“DIVIDE AND RULE”
- Labour and the partition
of Ireland

By Peter Hadden

Why was Ireland divided?
What was the true role of
organisations like Sinn Fein?
Why did Carson and the UVF
gain a basis of support in the
North? What was the role of the
Labour Movement, above all of
James Connolly, during the
years before partition?

“‘Divide and Rule” deals
with  these questions. It
provides a Marxist analysis of
the events leading to the
division of Ireland. It refutes
the myth that Catholic and
Protestant workers have not
and cannot-be united. Above
all it explains how thel
unification of Ireland can be
posed in class manner by
socialists to-day.
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Introduction

The Partition of Ireland was a conscious act on. the part of
British Imperialism chiefly intended to divide the working class

- along sectarian lines. As the recent troubles have made- the

publication qf works of Irish history more profitable, a host of
academics have presented ever new accounts of the division of

* the-country. In the midst of this welter of publication the above
straight forward fact about partition has often been lost sight of.

In particular this has been the case among those who have spent
their energies seeking some justification to rationalise and excuse
the division of Ireland, so that they, in turn, may excuse them-
selves from opposing this division. Above all, this is true of those
who justify partition with the completely false idea that the

division of the country somehow reflects the existence of two

separate nations in Ireland. : -
The history of Partition itself, and, indeed, the entire pas
history of Ireland, completely refute such ideas. Partition was a
desperate act, carried out in defence -of class interests. Over the
previous centuries no less desperate measures were effected by

‘the ruling class in Britain, all likewise designed to-further their

economic objectives. ‘ :
Since the first Norman invasion the entire history of ireland.

- has been a history of struggle against subjugation, conquest and.
“exploitation. This struggle has at all times been more than a battle:

for mere independence. Conquest meant more than the over-
running of a country. It meant the overthrow of a social system.

" At every stage the fight to obtain ‘‘freedom’’ has been driven on

by the desire of sections of the Irish people to remove one or other
form of class rule and oppression. The motor of Irish history has
been the social exploitation of its.people. S

... The early clan system, a form of primitive communism, was.

-the Tirst casualty of the Conquest. Imposed was an alien social
system based on private ownership of wealth, with rights of in- .
" heritance and property sacrosanct.

. Landlordism was imposed by thé sword. The native Irish were

driven from whole tracts of their land which were given to

“planters’’ brought across from England and Scotland. These

' people were intended to be the rock on which British rule would be
‘based and the seemingly endless revolts of the Irish would perish.
- Sadly for the rulers, one generation after another of these planters

became rooted in Ireland, modified and assimilated the customs of
their neighbours, in short became Irish. [ C
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confusion, Different agéés_ rose at different times in uncoordinated-
' revolt. Spies and traitors assured that the plans were known to the
| Garrison before the event. Arrests and seizures of arms decimated

. Rebellion stirred not only among the original inhabitants of .3
_the country but among these settlers also. To differing degrees,
# . both were bound by the system of foreign exploitation. To rule
\ in the face of these revolts the British chose to divide. Religion -

"\ the muscle of the rising before it even started. -

- additional cheap labour for the new bosses. :

- 18th century conditions ripened for revolt. The ‘peasantry, the

- businessmen,” even sections of the *‘Irish’’ aristocracy, were

was the chosen instrument of division. Religious intolerance, the
fostering of mutual suspicion, hatred .and violence ‘between
‘Catholic and Protestant - this became the shield of the ruling
administration against overthrow by the people.. -

.- With these methods an entire social system was dissolved.
With precisely the same methods Irish society was prevented from

undergoing social development in line with other countries. Land-

lordism meant more than the imposition of terrible conditions on -

the mass of the Irish peasantry. It meant that the surplus wealth

produced by those who toiled on the land was sent to England and -

consumed by a parasitic breed of absentee owriers. The result was
the stiffling of any nascent industrial development. -

