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Abstract

This thesis offers a new interpretation of the international history of the early
period of Northern Ireland’s ‘Troubles’. Such a revision is necessary given the recently
released material in the national archives of the United Kingdom, Republic of Ireland and
the United States, and in the personal archives of those involved. Furthermore, by
adopting a different methodology, made possible by the recent archive material, further
new perspectives emerge of the international dimension. Rather than taking a single
element of the international history of the Troubles — for example, the ‘Irish dimension’,
‘American dimension’, the Cold War, or European integration — this thesis takes a
multidimensional approach analysing the impact of the interactions of each of the
international actors.

The starting point for this multidimensional analysis is the introduction of
internment without trial on 9 August 1971. This was not just a significant event in
Northern Ireland, but also had the effect of internationalising the Troubles. Over the
months that followed the international dimension developed two distinct spheres of
activity — a political sphere and a security sphere. Different combinations of actors
interacted in each of these spheres. In addition to the moderate Northern Irish parties, the
British and Irish governments participated in the political sphere. The US government
eventually ruled itself out of this sphere following the US presidential election in
November 1972, but only after it had flirted with intervention. However, interventions
by the US Congress’s ‘Irish Caucus’ continued. Meanwhile, in the security sphere,
comprehensive Anglo-Irish security cooperation proved impossible to achieve. Instead,
Anglo-American and Hiberno-American security cooperation developed — with Dublin

eventually exerting as much of an influence on US policy as the UK. However, the US



il
government’s attempts to supress IRA support were seriously restricted by the
administration’s unwillingness to pick a fight with the Irish Caucus.

The international dimension was an integral component of the peace process that
resulted in the establishing of a cross-community power-sharing executive and the
Sunningdale Agreement of December 1973. Even when this process was brought to an
end by a Protestant backlash in May 1974 the principles developed during this period
were confirmed and were to be central to future peace initiatives in Northern Ireland,

including the Good Friday Agreement.
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Note on Terminology

The terms ‘nationalist’, ‘Catholic’, and ‘minority’ are used interchangeably
throughout the thesis to refer to that section of the Northern Irish population that desired
the unification of the six counties with the Republic of Ireland. The terms ‘unionist’,
‘Protestant’, and ‘majority’ are used to refer to those in Northern Ireland that wished to
remain part of the UK. ‘Republican’ is used to describe those willing to tacitly or openly
support the use of paramilitary violence to achieve Irish reunification. The term
‘loyalist’ is more problematic as it can be used to describe those willing to support
paramilitarism to retain Northern Ireland as part of the UK or to describe the Unionist
parties opposed to the British government’s political initiative in this period. ‘Irish’ will
be used in referring to the government of the Republic of Ireland and ‘British’ the
government of the United Kingdom. In addition, throughout the thesis frequent reference
is made to the Irish Republican Army (IRA). The IRA split in 1969, leading to the
formation of the Provisional (PIRA) and Official factions (OIRA). The thesis deals
primarily with the Provisional IRA and, as a result, the terms IRA, PIRA, and

Provisionals are used interchangeably.



Introduction

The international history of the Troubles needs to be re-written on the basis of the
archives now available in London, Dublin, Belfast and Washington. From these archives
a new perspective of the international dimension emerges, one that shows how the
interactions between the international actors to the conflict impacted their policy and
approaches towards Northern Ireland. Examining the period from August 1971 to
September 1974 the significance of the international dimension to the development of the
political process that led to the Sunningdale Agreement and the formation of the cross-
community power-sharing executive becomes clear. It also becomes apparent that it is
necessary to dispense with many of the clichés that have developed with regard to the
international dimension of the Troubles, especially in relation to the role of the United
States.

There has been considerable scholarly debate as to the importance of the
international dimension of the Troubles. During the 1980s, when the international
dimension began to be seriously considered, the debate focussed on the impact of
international actors in aiding internal participants of the Troubles, thereby prolonging the
conflict." The focus of this debate changed in the 1990s, especially after the Good Friday
Agreement of April 1998, to instead concentrate on the significance of the international
dimension in developing the peace process in Northern Ireland.> Much of the early
debate was influence by John Whyte’s conclusion that the academic consensus was that
the sources of Northern Ireland’s problems were internal to Northern Ireland and

therefore the resolution of the conflict would depend on dealing with these internal

' For example, Adrian Guelke, Northern Ireland: The International Perspective (Dublin: Gill and
Macmillan), pp. 1-2.

