ROY GARLAND AND BICO - EMAILS AUGUST 2008
Thanks again Jeff 

I get the impression that most people in both camps would not like to admit being influenced by BICO. I remember getting some literature in the post that sounded like BICO. 

I assume you mean by “Clifford”, Brendan Clifford (hardly and surely not Clifford Smyth!). 

Some people would swear that McMichael worked for BI.

I hope you are wrong about the latest wheeze otherwise is there any future? 

Roy. 

From: Jeff Dudgeon [mailto:jeffreydudgeon@hotmail.com]

Sent: 25 August 2008 11:00

To: Roy Garland

Subject: BICO 2

Roy

Yes received as below.

I would say again BICO was certainly read by those in the Official Republican movement from 1969 and it had a corroding effect on their IRA campaign. Henry Patterson and Paul Bew arrived there after a dalliance with BICO for a year or two c. 1973/4 having drifted away from the Trotskyist PD in 1970.

BICO just thinks NI is now doomed to be fought over for ever and if it can't enter the UK properly (integrationism/the parties) then it should go south. That's why their latest project is getting the Irish Labour Party to enter the north (Mark Langhammer etc). They have abandoned the British Labour Party for 15 years now. A half hearted presence like what may now be on offer (with devolution) is worse then useless.

The local Tories even if with no electoral hope do develop and keep valuable contact with the party in GB and gives their members a part to play in the UK's greater politics. I fear the latest wheeze will come to nothing and advantage neither Cameron or Reg.

The CEC was conceived, set-up and effectively controlled by BICO. (I was around and worked the process if not in it.) Clifford and Bob were perfectly aware of this if suspicious of the control aspect. It did not matter while things went well. Anyway Bob was uncontrollable.

Clifford's pamphlets 'Parliamentary Sovereignty' etc were the essence of the CEC just as his 'Economics of Partition', 'Home Rule Crisis' etc were the bible of the non-nationalist left in the 70s.

The contacts between BICO and the UDA/UVF would have occurred during the 1974 strike when BICO put out its daily bulletin but I think petered out, again because loyalism can't do politics. Merlyn Rees and the NIO were pretty openly encouraging McMichael and Ulster independence and probably funding some conferences thereon.

Have a look at the Athol Books website for an idea of their pamphlets' range although it is largely nationalist now. They say they were never against the struggle for Irish (26 county) independence just hardly mentioned it for 20 years.

Jeff.

From: wrgarland@tiscali.co.uk

To: jeffreydudgeon@hotmail.com

Subject: RE: The British and Irish Communist Organisation

Date: Sun, 24 Aug 2008 20:57:14 +0100

Thanks Jeff 

I didn’t say that BICO had influence on IRA but that some IRA (well OIRA) people were influenced by BICO. However this information was given me in strict confidence even today but is in any case backed by what you say. 

I find it hard to understand how BICO can feel they were right in the 70s and still right but I suppose the situation has radically changed. I agree about the armed Hibernians etc. 

Some loyalists toyed with integrationism but I am doubtful if this would have ended their campaign. 

I was never an integrationist at any stage. 

I didn’t know that CEC was BICO inspired and can’t understand how McCartney and C Smyth could be involved in that! 

I would share your suspicions about Neave and Gow and who inspired them but am not sure that the suggested motive is correct. 

Interesting about McMichael – that has been said before and seems credible. Some loyalists (UDA) are said to have engaged with BICO but it seems difficult to get reliable first hand info. 

Roy.

Roy
Now you've started me.
I can't see BICO (the British and Irish Communist Organisation) and in particular its 2 nations theory having had any influence on the IRA except in a negative sense. BICO's incredibly assiduous publishing sapped morale, and over the years, may have prevented people joining the Ra. I know a fair number of ex-Republicans who read their material and were impressed. And in the early 1970s a number of key political/socialist Republicans came over to the ideas, some from the 1950s campaign, but others from the PD, the CPNI, the Official IRA and even INLA if not the Provisionals.
On the left, both here and elsewhere, BICO's work had a significant effect as eventually nobody would deign to argue the case for the political legitimacy of Republicanism and the IRA campaign. The Trotskyists, who were closest to the Provos, wandered around 'critical support' for the armed struggle (e.g. the SWP and Eamonn McCann).
'Ireland a nation' was rarely mentioned, except in the US. In the upshot, the Provos were, as Bernadette Devlin described them, just armed Hibernians. They hated Protestant domination and control (if not Prods themselves) more than they loved Ireland.
The Campaign for Labour Representation (a BICO offshoot) also had considerable influence in England, winning the argument wherever it went, but never breaking into the party mainstream or changing policy on Northern Ireland. Again it did interfere with the growth and strength of Republican support. 
Having the governing parties operate in Northern Ireland would have kept the Protestants, as such, off the backs of the Catholics and prevented the war, or even up to the 1990s been able to end it. It was not to be, although the alternative of a government coalition of the IRA and the Free Presbyterian church which we now have is not entirely wholesome. Is it durable? It certainly is incapable of reforming anything much.

