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Introduction 
This article examines Irish taoiseach (prime minister) Charles J. Haughey’s involvement with the Falklands War of 1982; a hitherto neglected subject related to a defining episode in the history of Great Britain in the post-war era. Specifically, it focuses on Haughey’s relationship with British prime minister Margaret Thatcher during the depths of this crisis and the immediate diplomatic and political fallout between the British and Irish governments in the aftermath of the Falklands War. 
At the heart of this article is the argument that Haughey’s modus operandi during the Falkland War was motivated by a blend of political opportunism and cynical anglophobia. Firstly, Haughey’s categorical denials, at the time, that he had any knowledge or part to play in the Irish government’s initial decision in April 1982 to support the British government’s sponsored economic and military sanctions against Argentina revealed the opportunistic, indeed cunning, nature of his character. 
As is revealed, the availability of recently declassified department government files from archival institutions in Britain and Ireland exposes that Haughey was not only kept abreast of developments at the United Nations (UN) on a day-to-day basis, but most significantly that he authorised the casting of Ireland’s vote in support of the British government’s sanctions against Argentina at the UN Security Council.
Secondly, the opportunistic nature of Haughey’s actions during the Falkland crisis were reinforced by his decision in May 1982 to withdraw support for the British government’s sponsored sanctions against Argentina. This decision, which dumbfounded the British government and indeed many of Haughey’s own civil servants, caused a sharp deterioration in Anglo-Irish relations. With access to compelling new evidence it is argued that Haughey’s motivations in withdrawing support for sanctions were determined by short-term political considerations, and not as he argued at the time, long-held political principles related to Irish neutrality.
Lastly, this article asserts that Haughey viewed the Falklands War as a ‘key moment to get his own back’ on Thatcher, to quote David Neligan, a senior official within the Department of Foreign Affairs at the time.[endnoteRef:1] During the height of the second Republican hunger strike the previous year in 1981 relations between Haughey and Thatcher had deteriorated to such an extent that they no longer trusted one another. Thatcher’s categorical refusal to permit Haughey a mediatory role in helping to bring the hunger strikers’ campaign to an amicable conclusion deeply offended the taoiseach, helping to exasperate his deep-rooted anglophobia.[endnoteRef:2]  [1:  Interview with David Neligan, Jan. 2, 2015.]  [2:  For further reading in relation to Haughey’s alleged ‘deep-rooted anglophobia’, including his involvement with the so-called ‘Arms Crisis’, see Kelly, ‘Fresh evidence from the archives’, 155-170.] 

The outbreak of the Falklands War, therefore, was an ideal opportunity for Haughey to ‘get his own back’ on Thatcher; his opportunity to undermine her political credibility on the international stage and, at the same time, rekindle his image as a firebrand nationalist in the eyes of his supporters within the Fianna Fáil party and the wider Irish electorate. For all of the above reasons it is the contention of this article that Haughey’s stance vis-à-vis the Falklands War can most accurately be described by one phrase: an opportunistic Anglophobe.  
	 With the exception of Norman MacQueen’s 1985 article Haughey’s role and more generally the part played by the Irish government during the Falklands War is ignored within the relevant literature dealing with this subject.[endnoteRef:3] More general studies focused on the Falklands War have, likewise, paid scant attention to Irish involvement in the crisis. Laurence Freedman’s official history of the Falklands War, for example, allocated a minimal number of references to the Irish government’s contribution to this event.[endnoteRef:4] Those works examining British foreign policy during the premiership of Thatcher have also neglected to examine Haughey’s role during the Falklands War.[endnoteRef:5] [3:  With access to newspaper reports, published parliamentary debates and a selection of secondary writings, MacQueen provided an astute examination of the Irish government’s public stance in relation to the Falklands War, chiefly at the UN. However, when analysing Haughey’s private actions and motivations during this crisis, MacQueen was less successful. This is not a criticism of the mentioned author, per se. Rather, due to the unavailability of hitherto classified departmental British and Irish government files, and a reluctance on behalf of civil servants and politicians, alike, to place on the record their involvement with the Falklands War, Haughey’s involvement with the crisis has remained difficult to decipher. See MacQueen, ‘The expedience of tradition’, 38-55 & 42-53. Apart from MacQueen’s article, the respective studies by Ben Tonra (‘The internal dissenter: Ireland Esther Barbeand’) and Gregg O’Neill (‘A failure of statesmanship and an abdication of political responsibility’), likewise, did not have access to the aforementioned archival governmental files vis-à-vis Haughey’s attitude to the Falklands crisis. See also, Doherty, Ireland, neutrality and European security integration, 56-57; and Martin, ‘Institutions and cooperation: sanctions during the Falkland islands conflict’, 152, 156 & 162-168.]  [4:  Freedman, The official history of the Falklands campaign: war and diplomacy, volume two, 405 & 424-425 & 448. Moreover, the following works related to the Falklands War neglect to examine Haughey’s contribution to this aforementioned subject: see Middlebrook, The Falklands War; Hastings and Jenkins, The battle for the Falklands; Boyce, The Falklands War; and lastly, Parsons, The Falklands War. ]  [5:  See, for example, Moore, Margaret Thatcher: the authorized biography: volume one, 656-758; Aitken, Margaret Thatcher: power and personality, 320-371; Evans, Thatcher and Thatcherism, 96-100; Fry, The politics of the Thatcher revolution, 53-58; and Green, Thatcher, 155-162. See also Goodlad, Thatcher; and Sharp, Thatcher’s diplomacy. ] 

Studies of Anglo-Irish relations during the 20th century have also offered fleeting attention to either Haughey’s or the Irish government’s role during the Falklands crisis.[endnoteRef:6] Haughey’s most prominent biographers,[endnoteRef:7] and general studies relating to Fianna Fáil,[endnoteRef:8] similarly glossed over his role during this dispute. Lastly, with the exception of Paul Sharp[endnoteRef:9] and to a lesser extent Trevor Salmon,[endnoteRef:10] respectively, little scholarly work has been produced dealing with Haughey’s stance in relation to the Falklands crisis in the context of Irish neutrality and Irish engagement with European Defence Cooperation, placed within the country’s wider role in the European Economic Community (EEC).[endnoteRef:11]  [6:  See, for example, Patterson, Ireland’s violent frontier; O’Kane, Britain, Ireland and Northern Ireland since 1980; Cunningham, British government policy in Northern Ireland, 1969-2000; and Sloan, The geopolitics of Anglo-Irish relations in the 20th century.]  [7:  See, for example, O’Brien, The modern prince: Charles J. Haughey and the quest for power, 85-94; Arnold, Haughey: his life and unlucky deeds, 189-190; Stephen Collins, The Haughey file; and Dwyer, Charlie: the political biography of Charles J. Haughey. ]  [8:  See, for example, Whelan, Fianna Fáil, a biography of the party, 212-213; O’Donnell, Fianna Fáil, Irish republicanism and the Northern Ireland troubles, 1986-2005, 53-66; and Collins, The power game: Fianna Fáil since Lemass,  141-151. See also Mansergh (ed.), The spirit of the nation: speeches and statements of Charles J. Haughey.]  [9:  See Sharp, Irish foreign policy and the European Community, 199-235.]  [10:  See Salmon, Unneutral Ireland, 257 & 268-272.]  [11:  Although Sharp and Salmon, respectively, offer important background material in relation to Ireland’s role in the EEC and the history of Irish neutrality, on the subject of the Falklands War, neither author had access to the relevant British or Irish departmental government papers. See also MacQueen, ‘The expedience of tradition’, 39-41.] 