? For example, Michael Cox, ‘The War That Came in from the Cold’, Irish Studies in International Affairs,
9 (1998), pp. 73-84; and Paul Dixon, ‘Northern Ireland and the International Dimension: The End of the
Cold War, the USA and European Integration’, Irish Studies in International Affairs, 13 (2002), pp. 105-
20.
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factors.” However, the active participation of the Clinton administration in Northern
Irish affairs in the 1990s, thought to have been made possible by the end of the Cold War
and the removal of the US government’s need to placate British opinion on Northern
Ireland, led to the questioning of the primacy of internal factors and considerable debate
over the role of the international dimension.”

From this debate it is apparent how few international actors were willing to get
involved in the conflict. In the early years of the Troubles Irish attempts to involve the
United Nations failed. There was little appetite in the General Assembly to take up the
issue, and, in any event, the UK had a veto in the Security Council.” The European
Economic Community (EEC) also resisted involvement, although the European
Parliament did hold debates on Northern Ireland in the 1980s.® In addition, individual
members of the EEC were not prepared to make Northern Ireland an issue in their
bilateral relations with the UK.” Indeed, very few states were willing to intervene in the
Northern Ireland conflict.® Colonel Gaddafi’s Libya did intermittently supply arms to the
Irish Republican Army (IRA) over the course of the conflict, but it did not become a
major international actor in the Troubles. Rather, Libya was a facilitator of the IRA’s
campaign of violence but had no influence over the IRA’s strategy, or on the internal or

international climate in which the Troubles occurred.’

’ John Whyte, Interpreting Northern Ireland (Oxford: Clarendon, 1990), pp. 202-5; Guelke, The
International Perspective, p. 3; and Dixon, ‘Northern Ireland and the International Dimension’, p. 106.

* Feargal Cochrane, ‘Irish-America, the End of the IRA’s Armed Struggle and the Utility of “Soft Power™”,
Journal of Peace Research, 44 (2007), p. 221; Cox, ‘The War that Came in From the Cold’, pp. 73-4; and
Adrian Guelke, ‘The United States, Irish Americans and the Northern Ireland Peace Process’, International
Affairs, 72 (1996), p. 521 and pp. 535-6.

> Daniel C. Williamson, ‘Taking the Troubles across the Atlantic: Ireland’s UN Initiatives and Irish-US
Diplomatic Relations in the early years of the Conflict in Northern Ireland, 1969-72’, Irish Studies in
International Affairs, 18 (2007), pp. 177-79.

® Guelke, The International Perspective, pp. 158-63.

" Dublin: National Archives of Ireland (hereafter NAI), Department of the Taoiseach (hereafter DT)
2002/8/481, ‘Summary of Results to Approaches to Foreign Governments about the situation in Northern
Ireland’, 26 August 1971; and Guelke, The International Perspective, p. 171.

¥ Dublin: NAI, DT 2002/8/481, ‘Summary of Results to Approaches to Foreign Governments about the
situation in Northern Ireland’, 26 August 1971.

’ Cox, ‘The War that came in from the Cold’, p. 76; and Brendan O’Leary, ‘Mission Accomplished?
Looking Back at the IRA’, Field Day Review, 1 (2005), p. 236.
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This leaves the Republic of Ireland and the United States. For those who have

downplayed the importance of international actors, the bilateral relationship between the
Irish and British governments is not taken to be part of the international dimension.'’
Instead, the Anglo-Irish relationship has been considered ‘national’ rather than
international.'' Clearly, though, the relationship between the UK and Republic of Ireland
must be considered an international one. At the heart of the dispute was the question
over which state Northern Ireland should belong to. Adrian Guelke has listed the
‘territorial dispute’ between the UK and the Republic of Ireland over Northern Ireland as
one of the distinct elements of the international dimension. That said, Guelke discounted
the importance of this strand of the international dimension given the lack of enthusiasm
in London and Dublin to support their respective ‘sides’ in the conflict.'?

