jul 1921
Fitzpatrick, Harry Boland's Irish Revolution, p. 230
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statements from outsiders gave the bulletin’s arguments credibility and helped to 

internationalise and moralise the conflict. Sympathetic readers could feel that they belonged 

to an international protest moment based on universal principles, exploiting the “strong 

human tendency towards conformity” so important in propaganda. Yet while the bulletin 

stressed that pro-republican sentiment was global, the US was still its main focus. This might 

reflect Chartres’ proposal that they could persuade other powers to recognise the republic 

provided Washington acted with them. It is possible that articles highlighting US sympathy 

and hinting that recognition was still feasible were intended to influence Berlin, however 

remote the prospects for recognition seem in retrospect. In September an article entitled 

“American recognition o f Ireland” reported that Washington had implicitly recognised 

Diarmuid Fawsitt as Irish consul, while others stressed that it was still under pressure to 

officially recognise the republic."''* The bulletin seized every opportunity to stress popular 

sympathy for Ireland, pointing to American efforts to alleviate Irish suffering as a gesture of 

solidarity."'’’ An article published in November cited a speech by Frank P. Walsh thanking 

‘the American people’ for their support during the conflict."^® In May the bulletin cleverly 

juxtaposed a sympathetic speech by President Harding with the news that a resolution 

favouring recognition had been introduced in the Senate."^' In doing so it deployed a 

standard propaganda technique: releasing information at an appropriate time or juxtaposing it 

with other information to create the right i m p r e s s i o n . T h e  bulletin used US interest to 

internationalise the Irish Question, quoting claims that a just settlement was vital for world

Jowett and O’Donnell, Propaganda and Persuasion, pp. 292-93
For Fawsitt see Irische Bulletin, 1 Sep 1921. For others see 28 Sep and 8 N ov 1921
For an example o f  accounts o f  American relief work see Ibid, 18 N ov 1921
Ibid, 18 N ov 1921
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Jowett and O’Donnell, Propaganda and Persuasion, p. 42
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peace or closer Anglo-American relations."”  Such statements vastly over-estimated Ireland’s 

importance, for Irish-American agitation had fallen off sharply after the truce and recognition 

was highly unlikely.

Although the bulletin tended to focus on reporting the latest ‘war news’ from Ireland, 

political developments could not be ignored either, especially as its early months coincided 

with partition, Lloyd George’s unilateral attempt at an Irish settlement and the first tentative 

steps towards Anglo-Irish negotiations. The granting of home rule to a partitioned island 

under the Government o f Ireland Act was a particular challenge, for it could be portrayed as a 

magnanimous attempt to settle the Irish Question in line with traditional Irish demands. The 

bulletin responded by attacking the Act and insisting that the Irish were united in 

uncompromising republicanism. On 21 May it reported that republicans had overcome 

intimidation to win an overwhelming victory in elections to the southern parliament."^'' This 

was one of several articles implying that there was a consistent policy o f imprisoning, 

silencing, and intimidating the people’s representatives. Articles insisted that Sinn Fein did 

not recognise the new parliaments and had only participated to demonstrate the popularity of 

republicanism. The bulletin also ridiculed the southern parliament as impotent and 

unworkable, mocking the “farcical” opening ceremony attended by only a handful of 

unionists.

The bulletin was right to downplay the Act’s importance, for the focus had already shifted to

behind the scenes peace moves. It remained uncompromising in the months leading up to the

Irische Bulletin, 16 Jun and 19 Jul 1921
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truce, for the movement could not be seen to be weakening. On 19 May it quoted Barry Egan, 

Lord Mayor of Cork, dismissing talk o f compromise and vowing that the Irish would “fight 

for freedom to the last man”. Other articles stressed that domestic opposition to Lloyd 

George’s Irish policy was growing, citing complaints from labour, the press, opposition MPs 

and religious denominations. In early June the bulletin noted a recent debate on reprisals in 

the Commons, in which “not one MP dared to defend the action of the Government”."^* 

These reports suggested that domestic public opinion was turning against an isolated, 

floundering government while Ireland stood firm behind the republic. British opposition also 

‘moralised’ and universalised the issue by portraying it as a struggle between might and right 

rather than a mere Anglo-Irish quarrel, while domestic criticism could be cited as impartial 

confirmation of republican claims. On the other hand the bulletin never reconciled reports of 

widespread opposition to Lloyd George’s Irish policy with its tendency to assume that all 

British people were innately barbaric.

The bulletin stressed Irish unity by pointing to labour support for the independence 

movement. In August it stated that the Irish Labour Party had not contested any seats in the 

last election, convinced that national unity was more important than “petty” party interests.''”  

It also reported expressions of sympathy from international labour, perhaps hoping to 

influence the socialist press. An interesting article in October pointed to employers’ support 

for independence, arguing that Ireland was one of the few countries where they were in 

“indissoluble” agreement with labour.” *̂ No doubt this image of class interests submerged in

patriotic unity appealed to some readers in a covintry where ‘unpatriotic’ left-wing agitators

Ibid, 8 Jun 1921
Ibid. 16 A u g  1921.
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were blamed for the debacle o f  1918. It also reflected the extent to which social interests were 

viewed as secondary to the independence struggle. As Peadar O’Donnell observed, his fellow 

republicans had a “pretty barren mind socially” ."̂ ® The bulletin brusquely dismissed reports 

o f republican links with M oscow in 1921, despite the communist press’s strong support for 

i n d e p e n d e n c e . A l l  this reflected a conservative vision which probably had limited appeal 

for the left.

On 25 June Lloyd George took the opportunity offered by George V ’s conciliatory speech at

the opening o f the Northern Irish parliament to invite de Valera to talks. De Valera sent a

non-committal reply on 28 June, asking for time to consult his colleagues. The bulletin did

not to refer to the exchange until eight days later, when it quoted de Valera’s letter o f the

2 8 ' * ' . In doing so it lost the initiative, for the Irish leader had formally accepted the

invitation on the 1'̂  and a truce was imminent. The delay was probably due to poor

communications, which left the mission out o f  touch with events. The bulletin responded to

talks with several articles in early July stressing that Lloyd George was under pressure to

make peace and implying that it was he who was giving up ground. Although the truce gave

the IRA a new degree o f  legitimacy, negotiations still posed more challenges than outright

war. The inherent possibility o f  compromise challenged the bulletin’s image o f  a people

united behind the republic, while Lloyd George was able to recapture the moral high ground.

As one Dublin Castle official observed, his invitation had put the Government “undeniably in

the right” for the first tim e.” ^̂  Poor communications meant that it was impossible to keep
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pace with events, so that the bulletin lost the initiative when it could have exploited press

interest by providing ‘official’ information not yet available through other sources. Over the

next six months the bulletin insisted that the Irish were united behind the republic and

launched a barrage o f intransigent, adversarial propaganda intended to cast doubts on their

opponents’ sincerity and keep past injustice fresh in readers’ minds. On 19 August it accused

crown forces in Limerick of assaulting civilians until they collapsed “bleeding from many

wounds”, one of many accusations that the truce was being violated. The topic of prisoners

was also increasingly popular, with incessant complaints that thousands o f Irish people were

still being held in appalling conditions. These allegations were no doubt intended to justify

separatist intransigence and prepare readers to absolve the Irish if  talks collapsed. It was also

important not to compromise the republican position, allowing them to resume “on the old

footing” if n e c e s s a r y . I n  early August Chartres was informed that the British initiative

might be a sincere attempt to reach an agreement or a “manoeuvre pure and simple” . “Our

attitude must be such as to meet one or the other”. T h e  bulletin’s adversarial stance also

reflected the wary, intransigent instructions it was receiving. In early July Brennan informed

several foreign representatives that peace was possible on the basis of independence,

internationally guaranteed neutrality and (perhaps) autonomy for Ulster. The alternative was

“ten years war”."^  ̂ A month later he told Chartres that current Irish proposals were

practically their “last word”."^^ As noted already, Chartres was also inclined to be

uncompromising. In early November he observed that external association “appears to me as

far as it is possible to go”.” ^̂  Images of fierce, intransigent idealism could be a two edged

De Valera, quoted in Fitzpatrick, H arry B oland’s Irish Revolution, p. 240 
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sword however, inspiring admiration and accusations of obdurate fanaticism. The bulletin’s 

adversarial stance also raised the question of why Siim Fein was negotiating at all given 

Lloyd George had already ruled out a republic. The publication o f Lloyd George’s offer of 

dominion status on 15 August was a particular challenge to Irish propaganda. As Michael 

MacWhite astutely pointed out, London would seek to “put Ireland in the wrong” by 

pretending that its liberal offers had been rejected because of “our obstinacy in clinging to the 

shadow and ignoring the substance”."^* The bulletin responded claiming that the Prime 

Minister was misleading international opinion by pretending to offer dominion status while 

threatening the Irish with war on an unimaginable scale.

The bulletin remained adversarial during the Anglo-Irish conference, using the interval 

between de Valera’s acceptance and the conference’s opening on 11 October to stress 

republican unity and emphasise the immense cost of trying to subdue a people who would 

never surrender. It continued to accuse Crown forces of infringing the truce, claiming on the 

11“’ that they had laimched a wave of attacks intended to wreck the conference by provoking 

republicans into retaliation. It also reminded readers that thousands of prisoners were still 

being ill-treated and kept in appalling conditions. Several articles stressed Sinn Fein’s 

achievement in forcing Lloyd George to negotiate, pointing out that he was now happy to 

receive the former outlaw Collins. Yet the Irish delegation in London moved towards 

compromise even as the bulletin remained intransigent, leaving it to be wrong-footed by the 

Treaty. Although Chartres was involved in negotiations, his frequent absences and minor 

status combined with Lloyd George’s tendency to marginalise the rest of the delegation in

MacWhite to Griffith, 17 Aug 1921, MacWhite papers, UCDA, PI94/41
Irische Bulletin, 23 and 26 Aug 1922
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favour o f Griffith and Collins no doubt left him poorly informed. The few official 

instructions which reached Berlin were hardly helpful. Dublin warned that negotiations had 

reached a “critical poinf ’ on 1 December, but assumed that they would collapse or carry on as 

before."™ Although Chartres was apparently pessimistic when he returned to Berlin on 3 

December, the Treaty seems to have come as a shock."’' This is not surprising given the 

assumption that any agreement would be referred back to Dublin before it was signed. On 6 

December the bulletin quoted an uncompromising speech which de Valera had made just 

before the Treaty was signed insisting that the Irish could go no further, apparently unaware 

of events in London.

The bulletin initially downplayed the Ulster Question, which undermined its image o f a 

people united behind the republic. It was only in the summer of 1921 that escalating violence, 

partition and the advent of negotiations pushed it to the forefront. The Sinn Fein leadership 

also hoped to break on partition rather than allegiance to the Crown if talks stalled and 

wanted to see that the issue did not take on the “wrong complexion” internationally."’  ̂ The 

bulletin thus turned to attacking the “mutilation” o f Ireland, arguing that unionism was an 

artificial creed fostered by outsiders to frustrate Irish independence."’  ̂ In the bulletin’s eyes 

there was no justification for a “bastard” six county U lster."’" The whole province was an 

integral part of the Irish nation, “one and undivided for all eternity”." ’  ̂ Article after article 

minimised unionist strength, insisting that a homogenously unionist Ulster was a myth, “a

‘U .S .F .A .’ to Chartres, 1 Dec 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 33, File 232
For his pessimism see Brennan, Allegiance, p. 329-31
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thing o f the mind only, non-existent in the world o f reality”, and that a clear unionist majority 

only existed in the extreme north-east.” ’  ̂ One article pointed out that minorities were a 

smaller percentage of the population in Ireland than in Allied sponsored countries such as 

Czechoslovakia (which o f course incorporated a not insubstantial minority o f ethnic 

Germans)."’’ Unionist sentiment was also portrayed as shallow and transitory, artificially 

fostered to thwart independence. Several articles insisted that the country’s occupiers had 

cultivated a “quarrelsome” minority of settlers to frustrate independence, adding that 

unionists would quickly come to terms if they withdrew their support. These arguments 

reflected broader separatist assumptions, with Aodh de Blacam dismissing unionism as a 

“recent and artificial” movement maintained by “perverted Irishmen”." ’* Thus de Valera 

informed Lloyd George on 10 August that the issue must be left to “the Irish people 

themselves to settle” . “If your Government stands aside”, he concluded, “we can effect a 

complete reconciliation”. '” ’ The bulletin implied that unionism had no positive or rational 

foundation, for to do otherwise would have meant conceding some validity to unionist 

sentiment. Although it sometimes claimed that the fiercest opposition came from a “fanatical” 

minority which did not represent the wider Protestant community, the bulletin usually 

implied that all unionists were ignorant, irrational religious b i g o t s . W h i l e  uncompromising 

republicans were principled idealists, staunch unionists were merely wrong-headed 

intransigents. It is interesting to note that southern Protestants were treated much more 

favourably, often functioning as a foil to Ulster unionism. Several articles used them to
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highlight “Irish” tolerance and praised their willingness to accept independence in 1922.” *' It 

is possible that Chartres was partly influenced by southern Protestant disdain for working 

class Ulster unionism. The bulletin's disparaging references to the ignorant unionist “mob” 

certainly betray a hint of snobbery.

There was some validity in the bulletin’s critique of unionism. The unionist ‘Ulster’ was no 

less problematic than the separatist ‘Ireland’, shifting uneasily from nine counties to six and 

encompassing a large hostile minority. The border cut awkwardly across the province and 

obviously favoured unionists, but nationalist ideology ruled out the obvious solution (a more 

equitable partition settlement). Yet the bulletin’s overall interpretation was seriously flawed, 

reflecting the movement’s failure to deal with the issue realistically. It echoed de Valera in 

proposing regional autonomy within a republic, insisting that the issue could be settled 

amicably if outsiders stopped interfering. Yet there was an obvious tension in arguing that 

unionists would integrate smoothly into a united Ireland while simultaneously dismissing 

them as “quarrelsome” interlopers.” *̂  This reflected the long-standing tension between 

‘otherness’ and ‘Irishness’ in nationalist portrayals of Ulster. Ulster might be an integral to 

Ireland, but it was not always clear that Ulster unionists were. The separatist assumption that 

unity would be a success was less obvious to foreigners devoid of ideological blinkers. The 

German press tended to blame internal (and intractable) ethno-religious differences, 

distinguishing sharply between “Ulster” and “Ireland”. This tendency could only be 

reinforced by the bulletin’s critique of the unionist character, which contrasted sharply with

its idealised image of ‘the Irish’. In conclusion, separatists never attached as much

See for example 76/4 1 Oct 1921
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importance to Ulster as the bulletin implied. The Irish delegation prioritised independence 

over unity during Anglo-Irish negotiations, using partition as a tactical weapon in the belief 

that it was better to break on Ulster than allegiance. Irish republicans lacked the strength and 

Lloyd George the inclination to coerce the unionists, leaving Sir James Craig to ‘sit tight’ 

while the two parties reached an agreement between themselves.

Part II

The Berlin mission’s propaganda: December 1921 -  August 1922

For months the bulletin had insisted that the Irish people were united in their unyielding 

loyalty to an existing thirty-two country republic, but now the republic had been disavowed 

and partition accepted. The indissoluble unity and uncompromising idealism which the 

bulletin had once celebrated were thus shattered, undermining the whole basis o f its 

propaganda. As internal strife escalated into fratricidal war the bulletin’s claims that the Irish 

were carrying out a disciplined, orderly revolution became increasingly implausible. For the 

last eight months o f its existence the bulletin’s rigid ideological framework proved unable to 

cope with Irish events. By the summer o f 1922 its stance had given rise to accusations of 

disloyalty which would help to bring Irish representation in Berlin to an end. This chapter 

will argue that the mission, like the movement as a whole, remained trapped in the 

‘straitjacket o f the republic’, never adjusting successfully to a compromise peace.

The bulletin initially adopted a cautious, impartial approach, downplaying the split and 

summarising both side’s arguments. In early January Chartres noted that “political writing
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had necessarily to be pursued in a restricted and guarded way” in a time o f transition.” *'* A 

month later he observed that the bulletin sought to give information rather than express 

political opinions."®^ The confusion at home enjoined caution. Although the Treaty was 

ratified by narrow majorities on 8 December and 7 January, the republic was to remain in 

being until the people voted. Foreign representatives were instructed to eschew propaganda 

for or against the settlement in late January. Over the next six months confusion was 

exacerbated by increasingly desperate efforts to avoid an irrevocable split, which naturally 

encouraged the bulletin to smooth over internal strife. If  the bulletin’s impartiality is 

understandable, it is noticeable that even months later some aspects o f its propaganda 

implicitly undermined Treatyite arguments. It came closest to expressing an opinion on 27 

December, when it added its own introduction to a selection of speeches for and against the 

Treaty. While the bulletin noted the dominions’ practical independence, including their 

growing autonomy in foreign affairs, it concluded that Ireland was not a genuine dominion. 