This article readdresses this historiographical anomaly. It is only now due to the availability of British and Irish government files related to the Falklands War that one can offer a reassessment of Haughey’s and more generally the Irish government’s role during the Falklands crisis. The research on which this article is based consists of hitherto unused and neglected archival material from the National Archives of Ireland,[endnoteRef:12] the National Archives of the United Kingdom,[endnoteRef:13] and Margaret Thatcher’s personal papers.[endnoteRef:14]  [12:  This article has utilised the follow department files from the National Archives of Ireland (NAI): the Department of the Taoiseach (DT) and the Department of Foreign Affairs (DFA).]  [13:  This article has utilised the follow department files from the National Archives of the United Kingdom (NAUK): the Cabinet Office (CAB); the Northern Ireland files (CJ); the Foreign and Commonwealth Office files (FCO); and Prime Minister’s Office (PREM). However, readers should be aware that a substantial number of British departmental-governmental files related to ‘political’ facets of the Falklands War still remain closed to the public. See, for example, NAUK CAB 163/72; NAUK CAB 163/380-381; NAUK CAB 163/408; and NAUK CAB 163/447.]  [14:  The Margaret Thatcher Papers (THCR) are held in the Churchill Archives Centre (CAC). ] 

The use of documentary evidence is complimented by the use of reported evidence, primarily recorded interviews and newspapers. Interviews with prominent British and Irish civil servants, who played a frontline role in Anglo-Irish relations during the Falklands War, have proved particularly valuable in helping to uncover Haughey’s real motivations and intentions during this crisis. Those interviewed included, Lord Robert Armstrong, Noel Dorr and David Neligan. For example, Dorr’s reflections, including a previously unpublished personal memorandum dealing with his contribution to Irish government policy during the Falklands War, sheds new light on Haughey’s actions throughout this defining period in modern Anglo-Irish relations.[endnoteRef:15] [15:  See Noel Dorr, ‘The Falklands War: background and context to Ireland’s actions on the UN Security Council’. Mr Dorr kindly supplied me with a copy of this cited memorandum. Copy in author’s possession.] 

Haughey ‘Mark II’: The Background to the Irish Government’s involvement with the Falklands War
On 9 March 1982 a Fianna Fáil minority-led government, under the leadership of Charles J. Haughey, returned to power following several months on the Opposition benches. Delivering a speech to the assembled media the new taoiseach outlined the priorities of his government. Apart from a commitment to address Ireland’s lacklustre economy Haughey reaffirmed that the ‘first political priority’ of his government would continue to be the ‘tragic problem of Northern Ireland’. ‘It is the gravest of all our problems’, he said.[endnoteRef:16]  [16:  Record of speech by Haughey, March 9, 1982. NAI DT 2012/90/996. ] 

	Haughey’s return to government witnessed a major shift in the Irish government’s Northern Ireland policy, as previously managed by the Fine Gael-Labour Coalition under the guardianship of Fine Gael leader Garret FitzGerald. Unlike the previous FitzGerald led government, which as a prerequisite for a united Ireland supported London’s proposal to restore a devolved government in Northern Ireland (the so-called Prior Initiative),[endnoteRef:17] on returning to office Haughey categorically ruled out this policy. Instead, he returned to a staple part of his Northern Ireland policy since becoming taoiseach in December 1979: seeking to secure a united Ireland by working through the two sovereign governments in Dublin and London, over the heads of Unionist politicians in Northern Ireland.[endnoteRef:18]  [17:  Under the direction of the secretary of state for Northern Ireland James Prior the British government proposed the establishment of a devolved assembly (not specifically power-sharing) between the political parties of Northern Ireland, this became known as the ‘Prior Initiative’. Prior envisaged that the proposed assembly would eventually have executive and legislative responsibility for the administration of Northern Ireland departments (commerce, finance, manpower services, agriculture, environment, health and social services and education). Law and order, however, would remain under the control of Westminster. On April 5, 1982, the British government published its white paper, Northern Ireland: A framework for devolution, setting out the criteria for the establishment of a devolved government for Northern Ireland, based on a so-called plan of ‘partial or rolling devolution’. See confidential memorandum by Prior, ‘Northern Ireland: constitutional development’ for British Cabinet Defence and Overseas Policy Committee, Feb. 9, 1982. CAC THCR 2/6/2/117 (part 2).]  [18:  See, for example, speech by Haughey, March 9, 1982. NAI DT 2012/90/996. ] 

	Privately, British ambassador to Ireland Leonard Figg surmised that Haughey was planning to take a new, more ‘nationalist’ path in relation to Anglo-Irish relations. The taoiseach, he said, had lost sight of the ‘more prosaic realities of Anglo-Irish relations’ and now seemed to be allowing his ‘nationalist enthusiasm to run away with him’.[endnoteRef:19] Accordingly, Figg advised that London must be made aware that ‘Haughey Mark II differs greatly from the Mark I version we saw from November 1979 to May 1981’. Since returning to government, the British ambassador to Ireland judged that Haughey felt the need to ‘radically’ alter his relationship with Britain.[endnoteRef:20]  [19:  Figg to Lord Carrington, March 29, 1982. NAUK PREM 19/749. ]  [20:  Copy of memorandum by Figg, ‘The Falklands crisis and Anglo-Irish relations’, June 22, 1982. CAC THCR 1/20/3/19.] 

	Figg’s assessment was accurate. Haughey’s return to government witnessed a marked departure from his previous cordial, statesmanlike, approach to Anglo-Irish relations during his previous spell as taoiseach from December 1979 to the summer of 1981. The origins of Haughey’s alleged ‘radically’ altered relationship with the British government must be traced back to the Anglo-Irish summit meeting between Haughey and Thatcher, held in Dublin in December 1980. At the post-summit meeting press conference Haughey was repeatedly asked by assembled journalists to explain the significance of the phrase ‘totality of relationships’ as enshrined within the joint communiqué issued on behalf of the British and Irish governments.[endnoteRef:21]  To the frustration of Thatcher, Haughey implied that two governments had agreed to advance British-Irish relations and the question of Northern Ireland to ‘a higher plane’, describing the summit meeting as ‘historic’.[endnoteRef:22]  [21:  See copy of joint British-Irish communiqué, ‘Meeting between Taoiseach and British Prime Minister’, 8 Dec. 1980. NAI DFA 2010/53/930. See also Kelly, ‘Love-Hate: The Haughey-Thatcher relationship and the Anglo-Irish summit, 8 December 1980’, 46-49.]  [22:  Transcript of Haughey’s press conference following meeting his with Thatcher, 8 Dec. 1980. NAI DFA 2010/53/930. ] 

The taoiseach’s bold comments, which had effectively (if not explicitly) announced that Northern Ireland’s constitutional position was on the table for debate between Dublin and London, was a far cry from what had actually been discussed at the Anglo-Irish summit-meeting.[endnoteRef:23] It was at this moment that Thatcher realised that she could not trust Haughey. Indeed, the taoiseach’s remarks, to quote Dermot Nally, deputy secretary to the Irish government, ‘drove Miss Thatcher around the bend’ and ‘destroyed the feeling of trust’ between the two leaders.[endnoteRef:24] [23:  The relevant declassified British and Irish departmental government files related to the Anglo-Irish summit meeting of 8 Dec. 1980 make no reference to Northern Ireland’s constitutional future; except for Thatcher’s pledge to maintain the ‘guarantee’ that Northern Ireland would not cease to be part of the United Kingdom without the consent of the majority in that region. See, for example, official Irish government record of ‘meeting between the Taoiseach and British Prime Minister, 8 December, 1980’. NAI DFA 2010/53/930. See also NAUK CJ 4/2938-2939.]  [24:  Comments by Dermot Nally. RTÉ television documentary, Haughey, episode 2, ‘Arise and follow’ (2005). Available from https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qOoeUIRVrik.] 

The most significant factor in explaining a drastic cooling of the Haughey-Thatcher relationship was due to the political fallout in relation to the second Republican hunger strike from March to October 1981. In the aftermath of the crisis Haughey never forgave Thatcher for her refusal not to permit him to play a meaningful role in facilitating an agreement between the British government and the Republican movement, under the leadership of Gerry Adams, to bring the hunger strike to an amicable conclusion.[endnoteRef:25]  [25:  For further analysis of Haughey’s role during the second Republican hunger strike of 1981 and more generally Anglo-Irish relations during this tense period see Kelly, ‘Mr Haughey’s silence condemns him’, pp. (tbc). See also Hennessey, Hunger strike: Margaret Thatcher’s battle with the IRA; and Moore, Margaret Thatcher: the authorized biography, volume one, 587-622.] 