Indeed, in the literature on the Anglo-Irish relationship, the impact of Irish
influence on British policy towards Northern Ireland is minimised. This is especially
true of the period under consideration in this thesis. Irish policy is viewed as a reaction
to events in Northern Ireland and the actions of the British government and not as the
result of a process of interaction between the governments in Dublin and London. For
example, Bew, Gibbon and Patterson have implied that the Irish had little influence over
British policy on Northern Ireland, arguing instead that the Conservative government of
Edward Heath let the Prime Minister of Northern Ireland, Brian Faulkner, dictate British
policy.”” In addition, Bew and Patterson have argued that Jack Lynch’s Fianna Fail
government was ‘almost pathetically grateful” when the British conceded that there was

an ‘Irish dimension’ to resolving the conflict.'* Again the implication is that the Irish

' Dixon, ‘Northern Ireland and the International Dimension’, p. 107; and Eamonn O’Kane, ‘The Republic
of Ireland’s Policy Towards Northern Ireland: The International Dimension as a Policy Tool’, Irish Studies
in International Affairs, 13 (2002), p. 132.

! Ibid.

"2 Guelke, The International Perspective, p. 2.

3 paul Bew, Peter Gibbon, and Henry Patterson, Northern Ireland 1921-1996: Political Forces and Social
Classes (London: Serif, 1996), p. 167.

'* Paul Bew and Henry Patterson, The British State and the Ulster Crisis: From Wilson to Thatcher
(London: Verso, 1985), p. 53.
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had little influence over British policy and it was only after the British had recognised
that it would be unable to resolve the conflict without Irish involvement that London
sought to bring Dublin into their developing political process. This involvement would
be on lines defined by London. Furthermore, Catherine O’Donnell has argued that while
the Irish Taoiseach, Jack Lynch, was consistent in his approach to Northern Ireland his
influence over British policy was diminished by London’s refusal to allow the Irish a role
in the affairs of the Province.”” As for the Sunningdale Agreement, Brendan O’Duffy
and Etain Tannam have both argued that its main purpose was to achieve the British
ambition of securing power-sharing in Northern Ireland, with the Irish dimension ‘a
belated side-payment to nationalists’."®

Only in terms of defining the structure of the Council of Ireland is it argued the
Irish had any appreciable influence. On this London was neutral, leaving it to the parties
in Northern Ireland and the Republic to reach agreement. Whatever could be agreed
would be acceptable to the British. Had the British been more explicit in defining the
structures and powers of the Council, in effect dictating the pattern of North-South
interaction, then an agreement less frightening to unionist opinion would have been
produced."”’

More recently there have been attempts to rehabilitate British policy in Northern
Ireland in the early 1970s. The deteriorating conditions in Northern Ireland are blamed
on the Provisional IRA’s offensive rather than the failure of British policy.'® Heath, it is
argued, wanted to see the improvement of relations between Northern Ireland and the

Republic, such as had existed during the Lemass-O’Neill era in the mid-1960s.

15 Catherine O’Donnell, Fianna Fail, Irish Republicanism and the Northern Ireland Troubles, 1968-2005
(Dublin: Irish Academic Press, 2007), pp. 45-6.

'® Etain Tannam, ‘Explaining British-Irish Cooperation’, Review of International Studies, 37 (2011), p.
1206; and Brendan O’Dufty, British-Irish Relations and Northern Ireland: From Violent Politics to
Conflict Regulation (Dublin: Irish Academic Press, 2007), pp. 98-102.

"7 Paul Bew, Ireland: The Politics of Enmity1789-2006 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007), pp. 511-
2.

'8 Jeremy Smith, ““Walking a Real Tight-Rope of Difficulties”: Sir Edward Heath and the Search for
Stability in Northern Ireland, June 1970 — March 1971°, Twentieth Century British History, 18 (2007), pp.
219-253.
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Following the damage caused to Anglo-Irish relations by the Lower Falls Curfew of
early July 1970, the Heath government wanted to foster better relations with Dublin.
While this did not bear fruit immediately, it paved the way for the closer cooperation that
eventually led to the Good Friday Agreement.”” The effect of this rehabilitation of
British policy, however, is to again emphasise the primacy of London in forming policy
on Northern Ireland and minimise the influence of Dublin.