Once again foreign domination.was clearly shown to be-

domination by the foremost class interést in the ruling nation.
The Industrial Revolution in Britain in the 18th and 19th centuries
brought the accelerated development of new industry and

technique. Previously unheard of wealth fell into the hands of the

rising capitalist class. No competition would this class sanction
from Ireland and Irish industry. Because of foreign domination and
the restrictions imposed by the landlord system, Irish industry was
m_evigably much weaker than her rival. As British capitalism was
slipping out of the womb, Irish capitalism had not passed the
foetus stage. It was a tiny otganism, dwarfed by semi-feudal social
relationships. . ’

- Through trade restrictions, tariff barriers etc., the British
capitalists determined that the Irish foetus would be ‘aborted.

Ireland was to remain an agricultural colony, a feeding machine for .

the ‘growing and. hungry cities of industrial England. Her
offspring, driven by misery and starvation from the land, were to
be sucked to the English cities where they would provide

. Against such domination the various class interests in’ Ireland
struggle;d. They did so, however, in differing ways' and with-
vastly differing degrees of determination. Towards the close of the

artizans, the embryo of the proletariat, the shopkeepers and smalt -

.seething with the spirit of rebellion.

In 1798 the United Irishmen, an armed and secret movemen
built up over previous years, rose in rebellion. It was one of the
freatest movements of the Irish against domination. It welded :
the Protestant petty bourgeoisie of Belfast, the Protestant tenants -

e:vents in the history of Ireland it revealed in the starkest form th
bitter lessons of that history. co

- From the outset the rising was marked by tredchery»ah'd

~ "Such chaos was not accidental. It reflected the attitudes of the
various -class interests involved. The sporadic nature of the

_fighting demonstrated the absence of a_developed bourgeois
- class either anxious or willing to fight for independence. Only in
© the North was the rising bourgeoisie, because of the greater

development of manufacture, able to play a role of any
significance. In the rest of the country the aristocrats largely
backed the establishment and the small embryonic capitalist class
was too weak and oo timid to take up the. leadership of the .
struggle. The fighting outside the North East was almost entirely

conducted by the peasantry. ) .
. Even those from among the more ‘‘well to do”’ who did
support the aims of the United Irishmen looked to distinctly
different methods of struggle than did their ‘‘comrades’’ among

-the peasantry and.the lower orders in the towns. More fearful of
the popular-movement and of the ‘‘communistic’’ ambitions they
. attributed to some within it, they counselled against a go it alone

policy on the part of the Irish. Instead they looked to the French to
come and ‘‘liberate’’ their country for them. United 1ri§h leaders
like Henry Joy McCracken and Jemmy Hope were quick to see

. such ‘‘foreign aid men’’. for what they were. Hope, in his memoirs

written forty years after the rising commented: C
‘“The appearance of the French fleet in Bantry Bay brought -
the rich farmers and shopkeepers into the societies, and with them
all the corruption essential to the objects of the Bnt_lsh Ministry,
to foster rebellion, to possess the power of subduing it and to
carry a legislative Union. The new adherents alleged, as a reason

- for their former reserve, that they thought the societies only a
combination of the poor to get the property of the rich”’. - :

.Nation states arose from the development of capitalism. To

the rising capitalist class in countries like England and France fell

the lot of sweeping aside Feudal particularism, knitting together
their national territory and attaining recognition as a separate

- nation. To replace the power of the Feudal heads of society with
- that of the Capitalist State, the bourgeois drew behind them all
- the oppressed social orders. -Having used the lower layers of

society. as-a club to lay waste the vestiges of Feudal power and
consolidate their own class rule, the bourgeoisie set about
curtailing the activities and demands of these layers, very often

reimposing the superstructure of the old system in order to do so. .

The Irish bourgeoisie came onto- the scene of history late.