London not only retained four Irish ports, but claimed extensive rights in times of war or 

international tension. This echoed republican arguments quoted in the same issue. The 

introduction also noted that the settlement abolished an existing republican government 

which had exercised extensive power for three years, hardly a ringing endorsement in the 

context of the bulletin’s pre-Treaty propaganda. Significantly the bulletin maintained its 

anglophobic stance throughout 1922, printing constant reminders of past oppression and 

insisting that the British had acted out o f self-interest without changing their real attitudes to 

Ireland. Indeed several articles referred to signatories’ admissions that they had signed the

Treaty under the threat of renewed war.''** In March the bulletin grumbled that Crown forces
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had spitefully removed the flagstaff before surrendering Athlone Castle to prevent the Irish 

hoisting the tricolour, one o f several articles hinting at British resentment."*’ Although an 

article published on 13 December quoted Griffith’s statement that the Treaty would end 

centuries of conflict and lay the foundations for Anglo-Irish friendship, the bulletin’s 

anglophobic propaganda implied that this was neither possible nor desirable. An article on the 

handover of Dublin Castle dwelt on the terrible atrocities inflicted on Irish prisoners “with 

fire, steel and whip” over a century earlier and renewed during the independence struggle, 

while another quoted Lord Grey’s claim that the British had no right to speak o f a ‘generous’ 

settlement in light of past Anglo-Irish relations."** Atrocities committed during the War of 

Independence also remained a live issue.

The bulletin did not just critique British rule in Ireland, but the British character itself, 

enlarging upon its “intimate qualities of falsehood, of treachery, of cruelty, o f lawlessness, of 

moral infamy, of pious cant” at every opportunity."*^ Not only were the British allegedly 

callous and spiteful, but their reliance on brute force showed their intellectual torpor. This 

dullness was supposedly reflected in a coarse, uncultivated way o f life. In May the bulletin 

ridiculed Britain’s “proud ignorance” o f Ireland’s ancient language and culture, which it had 

supposedly struggled for centuries to suppress."’® Its coverage implied that British 

wickedness was unchanging and innate, raising interesting questions for the future of Irish- 

Anglo relations. Most importantly of all, the bulletin continued to portray the British as 

manipulative liars. Chartres had already observed that “an Englishman’s word cannot be
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trusted if it is within his power and his immediate advantage to break it” and there is no 

indication that he changed his mind.” ’’ This had crucial implications for the arguments 

surrounding the Treaty, for how could habitual liars be trusted? The bulletin’s reliance on 

anglophobic propaganda was odd given the mission’s increasing realisation that anglophobia 

was counter-productive and Gavan Duffy’s instructions that Irish propaganda should be 

“consistent” with the reality of an Anglo-Irish settlement.’”  ̂ Did this reflect Chartres’ own 

attitude, especially in light of later accusations? The evidence suggests that he was initially 

sceptical about the settlement, but had accepted it by late January. Yet he saw the Treaty as a 

stepping stone to independence and consistently sided with those trying to end the split, even 

at the price of imperilling relations with London. There were arguments for maintaining an 

anglophobic stance. Uncertainty was high as violence in Ulster worsened and Collins’ hopes 

of altering the settlement to win over republicans risked clashes with the British. Gavan 

Duffy had also warned representatives that they must be ready to resume the struggle if 

Britain broke its side o f the agreement.’”  ̂ Anglophobic agitation originated partly from the 

‘incompleteness’ o f the settlement. Even its supporters saw it as a stepping stone to 

independence, while no one was ready to accept partition. Anglophobia could be used to 

argue in favour of a treaty which rid Ireland of Britain’s baneful influence. In one article Irish 

troops taking over a barracks were urged to dispel the spirit of oppression from the building, 

showing how the transfer of power was portrayed as a sort of exorcism.’” '* Yet the bulletin’s 

coverage contained the risky implication that the war was not over and the Treaty not worth 

the paper it was printed on.
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Once the issue of anglophobia is left to one side, most aspects o f the bulletin’s coverage

implicitly favoured the Treaty. The bulletin was in no doubt that Ireland had gained real

independence, implying that a new era was opening up as the Irish overcame the baneful

legacy o f foreign rule. Numerous articles appeared on the withdrawal of the Crown Forces

and their replacement with Irish troops, with the bulletin reporting scenes o f “almost

indescribable” popular enthusiasm as Irish forces took over famous landmarks.” ’  ̂ Article

after article claimed that the transfer o f power was visibly transforming Irish life. A typical

example recounted how Dublin Castle, portrayed in lurid imagery as a fortress o f oppression,

had now been thrown open to the light by a government rooted in the popular w ill.'”  ̂ The

IRA’s order, discipline and legitimacy were stressed as the force came into the open. Irish

troops entered one barracks led by a band of pipers, while others took possession of the Bank

of Ireland “with bayonets gleaming in the sun”."®’ The bulletin continued to stress the IRA’s

unity and constitutionalism, implying that it functioned as a conventional army and obeyed

the new government. It ignored the force’s divisions for as long as possible, only admitting

that it had been seriously affected by the split in late A pril."’® This effectively minimised

IRA hostility to the Treaty and made republican opposition seem less significant than it

actually was. The bulletin also stressed the new government’s continuity with the republican

past. An article in early February quoted Richard Mulcahy informing units o f the “new Irish

army” that they were marching forward “under the old flag”." ’® All this undermined

republican claims that the Irish army would now be the army of the Crown. Others described

how tricolours were raised over newly occupied buildings and noted that Collins and other
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leaders of the independence struggle were now in office. The bulletin implied that the new 

government was rooted in the popular will and anxious to further the people’s interests, 

implicitly belying republican claims that the settlement lacked legitimacy. Articles on 

economic and cultural renewal or administrative reform also proved that the Irish enjoyed 

real independence and echoed Treatyite arguments that the settlement granted “all the really 

important powers required for our normal political, social, and economic life”.' °̂°

The bulletin had already begun to emphasise the constructive aspects of the republican 

programme in 1921, portraying a fully-fledged republican administration functioning within 

the obsolete shell of the Union. A typical article published during the truce outlined the work 

of the republican courts, pointing to their popular support and alleged reputation for prompt, 

impartial justice.'^®’ Articles on republican administration were crucial in arguing that the 

transition would be smooth once the ‘occupying forces’ were withdrawn, as well as 

disassociating republicans from negative images of ‘revolution’. While their opponents 

allegedly resorted to lawless militarism, republicans offered sound administration and a solid 

legal framework grounded in the popular will. These arguments were now supposedly 

vindicated as an independent government took up the cause of economic and cultural 

‘reconstruction’. The bulletin stressed that Ireland’s economic and cultural shortcomings 

were merely temporary. Economically Ireland was a land “richly blessed by nature”, but 

artificially impoverished by centuries of British exploitation, just as the British tried to 

suppress Ireland’s rich indigenous culture and keep its people in igno ran ce .In d ep en d en ce

was thus portrayed as the key to unlocking Ireland’s economic and cultural potential, an
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argument now seen to be vindicated by the government’s support for ‘reconstruction’. Such 

coverage served a number of purposes. The existence o f a distinct culture had always 

provided a significant argument for Irish independence, while reports of economic renewal 

countered claims that unity would impoverish Ulster or that Ireland was too poor to support 

itself. Chartres had long felt the need to inspire a general interest in Ireland beyond politics, 

arguing that articles on topics such as sport or music would “diffiase a sympathetic, pro-Irish 

atmosphere”. T h i s  was reinforced by his increasing insistence that the bulletin should 

supply information rather than opinion, with “the ultimate objective of everything printed 

being to stimulate interest in Ireland and foster a friendly spirit towards her”.'̂ ®'* Articles on 

economic and cultural activity could also be used to counter reports that Ireland was sliding 

into civil war. The bulletin sought to refute reports of unrest in May by arguing that Ireland’s 

administrative, economic and cultural life were continuing as n o r m a l . I n  late July it 

downplayed the outbreak o f civil war with a bland article listing “some new improvements in 

the administration o f Ireland”. I n  conclusion, the bulletin’s coverage of “reconstruction” 

offered a clear vision of life in “the new Ireland”. Although historians have often argued that 

Sinn Fein’s lack of ideological sophistication veiled Ireland’s post-independence future in an 

“optimistic miasma”, the bulletin’s vision was relentlessly p r a c t i c a l . B e t t e r  roads were 

hardly the stuff of romantic balladry. Its articles outlined a fiiture built on order, efficiency 

and conventional reform, with no hint o f socialism beyond a benevolent desire to alleviate 

poverty. Indeed “the new Ireland” would function much like a model Victorian liberal
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democracy. In this sense at least the bulletin reflected the attitudes of the emerging Treatyite 

elite. “Take away their limited enthusiasm for the Irish language, and the thought categories 

and values o f the Cosgrave administration were entirely Victorian”. I n d e e d  the bulletin’s 

approach seems to support the contention that the independence struggle was more of a 

nineteenth century revolution than a twentieth century one.'^°^

Coverage of ‘reconstruction’ also had a strong international dimension. The bulletin argued 

that Ireland was now free to increase its economic and cultural links with other countries after 

centuries o f enforced isolation. Articles on the Irish Race Conference in Paris stressed that it 

was accompanied by musical and theatrical events and an exhibition of Irish art.’̂ ’° Others 

noted that practical steps were being taken to encourage trade with other countries. Given the 

bulletin’s insistence that the British had isolated Ireland as part o f their plan to subjugate it, 

this new openness proved that independence was real. The bulletin’s treatment o f cultural 

issues is interesting. While it stressed that the country’s indigenous language and culture were 

central to life in ‘the new Ireland’, it also portrayed a government anxious to foster all forms 

of artistic and intellectual life, whether fine arts or the universities. There was no hint of 

cultural isolationism, as the bulletin insisted that Ireland was now free to establish literary and 

artistic relations with the continent. Cultural and economic topics could be used to inspire 

interest and argue that Irish independence was an internationally significant event. Articles 

stressed Ireland’s economic attractions, describing it as a “goldmine” with overseas 

commerce worth $1.5 billion per annum, and portrayed the revival of Irish culture as an event

o f European significance, implying that all Europe was taking an interest in Ireland’s re-
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emergence.'^'' The idea that Ireland was breaking out of its cultural and economic isolation 

had obvious implications for Germany, while such topics were an uncontentious way of 

inspiring sympathy. Chartres suggested in February that transferring the exhibition o f Irish art 

held in Paris to Berlin would increase interest in Ireland and allow Germans to express their 

sympathy without engaging in anglophobic polemic (“of which they are often greatly 

afraid”) . D o r i s  Dohmen also notes that German interest in Ireland was economic and 

cultural rather than political in the 1920s.'^'^ A typical bulletin article lauded the role of 

German scholars in rediscovering Ireland’s ancient culture, which had supposedly inspired 

the independence struggle by renewing Irish p r i d e . T h e  bulletin also sought to promote 

commercial links at every opportunity.

The mission was astute in confining itself to economic and cultural relations, although it also 

implied that Berlin now had nothing to fear from political links. There was a new openness 

about Irish representation in Berlin, with references in several articles. In January Gavan 

Duffy instructed foreign representatives to seize the new opportunities opened up by the 

Treaty, as foreigners could now associate with them without fear o f offending L o n d o n . Y e t  

the bulletin’s image of a country emerging from its isolation ignored the restrictions which 

dominion status imposed. While it regularised Ireland’s international position, the Treaty also 

entailed abandoning claims to untrammelled independence. For staunch republicans such as 

Mary MacSwiney this meant the Irish accepting “a position of inferiority for the first time in
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their history”.'^’*’ Although the dominions had signed the Treaty o f Versailles and were full 

members of the League of Nations, their international activity was otherwise limited. The 

Free State also remained in international limbo for another year, only joining the League of 

Nations in late 1923. The bulletin implied that the Treaty did not compromise Ireland’s claim 

to full independence, while pointing to the opportunities for official recognition which it 

opened up. An article in February claimed that France had “officially recognised” the new 

state, citing Prime Minister Raymond Poincare’s meeting with Provisional Government 

members in Paris. It also quoted Poincare’s statement that he could now freely express his 

sympathy without offending London, an obvious hint to B e r l i n . A r t i c l e s  hinted that other 

countries implicitly recognised the new state or reported the appointment of Irish 

representatives.

Articles on cultural or economic topics sometimes betrayed the mission’s sensitivity to anti- 

Irish stereotypes. In April 1922 a memorandum by Gavan Duffy complained that the Irish 

people’s “supposed drunken and lazy habits” had been publicised throughout Europe, 

concluding that this harmful image must be overcome.'^'® Sensitivity to negative stereotypes 

led the bulletin to seize on any mark o f recognition, contrasting the French Government’s 

interest in Irish art with a Morning Post article dismissing the Irish as “savages”.'^’’ Its 

idealised image o f the Irish as noble, cultured and orderly was an obvious response. 

Independence allowed the bulletin to focus on Irish abilities and prove that the Irish were able 

to govern themselves. It had stressed Irish ‘orderliness’ before the Treaty, arguing that it was

Mary MacSwiney quoted in Kissane. Politics o f  the Irish C ivil War, p. 55 
Irische Bulletin, 21 Feb 1921
Gavan Duffy, ‘The Future o f  Our Foreign Affairs’, n/d (1922), DFA ES, Box 1, File 13 
Irische Bulletin, 10 Mar 1922
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the British who resorted to indiscipline and anarchy. It now insisted that the Irish had taken 

power in an orderly way and were dealing with their differences in a calm, constitutional 

manner. The bulletin also stressed that the Irish were tolerant towards minorities and calm 

and conciliatory in the face o f unionist ‘provocation’ in Ulster. It is interesting to note how 

the bulletin’s anglophobic propaganda transferred anti-Irish stereotypes to the British, who 

were portrayed as ignorant, brutish savages. Even its treatment of economic and cultural 

issues was fiercely anglophobic. Article after article complained that Britain had deliberately 

suppressed Irish culture and wrecked the Irish economy, offering an ideologically satisfying 

explanation for Ireland’s historical shortcomings and a guarantee that independence meant 

revival.

The bulletin continued to devote space to “the true facts of what is going on in Ulster”, 

reflecting escalating violence and southern unwillingness to accept p a r t i t i o n . Ar t i c l e  after 

article dwelt on anti-Catholic violence, describing Belfast as a “chaos of bloodshed and 

butchery”. T h e  bulletin insisted that attacks were systematic, yet cowardly and arbitrary in 

their targeting of innocent and defenceless victims. Unionist bigotry was contrasted with 

‘Irish’ tolerance, with the bulletin arguing that southerners lived together peacefully. The 

bulletin interpreted the first Craig-Collins pact as a step towards Irish unity which proved that 

Irish people could settle their differences if left to it.'^^  ̂ Its collapse led the bulletin to renew 

its attack on partition with increased vigour. By late spring it was claiming that attacks on 

Belfast Catholics were part of an “extermination plan” intended to drive out the “native Irish”

Power to Gavan Duffy, 31 Mar 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(1)
Irische Bulletin, 5 Jul 1922
Ibid, 3 Feb 1922
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and establish a “settlement” o f colonists’ descendants loyal to the Union.’̂ ^̂  References to 

“pogroms” and comparisons with the wartime slaughter o f Armenians implied that the 

killings were an outrage of international significance. The bulletin’s portrayal o f Ulster 

Unionists followed a pattern already laid down in 1921, although it was noticeably more 

inclined to portray them as ‘unchristian’ or ‘unlrish’. In May it quoted George Russell’s 

statement that those involved in attacks upon Catholics “trampled on the name o f Christ”. 

They were not Christians, let alone Protestants.'^^'* Several articles compared unionists to 

Turks, who enjoyed an unenviable reputation for the persecution of (Christian) minorities. 