Unable to move the British government’s policy on Northern Ireland the Republic
sought to bring international pressure to bear on London. Of these international actors,
the United States was most important. While there is a large body of work on the
influence of the minority of Irish-Americans who actively participated in fundraising and
gunrunning for the IRA, there is much less on US government policy towards Northern
Ireland. Writing in the 1980s, Guelke pointed to the caving of President Carter to the
lobbying of the Congressional Irish Caucus in agreeing to a ban of supplying weapons to
the Royal Ulster Constabulary (RUC) as the first direct US government intervention in
the Troubles. Guelke attributed the failure to resist Irish Caucus pressure to the
weakness of the presidency as an institution following Watergate and the general malaise
in the Carter administration.”” However, prior to this, US governments had followed a
strict policy of non-intervention as far as Northern Ireland was concerned.

It is perhaps understandable that little research has been conducted into the US
government’s policy of non-intervention. In the research that has been done, the
reluctance of the administration of President Richard Nixon to intervene in Northern
Ireland has mainly been attributed to the realities of Cold War politics. Ronan Fanning
has argued that the US looked upon Britain as the ‘lynch-pin’ of its anti-communist

alliance and as an important NATO ally. By contrast Ireland was marginal and

' Daniel C. Williamson, ‘Moderation Under Fire: the Arms Trial Crisis, the Lower Falls Curfew and
Anglo-Irish Cooperation on Northern Ireland’, Irish Studies in International Affairs, 21 (2010), p. 206.

2 Adrian Guelke, ‘The American Connection to the Northern Ireland Conflict’, Irish Studies in
International Affairs, 1 (1984), pp. 3-4.
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strategically insignificant.”’ Joseph E. Thompson has also argued that in the Realist
interpretation of foreign policy of Nixon’s National Security Advisor, Henry Kissinger,
the US was required to maintain its ‘special relationship’ with the UK. The price for this
was US silence on Northern Ireland.”> In addition, both Fanning and Thompson have
highlighted what they consider to be the pro-British bias of the State Department. As a
result of this, it is argued, the British were able to wield significant influence over the US
government.” Fanning has stated that there was a ‘British stranglehold in Washington’
which left Dublin unable to move US policy on Northern Ireland.** Meanwhile,
Thompson has argued that the combination of Kissinger’s Realism and the State
Department’s pro-British bias ‘resulted in Britain controlling American policy towards
Ireland, north and south’.”’

Most of the existing literature on the international dimension of the Troubles pre-
dates the opening of government archives and the availability of the personal papers of
the participants for each of the international actors. Archival material for the early part
of the Troubles, including the important years from 1971 to 1974, is now available to
researchers. As a result, a revision of the international dimension using these newly
opened archives is timely. Moreover, such a revision should be a truly ‘international’
history of the Troubles. That is to say it should not be a one-dimensional national history
setting out the policy development of one of the international actors towards the other
actors. This is one of the principle weaknesses of the existing literature on the
international dimension. Rather it should be a multi-dimensional ‘international’ history,

analysing not only the policy development of individual participants, but also assessing

! Ronan Fanning, ‘The Anglo-American Alliance and the Irish Question in the Twentieth Century’, in
Judith Devlin and Howard B. Clarke (eds), European Encounters: Essays in Memory of Albert Lovett
(Dublin: University College Dublin Press, 2003), pp. 198-207.

** Joseph E. Thompson, American Policy and Northern Ireland: A Saga of Peacebuilding (Westport, CT:
Praeger, 2001), pp. 22-3.

* Fanning, ‘The Anglo-Irish Alliance and the Irish Question’, p. 199; and Thompson, American Policy and
Northern Ireland, pp. 35-6.

** Fanning, ‘The Anglo-Irish Alliance and the Irish Question’, p. 205.

** Thompson, American Policy and Northern Ireland, p. 40.



7

the impact of the interactions of each of the international actors on policy towards each
other and Northern Ireland. This can only be achieved through detailed examination of
the available archives in the United Kingdom, Republic of Ireland and the United States.
What emerges from such a revision is a new understanding of the international
dimension of Northern Ireland’s Troubles.