' \:‘They emerged to find their weak arms pinned to their sides by the

power of their rulers and rivals in England. 1798 proved that they
had neither the strength nor the inclination to lead any struggle for

. independence. The historical mission of the bourgeoisie: to take
~ the leadership of the downtrodden sections of society and carve
. a'place in the world for a nation of their own based on capitalist

s 3
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“social relations, they were unable to fulfill. It was not these men

" Wolfe Tone as the ‘‘Men of no property’’ who provided the only /

- Act of Union bringing Ireland directly urder the rule of West-
. minster. Thereafter the struggle for independence was sharply -
. divided in form dependent upon class interest. By independence

- these classes than by the irritation they suffered through foreign
- domination. Whenever the middle classes elbowed themselves

- movements of the peasantry have a tendency to be spontaneous

- stands, for eight hours every day, beside his fellow workers,

-peasant seeks the leadership of other classes. The country always
. follows the town. For the Irish masses on the land the real question '

.7.4 | o
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of property but those described by United Irishmen leader, |

consistent and reliable members of the United Irishmen societies /
and who had been and would ‘remain the only consistently/
revolutionary force in Irish history. The Irish bourgeoisie, the
middle classes, and the Irish ‘‘establishment’’ followed the defeat -
of 1798 by more and more willingly bowing the knee to their -
masters and more and more openly assisting in the repression of -
the social movements of thie Irish masses in the cities and on
theland. . T

The 1798 defeat was followed in 1801 by the passing of an

the propertied classes meant simply repeal of the union so that
economic exploitation could continue, but with an Irish face.
‘At no stage were these interests prepared to lead a struggle even
for such independence. To have done 'so would have entailed -
mobilising the propertyless class, the peasantry.and the seeds of
the proletariat, and the'well to do were motivated more by fear of

into positions of leadership in any movement purporting to oppose
the foreign rule of their country it was only to dissect the
‘‘national”” demands for independence from the social conditions
and social objectives from which they took root. Ultimately their
role was to betray that movement. N T
For the peasants and, as they developed, the working class, 4
independence meant more than the lifting of the chains of foreign = ]
rule. It was seen as the breaking of the bonds of social exploitation. B
From the lower levels of society, because of their oppression, .
came the only truly dynamic and truly revolutionary force to fight
for national independence. During the 19th century the issue of the
land provided the focal point of Irish struggle. But by their very
nature the movements of the peasants tended to be sporadic and
difficult to organise. The peasant exists on 4 small plot of land.
Physically he lives apart from his fellow beings.. His mode of .
existence leans him towards individual rather than collective
action. Without some external resevoir of support and leadership

outbursts of individual activity. By contrast the industrial worker
endures the same conditions in the factories, earns broadly the " :
same wage, lives in similar citcumstances. His very condition of

existence presses him towatds collective and united action..

“ommon misery teaches the virtue of solidarity. . =
While the worker can rely on his own class for strength the

as the 19th century opened was to find a social group from among

A

the urban population from whom they could obtain leadership.
There were no shortage of middle class politicians who were quite
prepared to accelerate their political careers by involving them-
selves to a degree in popular agitation. Into such a category would
fall ‘‘leaders’”” of this period like ‘‘the Liberator’’,Daniel
O’Connell. In the mysterious legends which sometimes pass as the
official versions of Irish history, O’Connell lives on as the
champion of the people who led them to Catholic emancipation and
to within a breath of Independence. Researchers do not have to
dig too deep to uncover the true attitudes of this man of the
establishment to the social aspirations of the Irish people.