The bulletin also portrayed unionists as colonists, stating that the “anti-Irish party” in eastern 

Ulster were not Irish people but descendants of settlers who had driven out the native 

p o p u l a t i o n . I t s  tendency to refer to contemporary unionists as “colonists” obscured their 

long-standing presence in I r e l a n d . C a t h o l i c s  on the other hand were referred to as the 

“native Irish”.'̂ *̂

Articles on Northern Ireland had an anglophobic edge as the bulletin accused London of 

complicity in the violence. It was accused of arming and paying the notorious B Specials, 

failing to prevent atrocities and protecting the unionists from outside intervention. By the 

spring o f 1922 the bulletin’s coverage was drifting towards conspiracy theories. Two articles 

in the summer claimed that ill-treatment o f Catholics was intended to provoke “Irish” 

intervention, which could be used as a pretext to re-conquer Ireland. Both insisted that this

Ibid, 17Jun 1922 
Ibid, 20 May 1922 
See for example Ibid, 2 Aug 1922 
Ib id  24 Feb and 17 Jun 1922 
See for example Ibid, 22 Jul 1922 

' ' ' *  Ib id  17 Jun 1922
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stratagem was the work o f “the real enemy”, who was simply using the unionists as tools. 

The idea that southerners were acting wisely by not giving into ‘provocation’ put a positive 

spin on southern inaction. In June the bulletin attacked the British press for implying that an 

invasion of Northern Ireland was imminent after a border incident. In reality it was the British 

who were massing along the frontier, while “anti-Irish elements” in London urgently wanted 

an offensive. It concluded that Sir James Craig had engineered the incident to distract 

attention from anti-Catholic atrocities with London’s help.'^^“ In reality the IRA was 

primarily to blame for increased tensions, as units on both sides o f the Treaty split launched a 

fiitile joint offensive in the early summer. The mission’s retreat into conspiracy theories was 

partly intended to justify the results of Collins’ devious northern policy, partly to distract 

attention from events in the south. Anglophobia also filled an important ideological gap. For 

years separatists had argued that unionism was an artificial phenomenon sustained by 

outsiders, the implication being that Irish people would settle their differences amicably once 

this intervention ceased. It was thus essential to blame London for continuing unionist 

resistance -  an explanation which avoided conceding that the problem was largely internal 

and could not be magicked away by a British withdrawal. In spite of the escalating violence 

there is no evidence that the bulletin reconsidered its assumption that harmony would descend 

once the Irish were left to themselves. As Clare O’Halloran notes, the nationalist response to 

partition “provides a fascinating example of the interaction between a dominant and rigid 

ideology and an unamenable reality” .'^^’ The bulletin continued to minimise unionist strength 

at every opportunity. One article ingeniously argued that a “small fraction” of Ulster was

unionist, measuring by landmass rather than population. The same article stated that Armagh

Ibid, 10 Jun 1922 and 19 Jul 1922
Ibid. 10 Jun 1922
O ’Halloran, P artition  an d  the L im its o f  Irish  N ationalism , pp. x i-x ii
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had a “small unionist majority”, even though Tyrone (with a similarly narrow majority the 

other way) was “a nationalist county”. O t h e r s  disingenuously reported that no Irish MP 

had voted for the bill partitioning Ireland, a fact which did not signify quite what the bulletin 

i m p l i e d . A r t i c l e s  predictably stressed the arbitrary nature of partition. In a striking image 

the bulletin complained that the six counties had been “ripped o ff’ from the rest of Ireland.

In Ireland the first six months of 1922 were marked by the fear o f war and the search for

unity. The bulletin minimised the seriousness of the situation for as long as possible, in

common with many people on both sides desperately unwilling to accept that republican

unity had been irretrievably shattered. While it acknowledged that the Treaty had divided the

movement’s political leadership, it implied that the IRA was unaffected and that the

occupation of barracks was proceeding smoothly. Anti-Treaty ite opposition faded into the

background in the spring as the bulletin focused on the positive aspects of independence. It

ignored the seizure of the Four Courts in April, an event which undermined its insistence that

all was well. This was probably a mistake given that the incident was widely reported in the

German press. By late April papers were beginning to refer to “the civil war in Ireland”.

Over the next few months the bulletin desperately tried to downplay internal strife by

accusing the British of exaggerating Irish unrest in their own interests and condemning calls

to suppress the republicans by force. Various articles blamed British exaggeration on a desire

to distract attention from unionist atrocities or to retain their monopoly by discouraging other

countries from trading with I r e l a n d . T h i s  was disingenuous given that both sides had been

Irische Bulletin, 28 Feb 1922 
Ibid, 14 and 28 Feb 1922 
Ibid, 28 Feb 1922
Kreuzzeitung, 28 Apr 1922, No. 198 (no volume number given)
Irische Bulletin, 25 Apr and 17 and 24 May 1922
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warning of the danger of civil war for months. A report in late April conceded that the split 

was affecting the army, but minimised its impact as much as p o s s i b l e . I n  early May Power 

reported that the split within the IRA was widely reported, usually under the heading “Ireland 

against Ireland”, with some articles warned that “the new terror in Ireland was not an English 

but an Irish one”.’̂ *̂ The bulletin devoted an entire issue to the Collins-de Valera pact, which 

it optimistically eulogised as a new dawn for Ireland.'^^® It also noted British opposition to the 

agreement and claimed that a “large and influential party” wanted to see Ireland tom apart by 

civil war. This, it implied, was why they urged the Provisional Government to suppress its 

opponents by f o r c e . I n  reality the Collins-de Valera pact only postponed civil war. 

Although the bulletin praised the new constitution, unveiled on the morning o f the election, it 

ignored the election results and the collapse o f the pact. Its coverage thus jumped abruptly 

from apparent reconciliation to the outbreak of war. The coverage of the attack on the Four 

Courts, already discussed in chapter three, was just one in a series o f increasingly far-fetched 

attempts to downplay the civil war. This peaked in early August, when the bulletin published 

an article entitled “glaring opposites” which compared southern “civility” to the “new 

Turkey” across the border.’̂ '” The “civility” in question was official solicitude for the 

southern Protestant minority, predictably contrasted with unionist ill-treatment o f Catholics. 

This article marked a last desperate attempt to fit internal strife into the mission’s existing 

ideological framework. Instead it merely illustrated how far-fetched the mission’s propaganda 

had become.

Ibid, 25 Apr 1922
Power to Gavan Duffy, 8 May 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(1) 
Irische Bulletin, 27 May 1922 
Ibid, 9Jun 1922 
Ibid  2 Aug 1922
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Conclusion

The mission’s coverage of the attack on the Four Courts suggest that Chartres, Uke many 

others, struggled to adapt an ideological framework formed in 1917-21 to new realities. 

Arguably the mission never overcame the immense and perhaps intractable problems which 

the decision to compromise posed for a movement trapped in ‘the straitjacket of the republic’. 

John M. Regan is right to argue that “Acceptance of the Treaty, however construed, clearly 

implied a negation o f every argument made in the Sinn Fein case for self-determination: that 

Ireland was a European nation not a British colony, that its status should be derived from 

international recognition not from an Act of Parliament, and that the conquest o f Ireland had 

never been consented to by the Irish people”.T r e a t y i t e  arguments that the republic was not 

real and the war could not be won represented an abandonment of three years of propaganda, 

as did Collins’ insistence that the decision to negotiate marked the real compromise. Blythe’s 

assertion that the Irish were not “a race of super-idealists whose misfortunes are due entirely 

to the crimes and blunders o f outside enemies”, but “an untrained and undisciplined people” 

with everything to leam, challenged the whole tenor of the mission’s p r o p a g a n d a . M o s t  

importantly o f all the Treatyite position rested on a pragmatic rejection of “wordy disputes 

about abstract theories”. As the Treatyite J. J. Horgan argued, they could not plunge Ireland 

back into war because their opponents “will not act on abstract principles of international 

justice, which really have no existence or application in real world politics”.'̂ '*'' The problem 

was that separatist propaganda had been appealing to “abstract principles o f international 

justice” since 1917. The Irische Bulletin’s propaganda thus became increasing implausible as

Regan, The Irish Counter-Revolution, p. 61
Kissane, Politics o f  the Irish C ivil War, p. 60
J. J. Horgan, quoted in Hopkinson, Green against Green, p. 37
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it struggled to reconcile its ideological framework with the painful new realities of 1922, 

eventually leading to its disastrous response to the Four Courts attack.
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Chapter V

International Propositions: Arms Smuggling, 1920-23

Introduction

Germany played a central role in efforts to arm the IRA in 1920-23. Relative proximity to 

Ireland and the free availability o f arms in an impoverished, unstable country made it an ideal 

base for plans to import armaments on a large scale. Two arms ships reached Ireland from 

Germany in November 1921 and April 1922, the first such ventures to succeed since 1916. 

Anti-Treatyites hatched another plot to obtain arms from Gemiany in 1923, the so-called 

‘international proposition’, while bizarre plans to import German artillery allowed IRA Chief 

of Staff Liam Lynch to cling to hopes of victory in the dying days of the Civil War. The 

disorganisation and incompetence which dogged German operations also offers insights into 

IRA/IRB arms procurement, showing how loose, localised structures struggled to cope with 

large scale arms smuggling.

P a rti 

Beginnings, July 1920 -  June 1921

The IRA was desperately short of weapons throughout the independence struggle. Leading 

Meath IRA man Seamus Finn recalled that “at no time were w e...in  possession of sufficient
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arms, ammunition or other war materials to engage any large sized force o f the enemy”. 

IRA GHQ had little control over arms procurement until late 1920, as the IRB smuggled in 

small amounts and individual units armed themselves piecemeal by seizing or buying arms 

locally. These methods suited a loosely organised force reliant on local initiative, but were 

increasingly insufficient as the war escalated and domestic sources dried up. The 624 

firearms imported by the IRA Department o f Purchases in the last year of the conflict were a 

negligible percentage o f the IRA’s arsenal and may not have compensated for arms lost in 

engagements or increasingly well-targeted r a i d s . A m m u n i t i o n  was also desperately needed 

to keep existing arms in use. By late 1920 republicans were turning their attention to large 

shipments, with a particular emphasis on heavier armaments such as mortars, machine guns, 

and explosives. In December 1920 a Cork IRA officer called Mick Leahy travelled to Italy 

with Collins’ approval in an unsuccessful bid to buy a cargo of arms for shipping to 

Ireland.’̂ "*’ Irish agents in the US arranged to buy 1,000 Thompson submachine guns around 

the same time, although only a handful reached Ireland before the t r u c e . G e r m a n y  was an 

obvious source o f arms, as large quantities had fallen into civilian hands when the old 

Imperial army disintegrated in 1918. Two years later the government estimated that around 

1.9 million rifles and 8,500 machine guns were being held illegally.' '̂*® Internal troubles and 

tense relations with its neighbours also kept Germany on a “war footing” after the 

a r m i s t i c e . W h i l e  communists plotted to overthrow the bourgeois republic, radical rightists

Hopkinson, The Irish War o f  Independence (Dublin, 2002), p. 144
Liam M ellows (IRA Quartermaster), ‘A Report on Activities o f  Department’, 19 Dec 1921, Ernie O ’M alley 

papers, UCDA, P17a/2. Given the decentralisation nature o f  IRA activities it is probable that arms also arrived 
through other channels. At the same time these figures are probably reasonable accurate. As the author wrote to 
“refiite allegations being made” it was in his interests to maximise numbers.

Hopkinson, War o f  I n d e p e n d e n c e , 11-1%
Ibid, p. 78
Bessel, Richard, Germany after the F irst World War (Oxford, 1993), p. 81
Ibid, p. 283
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conspired against a regime they associated with the humiliation of Versailles. Both groups 

launched failed uprisings in 1920-21, showing the weakness o f “a republic without 

republicans”.’̂ '̂ Instability and the free availability o f arms quickly turned Germany into 

Europe’s “ illegal arms bazaar”.'̂ ^̂  Inflation and impoverishment also benefited buyers with 

access to hard currency. A dollar bought 69 marks in June 1921. Within three months it was 

worth 104 marks, within a year 317.'^^^ Irish arms smuggler Robert Briscoe recalled that the 

former officers who sold him arms were “in desperate straits, seeking any kind of jobs in 

order to exist”. T h e  Irish could also count on considerable private sympathy despite 

official reserve. As Chartres found, “one has only to say one is an Irishman to receive much 

personal consideration”. T h e  groups with arms to sell were both notably sympathetic. 

While radical rights sympathised with the republicans’ nationalism and anglophobia, 

communists saw them as comrades in the fight against imperialism and vastly over-estimated 

the struggle’s social dimension. Republicans responded with characteristic “ideological 

promiscuity” by trying to buy guns from both sides at once. Irish agents could also fall back 

on a network of local sympathisers which provided useful (or not so useful) contacts. Yet 

there were also risks, as the Irish soon discovered. Arms smuggling involved contact with 

illegal groups and unreliable associates. The Allies were closely monitoring German 

disarmament, including a ban on arms exports, while Berlin had no desire to offend Lloyd 

George’s government by harbouring arms smugglers.

Ibid
O ’Connor, Emmet, ‘Waterford and IRA Gun-Running, 1917-22’, Decies: Journal o f  the Waterford  

A rchaeological and Historical Society, no. 57 (2001), p. 183 
Feldman, The G reat Disorder, pp. 1-2 
Briscoe, For the Life o f  Me, p. 82
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While Irish sources imply that actual smuggling did not begin until 1921, several British

intelligence reports dating from the summer o f 1920 show signs o f earlier activity. In July an

informant attached to the British army in the Rhineland reported that “talk amongst the

seafaring people” suggested that “illicit cargoes” were being shipped to Ireland via foreign

ports. He claimed to have infiltrated pro-Sinn Fein circles in Berlin, reporting that $10,000

was due to arrive from the US “for the purpose intended” and that someone was coming to

Ireland “to arrange the matter personally”. A  month later the French passed on intelligence

that Gaffney was sending arms to the Baltic port o f Stettin (modem Szczecin) for shipping to

Ireland. They also claimed that a Hamburg firm was sending arms to the “Irish Overseas

Trading and Shipping Company”.'^”  The Inter-Allied Military Commission of Control

(lAMCC), a body established to monitor German disarmament, picked up intelligence in the

same month that “Irish revolutionaries” were trying to buy machine guns in B e r l i n . D o

these reports offer insights into operations unrecorded in Irish sources? The fact that similar

intelligence emerged from three different sources around the same time suggests that they had

some foundation. The informant who produced the first report seems to have infiltrated pro-

Sinn Fein circles, while “Overseas Trading Company” was a republican codeword. Reports

of $10,000 and an emissary from the US were probably garbled references to Ryan, who

arrived in Berlin with exactly that amount several months later. The Paris mission had also

asked Hamilton to report on the potential for arms smuggling in July.'^^’ Yet Irish sources

contain almost no indication that arms were actually arriving in Ireland, suggesting that the

intelligence picked up in 1920 reflects plans for the future, possibly linked to the arrival of

Anonymous report enclosed with letter from the Director o f Military Intelligence to the Under Secretary o f  
State for Foreign Affairs, 14 Jul 1920, NA, FO 371/4783

Foreign Office to Lord Kihnamock, British charge d’affaires in Berlin, 7 Aug 1920, NA, FO 371/4832 
Lord Kilmarnock to Foreign Office, 5 Aug 1920, FO 371/4832 
Hamilton, Mr. Norris and I, p. 93 and As young as Sophocles, pp. 161-7
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Ryan. Most of those identified were also interested in legitimate trade, which might have led 

agents to confuse innocent activities with arms smuggling. Small amounts of arms were 

possibly fed into the IRB’s smuggling network however. Patrick Daly o f the Liverpool IRA 

recalled receiving arms from Hamburg, activity which may date from 1920.'^^° These 

intelligence reports may have led to greater surveillance of potential arms smugglers. In 

August reports reached the Paris mission that a mysterious Irishman in Berlin was claiming to 

have bought arms for the IRA. Gifford dismissed his activities as a clumsy attempt at 

infiltration which showed that “even” the British had woken up to the possibility of 

smuggling.'^®' The intelligence reports of 1920 may explain why Gavan Duffy was closely 

watched when he visited Berlin in early 1921. They also indicated that pro-Sinn Fein circles 

in the city were not exactly ‘watertight’.

Ryan’s arrival in late 1920 was the first real indication of plans for a large shipment. In 

August 1920 he wrote to McGarrity outlining his plans to travel to Berlin with $10,000 and 

arrange “a good shipment o f the right goods”. R y a n  could be prickly and over-cautious. 