On returning to government in March 1982 Haughey was determined to repair his public image as a firebrand nationalist and at the same time, to once more quote David Neligan, to ‘get his own back’ on Thatcher.[endnoteRef:26] The perception that Haughey had failed to take a strong-line with Thatcher during the second Republican hunger strike had left the taoiseach open to accusations of political indecisiveness and ineptitude in his dealings with the British government.[endnoteRef:27] Haughey, therefore, had a point to prove, not just to himself, but to the Irish electorate. This argument is supported by Lord Robert Armstrong, Thatcher’s cabinet secretary from 1979 to 1987. He recounted that during the Falklands War he also held the marked impression that Haughey had used the crisis to ‘get his own back’ on Thatcher, because of the British prime minister’s refusal to allow him to play a major role during the heights of the Republican hunger strike of 1981.[endnoteRef:28] [26:  Interview with David Neligan, Jan. 2, 2015.]  [27:  See Kelly, ‘Mr Haughey’s silence condemns him’, pp. (tbc).]  [28:  Interview (telephone) with Lord Robert Armstrong, Oct. 27, 2015.] 

In particular, the embryonic growth of Sinn Féin as a political force on both sides of the Irish border frightened Haughey and many within the Fianna Fáil party. As MacQueen noted, Haughey was confronted by the stark reality that in order not to allow the ‘green card’ to slip from his fingertips he had an obligation to propagate Fianna Fáil’s fundamental commitment to securing a thirty-two county Irish Republic and to preserve Irish neutrality.[endnoteRef:29] The outbreak of the Falklands War, therefore, was the ideal opportunity for Haughey to salvage his reputation as Ireland’s guardian of constitutional Republicanism. [29:  MacQueen, ‘The expedience of tradition’, 54.] 

Haughey’s so-called ‘Mark II’ approach to Anglo-Irish relations, as described by Figg, was given credence during a visit to the United States shortly after his appointment as taoiseach. On St. Patrick’s Day, 17 March 1982, during a speech in Washington, Haughey called on a British strategic withdrawal from Northern Ireland.[endnoteRef:30] The taoiseach’s comments, which caused uneasiness in London,[endnoteRef:31] signalled the commencement of a new confrontational chapter in Anglo-Irish relations. The new taoiseach, however, was unapologetic.  [30:  See Irish Press, March 18 and 19, 1982.]  [31:  Privately, Robert Armstrong said that Haughey’s aggressive stance in relation to London made it impossible for the British government to take ‘the initiative’ in Anglo-Irish relations. See Armstrong to Thatcher, March, 26, 1982. NAUK PREM 19/749.] 

	As is discussed below, the most significant and long-lasting crisis to impact Anglo-Irish relations during this period was the outbreak of the Falklands War, following an Argentinian invasion of the Falkland islands in April 1982. Haughey’s actions throughout this crisis, to quote Paul Sharp, was based on ‘crisis management’,[endnoteRef:32] whereby under the control of the taoiseach Irish policy was incoherently thrown together on a piecemeal and ad-hoc manner.  [32:  Sharp, Irish foreign policy and the European Community, 218.] 


A ‘positive response to the request’: The Irish Government’s support for ‘Resolution 502’
The sharp deterioration in Anglo-Irish relations during 1982 can be traced to the remote Falkland islands and South Georgia and the South Sandwich islands, some 300 miles off the Argentina coast and approximately 8,000 miles south of the United Kingdom. An archipelago of an estimated 200 islands scattered in the South Atlantic, ownership of the Falklands was bitterly disputed between Argentina and Britain. At the time approximately 1,900 people lived on the Falkland islands. The vast majority of these inhabitants firmly opposed integration with Argentina and wanted to remain a British dependency. However, in Argentina the repressive military junta dictatorship under General Leopoldo Galtieri claimed Argentinian ownership of the islands. 
	The Argentinian-British relations reached crisis point on 2 April 1982, following the invasion of the Falkland islands by Argentinian forces. On receiving news of this act of aggression on behalf of Galtieri military junta Thatcher was described as being shocked and furious.[endnoteRef:33] Sir Geoffrey Howe, Thatcher’s chancellor of the exchequer during the Falklands crisis, gloomily recalled the British cabinets’ collective ‘shocked disbelief’ on receiving news of the invasion.[endnoteRef:34] Alan Clark (future Conservative minister for defence procurement, 1989-1992), writing in his diary at the time, noted how despondent he felt: ‘Humiliation, for sure, and, not impossible, military defeat’.[endnoteRef:35] Thatcher was, likewise, fearful of a possible military defeat at the hands of Galtieri’s forces. Her immediate response was to retaliate with military action. She was particularly perturbed by the inability of the Foreign and Commonwealth Office, together with the Security Services, to predict an Argentinian invasion of the Falkland islands.[endnoteRef:36] [33:  It is not within the remit of this article to offer an in-depth, all encompassing, analysis of the British government’s military or diplomatic actions during the Falklands War. For such analysis see Freedman, The official history of the Falklands campaign: origins of the Falklands war, volume one; and Freedman, The official history of the Falklands campaign: war and diplomacy, volume two. See also Moore, Margaret Thatcher: the authorized biography: volume one, 656-758; and Aitken, Margaret Thatcher: power and personality, 320-371.]  [34:  Howe, Conflict of loyalty, 245.]  [35:  Quoted in Fry, The politics of the Thatcher revolution: an interpretation of British politics, 53.]  [36:  See Moore, Margaret Thatcher: the authorized biography: volume one, 669-672.] 

	At a specially convened cabinet meeting on the day of the Argentinian invasion, 2 April, following consultation with her assembled ministers, she sanctioned the sending of a British Task Force to protect the Falkland islands.[endnoteRef:37] To Thatcher’s surprise she learned that, while it would take three days to assemble the Task Force, it would take a further three weeks for the Task Force to reach the Falkland islands.[endnoteRef:38] Therefore, for the immediate period at least, British policy turned away from the military sphere to the diplomatic arena, the UN to be precise. [37:  See Moore, Margaret Thatcher: the authorized biography: volume one, 670-671.]  [38:  Moore, Margaret Thatcher: the authorized biography: volume one, 667.] 

	Throughout the Falklands War Anthony Parsons, British permanent representative at the UN, played an integral role in securing UN support for condemnation of Argentinian use of force. On Saturday 3 April, following a request by Parsons, on behalf of the British government, a hastily arranged emergency meeting of the UN Security Council was held. Following intense diplomatic efforts, including several telephone conversations between Thatcher and French president François Mitterrand and King Hussein of Jordan, respectively,[endnoteRef:39] the British managed to secure the safe passage of ‘Resolution 502’ through the UN Security Council. This resolution called for: (1) an immediate cessation of hostilities; (2) an immediate withdrawal of Argentine forces from the Falkland islands; and lastly, (3) the commencement of negotiations.[endnoteRef:40] [39:  Moore, Margaret Thatcher: the authorized biography: volume one, 678. See also Parsons, ‘The Falklands Crisis in the United Nations, 31st March – 14th June 1982’, 169-178.]  [40:  Irish government memorandum, ‘The Anglo-Irish Dispute: Note for the information of the Government’, April 1982. NAI DFA 2012/59/71. ] 

It was on the morning of 3 April that the Irish government became directly involved with the Falklands crisis. During this crisis, apart from the leading role played by Haughey personally in Dublin, Irish government policy was also directed by Ireland’s representative at the UN Noel Dorr in New York (Dorr dealt with the question of resolutions) and by an Irish delegation led by Irish minister for foreign affairs Gerald Collins from the European Economic Community (EEC) headquarters in Brussels (Collins and his delegation dealt with sanctions). 
Following discussions between Haughey and a small grouping of his senior Department of Foreign of Affairs officials, Ireland’s representative at the UN Noel Dorr was instructed to support the British sponsored Resolution 502, which was to be formally proposed later that evening. Coincidently, at this time, Ireland was a member of the UN Security Council, having taken up its membership on 1 January 1981.[endnoteRef:41] In his speech to the Council, which unusually had been ‘cleared more or less paragraph by paragraph by the Taoiseach’,[endnoteRef:42] Dorr expressed regret that an appeal for peace by members of the Security Council had been ‘flouted by one of the parties to the dispute and that Ireland deplored the resorting to armed action by Argentina’.[endnoteRef:43] This stance in support of the principles of the rule of law and the argument against the use of force by Argentina to resolve the issue of sovereignty was to form the bedrock of Irish government policy throughout the Falklands crisis.[endnoteRef:44] [41:  Irish government memorandum, ‘The Anglo-Irish Dispute: Note for the information of the Government’, April 1982. NAI DFA 2012/59/71. ]  [42:  See Noel Dorr, ‘The Falklands War: background and context to Ireland’s actions on the UN Security Council’.]  [43:  This information is sourced from a secret Irish departmental-government file, ‘The Falkland Islands Crisis’. NAI DT 2013/27/14.]  [44:  O’Neill, ‘A failure of statesmanship and an abdication of political responsibility’, 165-166.] 