"~ O’Connell’s contempt for the real revolutionary struggle was
demonstrated in 1803. It was in this year that Robert Emmett led
a rising with little support except in the solidly working cla§s
districts of Dublin. ‘‘The Liberator’’, caring little for liberty at this
time, turned out on sentry duty for Major Sirr, the officer in charge
of the crown forces. This was neither the first nor the last time the
true colours of O’Connell came out. Following his huge success in
a bye election in Clare in 1829 he took sides on all key issues of

.the day at Westminster. In 1832 he opposed the introduction of

the poor law for Ireland. In 1836 he voted for a ‘‘Regulations of
Factory Bill” which exempted children of 12-13 from the Eight
Hour Day Act of 1833. It is said he sold his vote for £700. ]
O’Connell did lead the agitation for Repeal of the Act of Union
in the 1830s and 40s. He led it so far and no further. Following a
series of ' ‘monster meetings’’ he called for an enormous protest at
Clontarf in 1843. The meeting was banned and the *‘bluff’’ was
called. To go ahead meant a physical challenge to the establish.
ment. O’Connell cancelled the meeting and with this one action
deflated absolutely his entire campaign. As United Irishman
leader, Henry Joy McCracken, just before his death in 1798, had

- commented with the insight of prophecy: ‘‘The rich always betray

the poor.”” .

px(t’ this stage the repeal of the Act of Union could only have
been achieved by a revolutionary and phygical struggle. The
British ruling class would not have granted it peacefully. What
caused O’Connell and his like to draw back at a certain point was
the impenetrable forcefield of their own class interests.
Consciously or unconsciously the peasantry were striving to
abolish landlordism and possess the soil. The middle class and the

representatives of the Irish bourgeoisie baulked at the prospect.

Even more abjectly they fell into the laps of B;itish Capital. ]
With no possibility of leadership coming from . the middle
classes, those at the head of the land agitation increasingly leaned
towards links with the workers. And the absence of any developed
working class in Ireland led them to seek to foster links with the
‘British Workers. Through the Young Irelanders, the Fegu,ans. to
the land league agitation in the 1970s, the leadership of this revolt
became increasingly plebeian in outlook. Karl Marx, in founding
the 1st International Working Mens Association, chose to develop
links with the Fenians, at the same time criticising their terroristic

..........



‘free nation can be reared.”’ Workers Republic April 8 1916.
-the fight.against national domination in Ireland. In- particular,

methods. Later, Michael Davitt, the leader of the Land League,
consciously sought to ally his movement with the growing Labour
Movement. - v
The absence of a developed proletariat in the Irish cities
swung the gaze of these movements to Britain. The last decades of
the 19th and the first years of this century ohanged this. In Belfast,
Cork, Dublin and elsewhere the Irish working class began to
develop their own organisations, industrial and then political.
A new class, capable of taking the leadership of the national
struggle, drawing behind it the tenants and all the downtrodden,
was formed. Nothing could be the same again. The only real fight
for liberation thereafter was the fight of the workers supported
by the poor of the land. James Connolly, a pioneer of the Labour
Movement in terms both of organisation and of ideas, drew the
appropriate conclusion. )
Connolly, with his clear understanding that ‘‘only the working
class remain as the incorruptable inheritors of the fight for -4
freedom in Ireland,” was echoing the theory put forward by 3
Trotsky of Permanent Revolution. During the first years of this
century Trotsky explained that, in a less developed country, the 3
basic tasks of the Bourgeois Revolution, because of the inability of 3
the weak native bourgeoisie to carry these through, fall to the i}
working class. The workers, by taking power into their own hands
could achieve such ends as the distribution of the land to the E
peasants, tasks which the bourgeoisie proved incapable of
fulfilling. But the working class would not stop there. They would
also carry out their own historic goals, taking control of the 3
economy and carrying throught the Socialist Revolution. : 4
Trotsky’s theory brilliantly predicted the actual course of |
the Russian Revolution of 1917. In the works of Connolly, because 3
he was capable of drawing identical conclusions to those of 3
Trotsky, there is contained a - clear forewarning of the
consequences of the struggle for Independence falling into the
hands of the middle class. Connolly’s entire lifetime of struggle -
within the Labour Movement was largely devoted to an attempt to
press this Movement to draw the lessons of Irish history and place
itself at the head of the National Struggle. In so doing Connolly
was not advocating that the Movement forsake its own objectives. -
Rather, just as Trotsky explained in relation to Russia and else
where, Connoily argued that the objectives of the Socialist
Revolution and those of national freedom were completely inter-
wound. Only a few weeks before his death in 1916, he boldly stated =
his objectives: ‘‘We are out for Ireland for the Irish. But who are 3
the Irish? Not the rack-renting, slum-owning landlord; not the -
sweating, profit-grinding capitalist; not the sleek and oily lawyer:;
not the prostitute pressmen - the hired liars of the enemy.. Not
these are the Irish upon whom the future depends. Not these, but
the Irish working class, the only secure foundation upon which a