One fellow arms smuggler recalled that he was “no use”, while another caustically dismissed 

him as a wordy political theorist who “loved to dabble in international intrigue”. Y e t  

despite his immobilising caution Ryan proved to be more astute than most of his colleagues. 

He was unable to communicate with Ireland on arrival, as the covering addresses given to

Patrick Daly, BMH witness statement, no. 779
Gavan Duffy to Dublin, 15 Aug 1920, Gavan Duffy papers, NAl, 1125/1 

1262 ^Your Cousin’ (Ryan) to ‘Phil’ (McGarrity), 16 Aug 1920, McGarrity papers, NLI, MS 17,486(1)
For references to Ryan’s caution and secretiveness see Robert Briscoe’s interviews with Ernie O’Malley in 

the O’Malley papers, UCDA, P17B/97 and 99, a draft of Charles McGuinness’s memoirs in NLI, MS 24,967 
and a letter from Desmond FitzGerald to O’Hegarty, 20 Mar 1923, Desmond FitzGerald papers, UCDA, 
P80/385.
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him had been “disturbed”, which may explain why he initially took no a c t i o n . E f f o r t s  

began in earnest when Gavan Duffy reached Berlin in January, quickly immersing himself in 

arms deals. By the time he left on 10 February he had ordered 2.7 million marks worth of 

ammunition from a man called Paul Lohmann, pending IRA confirmation. They also 

arranged that Lohmarm would supply a ship, presumably to land the cargo in Ireland. 

Rudolf Jiirgens, the merchant who had put forward ambitious plans for developing the Irish 

economy, was also offering to procure arms. Gavan Duffy invited Ryan to take over 

negotiations, but the Irish-American quickly withdrew when it became obvious that that the 

visitor was being watched, arguing that it was too risky to p r o c e e d . T h e  news that Gavan 

Duffy was under surveillance throughout his visit led Ryan to savage his carelessness in 

discussing arms deals openly in his h o t e l . A n o t h e r  Berlin source confirmed that the Irish 

visitor had discussed “most important business” with two well-intentioned but “notoriously 

indiscreet” men in his hotel room. “An experience of two months before had taught me that 

these two men and their activities in this line of business were all well known by our 

competitors” .'̂ ®̂ Gavan Duffy soon informed Collins of the “opportunities for useful work” 

encountered on his travels, observing that there was “good material available” and the sellers 

were “very keen to do business”, all o f which added up to a “very attractive” deal. The matter 

was “urgent”, due to competition and because “vendors cannot carry stuff long”. He had 

asked Ryan to make inquiries and pass on any information.'^’®

‘Your Cousin’ (Ryan) to ‘Phil’ (McGarrity), n/d (marked as received on 21 Jun 1921), NAI, DFA ES, Box  
32, File 233(1)

Unknown (illegible signature), memorandum listing expenses, 6 Sep 1921 and unknown (illegible 
signature), memorandum on arms deal, 8 Sep 1921, Power CD, MA, 200/3/5

‘Your Cousin’ (Ryan) to ‘Phil’ (McGarrity), n/d (marked as received on 21 Jun 1921), NAI, DFA ES, Box  
32, File 233(1)
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Unknown (possibly Grabisch) to unknown (possibly McGarrity), n/d (marked as received on 21 Jun 1921), 

NAI, DFA ES Box 33, File 232
Gavan Duffy to Collins, 8 Mar 1921, Gavan Duffy papers, NAI, 1125/24. Collins is identified as ‘M ’.
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At some point in early May 1921 an Irish agent called Desmond Dowling arrived in Berlin to 

pursue the negotiations already b e g u n . L i t t l e  information survives about Dowling. One 

fellow smuggler recalled that he travelled on a forged American passport and tried to hide his 

Irishness by wearing “riding breeches and a five gallon hat”.'^’  ̂ Lohmann and his associates 

were increasingly impatient, claiming to have been promised an answer by the end of 

February. In April Sean T. O ’Kelly told de Valera that “our friends in Rory’s country” 

[Germany] were disappointed that their offer o f help had not been acknowledged.'^’  ̂Dowling 

informed them that he did not have the authority to buy anything, but had merely come to 

consult with them. According to one o f Lohmann’s associates they told him that “anything 

necessary or useful to the Irish soldiers could be afforded if only the Irish authorities would 

make up their minds and buy at once”. Dowling left Berlin soon afterwards, promising to 

return in ten days with the authority to act. Instead he contacted them seven weeks later to say 

that the deal was off.'^’'' The matter was only settled in the autumn of 1921, by which time the 

Irish had paid those involved at least 70,000 marks (or at least seven hundred dollars) in 

expenses. Ryan dismissed their claims as fraudulent, observing that his opinion of the 

“honesty of the people with whom business has been undertaken here” was “not fit to 

print” .

D ow ling’s arrival is hard to date. Ryan states that he “returned” to Berlin in late April, yet a letter from Sean 
T. O ’Kelly suggests that no one had arrived in Berlin from Ireland before then. A memorandum by an associate 
o f Lohmann’s said that the arrived at the beginning o f  May. See Ryan, untitled memoranda on arms smuggling, 
n/d (1921), O ’Malley papers, UCDA, P17a/4; O ’Kelly to de Valera, 1 & 2 Apr 1921, NAI, DFA ES, Box 14, 
File 96(11) and unknown (illegible signature), memorandum on arms deal, 8 Sep 1921, Power CD, MA, 
200/3/5. ‘Baker’ was a codename for Dowling.
1272 Briscoe, For the Life o f  Me, p. 81 Brennan later recalled Ryan and those involved with the Irish Mission 
complaining about an agent who attracted unwanted attention by wearing “a very remarkable Stetson hat” 
(Brennan, BMH witness statement, No. 779). Although Dowling undoubtedly made major errors, attitudes to 
him may have been coloured by his support for the Treaty, unusual amongst arms smugglers in Germany. See 
Briscoe, For the life o f  me, p. 4.
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The affair is all the stranger given that D ow ling was soon negotiating with Jurgens, who 

allegedly offered him a large quantity o f  arms and a ship to transport them.'^’  ̂ Jurgens 

became evasive when the Irish agent insisted on inspecting the arms before paying, 

eventually claiming that the owners had sold them to someone else. Ryan rightly suspected 

Jurgens o f  lying and urged Dow ling to have nothing more to do with him. Yet the Irish agent 

would go on to pay him 2 V2 m illion marks (£10,000) over the next five months, receiving 

nothing in return and highlighting major failings o f  organisation and o v e r s i g h t . G i v e n  that 

IRA Director o f  Purchases Liam M ellow s “purchased and dealt with” roughly £30,000 worth 

o f  arms in the second half o f  1921 this was a very considerable sum.'^’* Dowling considered 

Ryan over-cautious and told him little about his activities, while the Irish-American claimed 

to have received orders not to interfere with him.'^^’ It is remarkable that Dowling was 

allowed to spend six months frittering away thousands o f  pounds without intervention, even  

receiving another substantial payment in August. This failure may reflect confusion over who 

was responsible for arms imports. M ellow s had been appointed Director o f  Purchases in late 

1920, but Collins and the IRB retained a semi-autonomous role.'^*° Patrick Daly recalled that 

as an IRB man he remained under C ollins’ authority even after M ellow s’ appointment and

managed to obey both m en’s orders, despite “a little overlapping”.'̂ *' It did not help that

Briscoe, For the Life o f  Me, p. 93
Ryan, untitled memoranda on arms smuggling, n/d (1921), O ’Malley papers, UCDA, P17a/4. It is hard to 
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their claim for compensation, n/d (1926), NAI, D/T S5608.

M ellows (IRA Quartermaster), ‘A Report on Activities o f  Department’, 19 Dec 1921, O’Malley papers, 
UCDA, P17a/2.

Summary o f  Diarmuid O ’Hegarty’s interview with Dowling regarding Kenny, Murray and Company’s 
compensation claim, n/d (1926), NAI, D/T S5608 and Ryan, untitled memoranda on arms smuggling, n/d 
(1921), O ’Malley papers, UCDA, P17a/4

See Briscoe interview in O ’Malley papers, UCDA, 17b/99. According to Briscoe, M ellows stated “if  you  
hadn’t Collins’s good w ill.. .you got no money”.

Daly, BMH witness statement, no. 779
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Minister o f Defence Cathal Brugha had appointed Mellows to challenge Collins’ control of 

arms imports. Collins was deeply involved in German arms smuggling, although Mellows’ 

influence increased noticeably when his colleague left for London in O c t o b e r . H e  possibly 

took charge unaware that large sums had already been paid to Dowling.

Meanwhile the IRA was increasing its presence in Berlin. Robert Briscoe arrived in June to 

assist Dowling as courier and interpreter and to arrange for small scale arms smuggling.

He had spent several years working in Berlin before the war and spoke the language 

fluently.'^*'' In his memoirs Briscoe recalled being summoned to meet Collins, who ordered 

him to set up dumps in Dutch and German ports where sailors could collect small amounts of 

arms for transit. He was to use the import-export firm Kenny, Murray & Company as a cover 

for his clandestine ac t i v i t i e s .Al though  Collins allegedly instructed him to take orders from 

“me and me only”, he was also to act as “assistant” to Dowling.'^** Contemporary sources 

suggest that Briscoe received some sort of credentials and considered himself “authorised to 

act for Ireland”. A  different account emerged in 1926, when Kenny, Murray & Company 

tried to retrieve money which the government allegedly owed them for their arms smuggling 

activities. The company insisted that it was already employing Briscoe as its continental

This is noticeable in both Briscoe and McGuinness’s memoirs and also in statements by Kenny, Murray and 
Company, n/d (1926), NAI, D/T S5608.

Briscoe, For the life o f  me, pp. 78-9. Briscoe’s memoirs state that he was recruited in February 1920 and left 
for Berlin within two weeks, yet it also indicates that both Ryan and Dowling were already there. As Ryan did 
not arrive until December 1920 and Dowling until May 1921, Briscoe must have joined them at some point in 
the summer o f  1921. This was not the only date Briscoe which failed to remember correctly. He dates the 
voyage o f  the arms ship H am ah  to the eve o f  the truce, when it actually occurred nine months later.

For Briscoe’s background see Briscoe, For the life o f  me, pp. 1-63.
Ibid, p. 80. Ryan later wrote that Briscoe was sent over with a message fi'om Collins saying that he could do 

“certain work”. This seems to have been small scale smuggling. See Ryan, untitled memoranda on arms 
smuggling, n/d (1921), O ’Malley papers, UCDA, P17a/4.

Ibid, pp. 79-80
'2*’ Gavan Dufty to Blythe, 4 Mar 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 239(6)
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agent in June 1921, when it had told Collins that arms were available.'^** Dowling agreed that 

Briscoe had got in touch with Collins while working for the company. “It was represented 

that he was in a position to obtain small parcels o f arms and ammunition in the course o f his 

ordinary business”.'̂ *® Although his memoirs state that he was already involved in arms 

procurement and intelligence work for the IRA in Dublin, other sources suggest that Briscoe 

was somewhat outside the movement. Liam Lynch later stressed that he had never 

“officially” belonged to the IRA, although he had done good work as a civilian, and Collins 

dismissed him as “out on the make” in 1922.’̂ ’° Mellows was almost certainly the key contact 

in either case. Kenny, Murray & Company was based in his East Galway constituency, while 

Briscoe thought that he had been recruited on Mellows’ recommendation.'^’' He quickly 

made contact with the rightwing “military underground”, notably the ‘Orgesch’ (Organisation 

Escherich), a secret organisation of ex-officers with large stores of arms.'^’  ̂“They were very 

anxious to deal with me” he recalled, “for they could use the money I paid for arms for the 

most needy in their organizations”.'^’  ̂ Small amounts of arms were then given to sailors for 

transit to I r e l a n d . I t  is unclear if this was a new initiative or the expansion of an existing 

small scale trade. Briscoe insisted that it was “working beautifully” within a few months and 

Ryan’s complaint that he had failed in “the shipment of small lots” may reflect personal

Statement by Kenny, Murray and Company regarding their claim for compensation, n/d (1926), NAI, D/T 
S5608

Summary of Diarmuid O’Hegarty’s interview with Dowling regarding Kenny, Murray and Company’s 
compensation claim, n/d (1926), NAI, D/T S5608

Liam Lynch to Sean Moylan, 6 Feb 23, DFA ES, Box 7, File 48b and Collins to Blythe, 27 Feb 1922, DFA 
ES, NAI, Box 34, File 239(6). The fact that Collins referred to hearing of a man from ‘some friend o f his called 
“Briscoe”’ in August 1921 hardly suggests a close relationship. See Collins to O’Brien, 9 Aug 1921, NAI, D/T 
2/270. See also Timothy Smiddy to FitzGerald, 3 Dec 1922 and O’Hegarty to FitzGerald, 15 Dec 1922, 
FitzGerald papers, UCDA, P80/385.

Briscoe, For the Life o f  me, p. 78 
Ibid, pp. 81-2 
Ibid, p. 82 
Ibid  pp. 82-3

296



a n im o s ity .A lth o u g h  Liverpool (“through which most of the Irish arms traffic flowed”) 

received little from the continent, Hamburg was its best continental s o u r c e . B r i s c o e ’s 

activities may not have started until September, while arms also went via other ports. In his 

memoirs Briscoe claimed that he returned to Ireland once the arms were purchased to co

ordinate arrangements and assess the needs of local IRA units.

Part II

Confusion: July -  September 1921

Almost all the evidence for arms smugglers’ attitudes to the truce comes from memoirs 

written many years later and no doubt influenced by subsequent anti-Treatyite sentiment. 

Briscoe later claimed that he was cautiously pleased, although it was “a long road” from a 

truce to a free I r e l a n d . A n o t h e r  arms smuggler, still in Ireland at the time, described it as 

an “unwelcome armistice”.'^’’ Sean MacBride, who seems to have had some involvement in 

German operations, was strongly opposed. Many years later he insisted that “we should have 

waited for another three to six months until we were strong enough to increase our 

activities” . T h i s  was based on the wildly over-optimistic idea that arms smuggling would

enable the IRA to “step up the fight considerably”.'̂ ®' Like many of their IRA colleagues,

Briscoe, For the Life o f  Me, p. 101 and Ryan, untitled memoranda on arms smuggling, n/d (1921), O ’Malley 
papers, UCDA, P17a/4. Briscoe claimed that when Ryan asked for a revolver to protect him self he gave him the 
wrong ammunition in case he shot an innocent bystander by mistake. Apparently Ryan found out and never 
forgave him (Briscoe, For the life o f  me, p. 103). Ryan later dismissed Briscoe as a “cheap Jew” and questioned 
his republican credentials. See ‘Your Cousin’ (Ryan) to ‘Phil’ (McGarrity), n/d 91922), McGarrity papers, NLI, 
Ms 17,486(1).

Daly, BMH witness statement no. 779 and Hart, IRA at War, p. 184 
Briscoe, For the life o f  me, p. 83 
Ibid, p. 123
McGuinness, Â’owaii, p. 179 
MacBride, That D a y ’s Struggle, p. 43 
MacEoin, Swrv/vor5, p. 114

297



arms smugglers viewed the truce as a “breathing space” in which republicans could 

r e g r o u p . G H Q  were determined to use the lull in fighting to obtain weapons o f “all 

procurable kinds”, convinced that the terms o f the truce did not prohibit arms imports. 

Despite Mellows’ claim that arms smugglers still worked largely “under war conditions”, the 

truce benefited small scale imports and almost certainly helped the IRA bring in an arms ship 

in November.'^®'' The restrictions on Crown forces made it easier to land and distribute 

cargoes, while intelligence gathering in Ireland ground to a halt. According to Peter Hart the 

truce and the easing o f controls on Irish ports produced a “rapid increase in arms traffic” .

As a senior British intelligence officer complained, the IRA was making “considerable 

progress” in arming itself due to “the withdrawal o f all check on the importation and 

smuggling of weapons and ammunition”. G H Q  statistics suggest that the force imported 

more material during the truce than in the eleven months beforehand.'^®’

The establishment of a political mission in Berlin had little impact on arms smugglers’ 

clandestine activities. De Valera was anxious to keep the two strictly separate, presumably to 

avoid implicating the mission in illegal activities, while the latter (as a semi-public 

institution) was more likely to be watched. Chartres did not know of Ryan’s existence when 

he left Ireland, even though the Irish-American had credentials identifying him as the

Valiulis, Maryann, Portrait o f  a Revolutionary: General Richard Mulcahy and the Founding o f  the Irish 
Free State (Dublin, 1992), p. 79 

Ib id  p. 83
M ellows (IRA Quartermaster), ‘A Report on Activities o f  Department’, 19 D ec 1921, O ’M alley papers, 

UCDA, P17a/2
Hart, IRA at War, p. 186
McMahon, Paul, ‘British Intelligence and the Anglo-Irish Truce, July-December 1921’ in IHS, Vol. XXXV, 

No. 140 (Nov 2007), p. 534. The “tendency towards exaggeration and alarmism in intelligence reports” should 
noted on p. 536 should be bom in mind however.