	 The British government secured the necessary ten votes to ensure that Resolution 502 was adopted, while at the same time avoiding a veto from both China and the Soviet Union. The Irish government’s willingness to support Britain’s stance over the Falklands was warmly welcomed by London. During a meeting with assistant secretary of the Department of Foreign Affairs Pádraic (Paddy) N. MacKernan, on 5 April, David Tatham of the British Embassy in Dublin thanked the Irish for ‘our support’. ‘The adoption of the resolution’, Tatham noted, ‘was a considerable achievement’.[endnoteRef:45] Spurred on by Haughey’s support for Resolution 502 the following day, 6 April, the British Embassy in Dublin once again contacted the Irish government with the request that Dublin back a further British proposal to apply a ‘full-range of import restrictions on Argentina’.[endnoteRef:46]  [45:  Record of meeting between MacKernan and Tatham, 5 April 1982. NAI DFA 2012/59/71.]  [46:  See Department of Foreign Affairs memorandum, ‘The Falkland Islands dispute’, early April 1982. NAI DT 2013/27/14.] 

	On the same day, 6 April, Thatcher personally contacted Haughey to express her thanks for the Irish government’s support and to request ‘his personal help’ and additional support for the British government’s calls for the imposition of economic and financial sanctions by the European Community against Argentina. The British prime minister noted that she was ‘... seeking your urgent help in bringing pressure to bear on Argentina to withdraw from the Falkland Islands’. ‘Argentina’, she explained, ‘has made clear it will defy the Security Council Resolution adopted on 3 April, calling for its immediate withdrawal’. ‘This is unacceptable’, she told Haughey.[endnoteRef:47] [47:  Thatcher to Haughey, April 6, 1982. NAI DFA 2012/59/71.] 

	Later that day the Irish government held a cabinet meeting to consider Thatcher’s request to support the British government’s calls for further economic sanctions against Argentina. No formal decision was taken at this meeting. Although Irish government officials advised the government to take a ‘positive response to the request’, a number of caveats were also discussed.[endnoteRef:48] Informally, the government agreed that Ireland would not ‘begin to consider the UK request until other issues before the EEC were disposed of’ (this included agricultural price increases which the UK had delayed).[endnoteRef:49]  [48:  See Department of Foreign Affairs memorandum, ‘The Falkland Islands dispute’, early April 1982. NAI DT 2013/27/14.]  [49:  Irish government memorandum, ‘The Anglo-Irish Dispute: Note for the information of the Government’, April 1982. NAI DFA 2012/59/71. ] 

	 A final decision on Thatcher’s request was not taken by Haughey before the meeting of the EEC’s Political and Security Committee (COPOL) in Brussels on 9 April, Good Friday. The Irish delegation’s instructions at that stage were to ‘resist sanctions but to be helpful to the UK’. However, once the meeting got underway it was painfully apparent that all ‘other partners were willing to apply sanctions in common to put pressure on Argentina’. In response, MacKernan sent his superior Seán Donlon a telex message outlining the above information, with a recommendation that Ireland agree to the publication of a “Releve de conclusions”, which effectively acknowledged the Irish government’s support for sanctions against Argentina.[endnoteRef:50] [50:  See Irish departmental-government file, ‘The Falkland Islands Crisis’. NAI DT 2013/27/14.] 

Following MacKernan’s intervention Donlon and Collins spoke to Haughey by telephone. Following a series of conversations they agreed to the “Releve”. The following day, 10 April, in Brussels the EEC’s Committee of Permanent Representatives (COREPER) reconvened and following further consultation with the Irish government, Haughey agreed to support the implementation of economic sanctions against Argentina. These measures were to remain in force until 17 May, when they could be renewed.[endnoteRef:51] A statement was then issued on behalf of the ten EEC member states (‘The Ten’) setting out the measures agreed upon. Simultaneously, a statement was issued on behalf of the Irish government explaining why Ireland supported these measures. Thereafter, to quote a secret Irish governmental memorandum, a ‘period of relative lull began’ in which the focus of attention turned towards the UN’s efforts to achieve a political solution to the crisis.[endnoteRef:52]  [51:  Irish departmental-government file, ‘The Falkland Islands Crisis’. NAI DT 2013/27/14.]  [52:  Irish departmental-government file, ‘The Falkland Islands Crisis’. NAI DT 2013/27/14.] 

According to Joyce and Murtagh, during this period an impression was created and fostered by Haughey and his supporters that he had played no part in deciding government policy at the UN in relation to the Falklands crisis.[endnoteRef:53] On 11 April a story appeared in the Sunday Independent accusing Noel Dorr of apparently acting without the full consultation of either his colleagues at Iveagh House in Dublin or Haughey, personally.[endnoteRef:54] Indeed, rumours quickly emerged accusing Dorr, ‘of effectively making up policy on the hop in New York, and of acting with unseemly haste in condemning the invasion’.[endnoteRef:55]  [53:  Joyce and Murtagh, The Boss, 157. ]  [54:  See Irish Times, April 13, 1982.]  [55:  O’Neill, ‘A failure of statesmanship and an abdication of political responsibility’, 167. See also MacQueen, ‘The expedience of tradition’, 42-43.] 

	When the story was published there were no attempts from either the taoiseach or his minister for foreign affairs Gerald Collins to refute the accusations against Dorr.[endnoteRef:56] Again according to Joyce and Murtagh when Neil Blaney, Independent Fianna Fáil Teachta Dála (TD) (member of Irish parliament) for Donegal North-East subsequently complained to Haughey regarding Ireland’s support for Resolution 502 the taoiseach ‘excused himself by claiming that he did not know what Dorr had said at the meeting’.[endnoteRef:57] In fact, as demonstrated above, recently declassified Irish departmental documents provide compelling evidence that Haughey was kept abreast of developments at the UN on a day-to-day basis and had authorised the casting of Ireland’s vote in support of the British government’s resolution at the Security Council.[endnoteRef:58]  [56:  O’Neill, ‘A failure of statesmanship and an abdication of political responsibility’, 167.]  [57:  Joyce and Murtagh, The Boss, 157. ]  [58:  See, for example, Department of Foreign Affairs memorandum, ‘The Falkland Islands dispute’, early April 1982. NAI DT 2013/27/14; and Irish departmental-government file, ‘The Falkland Islands Crisis’. NAI DT 2013/27/14. See also Dorr, ‘The Falklands War: background and context to Ireland’s actions on the UN Security Council’.] 

	Despite arguments to the contrary,[endnoteRef:59] Haughey’s denials that he had any prior knowledge of Dorr’s actions infuriated officials within Iveagh House. The following day, 12 April, the Department of Foreign Affairs issued a statement claiming the story in the Sunday Independent was ‘entirely without foundation’.[endnoteRef:60] In his personal account of Ireland’s involvement with the Falklands crisis at the UN and in a subsequent interview with this author, Dorr stated categorically that Haughey sanctioned him, as Irish representative at the UN, to ‘support’ Resolution 502.[endnoteRef:61] ‘The [Irish] UN Mission in New York’, Dorr subsequently wrote, ‘were given specific clearance for the actions we took’.[endnoteRef:62] Dorr was at pains to emphasise that he regularly kept Haughey, as well as Gerald Collins, fully up-to-date on the unfolding events via telephone conversations with Seán Donlon, secretary of the Department of Foreign Affairs and his assistant secretary MacKernan.[endnoteRef:63] The reality is that throughout this period, acting as an intermediate on Dorr’s behalf, Donlon held regular telephone conversations with Haughey regarding Irish government policy at the UN. [59:  See Sharp, Irish foreign policy and the European Community, 223-224.]  [60:  See Irish Times, April 13, 1982.]  [61:  See Dorr, A small state at the top table, 138-140 & 240. Also interview with Noel Dorr, April 8, 2014 and email correspondence, July 2015. ]  [62:  Dorr, ‘The Falklands War: background and context to Ireland’s actions on the UN Security Council’.]  [63:  Dorr, A small state at the top table, 138-139. Also interview with Noel Dorr, April 8, 2014.] 