The property owning classes have been incapable of pursuing

since the defeat of the *98 Rebellion, -this has been an un-
mistakable fact of Irish History. The involvement of these classes
in any aspect of the National Struggle has always been with the
objective and the effect of dissolving the social basis and

amputating the social demands of that struggle.

Invariably the effect of any dilution of the social aspect of the
National question has led to a weakening of that struggle and a
strengthening of the hands of British Imperialism. The tactic of
‘“Divide and Rule,”” of setting Catholic against Protestant has
again and again been used in Ireland. But history shows, not once
but repeatedly, that the oppressed masses are capable of over-
coming religious division and withstanding the attempts of the
exploiters to set them apart. Unity of the oppressed has always
been possible on the basis of opposition to oppression. The United

Irishmen drew the support of all the downtrodden layers of society,

Catholic and Protestant, precisely because these people saw it as a
movement for social change. Again during the 19th century the
bolder the social appeal of those involved in the land agitation, the
more striking the results they achieved in terms of the unity of
Catholic and Protestant. Thus the land war of Davitt and the
Land League received support from the Catholics of the south as
well as from the poorer sections of the Protestant tenants in the
north. The development of Labour in opposition to the industrial
slavery imposed on the workers of Belfast and Dublin represented
the highest ever form of unity against social oppression.

-In the hands of those who could press to the forefront the
social issues of the day, the National Struggle in Ireland was
always capable of drawing the broadest support across the
religious barrier between the poor. As in 1798, the attempts by the
rulers to weild the club of religious bigotry could be faced and
answered.

But the opposite also! On every occasion when tl}e pressure of
the upper circles of Irish society has succeeded in jetisoning the
social issues from the platforms of those advocating - national
freedom, the struggle has been stamped with a sectional and
ultimately a sectarian character. The way has been paved for the
British ruling class to successfully intrude the weapon of
sectarianism.

These were the essential lessons which the Irish Labour

"Movement needed to learn as it developed during the first decades

of this century. The middle-and upper classes had left the National
Struggle in shreds before deserting to'the camp of the enemy.
Economic interest always overcame ‘‘historic’’ and ‘‘patriotic’’

sentiment. It was left to the workers to prevent a sham and divisive

struggle for notional independence: The task of drawing upon the
experience of the past and of uniting the people, north and south,
Catholic and Ptotestant, fell to the working class.

This is the background to the stormy events of the two
decades which preceeded the division of the country in 1920-21.
Through Partition, Imperialism carried the tactic of ‘‘Divide and

Rule’’ further than ever before. They did so because the situation

17
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- failed to digest the conclusions from Irish history which Connolly

“‘on the “left,”” that the objectives of their struggle should be to

*x

particus ly in the years 1918-21, posed the greatest dangers they 7
had ever encountered in Ireland. These were years of revolution- ;
ary upheaval on an unprecedented scaie. Strikes, even general
strikes, land seizures, even the establishment of forms of Soviets
in certain areas, took place. At issue w=s not only the question of
whether Ireland should be self governing but the greater question
of whether or not the capitalist system would survive. The purpose
of Partition was to disorientate and check the movement of the -
working class. In this objective, and for reasons explained later,
it was successful. .
This pamphlet has been produced in order to explain the real
reasons for partition. Its conclusion is that this evil could have
been averted, but only on the basis of a movement of the working
class to change society. Unfortunately the leaders of Irish Labour