M ellows (IRA Quartermaster), ‘A Report on Activities o f  Department’, 19 D ec 1921, O ’Malley papers, 
U C D A ,P17a/2
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republicans’ official representative. Although he was in touch with the arms smugglers, 

Chartres had no authority over them and did not interfere in their work. The settling of 

Lohmann’s claim for expenses was his only recorded intervention.'^”* The smugglers did not 

consult him before meeting with Indian revolutionaries to discuss a far-reaching alliance in 

1921. Some may have seen Chartres’ work as a distraction from the more important task of 

arming the IRA. Charles McGuinness recalled that he went to Germany “to buy arms, not 

sympathy” and wrote caustically of Ryan’s dabbling in “international intrigue”.

By 1921 many IRA units were increasingly impatient with GHQ’s failure to supply them 

with arms. Briscoe recalled that Seamus Robinson o f the 2"** Southern Division was “so keen 

and anxious to get going at a faster rate” that he asked him to work for his division alone. 

Robinson also thought that the IRA needed “heavier armaments” to break the stalemate in the 

s o u t h . T h e  2"'* Southern Division launched an independent initiative after the truce, 

arranging for an officer called Jack O’Mara to travel to Berlin in search o f arms. O’Mara was 

accompanied by William Beaumont, an ex-British army officer who had supplied Collins 

with intelligence on the Auxiliaries, as technical advisor.'^’  ̂ Robinson leamt that the 

communist Roderick Connolly was planning to take a party o f Irish visitors to Russia and 

asked him to bring the two men as far as Berlin.'^'^ All accounts agree that the party 

contacted Briscoe on arrival, although they were “going over the heads” of his superiors in

Ryan, untitled memoranda on arms smuggling, n/d (1921), O ’Malley papers, UCDA, P17a/4. ‘C.T.R.’ was a 
codename for Chartres.

McGuinness, Nomad, p. 168 and p. 199 
Briscoe, For the Life o f  Me, pp. 88-9.
J.N. (Sean) Beaumont, BMH witness statement No. 709 
Beaumont, BMH witness statement No. 709
Greaves, C. Desmond, Liam M ellows and the Irish Revolution  (London, 1971), p. 226
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According to William’s brother Sean the three “got word of supplies o f arms” and 

returned to Ireland to report. “The matter was eventually dropped and the arms were not 

obtained at that time”.' '̂^ Briscoe recalled that they spent their time sitting in cafes “serving 

no useful purpose” and failed to organise anything.'^'® Robinson’s freelance initiative shows 

the IRA’s loose, localised structure, while its failure illustrates the obstacles which must be 

overcome before arms could be imported on a large scale.

The smugglers were joined in early September by a “remarkable rugged individual” called 

Charlie McGuinness, apparently recruited by Collins for his sailing skills.'^’’ The arrival of 

someone who could captain a ship was an important step towards sending a large shipment to 

Ireland. McGuinness was competent, pugnacious, unscrupulous and a “hard man for the 

drink”, a colourful character who made a deep impression on contemporaries.'^'* Bom in 

Derry in 1893, he lived an adventurous life as a sailor until his return to Ireland in summer 

1920. In his memoirs he claimed to have joined the riots in his native city before leading an 

IRA flying column in the mountains o f Donegal.'^'’ The reality was possibly more prosaic, 

for Collins contacted Liverpool IRA leader Patrick Daly in June 1921 in search of a man 

called Charles McGuinness “working on some boat between Hamburg and Liverpool” . 

McGuinness was a cold-eyed realist rather than an ideologue, later describing the violence in

Beaumont, BMH witness statement No. 709 and Briscoe, For the Life o f  Me, p. 89. Greaves in contrast 
claims that M ellows came the initiative his blessing, but gives no source. See Greaves, Liam M ellows, p. 227.

Beaumont, BMH witness statement No. 709
Briscoe, For the Life o f  Me, pp. 88-9
Briscoe, For the Life o f  Me, p. 93. Ryan gives the date o f  his arrival in the memoranda in the O ’M alley 

papers. See Ryan, untitled memoranda on arms smuggling, n/d (1921), O’Malley papers, UCDA, P17a/4.
MacEoin, Survivors, p. 141. MacBride thought him “an absolutely marvellous man and very able sailor”, 

while Ryan praised him as the “only real man to come here”. See MacBride, That D a y ’s Struggle, p. 145 and 
Ryan,, untitled memoranda on arms smuggling, n/d (1921), O ’Malley papers, UCDA, P17a/4.

McGuinness, A^oma4 pp. 1-165
Collins to Daly, 29 Jun 1921, Richard Mulcahy papers, UCDA, P7/A/6
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Ulster as “an unconscionable business — neighbour shooting neighbour because of a hazy 

religious difference and political bias” .'^ '̂ His memoirs suggest that his gun running exploits 

were just another chapter in a restless, anarchic life. They also imply that he acted alone, 

reporting directly to Collins and receiving £30,000 and a free hand. McGuinness was to 

receive help from an Irish university professor in Berlin, but soon concluded that he was an 

“innocent abroad” being milked by conmen.'^^^ While McGuinness’s references to an ‘Irish 

professor’ imply Ryan (codenamed Professor Jetter), he seems to have conflated him with the 

inept Dowling. He claimed to have quickly abandoned the Irish professor’s tactics and started 

over, acquiring a ship and a cargo of arms within w e e k s . B r i s c o e  in contrast portrays him 

as an assistant solely responsible for shipping, while MacBride later confirmed that he “ran 

all our arms shipments”.

Sean Beaumont arrived in Berlin soon afterwards to follow up on his brother’s initiative. It 

was Beaumont, a communist familiar with Collins and his circle, who had first recruited his 

brother for intelligence work. His trip was almost certainly an independent initiative, possibly 

linked to the 2"“* Southern. Beaumont was soon negotiating another arms deal, travelling to 

Moscow in early September in a futile bid to persuade the Comintern to bankroll his 

a c t i v i t i e s . T h e  move was almost certainly made on his own initiative, for an official envoy 

(Patrick McCartan) had just left the city empty-handed. Beaumont’s contact with 

Chattopadhyaya brought him to the notice of the India’s Office intelligence service, which

McGuinness, p. 121
Ibid, pp. 166-7 
Ibid, p. 167
MacBride, That d a y ’s struggle, p. 49

112 5
Anonymous intelligence report, n/d (sometime between mid-Sep and early Oct 1921), NA, HO 317/59 and 

O ’Connor, Reds and the Green, pp. 48-9
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was monitoring the Indian r e v o l u t i o n a r y . A n  unidentified informant reported that 

Beaumont, now back in Berhn and joined by his brother, was negotiating to buy arms from 

communists and rightists simultaneously. Chattopadhyaya was also helping with arms 

purchases, introducing the brothers to rightwing paramilitaries and a Berlin explosives expert 

willing to sell them “a new and disgustingly powerful incendiary bomb”. The informant 

claimed that the Orgesch had offered to sell them a cargo of arms and two small submarines 

to land them for £6,000.'^^’ Other sources support these claims, suggesting that the India 

Office’s intelligence was reasonably accurate. Beaumont recalled that a senior army officer 

had offered to sell them various armaments and “three submarines”, while Ryan confirmed 

that Irish agents had been offered a submarine loaded with arms. “As I knew from the best 

authority there was not one such boat here -  let alone four -  I immediately branded the 

proposition as a fraud, and if I had been in a position to have my way then, I would have put 

an end to that particular activity at that moment — which was many weeks before its ultimate 

finish”. T h e  Irish-American was almost certainly right, for the Allies had forced the 

German navy to destroy its submarines after the armistice. Beaumont also dropped plans to 

buy arms from the communists under pressure from Ryan, although he may have been

Anonymous intelligence report, n/d (sometime between mid-Sep and early Oct 1921), NA, HO 317/59 and 
McMahon, ‘British Intelligence and the Anglo-Irish Truce, July-December 1921’ in IHS, Vol. XXXV, No. 140 
(Nov 2007), pp. 530-34

Anonymous intelligence report, n/d (sometime between mid-Sep and early Oct 1921), NA, HO 317/59
1328

Beaumont, BMH witness statement No. 709 and Ryan, untitled memoranda on arms smuggling, n/d (1921), 
O ’M alley papers, UCDA, P17a/4. Collins allegedly told McGuinness in September that “some o f  the crowd 
here” had suggested using a submarine to smuggle arms. McGuinness dismissed the idea, arguing that it would 
attract too much attention. An undated GHQ memorandum meanwhile observed that the capture or purchase o f  
a submarine was “well worth considering. See McGuinness, Nomad, p. 165 and anonymous, ‘The Nucleus o f  an 
Irish N avy’, n/d, O’M alley papers, UCDA, P17a/11.
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responsible for the arms ship A nita’s communist crew.'^^’ He was assisted by a letter from the 

Comintern asking communists to assist Irish agents.

The report which reached the India Office was not the only intelligence leakage. In October 

an informant told the German authorities that Irishmen were buying arms and had made 

contact with communists and rightists. The report mentioned the Anita seizure and claimed 

that they had four million marks (approximately $26,000 dollars) at their disposal. The 

informant’s source was an arms buyer who had had connections with the I r i s h . T h e  

Beaumont mission petered out in October without producing any arms.'^^^ Unreliable 

associates and lack of money seems to have scuppered the mission. Ryan recalled that the 

submarines’ owners wanted to be paid before they displayed any arms, never an encouraging 

sign.’̂ ^̂  No cash was forthcoming from Ireland or (apparently) from Irish agents in Berlin.'^ '̂* 

Ryan dismissed the Beaumonts as “somewhat childish”, while they complained that he and 

his staff (presumably Briscoe, Dowling and McGuinness) were not active e n o u g h . T h e  two 

freelance initiatives associated with the Beaumonts illustrate the haphazardness of German 

arms smuggling. There were no clear structures of oversight and accountability and freelance 

efforts competed with ‘official’ initiatives. By September republicans had disappointingly 

little to show for the time and money invested in Germany.

Ryan, untitled memoranda on arms smuggling, n/d (1921), O’M alley papers, UCDA, P17a/4. For the 
Anita's crew see McGuinness, Nomad, p. 167. See also Anonymous memorandum, n/d (though written after the 
capture o f  the Anita on 6 Oct), PAAA, R 30621-2k.

Anonymous intelligence report, n/d (sometime between mid-Sep and early Oct 1921), NA, HO 317/59
Anonymous memorandum, n/d (though written after the capture o f  the Anita  on 6 Oct), PAAA, R 30621-2k
For two different accounts o f  its end see Profile o f  John H. (Sean) Beaumont, NA, WO 35/206; anonymous 

intelligence report, n/d (sometime between mid-Sep and early Oct 1921), NA, HO 317/59 and Briscoe, Foe the 
Life o f  Me, pp. 242-3.

Ryan, untitled memoranda on arms smuggling, n/d (1921), O’M alley papers, UCDA, P17a/4.
Briscoe interview, O ’M alley papers, UCDA, 17b/97
Anonymous intelligence report, n/d (sometime between mid-September and early October 1921), N A , HO 

317/59
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Part III

Successes and Failures: October - November 1921

Accounts of the arms ship Anita are complex and contradictory.'^^® It seems certain that 

Briscoe and McGuinness launched their own initiative soon after the latter’s arrival, 

convinced that there was no point in waiting on D o w l i n g . T h e i r  memoirs stress their 

independence, but in reality they acted with Ryan’s a p p r o v a l . T h e  arms smugglers hired a 

small trawler called the Anita, an “ideal vessel” with enough space in the hold for a cargo of 

arms.'^^^ They learnt that arms were available through a “previous investigation” and loaded 

the Anita with a machine gun, thirty-nine rifles, over two hundred pistols and twenty 

thousand rounds o f ammunition.'^''® The next step was to arrange for the ship’s safe arrival in 

Ireland. Briscoe returned home briefly in September, possibly to inform GHQ that an arms 

ship was on its way, and Helvick Head in Co. Waterford was chosen as the landing site.'^'" 

Waterford was “in many ways a good location”, lying close to the continent and well- 

endowed with secluded harbours and mountainous areas suitable for arms dumps. The 

county’s IRA brigades were competent enough and surveillance was fairly l i g h t . T h e  local

The sources used are Beaumont, BMH witness statement No. 709; Briscoe, For the Life o f  Me, pp. 78-101; 
Summary o f  Diarmuid O ’Hegarty’s interview with Dowling regarding Kenny, Murray and Company’s 
compensation claim, n/d (1926), NAI, D/T S5608; McGuinness, Nomad, pp. 167-72; and the draft o f  his 
memoirs in NLI, Ms 24,967 and Ryan, Ryan, untitled memoranda on arms smuggling, n/d (1921), O ’M alley 
papers, UCDA, P17a/4. The rough draft o f  M cGuinness’s memoirs in the NLI is much more accurate and closer 
to other sources than the published work.

McGuinness, draft memoirs, NLI, Ms 24,967
Ryan, untitled memoranda on arms smuggling, n/d (1921), O ’Malley papers, UCDA, P17a/4 and statement 

by Kenny, Murray and Company regarding their claim for compensation, n/d (1926), NAI, D/T S5608.
Briscoe, For the Life o f  Me, p. 99
McGuinness, draft memoirs, NLI, Ms 24,967 and Inter-Allied Military Commission o f  Control, Berlin, to 

War Office, 18 Oct 1921, NA, FO 371/6073
Statement by Keimy, Murray and Company regarding their claim for compensation, n/d (1926), NAI, D/T  

S5608.
1342 O ’Connor, Emmet, ‘Waterford and IRA Gun-Running, 1917-22’, Decies: Journal o f  the W aterford  
Archaeological and H istorical Society, no. 57 (2001), p. 193
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IRA company at Helvick had already made preparations for a possible Italian arms landing in 

the s p r i n g . I t  would take a major operation to land, distribute and conceal the cargo. As 

Mellows complained, the difficulties “cannot be grasped by the average man, even in the 

army, but can only be realised by those who have to overcome the difficulties”. 

Preparations were in vain however, as the Anita never reached Ireland. Customs officials 

stopped the ship as she left Hamburg on 6 October, suspecting that she had been loaded with 

smuggled goods the night before. They quickly uncovered the arms and arrested 

McGuinness, who admitted that the cargo was intended for the IRA. The Irishman was 

brought before a local court, fined 2,000 marks (around $13) for illegally exporting arms and 

r e l e a s e d . H e  was treated sympathetically by the officials involved. Briscoe recalled the 

judge assuming “an outraged air” before imposing a meagre fine, while McGuinness claimed 

that he wished him luck on his next v o y a g e . C u s t o m s  officials regretted catching him 

when they learned who the cargo was for.' '̂*’ It is unclear what became of the arms. The 

lAMCC insisted that the arms be scrapped when they learnt of the seizure, but the order may 

never have been carried out.' '̂** One account recalled that the cargo was lost, another that it 

was quietly returned to the I r i s h . R y a n  recalled advising his fellow smugglers to ignore an 

offer to sell them some o f it back, convinced that it was a trap.'^^°

See Mi'cheal 6  Cuirrin, BMH witness statement No. 1,230; Patrick Joseph Whelan, BMH witness statement 
No. 1,231 and James Mansfield, BMH witness statement N o. 1,229.

M ellows (IRA Quartermaster), ‘A Report on Activities o f  Department’, 19 Dec 1921, O ’M alley papers, 
UCDA, P17a/2.