	Why did Haughey deny that he had played any part in the formulation of Irish government policy in relation to the Falklands crisis at the UN? In the end the opportunistic, indeed sly, nature of Haughey’s character took prominence over any perceived loyalties towards protecting the credibility of his Department of Foreign Affairs mandarins, in this instance Noel Dorr. Afraid that he might be painted as Thatcher’s loyal political poodle, charmed by her personal interventions and requests, Haughey decided to deny that he had any involvement in Dublin’s initial decision to support British government’s sponsored sanctions against Argentina. Following the taoiseach’s humiliation, and political isolation, during the second Republican hunger strike, he could not afford to be seen as once again falling under Thatcher’s charms. This argument, therefore, helps to explain his reluctance to concede that he had given his unbridled backing to Dorr’s support for Resolution 502 at the UN. But the fact remains that Haughey did offer his full support for this resolution.
	On 14 April Thatcher sent a further message of thanks to Haughey for his part in supporting the British government backed sanctions against Argentina.[endnoteRef:64] Haughey duly replied the following day, expressing his hope that the Community’s action would contribute directly to finding a diplomatic solution to the crisis. However, he struck a note of caution. ‘We have always been doubtful about the effectiveness of economic sanctions’, he wrote, ‘particularly in the circumstances where they cannot be universally applied’. ‘In addition’, he noted, ‘I was aware that while our own trade with Argentina was not substantial, the imposition of an embargo would have serious effect on a number of Irish manufactures’.[endnoteRef:65] Haughey’s advisory words revealed that behind closed doors the Irish government were becoming increasingly sceptical of the British government’s stance on the Falklands dispute.  [64:  Irish departmental-government file, ‘The Falkland Islands Crisis’. NAI DT 2013/27/14.]  [65:  Copy of message from Haughey to Thatcher, April 16, 1982. CAC THCR 3/1/20. ] 


‘Our traditional policy of Neutrality’: The Irish Government’s volte-face in relation to the Falklands Crisis
It was events on the ground on the Falkland islands that brought relations between Britain and Ireland to their lowest-ebb since the Second World War. On 25 April the British attacked the Argentina submarine Santa Fe (S-21), which was soon followed by a series of air raids on Port Stanley during the first days of May. In response to the ‘rapid deterioration’ of the Falklands crisis the Irish cabinet convened on Sunday 2 May.[endnoteRef:66] Following this meeting a government statement was issued expressing concern at the escalating military situation. Significantly, the statement also reiterated ‘Ireland’s “traditional policy of neutrality” in military conflicts’.[endnoteRef:67]  [66:  Irish departmental-government file, ‘The Falkland Islands Crisis’. NAI DT 2013/27/14. See also British Embassy in Dublin to the Irish government, circa April 1982. NAI DFA 2012/59/72.]  [67:  Copy of Irish government statement: ‘Falklands dispute’, May 2, 1982. NAI DT 2013/27/14. ] 

	Later that night on 2 May, at approximately 8pm Irish time, the single most controversial military action of the Falklands War occurred when the Argentine cruiser Belgrano was sunk by a British nuclear submarine HMS Conqueror, some 200 miles outside the so-called ‘exclusion zone’, surrounding the Falkland islands. The Belgrano had fired without warning on receiving orders from Thatcher’s War Cabinet in London.[endnoteRef:68] Approximately 200 of the 1,000 crew were killed immediately; the final death toll was 368 Argentine sailors killed.[endnoteRef:69]  [68:  See Moore, Margaret Thatcher: the authorized biography: volume one, 715.]  [69:  Joyce and Murtagh, The Boss, 162.] 

	Again it was events on the ground, or more appropriately in the sea, that increased tensions. Just after lunch, on Tuesday 4 May, the British destroyer HMS Sheffield was attacked and hit by a missile launched by an Argentinian aircraft, with the loss of thirty crew members. Thatcher took the news of this act of aggression ‘very hard’, sitting in her Commons room in floods of tears.[endnoteRef:70] This attack by the Argentine forces on one of Britain’s most modern battleships had an immense impact on the psyche of the British people. Images of the attack were broadcast that evening on the BBC’s main television channel. The net result was that many British people realised that ‘the task force could be defeated at a huge cost in lives and material’.[endnoteRef:71] [70:  Moore, Margaret Thatcher: the authorized biography: volume one, 716.]  [71:  Joyce and Murtagh, The Boss, 164.] 

	In response to these escalating events the Irish cabinet hurriedly convened once again on the afternoon of 4 May. Ministers agreed that Ireland would immediately take up a neutral stance on the Falklands issue and seek the withdrawal of EEC sanctions against Argentina. This decision, as Laurence Freedman noted, ‘marked a decisive shift’ in Irish government policy.[endnoteRef:72] Indeed, in the words of Trevor Salmon, Dublin’s decision was the ‘most distinctive Irish action’ during the Falklands crisis.[endnoteRef:73] Following the cabinet meeting, under Haughey’s express orders, a press statement was issued relaying the government’s new policy and also demanding that a meeting of the Security Council should be convened to put forward a new resolution demanding the cessation of hostilities between Argentina and Britain. Significantly, no mention was made to Resolution 502.[endnoteRef:74]  [72:  Freedman, The official history of the Falklands campaign: war and diplomacy, volume two, 425.]  [73:  Salmon, Unneutral Ireland, 257.]  [74:  Copy of Irish government statement: ‘Falklands dispute’, May 4, 1982. NAI DT 2012/90/997. ] 

[bookmark: N15][bookmark: N11][bookmark: N12][bookmark: N13][bookmark: N14]	Addressing Dáil Éireann (lower house of the Oireachtas (Irish Parliament)) later that evening Haughey outlined the Irish government’s policy in relation to the Falklands crisis. ‘The Irish Government’, he explained, ‘regard the application of economic sanctions as no longer appropriate and will therefore be seeking the withdrawal of these sanctions by the Community’. Accordingly, he noted that the Irish government sought an immediate meeting of the Security Council in order to prepare a new resolution calling for: ‘(1) An immediate cessation of hostilities by both British and Argentinian forces, and (2) The negotiation of a diplomatic settlement under the auspices of the UN’.[endnoteRef:75]  [75:  Dáil Éireann Debate (DE), May 4, 1982. Vol. 334, No. 1, col. 36. ] 

	Haughey’s decision stunned civil servants within the Department of Foreign Affairs.[endnoteRef:76] Both Donlon and MacKernan were aghast to learn of the taoiseach’s actions, as was Eamon Kennedy, Irish ambassador in London.[endnoteRef:77] Michael Lillis, a successful civil servant and Irish ambassador to the UN from 1986 to 1988, later revealed that MacKernan even travelled to Haughey’s Kinsealy residence in Dublin’s northside, where he ‘passionately’ argued with the taoiseach that the ‘proposed change of stance on sanctions would damage’ Ireland’s standing in the European Community.[endnoteRef:78] Dermot Nally likewise intervened. He too informed Haughey that the government’s decision would have a negative impact on both EEC and Anglo-Irish relations.[endnoteRef:79] [76:  Interview with David Neligan, Jan. 2, 2015.]  [77:  Dorr, ‘The Falklands War: background and context to Ireland’s actions on the UN Security Council’.]  [78:  See Lillis, ‘Mr Haughey’s Dual Exocet’, undated.	]  [79:  Lillis, ‘Mr Haughey’s Dual Exocet’.] 

	Indeed, Noel Dorr admitted subsequently that Haughey’s new stance on the Falklands crisis took him, and his colleagues in the Department of Foreign Affairs, by ‘complete surprise’. He had not been made aware that the government intended to issue such a statement nor had he been consulted about the text. In fact, he only received a copy of the statement as a press release![endnoteRef:80] It was even suggested by a former colleague sometime after the event that Donlon and Dorr might have resigned from the Irish civil service in protest because of Haughey’s new policy.[endnoteRef:81] [80:  Dorr, A small state at the top table, 185. See also Dorr, ‘The Falklands War: background and context to Ireland’s actions on the UN Security Council’.]  [81:  Dorr, ‘The Falklands War: background and context to Ireland’s actions on the UN Security Council’.] 