had so clearly presented before them. Above all, in the years after
1916, when Connolly was dead, they handed the struggle against
national domination to a group of middle class nationalists.
With the words ‘‘Labour must wait’’ these nationalists emulated
their predecessors and ditched the driving social motivation of the
revolt. The result was a movement for Independence which the
bosses were capable of restraining within sectarian bounds. Irish
Labour, the mightiest force in Irish society if only it could be
harnessed to a fighting programme and leadership, was relegated
to a back seat.

The Irish working class could have averted Partition. -More
than this, only the Irish working class could have done so. If the
demands of Labour for a socialist Ireland and for international
working class solidarity had been to the forefront, the efforts of
British Imperialism to sow division could have been thwarted. This
is the fundamental conclusion which stands out from every aspect
of the period covered in this pamphlet.

The reverse also. If the Labour Movement alone was capaole
of preventing partition, only the Labour Movement can overcome
it to-day. If, at the beginning of this century, when the working
class were first attempting to find their feet as a social force, they
alone were capable of successfully opposing Imperialism, how
much more so to-day when the workers, in terms of numbers and
specific social weight, are now the predominant force in Irish -
society.
i Partition created a sectarian statelet in the north, maintained -
In existence through enormous subventions from Britain and ;
based on the perpetration of sectarian division.-In the south there.
emerged a country with formal independence but in which the
domination by British and foreign capital has been maintained
There is to-day no way forward for either part of the country on the
basis of capitalism.

Yet the idea has been projected in some quarters, even some

reunify the country on a capitalist basis and only then proceed te
the establishment of socialism. '

8

Those who fail to learn from the mistakes of the past are
doomed to repeat them. Between 1918 and 1921 the Nationalists of
Sinn Fein argued that first there must be independence and then,
in the context of ‘‘freedom’’ the struggle for socialism qoulg
proceed ‘‘if necessary’’! To-day’s notion of first :‘reumfigatlon
and then ‘‘socialism’’ is an even more heinous version of this same
policy which had such disastrous consequences sixty years ago.

Those who argue for such a strategy have learned nothing
from Irish history, let alone from the history of the working class
internationally. They have failed, more than sixty years after his
death, to appreciate the most basic of the teachings of Connolly.
They have failed to realise the significance of the Marxist theory of
‘‘Permanent Revolution” or to see how this was borne out by the
action of Lenin, Trotsky and the Bolsheviks in 1917, .

To separate class issues from the key aspect of the National
question which remains to be solved in Ireland, that is the re-
unification of the country, has an even worse effect to-day than in
the past. Those who advocate such a thing do not stand in the
tradition of Tone, Emmet, Davitt or Connolly. They must taks their
place in the shadows of Grattan, Flood, the ‘‘foreign aid’’ men
of ’98, O’Connoll, Griffith and DeValera. .

As in the past, the owners of property have tod.ay_ no interest
in the National struggle, that is the question of reunification of the
country. Neither of the capitalist parties in the south, Fianna Fail
or Fine Gael, have either the stomach or the desire to rqle the
north. Politicians such as Haughey and Blaney, who occasionally
deliver some bombastic sermon on this question invariably do so
solely to divert the attention of the southern wo;'kmg class from
their economic problems. . -

Equally, Nx:ationalist parties in the north such as the right
wing Irish Independence Party exist primarily to continue the
sectarian division of the population and have r_lelthet any strategy
nor any intention of conducting a real fight against partition.

For the working class reunification poses no attraction on a
capitalist basis. Unity of the capitalist north with the capitalist
south is unity of the slums of Belfast with those of Dublin and of
the dole queues which in each part of the country contain almost
100,000 workers. Above all, to the protestants of .the North, ghe
idea of a capitalist United Ireland is a repellent. Their fear of being
submerged in a poverty strickenr Republic, in which they would
become the discriminated against minority, remains today as 1t
did during the days of Carson. They would resist such a proposal
and would resist with force if necessary. .