Senate Committee for Reich and Foreign Affairs (Senatskommission fu r die Reichs- tm d auswdrtiges 
Angelegenheiten), Hamburg, to the German Foreign Office, 4 Nov 1921, PAAA, R77508 

U n sea t, For the Life o f  Me, p. 101 and McGuinness, TVo/watz', p. 171 
McGuinness, p. 170

Senate Committee for Reich and Foreign Affairs {Senatskommission fUr die Reichs- im d auswdrtiges 
Angelegenheiten), Hamburg, to the German Foreign Office, 4 Nov 1921, PAAA, R77508 

Briscoe, For the Life o f  Me, p. 101 and McGuinness, TVowac?, pp. 171-72 
Ryan, untitled memoranda on arms smuggling, n/d (1921), O’M alley papers, UCDA, P17a/4
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Although rumours as to who gave Anita away were soon circulating, the seizure seems to 

have been simple bad luck. The India Office’s intelligence described plans for an arms ship, 

but was not forwarded to the Irish Office until two days after the s e iz u re .In te llig e n c e  also 

reached the German authorities too late.'^^^ The I AMCC only learnt of the seizure after it 

occurred, informing the War Office on 18 O c t o b e r . G i v e n  the motley collection of 

communists, rightists, arms dealers and Indian revolutionaries the Irish associated with it is 

amazing that nothing leaked out sooner. News of the seizure embarrassed the Irish delegation 

in London, forcing them to promise that no more arms would be imported during the truce. 

IRA Chief of Staff Richard Mulcahy issued an order to cease imports on the 31 claiming 

that the agreement reached in London would be “very strictly and honourably adhered to”.'̂ '̂* 

In reality, arms smuggling continued as before. According to MacBride “There was no 

question of countermanding any orders or of not importing arms”.’̂ ^̂  Patrick Daly confirmed 

that “there was no cessation of activity in connection with arms purchases” during the truce. 

He highlighted Collins’ continuing interest, adding that his own involvement lasted until the 

beginning of 1922.’̂ ®̂ In mid-November the Special Branch concluded that “arms, 

ammunition and explosives are undoubtedly being shipped in not inconsiderable quantities to 

Ireland’’.””  Mellows ordered Irish agents in Berlin to arrange another shipment after the arms 

ship Frieda landed in November.'^^* This evidence o f GHQ involvement suggests that it was

Anonymous intelligence report, n/d (sometime between mid-Sep and early Oct 1921), N A , HO 317/59  
Anonymous memorandum, n/d (though written after the capture o f  the Anita  on 6 Oct), PAAA, R 30621-2k  
lAMCC to War Office, 18 Oct 1921, NA, FO 371/6073. Note that it misdates the Anita's capture to 10 

October.
Valiulis, Portrait o f  a Revolutionary, p. 83 
MacBride, That D a y ’s Struggle, p. 149
Daly, BMH witness statement No. 814. Strangely Briscoe claimed that Collins ordered him not to move 

arms during the truce. See Briscoe interview, O ’M alley papers, UCDA, PI 7B/97.
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not jusl the clandestine IRB which flouted the agreement, calling Mulcahy’s good faith into 

question.

Meanwhile the A nita’s capture uncovered Jurgens’ activities. Dowling had given him one 

million marks before returning to Ireland in July. Jurgens called on Ryan twice in August, 

warning that the money would be lost if the deal was not completed immediately. He insisted 

that Russians, Egyptians and Turks were also trying to buy the arms and said that the money 

was intended to hold them for the IRA, claiming that a crew was on standby to sail the cargo 

to Ireland. The reference to other buyers illustrates the demand for arms in the unsettled post

war period. These interviews aroused Ryan’s suspicions even further. On the second occasion 

he questioned Jiirgens closely and forced him to agree to get one million marks’ worth of 

arms from the owners immediately. His efforts were hampered by orders not to interfere with 

Dowling, who returned later in the month insisting that he was accountable to no one and 

“acted the part to perfection”. Although the two men met twice at Dowling’s request, the 

latter merely “indulged in a lot of small talk” . This suggests that he was desperately anxious, 

but afraid to admit the full extent of his problems. Perhaps he still hoped to retrieve the 

situation. When Ryan learned that the arms deal had fallen through in mid-September he 

dismissed Jurgens’ claim that some of those involved had been arrested, convinced that he 

had never paid anyone a n y t h i n g . Y e t  he does not seem to have informed anyone in Ireland 

of his suspicions. His silence is particularly mystifying given that Dowling had received 

another five million marks from Ireland in August. Dowling claimed that he was working on 

another arms deal with Jiirgens, who received almost one and a half million marks more over

the next few months. Meanwhile he continued to claim that the money was being passed on 

Ryan, untitled memoranda on arms smuggling, n/d (1921), O’Malley papers, UCDA, P17a/4.
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to the arms’ owners without producing any goods in return. Dowling’s success in concealing 

his transactions from others in Berlin suggests a remarkable lack o f accountability and 

oversight. Ryan’s position was difficult given that he had no authority over him and had been 

ordered not to intervene. He later insisted that he had never interfered, “but had simply 

advised against obvious dangers, and tried to help him all I could in the interests o f O.H. 

[Ireland]”' '^

The whole sorry mess was only uncovered when British intelligence investigated a bank 

account containing what was left o f the five million marks after the Anita's capture. Ryan 

reported that he took over from there, determined to make Jurgens return the money or hand 

over the arms. Jurgens admitted that he had no goods, but threatened to expose the Irish if 

they tried to recover the money. Ryan wrote asking the “directors” in Ireland if they agreed to 

litigation and, if so, how far it should be proceeded with.'^^' His account is partially 

confirmed by Richard J. Kenny of Kenny, Murray & Company, who later claimed that 

Mellows had sent him to Berlin in November to report the arrival o f the arms ship Frieda. 

While there he discovered that Ryan was becoming increasingly suspicious of Dowling as 

arms failed to materialise. Mellows sent him back to Berlin in early December with 

instructions regarding the money’s r e c o v e r y . B r i s c o e  also recalled warning Collins about 

Dowling during a visit to Ireland, possibly in September. Collins told him that the matter was 

under investigation.'^^^ He too claimed to have received orders to investigate via K e n n y . I n

Ibid
Ryan, untitled memoranda on arms smuggling, n/d (1921), O’Malley papers, UCDA, P17a/4
Statement by Kenny, Murray and Company regarding their claim for compensation, n/d (1926), NAI, D/T 

S5608
Briscoe, For the life o f  me, p. 83. For the dating of his trip see statement by Kenny, Murray and Company 

regarding their claim for compensation, n/d (1926), NAI, D/T S5608.
Ibid, p. 81. Briscoe refers to him as ‘Dick Kenny’.
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reality it was Ryan who ordered him to confront Jurgens with proof that he had received the 

money, presumably acting on instructions delivered by Kenny. According to Ryan (who was 

not present) the middleman was initially obstinate, but soon started to “talk settlement”, 

handing over a million marks in cash and 355,000 marks worth of cement over the following 

few days. He promised to pay back the remaining million marks in early December. 

Briscoe’s accovint, written many years later, is rather less prosaic. He claimed that his lawyer, 

Alfred Schuler, thought that only “extra-legal methods” would recover the money. Schuler 

invited Jurgens to his office one afternoon and left him alone on a pretext, whereupon 

Briscoe, McGuinness, Kenny and Dowling confronted him and demanded the money back. 

Jurgens fainted when they produced revolvers and threatened to shoot him, writing them a 

cheque for the full amount when he came r o u n d . K e n n y  later corroborated Briscoe’s 

dramatic account. “Legal proceedings were threatened but Jurgens was satisfied that owing to 

the circumstances surrounding the deal they would not be proceeded with”. ’̂ *’ A civil servant 

investigating Kenny, Murray & Company’s claim for a £2,000 commission on the money 

recovered agreed that “it seems reasonable to expect that something more than a threat of 

legal proceedings was required to induce Jurgens to hand over the money”. B r i s c o e  may 

not have wanted to tell Ryan that he had resorted to “extra-legal methods”.

Ryan concluded grimly that “the failures here have been due solely to the lack of discipline, 

which, in turn, was due to the fact that no one was in authority who understood the situation

Ryan, untitled memoranda on arms smuggling, n/d (1921), O’M alley papers, UCDA, P17a/4
Briscoe, For the Life o f  Me, pp. 93-6 

Statement by Kenny, Murray and Company regarding their claim for compensation and summary o f  
Diarmuid O’Heearty’s interview with Dowling regarding Kenny, Murray and Company’s compensation claim, 
n/d (1926), N A I,D /T S 5608

Memorandum by anonymous civil servant investigating the company’s claim, n/d, NAI, D/T S5608
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and who [could] enforce discipline o f even the mild nature outlined in the advice I gave the 

men sent here”.'̂ ®̂ This was indeed the problem. The IRA had dispensed large amounts of 

money to individuals with little clear structure o f authority and oversight. It is remarkable 

how long the loss of 2 Vi million marks went undetected, and Ryan may have been at fault in 

not warning GHQ sooner, even if he had been told not to interfere. He responded by outlining 

ways o f making arms smugglers more accountable for the vast sums they handled. In 

particular he recommended that buyers should be accountable to an overseer who had control 

of the funds, and that both should report independently to GHQ. In conclusion Ryan lamented 

that “worst of all he [Dowling] used up the entire spring, summer and fall to no purpose, 

when really worthwhile work might have been done”.'̂ ™ As the Irish were repaid in marks 

rather than sterling they suffered a damaging loss. A million marks were worth $14,417 in 

June 1921. By November this had collapsed to $3,802. A month later it had rallied somewhat 

to around $ 5 , 2 3 5 . This suggests that Jurgens retained a handsome profit.

Once again Briscoe and McGuinness’s accounts differ on the next operation undertaken by 

Irish gun runners, the voyage of the Frieda. According to Briscoe they loaded a steamer in 

“ostentatious secrecy” and used a “staunch little sea-going tug” called the Frieda to tow it out 

to sea. The steamer then sailed up and down the North Sea for two days to distract attention 

while the Frieda headed westwards with its cargo of arms.’̂ ^̂  McGuinness (not usually one 

to miss a good yam) recalled that the Frieda sailed from Hamburg legally in late November,

Ryan, untitled memoranda on arms smuggling, n/d (1921), O’Malley papers, UCDA, P17a/4 
Ibid
This is a roughly estimate using monthly exchange rate figures in Feldman, The Great Disorder, p. 1-2. 
Briscoe, For the Life o f  Me, pp. 103-4. See also Briscoe’s interview in the O’Malley papers, UCDA, 

17b/97.
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ostensibly bound for R o t t e r d a m . M e l l o w s  arrived in Co. Waterford on the 29th and the 

IRA instituted a watch at Helvick on the 30th, with boats on stand by to meet the Frieda}^^'^ 

When the tug failed to arrive it was given up for lost eleven days l a t e r . I t  had in fact been 

forced to shelter in the remote Friesian Island o f Terschelling after hitting rough weather.'^’® 

The tug eventually edged up the southern Irish coast on the night o f the 10th, only to 

overshoot Helvick by fifty m i l e s . W h e n  it finally reached the landing place it was left to 

cruise up and down signalling desperately until daybreak.'^^* Local IRA sources blamed fog 

and the presence o f a British cruiser off Helvick for the failed rendezvous.’̂ ’® The Frieda 

sailed up the Suir estuary towards Waterford City the next morning, finally dropping anchor 

“out o f sight in a sheltered anchorage”.'̂ *® McGuinness walked into Waterford and rooted out 

Dr. Vincent White, the Sinn Fein mayor. White contacted local IRA commander Jerry 

Cronin, who arranged to unload the arms and transport them to pre-arranged dumps in the 

Comeragh Mountains that night.’̂ *' In his memoirs McGuirmess claimed that the Frieda

carried 1,500 rifles, 2,000 revolvers and 1.7 million rounds o f ammunition”. G i v e n  that

McGuinness, Nomad, p. 174. According to Pax Whelan, McGuinness searched for another boat and had to 
make do with a tug, which wasn’t suitable for the seas around Waterford. They were also short o f money and 
could only proceed because the exchange rate was so favourable. See MacEoin, Survivors, p. 140.

Greaves, Liam Mellows, p. 264. See also Pax Whelan’s interview with O ’Malley, O ’Malley papers, UCDA, 
17b/l 17; Briscoe may also have been in Waterford. While his memoirs place him in Germany anxiously waiting 
for news, local IRA commander Paddy Paul apparently met him in the Devonshire Arms Hotel in Dungarvan 
with Mellows and McGuinness shortly after the Frieda landed. See Briscoe, For the life o f  me, p. 104 and P. J. 
(Paddy) Paul, BMH witness statement No. 877.

Greaves, Liam Mellows, p. 264
McGuinness, Nomad, pp. 175-7. Briscoe thought that McGuinness rode out the gale rather then put into 

port. See Briscoe, For the Life o f  Me, p. 104.
Briscoe, For the Life o f  Me, p. 104
McGuinness, Nomad, p. 176; Dr. Vincent White, Waterford’s mayor and the first republican McGuinness 

made contact with on arrival, recalled him saying that the Frieda had cruised off the coast for days waiting for a 
signal. See Vincent White, BMH witness statement No. 1,764.

Micheal 6  Cuirrin, BMH witness statement. No. 1,230; James Mansfield, BMH witness statement, No. 
1,229; interview with Pax Whelan in MacEoin, Survivors, p. 140 and O ’Connor, ‘Waterford and IRA Gun- 
Running’, p. 189

McGuinness, p. 176
White, BMH witness statement. No. 1,764. See also Jeremiah Cronin, BHM witness statement. No. 1,020 

and Michael J. Mansfield, BHH, witness statement No. 1,188.
McGuinness, Nomad, p. 172
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GHQ statistics list imports o f 313 rifles and 637 revolvers in the last six months of 1921, 

these figures are wildly i m p r o b a b l e . T h e  civil servant who investigated Kenny, Murray & 

Company’s claim for compensation stated that the Frieda carried a hundred rifles, two 

hundred pistols and 30,000 rounds o f ammunition, a figure confirmed by Liam Lynch’s 

reference to the arms ships Frieda and Hannah as “two small cargoes”.'̂ *'* As the company 

was claiming a commission of ten shillings on each rifle imported it was not in its interests to 

under-estimate the amount landed. Briscoe later claimed that most of the arms carried by the 

republican garrison who occupied the Four Courts in 1922 came from the Frieda}^^^ A local 

IRA source stated that some at least went “to Dublin”, while others confirmed that Anti- 

Treatyites used arms from the Frieda cargo in the Civil War.'^“  If so, it is an ironic postscript 

to the history of the first arms ship to reach Ireland since 1916.

Part IV

Towards Civil War: December 1921 -  July 1922

On the morning of 6 December the Irish delegation in London signed the treaty which would 

split the independence movement in half. While it offered Ireland a degree of independence 

unimaginable in 1914, it also entailed accepting less than a thirty-two county Irish Republic. 

Almost everyone involved in German gun running opposed the Treaty.’̂ *’ Writing many

years later Briscoe dismissed it as a “shameful surrender of all that we had gained”, while

M ellows (IRA Quartermaster), ‘A Report on Activities o f  Department’, 19 Dec 1921, O’Malley papers, 
UCDA, P17a/2

Memorandum by anonymous civil servant investigating the company’s claim, n/d, NAI, D/T S5608. Lynch 
to Sean Moylan, 2 Feb 1923, NA, CO 739/21

Briscoe, For the Life o f  Me, p. 154
P. J. (Paddy) Paul, BMH witness statement, No. 877 and Patrick Joseph Whelan, BHM witness statement. 

No. 1,231
Dowling was the only exception. See Briscoe, For the Life o f  Me, p. 4.
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McGuinness claimed that “The fruits of victory won by the soldiers were spoiled by the 

politicians”.'̂ ** Ryan referred dismissively to “the thing signed in London”.’ *̂̂  Although the 

majority o f GHQ supported the Treaty, those most closely associated with arms procurement 

(notably Liam Mellows) opposed it.’̂ °̂ There are indications that arms smugglers were 

already uneasy about the course negotiations were taking, as Ryan’s telegram to McGarrity 

shows. Sean Beaumont allegedly told the Comintern during the truce that the movement was 

drifting towards compromise, but that intransigents were ready to resume hostilities and 

sought allies on the left.’̂ '̂ Arms smugglers probably opposed the settlement for the same 

reasons as anti-Treatyites elsewhere: a complex web o f ideology and personal loyalties and 

rivalries. Briscoe, for example, testified to the importance of Mellows’ i n f l u e n c e . A t  least 

some shared the conventional IRA suspicion of ‘politics’, with McGuinness contrasting 

idealistic soldiers with opportunistic politicians lacking “the scruples of the warrior”. 