	This was typical of Haughey. Since he first became Fianna Fáil leader and taoiseach in 1979 he had always mistrusted his chief policy advisors within the Department of Foreign Affairs. Privately, Haughey had once even referred to Department of Foreign Affairs mandarins as ‘dog handlers’.[endnoteRef:82] In the tradition of previous Fianna Fáil taoisigh (prime ministers), chiefly Éamon de Valera and Seán Lemass, Haughey always sought to retain personal control over his government’s policy vis-à-vis Anglo-Irish relations, working within the Department of the Taoiseach. Officials would be consulted if necessary, but otherwise they should know their place.  [82:  See Collins, The power game: Fianna Fáil since Lemass, 176.] 

Freedman’s remarks that Haughey’s antics by this juncture were ‘consistently exasperating London’ was a marked understatement.[endnoteRef:83] Dorr immediately realised that the government’s volte-face regarding sanctions would not be well received by London.[endnoteRef:84] Garret FitzGerald later described this decision as both ‘ill-conceived’ and ‘illegal’.[endnoteRef:85] In fact, the contents of the taoiseach’s speech infuriated Thatcher. As Walter Kirwan of the Department of the Taoiseach recalled: Haughey’s decision ‘drove Maggie mad!’.[endnoteRef:86] According to one British official Haughey’s behaviour had shown ‘breathtaking irresponsibility’.[endnoteRef:87] Robert Armstrong recounted some years later that Haughey’s decision to no longer support sanctions against Argentina was the last straw for the Haughey-Thatcher relationship. Thereafter, Armstrong noted, Thatcher realised that Haughey ‘was not to be trusted’,[endnoteRef:88] that the taoiseach’s actions had been both ‘extreme and unnecessary’.[endnoteRef:89] Indeed, in her memoirs Thatcher said that because of Haughey’s stance in refusing to support continued sanctions against Argentina Anglo-Irish relations ‘cooled to freezing’.[endnoteRef:90] [83:  Freedman, The official history of the Falklands campaign: war and diplomacy, volume two, 424.]  [84:  Interview with Noel Dorr, April 8, 2014.]  [85:  FitzGerald, All in a life: Garret FitzGerald, an autobiography, 408.]  [86:  Comments by Walter Kirwan. RTÉ Television documentary, Thatcher: Ireland and the Iron Lady. 2013. Available from https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=foD8GMhRwFw.]  [87:  See note by D. H. Colvan, May 5, 1982. NAUK CAB 154/6615.]  [88:  Comments by Lord Robert Armstrong. RTÉ Television documentary, Thatcher: Ireland and the Iron Lady. 2013. Available from https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=foD8GMhRwFw.]  [89:  Interview (telephone) with Lord Robert Armstrong, Oct. 27, 2015.]  [90:  Thatcher, The Downing Street years, 394.] 

	On 6 May, Figg requested a meeting with Haughey to convey the British government’s ‘dismay’ regarding the taoiseach’s decision to no longer support sanctions against Argentina. At their meeting Haughey told Figg that he resented the perception nurtured by London that the ‘people in Britain thought that he was not a nice man and he was not liked’. He had a feeling, he informed Figg, that ‘many in Britain treated the Irish with derision or contempt’. In relation to EEC sanctions Haughey informed the British ambassador to Ireland that his government did not support the British stance that sanctions were ‘complementary to military action’ in relation to the Falklands crisis. Haughey once again used Ireland’s traditional policy of neutrality as an explanation for why Dublin found it ‘difficult for us to continue to uphold sanctions’ against Argentina.[endnoteRef:91]  [91:  Record of meeting between Haughey and Figg, May 6, 1982. NAI DT 2012/90/997.  See also NAUK CJ 4/3930. For an analysis of the Irish government’s traditional support for neutrality in the context of the country’s role within the EEC see Sharp, Irish foreign policy and the European Economic Community, 199-235.] 

[bookmark: N19][bookmark: N30]	Figg’s protests were ignored by Haughey. The following day, 7 May, the Irish government issued a further public statement again calling for the withdrawal of economic sanctions against Argentina.[endnoteRef:92] These developments were dealt with by Haughey during a speech to Dáil Éireann on 11 May. In explanation for the Irish government’s refusal to continue its support for sanctions against Argentina, Haughey explained that ‘[T]he Irish view was that the whole situation had changed in that, tragically, the steps hitherto taken had not succeeded in preventing conflict’. In these new circumstances, Haughey explained, the Irish government had decided to reassert ‘our traditional policy of neutrality’.[endnoteRef:93] [92:  Irish government memorandum, ‘Falkland Island Crisis’, May 5, 1982. NAI DFA 2012/59/72.]  [93:  DE, May 11, 1982. Vol. 334, No. 4, col. 801.] 

	Haughey’s repeated playing of the neutrality card as a reason to no longer support the British government’s stance on the Falklands was sceptically received by London. His comments in Dáil Éireann were reported by Figg as merely continuing the taoiseach’s ‘unhelpful policy’ vis-á-vis the Falklands dispute.[endnoteRef:94] In Figg’s mind, at least, there were several key factors for Haughey’s alleged ‘volte-face’ over the Falklands crisis – a commitment to uphold the traditional values of Irish neutrality was believed to play only a minor role. Figg was convinced that Haughey was using Irish neutrality, ‘as a cloak for an anti-British attitude’, both for home and international consumption.[endnoteRef:95] Specifically, Figg believed that the forthcoming Dublin-West by-election, scheduled for 25 May, was impacting on Haughey’s stance in relation to the Falklands crisis. In Figg’s words, Haughey ‘may have calculated that a display of independence from Britain over the Falklands would increase Fianna Fáil’s chances of winning the seat from Fine Gael’ (when the votes were counted Fianna Fáil candidate Eileen Lemass lost this by-election to Fine Gael candidate Liam Skelly).[endnoteRef:96]  [94:  Figg to FCO, May 12, 1982. NAUK CJ 4/3930. ]  [95:  Copy of memorandum by Figg, ‘The Falklands crisis and Anglo-Irish relations’, June 22, 1982. CAC THCR 1/20/3/19.]  [96:  Copy of memorandum by Figg, ‘The Falklands crisis and Anglo-Irish relations’, June 22, 1982. CAC THCR 1/20/3/19.] 

	Was Figg’s assessment of Haughey’s stance accurate? Apart from linking the neutrality card with Ireland’s traditional support for non-military action within the context of ‘European solidarity’,[endnoteRef:97] Haughey also viewed the Falklands crisis as useful in domestic political terms. Rumours were swirling about that Haughey was facing dissent within the Fianna Fáil parliamentary party regarding the Irish government’s support for Resolution 502. For example, on 22 April, several days before the Irish government’s official decision to change policy in relation to sanctions against Argentina, Fianna Fáil Member of the European Parliament (MEP) Síle de Valera issued a statement criticising Haughey’s policy on the premise that it was a breach of Irish neutrality.[endnoteRef:98] [97:  See Sharp, Irish foreign policy and the European Community, 220-226. See also Salmon, Unneutral Ireland, 82-239.]  [98:  See O’Neill, ‘A failure of statesmanship and an abdication of political responsibility’, 170. See also MacQueen, ‘The expedience of tradition’, 45.] 

	The Irish government’s precarious majority in the Dáil may have also played a factor in Haughey’s decision making process. At this time the taoiseach found it a delicate balancing act trying to maintain the support of the Workers’ Party and the two Independent TDs, Tony Gregory and Neil Blaney, for his Fianna Fáil minority government, when the Irish economy was struggling from pillar to post. Blaney in particular was proving himself to be a thorn in the side of Haughey. Three weeks previously, on 19 April, for example, he had urged the Irish government to support Argentina’s invasion of the Falkland islands because of the ‘continued British occupation of the six counties in north-east Ireland’.[endnoteRef:99]  [99:  See comment by Blaney. Irish Times, April 20, 1982.] 

	Over the proceeding days, under Haughey’s direct orders, the Irish delegation at the UN refused to agree to a renewal of sanctions against Argentina. Speaking during an interview with Charlie Bird of RTÉ news, on 12 May, Haughey again went on the public record to explain the government’s new stance. ‘Our position is very clear. We went along with sanctions in the beginning, on the basis that those sanctions would be in support of diplomatic effort’, he said. ‘As a neutral country’, he now stipulated, ‘we cannot subscribe to the use of sanctions in support of military action’.[endnoteRef:100] In support of this argument Paddy Power, minister for defence, publicly declared that Irish neutrality was “sacred to us”.[endnoteRef:101]  [100:  Record of interview with Haughey, May 12, 1982.  NAI DFA 2012/59/72.]  [101:  Quoted in Salmon, Unneutral Ireland, 269.] 