During the 1960’s British Imperialists, because of their
changed interests, above all their penetration of the southern
economy, raised the possibility of a move towards the reunification
of the country. They quickly found that the sectarianism which
they had generated in the past refused to self destruct.
Imperialism, despite its desire to have the Irish question res;olved
in this manner, had been forced to retreat. To-day the ending of
partition has been pushed to the back of the minds of the ruling
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. virtual half-day General Strike against the Tory Government.
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class by the realities of the situation. The masters of the capitalist
system have been made to realise that capitalist reunification is
ruled out.

So too should those other forces who advance this dream.
During the War of Independence the methods of guerrilla struggle
adopted by the IRA proved incapable -of defeating the forces of
Imperialism. Failing to learn from this the Provisional IRA and
others have conducted a campaign for almost a decade, based on
similar methods but in a less favourable situation in every sense.
But quite apart from their false methods of struggle the belief of
the provisional leaders that the country can be united other than on
the basis of socialism is a utopian illusion.

Really they, and others who pursue a similar strategy, are
playing with the prospect of a sectarian civil war. This would
result, not in reunification, but most likely in a repartition of the
country through the creation of a whelly protestant enclave in a
reduced area of what is now Northern Ireland. If Connolly could
warn the Labour Movement in 1914 of the disastrous consequences
of partition, Marxists to-day are correct in warning against the
horrendous consequences of such a strategy. Not reunification
but an Israeli type situation with an entrenched statelet

surrounded by refugee camps and displaced persons who could = §

not be integrated into the shattered economy of the Southern State
- this could be the catastrophic result. . 4

‘Fortunately this is a most unlikely prospect. After a decade of
sectarian conflict the Labour Movement is once again on the
offensive north and south. In the south 1980 has witnessed the
biggest ever demonstrations by the wurking class on the issue of
PAYE. The north has seen the calling by the trade unions of a

In the south the Labour Party is no longer in Coalition and is poised

for development, especially, if it maintains its independent

position, In the north the demand for the creation of a political

tglartg which could represent the working class is ever taking on
esh. ;

The reunification of Ireland means firstly the development of
such struggles and linking together in common action the working
class and their organisations, north and south. It means the unity
of workers in the north, the unity of northern workers with their
southern brothers, and on this basis a joint struggle for socialism.
As a part of the socialist transformation of society the border can
be removed. On the basis of Connolly’s writings, and of his actual
partficipation as a Marxist in the Labour Movement, it can be said
without doubt that this is the conclusion he would have drawn had
he lived to experience the implementation of the 1920 Government

of Ireland Act, the subsequent treaty with Sinn Fein in the south

and the events which followed.

The programme of Marxism in Ireland to-day finds its roots
in the ideas of Connolly no less than in the programme and
experience of the greatest Marxists of the past, Marx, Engels,
Lenin and Trotsky. Connolly opposed the idea of Labour entering

10

a coalition with its enemies. Those who insist that Labour in the
south must fight independently on socialist policies stand in his
tradition. Connolly proposed that the Irish Trade Unions establish
a Labour Party. Those who advocate that the trade unions in the

© north must immediately form such a Party stand with him on this
" question. Connolly fought for the ownership of the economy to be