As to the Unionists, of course the Campaign for Equal Citizenship (another BICO creation) after the Anglo-Irish Agreement, came tantalisingly close to a breakthrough as the 1987 McCartney election fight in North Down showed, but he failed to get elected. Even Powell came out to support Kilfedder. So integrationism, the only alternative policy to Gladstonianism (pre or post partition) died away and we have devolution. 
You know how frightening integrationism always was to Dublin and any hint of London drifting in that direction led them (and nationalists generally) into paroxysms of rage and renewed energy to repel it. That is why Airey Neave and Ian Gow had to be killed and an attempt was made to take out Laurence Kennedy of the newly arrived Conservatives.
I often wonder who put INLA up to it? That is the only conspiracy theory I have time for and can contemplate.
Plainly BICO influenced many in the UUP including Trimble who read the material but they mostly maintained their devolutionist positions (the curse of Vanguard) with a dash of integration. Only Clifford Smyth came across and he was then shafted by BICO when McCartney offered to front up the CEC.
The effect on loyalism was not great as that sector never really went into politics. The only one who did, John McMichael, was more influenced toward independence by the NIO than by BICO's line. There were a few individuals around 1972-4 who read the material but to act on it would have meant leaving loyalism. I can't even remember any using the two nations argumentation against Republicans. Instead people like David Ervine used class war against unionist furcoaters as their politics – the NILP with guns (and knives).
If London had argued against Republicanism politically, BICO provided every piece of ammunition needed. But London chose not to, thus prolonging the war endlessly. For the establishment frequently said in its various forms they wanted the IRA to win or really NI to go away thus encouraging the IRA. At the same time London and the army could do no other than to defend NI against the IRA. A recipe for perpetual war.
Although the remaining BICO personnel are now lauding Fianna Fail, Sinn Fein, the anglophobic separatism of Roger Casement and the IRA from 1916-23, they still say what they did in the years 1970-1990 (their unionist period in a way) was correct and justifiable. They maintain NI is kept in a sort of political nether region where those things that divides us are the only permitted politics. However they base their view of the legitimacy of nationalist separatism entirely on the 1918 election results and the 1914 failure to implement Home Rule.

You can only now get the Irish Political Review (a monthly organ) in the Bookshop at Queen's. It is presently largely devoted to undoing historical Irish revisionism and in particular the work of Roy Foster, Peter Hart and Lord Professor Bew.
Jeff

From: wrgarland@tiscali.co.uk

To: jeffreydudgeon@hotmail.com

Subject: RE: Irish Political Review letter on Jews, Ulster and Mary McAleese

Date: Sun, 24 Aug 2008 12:52:55 +0100

Jeff

I didn’t say they were but that in the back of my mind there was some such feeling. I am not saying that I seriously think this.

I simply wished to hear your views as someone who had a closer association. As I understand it people being so used are necessarily conscious of being so used.

As for cash I don’t think that says anything one way or another.

The matter is of minor significance as far as I am concerned but I am interested in how far BICO influenced loyalists. Certain UDA leaders (and some IRA) seem to have been somewhat influenced but I am not sure about others nor about the extent of the influence.

Regards

Roy.

From: Jeff Dudgeon [mailto:jeffreydudgeon@hotmail.com]

Sent: 24 August 2008 12:27

To: Roy Garland

Subject: RE: Irish Political Review letter on Jews, Ulster and Mary McAleese

What did they do that MI5 wanted them to do?

What did MI5 want anyway?

And how do you control a political grouping which even if small, still had a dozen or more key members?

Surely somebody somewhere eventually talks and says they were operated by MI5 politically. Nobody here springs to mind.

If they wanted BICO to do something (or continue doing something) they could at least have provided them with a load of money but they were as poor as church mice. Athol Street (HQ) had an earth floor!

From: wrgarland@tiscali.co.uk

To: jeffreydudgeon@hotmail.com

Subject: RE: Irish Political Review letter on jews, Ulster and Mary McAleese

Date: Sun, 24 Aug 2008 11:10:48 +0100

Why bother? Why not?

From: Jeff Dudgeon [mailto:jeffreydudgeon@hotmail.com]

Sent: 23 August 2008 23:21

To: Roy Garland

Subject: RE: Irish Political Review letter on jews, Ulster and Mary McAleese

Roy

Will write later on Brendan's response.

Total cobblers that BICO was an MI5 operation.

It is now Cork chauvinist as the actors age. MI5 not up to those sorts of maturing developments unless their budget is bigger than the CIA's.

Why bother?

Jeff

From: wrgarland@tiscali.co.uk

To: jeffreydudgeon@hotmail.com

Subject: RE: Irish Political Review letter on jews, Ulster and Mary McAleese

Date: Sat, 23 Aug 2008 20:36:15 +0100

Jeff 

I have read the BICO article sent by Simon Partridge. I would value your opinion on this. I would not expect you to comment in detail but in general is it fair comment? I have long had a feeling that BICO might have been an MI5 operation and the fairly radical change in tactics would perhaps lend support to that idea. Any comments on this would also be helpful.

Regards

Roy