Several insisted many years later that the war could have been won, although by then the idea 

that compromisers in London had snatched defeat from the jaws of victory was a republican 

article of f a i t h . I n  reality the IRA were under intense pressure by 1921 and many areas 

remained inactive. Long absence may have left Irish agents ignorant of the situation at home 

and inclined to excessive optimism, while their closest contacts were in the active counties of 

the south. Mellows summoned Briscoe home to attend the Anti-Treaty IRA’s Army 

Convention in March, hoping that reports o f his arms smuggling exploits would counter 

arguments that the IRA could not resume the war against the British. Briscoe sought to

Briscoe, For the Life o f  Me, p. 127 and McGuinness, Nomad, p. 121 
Ryan, untitled memoranda on arms smuggling, n/d (1921), O’Malley papers, UCDA, P17a/4 

1390 o ’Donoghue, Florence, No Other Law  (Dublin, 1986), p. 208 
O ’Connor, Reds and the Green, p. 48 
Briscoe, For the Life o f  Me, p. 151 
McGuinness, p. 121
McGuinness, Nomad, p. 136. See also Briscoe, For the life o f  me, pp. 109-11

313



persuade the gathering that arms could be landed in “ever larger quantities’’.'̂ ®̂  Past 

operations hardly justified his optimism. So far arms smugglers had merely succeeded in 

landing one small cargo in the favourable conditions of the truce. They could hardly have 

evaded arrest or interception to maintain the steady stream of arms shipments necessary to 

keep the IRA in the field if the war resumed. Anti-Treatyites who used arms imports to argue 

that the war could have been won were therefore on very shaky ground.

In the short term the Treaty confused the situation, as arms smugglers dissented from GHQ’s 

opinion that the war was over. While they did not yet envisage taking up arms against the 

Provisional Government, anti-Treatyites still hoped to re-ignite the Anglo-Irish conflict and 

challenge partition. This meant that arms smuggling continued in the uncertain period 

between the Treaty and the outbreak of civil war in July. Briscoe and McGuinness set to work 

arranging another arms shipment in early 1922, probably funded by the money recovered 

from Ju rg en s.M cG u in n ess  later complained that the venture was delayed by “bickering” 

between compromisers and intransigents and Ryan’s unwillingness to release funds for 

another venture.'^®’ Any reluctance on Ryan’s part was probably linked to McGarrity’s non

committal stance. The Irish-American leader hoped to mediate between the two sides, 

arriving In Ireland on a peace mission in February. The intransigent republican Mary 

MacSwiney wrote to him in April complaining bitterly about his failure to supply the anti- 

Treatyites with funds, noting his anxiety that “any money subscribed now will only foster

Briscoe, For the Life o f  Me, p. 148
See Greaves, Liam Mellows, p. 265 and a comment in a memorandum on Kenny, Murray & Co.’s claim for 

compensation, 27 Jun 1927, NAI that the £10,000 had “gone to arm the Irregulars”.
McGuinness, draft o f memoirs, NLI, MS 24,967. It is not clear if  the Irish-American was in the US or 

Germany.
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Civil War”.'̂ *̂ In these circumstances Ryan might have been reluctant to hand over money 

for further operations despite his own trenchant republicanism. He returned to the US in 

April, observing that nothing effective could be done until the anti-Treatyites got the Irish 

situation “in shape”.M c G u in n e s s  left Bremen in late March aboard the last arms ship, the 

schooner Hannah, ostensibly bound for a Spanish port.’‘*°° It landed at Ring, Co. Waterford in 

rough weather on 2 or 3 April and was unloaded under local IRA leader Pax Whelan’s 

s u p e r v i s i o n . T h e  schooner carried two hundred rifles, several hundred revolvers and at 

least ten thousand rounds of a m m u n i t i o n . M o s t  of the arms went north as part of the failed 

joint offensive launched by pro- and anti-Treaty IRA units, but at least some remained in the 

hands of the anti-Treatyite P  Southern D i v i s i o n . T h e  Hannah landing was only one of 

several successful operations which strengthened the anti-Treaty IRA’s arsenal in early 1922. 

Three hundred rifles and an armoured car were captured in a raid on Clonmel RIC barracks in 

February, while another four hundred rifles, seven hundred revolvers and 25,000 rounds of 

ammunition were seized from the British naval transport ship Upnor a month later.

Small scale arms smuggling also continued into 1922. Soon after the Frieda expedition

Briscoe and McGuinness acquired an “ancient” two thousand tonne steamer called the City o f

Hopkinson, Green against Green, p. 49 
1399 ‘Your Cousin’ (Ryan) to ‘Phil’ (McGarrity), n/d (spring 1922), McGarrity papers, NLI, MS 17, 486(1),

McGuinness, Nomad, p. 200. According to Pax WTielan “the Frieda deal worked so well that MacBride and 
McGuinness immediately decided they would go back again, buy another boat and bring it over too, which they 
did with the Hannah. See MacEoin, Survivors, p. 141. Briscoe incorrectly dates the H annah’s voyage to the 
summer o f  1921. See Briscoe, For the life o f  me, p. 112.

McGuinness, Nomad, pp. 205-6; MacEoin, Survivors, p. 141; Michael J. Mansfield, BMH witness statement 
No. 1,188 and Micheal 6  Cuirrin (Michael Curran), BMH witness statement No. 1,230

Briscoe, For the Life o f  Me, p. 112
MacEoin, Survivors, p. 141 and O ’Connor, Emmet, ‘Waterford and IRA Gun-Running, 1917-22’, Decies: 

Journal o f  the Waterford Archaeological and H istorical Society, no. 57 (2001), p. 191. Paddy Paul thought that 
Lynch had least offered to sent them north (Paddy Paul, BMH witness statement No. 877). Briscoe thought they 
went to the Dublin IRA, but he misdates the landing to before the truce. See Briscoe, Briscoe, For the Life o f  
Me, p. 117.

Hopkinson, Green against Green, p. 60 and pp. 73-4
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D o r t m u n d All sources agree that the IRA had some stake in the ship and that it was 

intended to pursue legitimate trade as a cover for arms s m u g g l i n g . I t  was also provided 

with a reliably republican crew.''’®’ The City o f  Dortmund came into service in the winter of 

1921-22, probably on 20 January, sailing from Bremen and Hamburg to various Irish 

p o r t s . I t  may have been the first ship to fly the Irish t r i c o l o u r . G i v e n  the date o f its first 

sailing accounts o f arms smuggling aboard the steamer obviously date from 1922. Briscoe 

recalled that arms were not carried for some time to avoid suspicion, although the City o f  

Dortmund did transport supposedly innocent chemicals which could be combined to make 

explosives on its first voyage.''"® McGuinness allegedly told Sean Beaumont that each cargo 

was divided between the Four Courts garrison and the Free State army by “an arrangement 

with the two sides” before the outbreak of civil war.''"' If this true it may be cormected to the 

joint northern offensive mounted by pro- and anti-Treaty IRA units in the early summer. The 

City o f  Dortmund was also used to smuggle one hundred revolvers into Cork hidden in sacks 

of potatoes. Briscoe recalled that the operation took place on Collins’ orders in June 1921, 

although he notes elsewhere that the ship did not come into service until “the winter of 

1 9 2 1 ” '4'2 î̂ g incident almost certainly took place in the early stages of the Civil War,

sometime between the attack on the Four Courts in June 1922 and the fall o f Cork City to 

Free State forces in August. Briscoe recalled that he had wanted to reserve the ship for a 

larger effort, but received orders to send arms to Cork immediately as “fierce fighting” had 

Briscoe, For the Life o f  Me, p. 105
Ibid and McGuinness, Nomad, p. 183; Statement by Kenny, Murray and Company regarding their claim for 

compensation, n/d (1926), NAI, D/T S5608 and MacBride, That D a y’s Struggle, p. 47 
Greaves, Liam Mellows, p. 291 and Briscoe, For the Life o f  Me, p. 106 and p. 174 
For the date see Briscoe, For the Life o f  Me, p. 106 and Irische Korrespondenz, Jan-Feb 1922.

1409 Briscoe, For the Life o f  Me, p. 111 
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broken out. Kenny, Murray & Company also imported a large quantity o f mangles with 

ammunition hidden in the rollers at some point, using ordinary s h i p s . T h e  City o f  

Dortmund enjoyed a turbulent career until it was finally seized by Free State authorities in 

August. McGuinness recalled that it was repeatedly “put under arrest” and once came under 

fire fi'om both sides simultaneously while sailing into C o r k . A l t h o u g h  he claimed that 

there were no arms aboard when it was seized. Free State authorities insisted that it was 

carrying “cargo for the insurgents” . B e a u m o n t  confirmed that McGuinness continued 

smuggling “for some time”.''*'®

At some point between the seizure o f the Four Courts and the outbreak o f civil war the anti- 

Treaty IRA hatched plans for a fourth arms shipment. The two keys sources for this operation 

are McGuinness’s memoirs and an anonymous memorandum in the Ernie O’Malley papers. 

According to the memorandum Mellows gave Briscoe £10,000 in May to complete the 

biggest arms deal yet “at very favourable prices”.''*'  ̂ McGuinness confirms that Mellows 

gave his “partner” (who he described as “solely a business agent”) £10,000 to buy arms.’'”* 

According to McGuinness his partner and another Irishman involved in the deal soon got 

“large ideas”, agreeing to purchase £40,000 worth of arms and ammunition and handing over 

a good part of the £10,000 as a deposit. McGuinness objected, arguing that they did not know 

if they could obtain the other £30,000 and should spend what they had on a small shipment. 

The others ran into problems obtaining the balance of the £40,000 and he was left to deal

Briscoe, For the Life o f  Me, p. 107 
McGuinness, pp. 183-84
McGuinness, Nomad, p. 184 and Bewley to DFA, 21 N ov 1922, NAI, DFA ES, Box 34, File 238(1)
Sean Beaumont, BMH Witness Statement No. 709
Anonymous, “G.H.Q. Purchases Department: Extract from Statement made in August 1924, O ’Malley 

papers, UCDA, 17a/155
McGuinness, Nomad, p. 207
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with impatient arms vendors.’'"® The memorandum confirms that all the “preliminary 

arrangements” had been made and a deposit paid when the Four Courts were attacked. 

McGuinness recalled going to London after the Four Courts fell and persuading the 

“responsible officer commanding” to go to Cork and raise the money. None was forthcoming 

however, a story which the memorandum at least partially confirms.'''^' The failed operation 

cost at least £3,500 and the memorandum’s author accused McGuinness of co-operating with 

German agents to defraud the IRA regarding the purchase of a ship.’''̂  ̂ This incident was 

typical o f the aimlessness, indecision and ramshackle organisation which bedevilled the IRA 

throughout the Civil War. As one leader bitterly complained, “there was no lead from 

anywhere”. E v e n  if an arms shipment had arrived in the early stages of the conflict, its 

impact would have been limited. By the time the Four Courts was attacked the British had 

already supplied the Free State army with almost 12,000 rifles, 4,200 revolvers and (most 

importantly of all) artillery. By September this had increased to 27,400 rifles and 6,606 

revolvers.'''^'' No arms smuggling operation could have hoped to redress the balance, even if 

the anti-Treaty IRA had been much better organised than it was. Briscoe’s memoirs pass 

over the episode in silence, perhaps reflecting a degree of embarrassment. He claimed to have 

hurried back home when the Four Courts was attacked, only to find that they had already 

fallen. After much confusion he was ordered to hand his arms smuggling operation over to 

Cornelius Cremin, Mellows’ successor as Director of Purchases. He was then told to travel to

Ibid, pp. 207-8
Anonymous, “G.H.Q. Purchases Department: Extract from Statement made in August 1924, O’Malley 

papers, UCDA, 17a/155
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the u s  and await further instructions. Briscoe gave Cremin a large amount of money and all 

the “goods” in his possession. He understood that these were transmitted to Sean MacBride, 

“who attempted to carry on in my place”.

PartV

‘International Proposition’, December 1922 -  May 1923

There is little indication of further efforts to purchase arms in 1922, despite a British 

intelligence report in September that anti-Treatyites were buying large amounts of arms and 

ammunition from a Hamburg firm. If there was any truth in this, the initiative may have 

involved Roderick Connolly, and the Indian communist M. N. Roy, Chattopadhyaya’s old 

rival for the Comintern’s favour.''*^® By September the IRA was reduced to waging a 

campaign of guerrilla warfare in the rural south and west. By the end of the year it was 

incapable of launching a major offensive, let alone defeating its opponents. Ryan nevertheless 

proposed that anti-Treatyites renew their efforts to smuggle arms from the continent in the 

winter of 1922. McGarrity forwarded Ryan’s “international proposition” to the anti-Treatyite 

Austin Stack in November, having already informed him that “your future supplies must 

come from Europe with greater safety and better material” . McGarrity’s letter and the 

memorandum outlining the “international proposition” were passed on to IRA Chief of Staff 

Liam Lynch in December.''*^’ In the same month Lynch sent Sean Moylan to the US to liaise 

with Clan na Gael on the IRA’s behalf, instructing him to confer with McGarrity about the

Briscoe, For the Life o f  Me, p. 148-187 
O ’Malley, Ireland, India and Empire, pp. 23-25
McGarrity to Austin Stack, 23 N ov 1922, McGarrity papers, NLI, MS 17,640 and Stack to McGarrity, 14 

Dec 1922, MS 17, 489
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international proposition.''*^* The proposal was discussed at a meeting attended by Moylan, 

Ryan, McGarrity, Moylan’s assistant Michael Leahy and other Clan leaders on 12 January 

1923. They agreed that Ryan would travel to Germany immediately and arrange matters 

while the Clan raised the necessary funds. Moylan also presented them with a list of Lynch’s 

minimum requirements, which included sixteen pieces o f artillery and at least a hundred 

English speaking arms experts. Lynch bizarrely proposed that they mount the artillery on the 

arms ship to use it against any threat. The arms would be landed in the south and west, 

allowing the IRA to mount an offensive and advance on Dublin with its new found strength. 

Lynch concluded that his proposals should be submitted to German army officers for advice, 

obviously assuming that they would be willing to help the IRA.’''̂ ® Lynch’s outlandish plan 

went far beyond what could be achieved, either in Ireland or Germany. Yet as it progressed, 

the scheme “evolved into something more realistic and came closer to fulfilment than might 

seem likely at first glance”.'''̂ ® McGarrity was confident that they could raise $90,500 dollars 

in thirty days: not enough to accomplish all Lynch’s aims, but sufficient to purchase a large 

quantity of weapons. $35,000 was already on hand.'^'^' Lynch wrote to Moylan and McGarrity 

again in early February claiming that “even one piece of artillery” could win the war if it 

arrived soon, an indication o f the beleaguered IRA leader’s detachment from reality. He had 

apparently forgotten his earlier instructions regarding the minimum amount required. 

Lynch wrote again later that month, observing that they had hoped the international 

proposition would have materialised by now. He wondered if it would be possible to

Davis, Troy, ‘The Irish Civil War and the “International Proposition” o f  1922-23’, Eire-lreland, Vol. 29, 
N o. 2 (1994), pp. 92 -112 , p. 99 

pp. 99-101 
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Liam Lynch to Sean Moylan, 6 Feb 1923 and Lynch to McGarrity, 5 Feb 1923, NAI, DFA ES, Box 7, File
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transport the amis on a submarine which could also “hit up” British ships. He added that they 

did not require rifles or revolvers but were in need of a m m u n itio n .T ro y  Davis rightly 

argues that Lynch was trying to avoid conceding that the war was lost, clinging to the hope 

that even one artillery piece could turn the tide. Lynch’s intransigent optimism, a major cause 

of the war’s continuation, increasingly isolated him within the IRA leadership as others began 

to look for a way to end hostilities. He may have hoped that the prospect of importing 

artillery would persuade them to carry on.