This investigation will cover the period from the introduction of internment
without trial in August 1971 through to the aftermath of the collapse of the Sunningdale
Agreement in 1974. These were some of the bloodiest years of the Troubles. In this
period some 1,200 people were killed as a result of the conflict and many more were
injured.”® Yet this period also saw the best opportunity for a peaceful settlement of the
conflict prior to the peace process of the 1990s. Although this process was to collapse in
May 1974 as a result of the Ulster Workers’ Council (UWC) strike, the principles that
underpinned this initiative, symbolised by the Sunningdale Agreement, endured. Nearly
25 years later Seamus Mallon, the then deputy leader of the SDLP, described the Good
Friday Agreement as ‘Sunningdale for slow learners’.”’

Significantly this was also the period in which the international dimension began
to develop. And it was to play an important role in the political process that emerged
from March 1972. The UK and Republic of Ireland are connected by strong historical,
cultural, and ethnic links. Globalisation and economic integration projects such as those
which developed in Europe from the 1950s further increased the interconnections
between the two states.”® In this relationship of complex interdependence, ‘governments

are affected by one another’s policies so that they react to changes in policy by the other

2% Malcolm Sutton, ‘An Index of Deaths From the Conflict in Ireland’, CAIN Web Service,
http://cain.ulst.ac.uk/sutton/tables/Year.html> [accessed17 June 2011].

*7 Jonathan Tonge, ‘From Sunningdale to the Good Friday Agreement: Creating Devolved Government in
Northern Ireland’, Contemporary British History, 14 (2000), p. 39.

* Martin Hollis and Steve Smith, Explaining and Understanding International Relations (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1990), pp. 32-4.
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side’.” Yet it is not necessarily the state with the greater military or economic power

that can influence weaker states with which they are interdependent. Instead, thanks to
asymmetries in the interdependent relationship, a weaker state can successfully bring
considerable pressure upon a stronger state to influence policy changes to the weaker
state’s advantage.’® The interdependent relationship between the UK and Republic of
Ireland imposed considerable constraints on each government. London was unable to
exploit its military and economic predominance in order to force the Irish government to
accept the British approach to Northern Ireland. Dublin was therefore in a much stronger
position as the British were compelled to interact with the Irish government at the
diplomatic level. It took some time for the British government to recognise this,
however, and when it did, cooperation with Dublin came only reluctantly.

With regard to American involvement in Northern Ireland, here too the
interconnections between Ireland and the US are key. Indeed, it is these interconnections
that led to the US being an important international actor in Northern Ireland while other
nations avoided involvement.”! Despite the desire of US governments prior to the
Clinton administration to avoid involvement in Northern Ireland, the interconnections
between America and Ireland dragged the US into the conflict. Some 40 million US
citizens describe themselves as Irish-American; that is Irish Catholic rather than
Protestant ‘Ulster Scots’.”> Only a small proportion of these Irish-Americans became
activists on Northern Ireland, but they developed effective and influential lobby groups,

such as the American Committee for Ulster Justice (ACUJ) and the Irish Northern Aid

¥ Paul Arthur, ‘Anglo-Irish Relations and the Northern Ireland Problem’, Irish Studies in International
Affairs, 2 (1985), p. 37; and Robert O. Keohane and Joseph S. Nye, Jr., ‘The Complex Politics of
Canadian-American Interdependence’, International Organisation, 28 (1974), p. 600.

%% Robert O. Keohane and Joseph S. Nye, Power and Interdependence (New York: HarperCollins, 1989,
2" edition), p. 18.

*! Dublin: NAL DT 2002/8/481, ‘Summary of Results to Approaches to Foreign Governments about the
situation in Northern Ireland’, 26 August 1971.