On 17 May, Thatcher personally telephoned Haughey in an attempt to appeal to his ‘vanity’, as Freedman phrased it.[endnoteRef:102] She noted that if the Community ‘now refused to extend the embargo the Argentine [sic] would interpret that as a meaning that it was no longer being criticised internationally, and this in turn would weaken our hand in attempting to reach a negotiated settlement of the Falkland Islands dispute’. She said that Britain respected Ireland’s difficulty, particularly given the country’s history of neutrality. However, she hoped that the Irish government ‘would agree to the continuation of the embargo’.[endnoteRef:103] [102:  See Freedman, The official history of the Falklands campaign: war and diplomacy, volume two, 426.]  [103:  Record of telephone conversation between Thatcher and Haughey, May 17, 1982. NAUK PREM 19/628.  See also NAUK CJ 4/4180. Furthermore, in a last ditch attempt to keep the Irish government onside the American government also directly intervened. On 14 May, Alexander Haig, US secretary of state, wrote to Irish minister for foreign affairs Collins with a plea that Ireland continue to support British sanctions against Argentina. His request was politically rebuffed by Dublin. See Irish departmental-government file, ‘The Falkland Islands Crisis’. NAI DT 2013/27/14.] 

	Haughey informed Thatcher that such a request caused Ireland ‘fundamental difficulties’. Ireland, he explained, had given ‘whole-hearted support’ for the Security Council Resolution 502. However the circumstances had now altered drastically. He noted that if Ireland was to agree to new sanctions this would be seen by the world as ‘giving support for a military solution’. Haughey ended the conversation noting that he would speak to his minister for foreign affairs to see ‘if a formula on sanctions could be found which accommodated the Irish position’.[endnoteRef:104] Haughey’s parting words to Thatcher rang hollow: by this stage he had no intention of supporting British calls to maintain sanctions against Argentina.  [104:  Record of telephone conversation between Thatcher and Haughey, May 17, 1982. NAUK PREM 19/628.  See also NAUK CJ 4/4180.] 

	The decision of the Irish government to call for an end to sanctions on 4 May, and ultimately to withdraw from sanctions on 17 May, caused the growth of widespread anti-Irish feeling in the UK, facilitated by several newspaper editorials. The Sun, for instance, campaigned for its readers to boycott Irish butter.[endnoteRef:105] According to Mike Molloy, editor of the Daily Mirror, because of the Irish government’s stance over the Falklands, Dublin was distrusted ‘greater than at any time since the Second World War’. Personally Molloy felt that the number of Irish jokes was on the rise and that this was an indication that ‘anti-Irish feeling’ was on the increase in Britain.[endnoteRef:106] Haughey, however, refused to heed to British anti-Irish protests. He accused British newspapers, such as The Sun and the Daily Express, of ‘grossly irresponsible journalism’ in reporting Ireland’s stance over the Falklands crisis.[endnoteRef:107]  [105:  Joyce and Murtagh, The Boss, 166.]  [106:  Record of meeting between Irish official (unidentified) Irish Embassy in London and Mike Molloy, undated. NAI DFA 2012/59/1585. See also Irish departmental-government file, ‘The Falkland Islands Crisis’. NAI DT 2013/27/14; and the Irish Embassy in London to MacKernan, April 4, 1982. NAI DT 2013/27/14.]  [107:  See note by I. C. Orr, May 24, 1982. NAUK CJ 4/3930. ] 

	On 25 May, under Haughey’s direct orders and the support of Dorr, Ireland circulated a draft resolution at the Security Council which called for an immediate cease-fire of seventy-two hours and for a more lasting cease-fire. Dorr recounted that in helping to draft this resolution he had tried to ‘avoid what we knew would be head-on opposition from the UK to a (formally negotiated) “cease-fire” by calling first for a 72-hour (voluntary) “cessation of hostilities” on both sides …’.[endnoteRef:108] [108:  Dorr, ‘The Falklands War: background and context to Ireland’s actions on the UN Security Council’.] 

	The British government, however, made it abundantly clear that they would veto any attempt to pass a resolution calling for any form of cease-fire[endnoteRef:109] (on this day, 25 May, Argentinian aircrafts bombed and sank the destroyer HMS Coventry, with the loss of nineteen men). By this stage the Thatcher government had lost all confidence in Haughey. The following day, 26 May, during a meeting between Figg and Haughey the former said that latter’s recent actions in relation to the Falklands and his protest regarding the Prior Initiative ‘had meant our relations had taken a considerable turn for the worse’. Haughey, however, ignored the British ambassador’s protests. In response, the taoiseach again reminded Figg of Ireland’s commitment to the principles of neutrality.[endnoteRef:110]  [109:  Irish departmental-government file, ‘The Falkland Islands Crisis’. NAI DT 2013/27/14.]  [110:  Record of meeting between Haughey and Figg, May 26, 1982. NAUK CJ 4/3930. ] 

	Despite Haughey’s frosty meeting with Figg over the proceeding days the taoiseach did attempt to minimise Ireland’s involvement with the Falklands crisis at the UN. On 31 May the UN security general Javier Perez de Cuellar reported to the UN Security Council that he was unable to secure a cease-fire agreement between Argentina and Britain. The previous day, 30 May, anticipating this report, the Argentine ambassador to Ireland contacted the Department of Foreign Affairs with the request that Ireland ‘would now propose an immediate cease-fire or support a call for a cease-fire’. This request was declined by Haughey on 31 May. His decision not to support the Argentinian request most likely stemmed from his wish not to further upset British sensibilities, at a time when Anglo-Irish relations were at breaking-point. A formal attempt to secure a cease-fire was made at the UN Security Council on 3 June, in a draft resolution tabled by Spain and Panama. Ireland voted in favour of this resolution, but it was vetoed by the British and American governments.[endnoteRef:111] [111:  Irish departmental-government file, ‘The Falkland Islands Crisis’. NAI DT 2013/27/14.] 

	Eventually, in mid-June 1982 the Falklands War ended following seventy-four days of conflict. British victories at Goose Green (27-28 May) and ultimately Stanley (11-13 June) culminated with the Argentinian forces surrendering on 14 June. In total, 649 Argentine military personnel, 255 British military personnel, and three Falkland islanders died during the conflict. In her memoirs Thatcher triumphantly described Britain’s victory as an ‘enormous’ achievement, for the country’s ‘self-confidence and for our standing in the world’.[endnoteRef:112] The military success of the British Armed Forces was a massive boost for the country at large and indeed Thatcher personally. In the aftermath of the victory Thatcher’s popularity soared. She went from being one of the most unpopular British prime ministers of modern times to securing a landslide victory at the British general election in 1983. [112:  Thatcher, The Downing Street years, 173.] 

	In the immediate aftermath of the Falklands War Haughey went on a diplomatic offensive to cast-off accusations that relations between Dublin and London had been seriously damaged. On his return from an EEC summit meeting in late June, for example, he claimed that there was ‘absolutely no question’ of the worsening of relations between himself and Thatcher. Not for the first time during this period Haughey was less than liberal with the truth. Not only had Thatcher refused to meet Haughey during the margins of the mentioned EEC summit meeting, but the newspapers were packed full of stories reporting Thatcher’s fury towards Haughey.[endnoteRef:113] The Daily Mail, for example, carried a piece entitled, ‘Maggie’s fury: Icy snub for Haughey over Falklands “betrayal”’.[endnoteRef:114]  [113:  See, for example, The Belfast Telegraph, June 30, 1982 and Irish Independent, June 29, 1982.]  [114:  Daily Mail, June 29, 1982. See also Irish Independent, June 29, 1982.] 