Ryan arrived in Hamburg on 3 March with $40,000 for arms purchases and was joined by 

Moylan within a month.'^'^'' They were followed by the Irish-American Joseph McVeigh, who 

was to carry messages back and forth to IRA leaders across the C h an n e l.U n fo rtu n a te ly  for 

the arms smugglers several of Lynch’s letters regarding the international proposition had 

been captured by mid-March, although they revealed less than might be expected.''*^® Free 

State Director of Intelligence Diarmuid O’Hegarty initially thought that they referred to plans 

to buy artillery in the Although the Free State authorities quickly identified the ‘Jetter’

referred to as Ryan, they knew little beyond the fact that he was involved.'''^* They also 

wrongly assumed that Moylan was still in the US.'''^’ O ’Hegarty seems to have cottoned on 

by early April, when he wrote that an attempt to land artillery from Germany and the US 

could be expected in the near f u t u r e . O n  23 April Ryan informed McGarrity that arms 

Lynch to Moylan, n/d (Feb 1923), NAI, DFA ES, Box 7, File 48b
Statement signed by Ryan and dated 21 Feb 1923, McGarrity papers, NLI, MS 17,486(2) and Davis, ‘The 
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could be sent to Ireland, promising to send more detailed information soon. He had tried to 

procure artillery as instructed, but had abandoned the idea in consultation with Moylan as the 

cost was “prohibitive”. The two men had decided to contact Ireland to see if the IRA could 

land the arms and, if  so, when and where. Ryan wrote that the Free State now knew he was 

trying to buy arms, but did not know where he was. He was determined to carry on, 

convinced that they could still s u c c e e d . T h e i r  efforts were possibly hampered by earlier 

incompetence. In May Moylan complained that “the men that Collins sent out (and 

controlled) to buy stuff never made any attempt to buy or deliver it and the work of the men 

outside of Ireland since has been to convince anybody that they really intend to buy”.''*'*̂

Meanwhile the IRA’s position had deteriorated even further and Lynch was killed on 10 

April, his death removing the “last barrier” to anti-Treatyite acceptance that the war could not 

con t inue .McGar r i t y  wrote to Ryan and Moylan a week later, informing them that the IRA 

appeared to be “in very bad shape”. “One after the other our friends have been put out of 

commission and no definite arrangement has reached this side as yet” . He did not think it 

would be possible to land the arms for some time. They would have to wait until the situation 

became c l e a r e r . O n  24 April Moylan informed McGarrity that that they had practically 

completed their arrangements for buying and shipping the arms, but were waiting to see if 

“our people could handle the stuff’. McVeigh left for London on 20 April, where he was to 

make contact with Moylan’s wife Nora. She would then travel to Ireland and ask the IRA

Ryan to McGarrity, 23 Apr 1923, McGarrity papers, NLI, MS 17,486(2)
Moylan to unknown, 10 May 1923, McGarrity papers, NLI, MS 17,466(1)
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leadership about the prospects for a l a n d i n g . S h e  failed to make contact however and 

returned to London without instructions. Soon afterwards Pa Murray, IRA 0/C  in Britain, 

told them that according to orders received from headquarters on 29 April the mission was to 

be abandoned as their opponents knew “everything”. H e  sent a messenger to Ireland for 

fiirther instructions, eliciting a discouraging reply from Frank Aiken, the IRA’s new Chief of 

Staff Aiken asked what type of arms could be sent, as well as setting down almost 

impossible conditions for shipment. He suggested that the arms be transported by aeroplane 

or submarine as shipping was too dangerous and ordered the two agents not to incur heavy 

expenses unless the arms could be landed before June.'‘*‘'̂  Troy Davis rightly argues that 

Aiken sent the orders knowing they would be impossible to carry out.''*''* Ryan thought that 

Aiken’s “impossible” instructions were effectively an order to stop. The two agents were 

uncertain of what to do next, deciding to make inquiries about Aiken’s requirements in case 

the situation c h a n g e d . O n  10 May Moylan wrote to the IRA leadership that they could 

definitely procure small arms, mortars and ammunition and could possibly obtain anti-tanks 

guns. They were trying to get artillery. They could get a ship immediately, while an aeroplane 

capable o f making the journey could be obtained in around six months. They were also trying 

to get a s u b m a r i n e . G i v e n  Aiken’s orders that the arms should arrive by aeroplane or 

submarine before the end o f May, this effectively meant that the mission was over. The

Moylan to McGarrity, McGarrity papers, NLI, MS 17,466(1)
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message was delivered to Murray in London on 11 May and forwarded on the IRA 

leadership.'''^'

Ryan and MoyIan’s inquiries had brought them into contact with some interesting vendors. 

At some point in the first half of May Moylan travelled to Munich and got in touch with one 

o f Adolf Hitler’s “best men”, who informed him that Hitler had arms of the type required and 

needed the money. Ryan informed McGarrity that a second meeting was scheduled for the 

week of 14 May, which he planned to attend if Hitler sent word.'"*^  ̂ The account is highly 

probable given that the Nazis had access to arms and were extremely short of funds. They 

were also dangerous allies, even at this point. Rumours that Hitler was planning to seize 

power in Munich were already circulating in January 1923, almost a year before he launched 

his famous ‘Beer Hall putsch’. T h e  second meeting probably never took place, as Murray 

summoned Moylan to London on 16 May. Before he left Ryan and Moylan agreed that they 

would make “no movement o f importance” without de Valera’s consent, an indication that 

the political leadership was regaining the initiative now that the military campaign had 

f a i l e d . O n  arrival Moylan discovered that Murray had no idea why he had been ordered to 

summon him over and wrote to Ireland for further instructions. He also learnt of the IRA’s 

hopeless situation. On 21 May Moylan wrote to McGarrity complaining that Lynch was “the 

only manager who could have staved off bankruptcy”. In his opinion nothing could be 

accomplished by Aiken and his men. The burden o f leadership therefore devolved onto de

Ibid
Ryan to McGarrity, 14 May 1923, McGarrity papers, NLI, MS 17,486(2). For the identification o f ‘H.I.T.’ 

as Hitler see the index o f  codenames attached to the letter.
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Valera, whose position was “by no means enviable”.’"’̂  ̂ Three days later Aiken issued the 

order to ‘dump arms’, signalling the end of the “international proposition”. The money 

intended to fund the operation, now totalling $73,000, was finally handed over to de Valera 

on 17 July.

Conclusion

German arms smuggling operations in 1920-23 were highly significant, although perhaps 

more for what they tell us about republican limitations than for their impact on the Irish 

situation. Although the Frieda and Hannah were the first successful arms shipments since 

1916, both arrived after the Anglo-Irish war and made little difference to the internal conflict 

which followed. The operations surrounding them show how the IRA’s loose, localised 

structure struggled to cope with bigger, more complex initiatives, resulting in a number of 

inept initiatives and a disastrous lack of organisation and oversight.
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Conclusion

The Berhn mission cost a grand total of £4,611 in the twenty one months o f its existence. The 

humiliating end to representation there in 1922-23, brought low by in-fighting and inflation, 

and the failure to appoint another representative until 1929, might lead the observer to wander 

if the £4,611 7s 6d was money well spent. Overall, the impact of Irish representation in 

Germany in 1919-23 was limited. International recognition, one o f the key aims of Sinn Fein 

foreign policy in 1919-21, was never a possibility. Officials were understandably standoffish, 

although Ryan’s official contacts, the controversy surrounding the Anita and Chartres’ 

intriguing initiatives in 1922 show that the Irish were not completely without influence. The 

circumstances were inauspicious in 1919-23. Berlin could not afford to offend Lloyd 

George’s government, and, as press comment on the Treaty shows, many Germans felt that 

continued Anglo-Irish conflict was not in Germany’s interests. Ironically Irish separatists 

found anglophobia a much more powerful force in the Allied powers of France and Italy, 

both dissatisfied with their gains under the post-war peace settlement. Official aloofness 

illustrates the limitations within which the independence movement operated, limitations 

which remained largely unchanged from the early modem period until well into the twentieth 

century. As Sally Marks has observed, power “is the primary and essential determinant in 

international politics”, and power on the international stage was exactly what the Irish 

l a c k e d . I r e l a n d ’s international status was defined by its position as a small island on the 

fringes o f Europe, overshadowed by a powerful neighbour. Other countries’ attitudes to 

Ireland were largely dictated by their relations with Britain, as the Irish themselves admitted 

Marks, Ebbing o f European Ascendancy, p. 4
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in their efforts to latch on to anti-British sentiment on the continent. They were also dictated 

by each country’s own interests, which did not at this point entail championing Irish 

independence. Irish separatists used two strategies to overcome their insignificance and 

internationalise the Irish question in 1919-23. Firstly they stressed the power o f the Irish 

diaspora, especially in the US. Secondly they linked the Irish question to universal moral 

values, particularly the ideals propounded by the Allies in 1914-18. The German experience 

suggests that both strategies had some impact, but not enough to be decisive.

Irish representation in Berlin also had a limited impact on opinion. The mission’s cautious, 

but increasingly optimistic reports contrast with the survey of Irish coverage in twenty-four 

papers undertaken as part of this study, which suggests that its influence should not be over

estimated. It is impossible to discern the almost imperceptible long-term impact which a 

publication like the bulletin might have had over time. Yet the survey undertaken here still 

indicates that its impact on the major organs o f opinion was restricted. The limitations o f the 

propaganda campaign are shown by the fact that Irish visitors to Berlin were still complaining 

of ignorance regarding Ireland decades later. Might the Irish have enjoyed more success in 

influencing opinion if their methods had been different? As we have seen, the bulletin format 

was probably too inflexible, while the mission never had enough up to date information to 

compete with the press agencies as sources o f Irish news. It also relied too much on 

anglophobia, long after it had begun to realise that anglophobic agitation might be counter

productive. This reflected the fact that some of those involved with Irish activities were 

surprisingly ignorant o f the country and language. Thus Gavan Duffy wildly misjudged the 

public mood in early 1921, leading to the mission’s establishment on false premises. The

328



propaganda offensive was also poorly timed, for press interest had peaked in late 1920. The 

mission’s work probably came too late to make a difference. It would be unfair to lay too 

much of the blame for this on the mission itself. Irish propagandists were amateurs learning 

by trial and error. Chartres’ ideas, such as providing the press with exclusives, interviews and 

photographs, were good. If he had had a larger staff and stronger support from home he might 

have achieved more. The mission’s main failing arguably lay in its reluctance to question the 

bulletin format. Chartres’ handling of Irish events after the Treaty might appear flawed, but it 

was understandable in the context. In the winter of 1921-22 the bulletin had to make an 

uneasy transition from uncompromising republicanism to something else via awkward 

impartiality. Its reaction to the attack on the Four Courts was probably influenced by the 

incongruity of attacking intransigent republicans when it had glorified intransigent 

republicanism only six months earlier. The history o f propaganda in Berlin shows how 

separatist propaganda struggled to shake off the ‘straitjacket of the republic’.

German press treatment of the Irish question confirms Maurice Walsh’s claim that Irish 

revolution was an “international media event”, with interest peaking in late 1920. The 

problem from an Irish point o f view was that interest was also transitory. As in modem 

conflicts, the press lost interest easily, moving on to other stories as the Irish conflict 

descended ever further into squalid tat-for-tat violence in the first half o f 1921. It likewise 

failed to sustain its interest in Anglo-Irish talks or the Irish Civil War. In addition, 

newspapers interpreted the Irish conflict to suit their ovm ideologies. Ireland could also be 

invoked in domestic ideological rivalry, as when communists used Irish coverage to score 

points of moderate socialists or liberals hailed the Treaty as a triumph liberal statesmanship.
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Sections of the right incorporated Ireland into their narrative of victimhood regarding 

Versailles, hailing the Irish as a fellow oppressed people. Taken together these interpretations 

offer an interesting external view o f Irish events. In his study of British and American 

correspondents covering Irish events Maurice Walsh notes how “their interpretations of 

events in Ireland are interventions in debates about their own societies”.’'*̂* This is also true 

of Germany.

Irish representation had a limited impact on economic relations in 1919-23, largely because it 

operated in an exceptionally unfavourable economic climate. Both countries were wracked 

with instability in 1919-23, while Germany fell victim to a devastating hyperinflation. Yet 

economic initiatives dating from 1919-23 were often portents o f the future. Germany became 

Ireland’s second largest trading partner after Britain in the 1920s. The value of imports 

increased from £733,642 in 1924 to £2.3 million two years later, although commerce between 

the two countries was still “miniscule” compared with Anglo-Irish t r a d e . I n  1925 Siemens- 

Schuckert won the contract to build a hydroelectric plant on the Sharmon, a key stage in the 

electrification of Ireland. Predictions that a newly independent Ireland would draw on 

German technical expertise thus to some extent came true.

Yet Irish representation in Berlin illuminates many of the challenges faced by representation 

elsewhere in the revolutionary period, making it vitally important to understanding separatist 

international relations in 1919-23. It shows how representatives coped with the challenges of
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influencing opinion, smuggling arms, appealing to officialdom and promoting economic 

relations in a difficult, often adverse climate.

In conclusion perhaps the most striking feature o f the period 1919-23 is the strong degree of 

continuity with 1914-18 and 1933-45. Germany’s attitude was consistently opportunistic, 

dictated by its own interests and its attitudes to Ireland’s larger neighbour. While Berlin 

desired good relations with Ireland, its interest in a small island on the periphery of Europe 

was limited. Irish attitudes to Germany also show a strong degree of continuity. Separatist 

Ireland consistently took a revisionist line on the Treaty of Versailles throughout the interwar 

years, while Irish representatives in Berlin continued to note widespread instinctive sympathy 

for Ireland, lamenting official indifference and popular ignorance. The observation of Daniel 

Binchy, Irish minister in Berlin from 1929-32, that popular attitudes to Ireland consisted of 

“uninformed sympathy” mirrored the assessment made by Gavan Duffy in 1921 almost word 

for word."“

Ibid, p. 71
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Count George Noble Plunkett Papers

See P79/101 contains useful correspondence.

Diarmuid O’Hegarty Papers

This collection contains nothing of relevance.

Ernie O’Malley Papers

P17a/2; 4 and 155 all contain vitally importance material relevant to German arms smuggling 

operations. See also 17b/97 and 99 for almost illegible notes of a later interview with Robert 

Briscoe at which German operations were discussed.

Eamon de Valera Papers

This collection contains much material regarding republican representation on the continent 

in 1919-21. See P/150/1132; 1378 and 1384 for material o f particular relevance to Germany.

Bibliotheque Cantonale et Universitaire, Fribourg, Switzerland 

Julius Pokorny Papers

The Pokomy papers contain an invitation to a DIG event marking the death o f Terence 

MacSwiney in October 1920, along with a number of press cuttings o f reports of Pokomy’s 

lectures on Ireland in 1921 and 1923-24 and reviews of his books on Irish topics in 1923-24.
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National Archives, London

Files containing references to Irish separatist activities in Berlin in 1919-23 have been listed 

below.

Colonial Office files

CO 739/21 

CO 904/170

Foreign Office files

FO 371/4783

FO 371/4741

FO 371/4832

FO 371/4835

FO 371/4840

FO 371/5969

FO 371/5974

FO 371/6073

FO 371/6844

FO 371/6893

FO 371/7529

FO 371/8488

FO 371/8693
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Home Office files

HO 317/46 

HO 317/59

War Office files

WO 35/206

KV (intelligence) files

KV 4/279

American-Irish History Society, London 

Daniel F. Cohalan Papers

Box 5, File 10 contains a small amount of relevant correspondence with Gaffney.

Newspapers and Periodicals (German)

Unless otherwise stated all items were consulted in the Microfilm Archiv, Stadt- und

Landsbibliothek, Dortmund

Bayerische Vaterland (Munich)

Berliner Tageblatt (Berlin)

Deutsche Allgemeine Zeitung (Berlin)

Deutsche Rundschau (Berlin)

Deutsche Zeitung (Berlin)
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Franlrfurter Zeitung (Frankfurt)

Frdnkischer Kurier (Nuremberg)

Die Freiheit (Berlin)

Germania (Berlin)

Hannoverscher Kurier (Hannover)

Die Internationale (Berlin) (consulted in the Friedrich Ebert Stiftung, Bonn)

Irische Bulletin (Berlin) (a full file of the Irische Bulletin from 6 May 1921 to 12 August 

1922 is available in the Nancy Wyse Power CD collection, Military Archives, Dublin, 

200/3/2)

Irische Korrespondenz (Berlin) (consulted in the Universitats- und Landsbibliothek, Halle) 

Kdlnische Volkszeitung (Cologne)

Kreuzzeitung (Berlin)

Leipziger Volkszeitung (Leipzig)

Munchener Volkszeitung (Munich)

National Sozialist (Munich)

Die Neue Zeit (Berlin) (consulted in the Friedrich Ebert Stiftung, Bonn)

Rote Fahne (Berlin)

Tdgliche Rundschau (Berlin)

Tremonia (Dortmund)

Welt am Montag (Berlin)

WeltbUhne (Berlin) (in private possession)

Vdlkischer Beobachter (Munich)

Vorwdrts (Berlin)
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Newspapers and Periodicals (Other)

Irish Independent 

Irish Press (Dublin)

Irish Press (Philadelphia)

Irish Times 

Nation

New York Times 

Times
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