> Michael Hout and Joshua Goldstein, ‘How 4.5 Million Irish Immigrants Became 40 Million Irish
Americans: Demographic and Subjective Aspects of the Ethnic Composition of White Americans’,
American Sociological Review, 59:1 (1994), pp. 64-5; and Lawrence J. McCaffrey, The Irish Catholic
Diaspora in America (Washington, DC: The Catholic University of America Press, 1997, 3¢ edition), pp.
188-92.
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Committee (Noraid), that had clout in Congress and forced Northern Ireland onto the
American political agenda. In addition to this domestic lobbying, the fundraising and
gunrunning activity of a small number of Irish-Americans in support of the IRA led to
British and Irish pressure on the US government to take action.”> However, rather than
the Nixon administration’s policy on Northern Ireland being dictated by the British, it
was often constrained by domestic political considerations to the point of ineffectiveness.
Therefore, as will be seen, American interconnections with Ireland led to both internal
and external pressures for US involvement in Northern Ireland.

Consideration of the international history of the early years of the Troubles must
therefore include a multi-dimensional approach that analyses the impact of both the Irish
and American dimensions of the conflict, the prevailing Cold War climate, and the
context of increasing European integration. By examining the international dimension in
this way the significance of the interactions between all the international actors can be
seen. In addition, the constraints on each, whether domestic political considerations, the
realities of the Cold War, or the limits imposed by European integration, can also be
assessed.

From such an investigation it becomes clear that the international dimension
developed into two spheres of activity — a political sphere and a security sphere.** Each
section of the thesis analyses the development of these spheres of international
interaction. Part I covers the period from the introduction of internment without trial in
Northern Ireland on 9 August 1971 through to the aftermath of Bloody Sunday, 30

January 1972, and the US Congressional hearings on Northern Ireland in February-

** Andrew J. Wilson, Irish America and the Ulster Conflict 1968-1995, (Belfast: The Blackstaff Press,
1995), pp. 86-99.

** Brendan O’Duffy has posited a similar concept when he refers to a ‘security track’ and “political track’
to British policy in this period. However, O’Dufty is referring to British policy in Northern Ireland rather
than in the international dimension of the conflict. This is significant as the thesis of his book is that the
conflict is British-Irish rather than internal to Northern Ireland and therefore that Anglo-Irish cooperation
was vital in resolving the conflict. Surprisingly O’Duffy fails to examine Anglo-Irish interaction in this
period in any detail, instead emphasising the centrality of British policy in Northern Ireland. See Brendan
O’Dufty, British-Irish Relations and Northern Ireland, pp. 90-110.
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March 1972. Internment was not just a significant event in Northern Ireland’s domestic
affairs, but effectively internationalised the conflict. It was immediately clear who the
international actors were going to be. Britain was responsible for Northern Ireland, the
Republic of Ireland claimed the right of involvement in the North, while the Irish-
American lobby effectively pushed the Troubles onto the agenda of the US Congress and
then the Nixon administration. It was also to become clear that the international
dimension was going to operate in two spheres, although it was not yet clear which
combination of actors would be interacting in each sphere. The British government had
adopted an exclusively security based policy and increasingly sought Irish cooperation in
this. Dublin refused, instead insisting that it was political solutions that were required
and that it should be engaged in this sphere. Meanwhile, the Nixon administration was
determined not to become involved in either sphere, but was to find itself, temporarily,
the focus of political agitation on Northern Ireland.

Part II of the thesis covers the period from the British government’s political
initiative in March 1972 through to the Irish general election in March 1973. Dublin’s
increasingly aggressive policy towards the UK had had a significant impact on British
thinking. In many ways the political initiative the Heath government embarked upon
mirrored the position the Lynch government had advocated since the introduction of
internment. However, the British had not simply replaced a security policy with a
political policy as Dublin had been advocating. While the emphasis was now on political
reform, the British were still sensitive to unionist opinion in Northern Ireland, something
that the British believed the Lynch government was blind to. Therefore political reform
had to be balanced with security action. This led the British to attempt to coax the Irish
into security cooperation by making political concessions — effectively bringing Dublin

into the political sphere.
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London also sought to bring in the US government into the security sphere, while
preventing American involvement in the political sphere. The British only wanted the
assistance of the US authorities in tackling Irish-American support for the IRA.
However, the British rightly did not take for granted US non-involvement in the political
sphere, continuing to engage with both the US government and the Irish Caucus. Indeed
domestic political considerations prompted Nixon to review the policy of non-
intervention. Only after the US Presidential election was it certain that the administration
would not become politically involved in Northern Ireland. Even so, Irish Caucus
agitation continued.