	Haughey’s continued denials that British-Irish relations had not deteriorated over the course of the previous three months were greeted with consternation by the British government. In truth, Haughey’s antics over the Falklands, to quote Figg, meant that Anglo-Irish relations were ‘likely to remain suspicious for some time’.[endnoteRef:115]Alan Goodison of the Foreign and Commonwealth Office (and future British ambassador to Ireland, 1983-1986) noted that ‘Irish activity at the UN would regrettably, have a cost in terms of Anglo-Irish relations’.[endnoteRef:116] Indeed, Figg, who cut a depressing figure during this period, professed in a memorandum dated 22 June 1982 that ‘Irish behaviour over the Falklands crisis has gratuitously damaged our relations and British attitudes towards the Republic’.[endnoteRef:117]  [115:  Copy of memorandum by Figg, ‘The Falklands crisis and Anglo-Irish relations’, June 22, 1982. CAC THCR 1/20/3/19.]  [116:  Record of meeting between Goodison, Tatham, Corcoran and Moran, May 25, 1982. NAI DT 2013/27/14.]  [117:  Copy of memorandum by Figg, ‘The Falklands crisis and Anglo-Irish relations’, June 22, 1982. CAC THCR 1/20/3/19.] 


Conclusion 
The downfall of the Fianna Fáil minority-led government in November 1982, after less than a year in power, brought to an end Haughey’s direct involvement in the cut and thrust of Anglo-Irish relations. The government collapsed on 4 November when Independent TD Tony Gregory and the Workers’ Party withdrew their support for Haughey’s administration, because of the government’s commitment to substantial cuts in public spending. The subsequent general election, which was held on 24 November, witnessed Fianna Fáil’s demotion to the Opposition benches. Between them, Fine Gael and Labour had a comfortable majority and were able to form a coalition administration under Garret FitzGerald, which lasted until 1987.
On Haughey’s departure from government in November 1982 Anglo-Irish relations were at their lowest-ebb since he became Fianna Fáil leader and taoiseach in December 1979. Several factors help to explain the poor state of relations between the British and Irish governments during this period. Firstly, as mentioned above, Haughey’s categorical refusal to support the British government’s proposal to restore a devolved form of government in Northern Ireland, under the auspices of the Prior Initiative, had annoyed and frustrated Thatcher. Haughey, however, remained unapologetic. Instead he maintained that because Northern Ireland was a ‘failed political entity’ a permanent and working solution to the ongoing conflict in Northern Ireland could only be achieved by a negotiated settlement on behalf of the two sovereign governments in Dublin and London, over the heads of Unionist politicians.[endnoteRef:118]   [118:  See, for example, record of Haughey’s interview on RTÉ’s ‘Today-Today’, 9 Feb. 1982. NAUK CJ 4/3927.] 

Secondly, during this period Anglo-Irish relations were further damaged as a result of the murderous actions of the Provisional Irish Republican Army (PIRA). On 20 July 1982 the PIRA were responsible for two horrific bombings in London. The Hyde Park and Regent’s Park bombings were the deadliest PIRA acts carried out in mainland Britain since the Birmingham bombings in 1974. Eleven members of the British armed forces were murdered, while more than forty people were injured. Thatcher, who was chairing a meeting of the ‘E’ Committee in the Cabinet Room when one of the bombs exploded, subsequently recalled with horror the terrible ‘carnage’ that the PIRA attacks inflicted on its victims.[endnoteRef:119] [119:  Thatcher, The Downing Street years, 394-395.] 

The PIRA bombings caused a shockwave of public grief and anger. Writing at the time Eamon Kennedy, Irish ambassador in London, described that an increasing sense of ‘anti-Irish feeling’ had emerged among the general British population. The PIRA bombings, he wrote, could hardly have come at a worse time for relations Dublin and London. The PIRA attacks, together with the ‘Falklands Factor’, as Kennedy phrased it, were likely to witness a further deterioration in Anglo-Irish relations. Ireland’s stance on the Falklands dispute, Kennedy wrote, was ‘still thought of here as a stab in the back’ for the British government.[endnoteRef:120] Indeed, at government level, the British made sure that Haughey was under no illusions as to how far back Anglo-Irish relations had been setback in the context of the London bombings.[endnoteRef:121] [120:  Kennedy to the Department of Foreign Affairs, Dublin, 21 July 1982. NAI DFA 2012/59/1679. ]  [121:  See, for example, meeting between Douglas Hurd, minister of state at the Foreign and Commonwealth Office and Eamon Kennedy, 26 July 1982. NAUK CJ 4/4236. See also, copy of aide memoire, Kennedy to Figg, 29 July 1982. NAI DFA 2012/59/1679.] 

As one has learned, the most significant factor in explaining the souring of relations between Dublin and London during 1982 was Haughey’s antics vis-à-vis the Falklands War. Throughout this crisis he displayed a visceral sense of anglophobia, together with an opportunistic modus operandi. In the words of Desmond O’Malley, Haughey’s main rival in Fianna Fáil at the time, the taoiseach’s actions during the Falklands War ‘showed how much of an opportunist he was ... He made a mess of the situation’.[endnoteRef:122] Although O’Malley’s remarks are tainted by a deep-rooted personal animosity towards Haughey they nonetheless represent an accurate description of the taoiseach’s actions during the Falklands War.  [122:  O’Malley, Conduct unbecoming: a memoir, 132.] 

On offering a final assessment of Haughey’s contribution to the Falklands crisis the uncomfortable truth is that his exploits during this affair did result in a dramatic ‘coolness’ in Anglo-Irish relations, to quote Sir Geoffrey Howe.[endnoteRef:123] During the course of this crisis the Haughey-Thatcher relationship had gone from friendly co-operation and mutual respect between two sovereign countries, to the depths of mutual antagonism and ill-feeling. As Ronan Fanning phrased it: ‘Haughey’s Brit bashing’ in relation to the Falklands crisis cost the Irish government dearly.[endnoteRef:124] [123:  Howe, Conflict of loyalty, 413.]  [124:  See comments by Ronan Fanning. Sunday Independent, Dec. 30, 2012.] 

Haughey’s repeated denials during the early stages of the Falklands War that he had any knowledge or part to play in Dublin’s initial decision to support London’s sponsored sanctions against Argentina revealed the cunning, manipulative and opportunistic nature of his character. The availability of new evidence strongly indicates that not only was Haughey aware of unfolding events at the UN, but that it was under his specific orders that Ireland voted in favour of supporting British sanctions against Argentina at the UN Security Council. 
In particular, Haughey’s decision to withdraw support for sanctions against Argentina, smacked of political opportunism. Although he regularly propagated the message that the Irish government’s volte-face on the issue of sanctions against Argentina was based on long held principles associated with Irish neutrality the available evidence provides ample proof to the contrary. In fact, his spurious claims at the time that he took this decision based on a commitment to preserve Ireland’s traditional principles associated with neutrality are a falsity. 
The Falklands War provided an ideal opportunity for Haughey to demonstrate Ireland’s independence on the world stage and at the same time was also useful in domestic political terms, as he sought to manage both the government’s precarious majority in Dáil Éireann and the republican elements within the Fianna Fáil parliamentary party. But this crisis also offered one additional opportunity for Haughey. During the second Republican hunger strike, the previous year in 1981, he had been unable to play a role as the hunger strikers, one-by-one, passed away. He blamed Thatcher for forcing him to take refuge on the political side-lines during this crisis. The Falklands crisis was, therefore, the moment he had been patiently waiting for: the moment to ‘get his own back’ on the Thatcher government, to again quote David Neligan and Robert Armstrong, respectively.
In the pursuit of short term political gains Haughey did not seem to consider – some may argue even care – what impact his decisions taken during the Falklands crisis would have on Anglo-Irish relations, thereafter. This was certainly the view held by Haughey’s political arch-nemesis at the time, Fine Gael leader Garret FitzGerald. In retirement FitzGerald said that Haughey’s actions during the Falklands crisis were dictated by a strong sense of ‘anglophobia’ and that the taoiseach had been ‘terribly naïve’ throughout the entire affair.[endnoteRef:125] [125:  Interview with Garret FitzGerald, 19 Jan. 2009.] 

	Gregg O’Neill most astutely describes Haughey’s deeds following the decision to withdraw sanctions against Argentina. The Irish government, O’Neill argued, managed to ‘throw together a policy that was incoherent, unclear, counterproductive and conceivably dangerous ...’.[endnoteRef:126] Although it would be unfair to blame Haughey solely for this situation, he certainly played a leading role in helping to undermine the potential gains that he had achieved with Thatcher since first becoming taoiseach in 1979. In the final assessment, therefore, Haughey’s actions during the Falkland War can be most accurately described in one phrase: an opportunistic Anglophobe.   [126:  O’Neill, ‘A failure of statesmanship and an abdication of political responsibility’, 179.] 
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