Part III covers the period from the formation of the Fine Gael-Labour coalition
government in Dublin in March 1973 through to the conclusion of the Sunningdale
Agreement in December 1973. During this period Dublin’s role in the political sphere
was firmly established as the British brought the Irish government deeper into the
political process. Moreover, it initially appeared that the new Irish government would
agree to closer security cooperation with the British. However, Anglo-Irish security
cooperation was torpedoed by the Littlejohn Affair of August 1973. Instead, the Irish
government adopted an increasingly aggressive approach in the political sphere. As a
result, the disconnection between the political and security spheres began to affect the
peace process and was to undermine the Sunningdale Agreement.

Following the US presidential election the Nixon administration finally excluded
itself from the political sphere of the Troubles. However, continued Irish-American
support for the Provisionals forced the US government into the security sphere. The
British had continued to press for US action. However, it was to be the intervention of
the Republic of Ireland’s new Foreign Minister, Garret FitzGerald, that was to have the
most impact on the US government’s approach. FitzGerald’s constant lobbying led to

the convening of a conference involving several of the US government’s law
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enforcement agencies. This resulted in the production of a list of actions that could be
taken against groups like Noraid. Yet, the administration was not prepared to cause the
domestic political storm that such an approach would create. There was little political
will in the administration to take on the Irish Caucus. Instead the policy eventually
adopted was modest in its ability to tackle Provisional IRA (PIRA) support in the United
States. Domestic political concerns trumped British or Irish government lobbying.

The final section of the thesis, Part IV, covers the period from the Sunningdale
Agreement in December 1973 through to the aftermath of the collapse of the peace
process. Following the creation of Northern Ireland’s power-sharing executive in
January 1974 the British government began to withdraw from the political sphere as
relations between Dublin and Belfast strengthened. As a series of setbacks afflicted the
peace process, discussions between Belfast and Dublin concentrated on salvaging the
Agreement. However, the failure of the Unionists to agree with Dublin on the way
forward increasingly brought London back into the political sphere.

There were signs of political progress in the United States. Political engagement
with the Irish Caucus by the British and Irish governments and the SDLP’s John Hume
had the effect of moderating the views of certain members of the Caucus. Effectively
some senior members of the Caucus were being brought into the political sphere in
support of the moderate position of Northern Ireland’s main constitutional nationalist
party, the Social Democratic and Labour Party (SDLP), and the Irish government.
Having previously attempted to stop British and Irish government lobbying of the Irish
Caucus, lest it merely increase pressure for US intervention, the Nixon administration
now encouraged contact between the Irish government and SDLP and the Caucus.

Cooperation on security issues was harder to achieve. At Sunningdale the British
government and the moderate Unionists led by Brian Faulkner had failed to achieve the

desired agreement on security issues with the Irish government. A further report on
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security again failed to deliver to the British or the Faulkner Unionists the security
cooperation they wanted. In the end they were forced to decide whether to break the
whole peace process over the issue or accept what cooperation they could from Dublin.
Reluctantly they chose the latter.

The British government and Faulkner Unionists were so persistent in their
demands for security cooperation because they believed that this would help sell the
Sunningdale Agreement to the unionist majority in Northern Ireland. More than that, it
could even prevent a Protestant backlash against the peace process. Eventually, though,
the feared Protestant backlash occurred, wrecking the peace process and the Sunningdale
Agreement. In the aftermath of this, the Irish government became extremely concerned
that the British would opt to unilaterally withdraw from Northern Ireland. The Nixon
administration shared the Irish government’s analysis of the future development of
British policy. Certainly there were some in the British government who were
advocating withdrawal. Yet this never came close to being adopted as British policy.
Instead the British government restated its commitment to the Sunningdale principles.
Despite repeated reassurances, the Irish government remained unconvinced and the strain
in Anglo-Irish relations increased.

In all this, it is clear that the development of the international dimension did not
lead to harmony in the relations between the main participants. Rath