placed in the hands of the working class. He struggled to achieve
decent working conditions, decent wages and shorter hours for all
workers. To-day the Marxist programme of Militant, for a 35 hour
week, for a minimum wage tied to the cost of living, for guaranteec
work for all, and for the nationalisation of the Banks, Finance
Houses and Major Monopolies is simply his programme placed in
the context of present conditions. Connolly fought to mobilise
the working class to remove all aspects of Imperialism, military
and economic from Ireland. He also struggled resolutely against
sectarianism and urged action on the part of the organisations of
the working class to eliminate this evil. By assisting in the
formation of the Irish Citizen Army in 1913, and in maintaining
thereafter this body in existence as the armed wing of the trade
union movement, he helped construct the first army of the working
class in Europe. His ideas are to-day maintained and developed
through the demand for the withdrawal of the British troops from
the north and their replacement by a Trade Union Defence Force
capable of defending all workers against sectarian attack. Above
all, and it is the purpose of this pamphlet to underscore this point,
Connolly’s tradition is maintained by the Labour Movement
adopting a socialist approach to the questions of partition, placing
in its banner the objective. of the unity in struggle of the working
class throughout Ireland and the establishment of a Socialist
United Ireland.

11



Class confliet
and Home Rule

PRE-1914 , -

LAND AND CAPITAL

‘The history of all hitherto existing society (i.e. recorded
history) is the history of class struggle’. With these famous words,
Karl Marx and Frederick Engels in 1848 introduced their
Communist Manifesto. Irish history, especially during the first
years of this century, as it has been principally recorded, would
appear to refute this remark. Armed unionist reaction in the form
of the Ulster Volunteer Force, thousands of nationalist volunteers,
sectarianism and ultimately partition - all would seem to qualify
Irish history as an exception. Religion, not class, would seem to be
the motor of development. And so it has been treated by mest hist-
oriaris. : '
Mountains of literature have been written on the subject of
the division of Ireland. But very little has been said! In most
accounts the class struggle has been relegated to a poor second
place. But Marx’s statement is not only valid - it is the key to an
understanding and interpretation of events during this period and
since. : ‘ . : ' :

In 1870 the Liberal administration at Westminster introduced

a Land Act which mildly reformed the iniquitous system of land- -

lordism in Ireland. Improvements carried out by the tenant to the
land were no longer to be accredited to the landlord. If a tenant
was evicted for some reason other than non-payment of rent the
landlord could be forced to pay compensation. ,

This mild rebuke to the landlords did nothing to resolve the
land question. It merely aggravated the landlords by imposirng the
sting of minute restrictions on their activities, while, at the same
tinf1e, it added to the thirst of the tenants for more substantial
reform. : .

But Prime Minister Gladstone’s first Land Act was an indicat-
ion of a process of transformation taking place at the top of society.
In earlier decades the interests of the landlords had been resolute-
ly defended. Revolt after revolt of the tenants and landless masses
had been put down in blood. All the trappings of the system of
‘British justice’ in Ireland, the courts and the judiciary, served and
faithfully upheld the interests of landlordism.

For the aristocratic establishment repression had been the
favourite weapon to use against the Irish. Yet the policy of repress-
lon and evictions held the movement back with one hand but
provided it with nutrition with the other. It solved nothing. So long
as the interests of the landlords were held to be supreme no other
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policy was possible. By the last decade of the 19th century the
power of the landowning aristocracy in Britain was firmly in-
decline. Industrial Capital had become the predominant interest in
the state. , -

For the hard headed business acumen of the Victorian capital-
ists a better solution -needed to be found. Why should they-
constantly place the stability of their system at risk by provoking
dangerous and contagious ideas of revolt in Ireland in order to
protect and maintain the bloated gentry? Inexorably as the power
and wealth of society moved from the hands of the landlords into
the grasp of the Industrial bourgeoisie the pressure to find a settle-
ment to the land question grew.

Most immediately sensitive to this change were the English
Liberals. At this time the Liberal Party was the major party of the
capitalists in Britain. In order to safeguard the interest of capital
they strove to placate the demands of the land hungry peasants.
Their early efforts fell too far short of the mark to prove effective.
They merely increased the appetite of the tenant for real reforms.
The 1870 Act resulted, not in an ebbing of the land agitation, but in
its intensification.

With the repeal of the corn laws, the development
of the world market and of new techniques of production
prices obtained in the market by the producers of
agricultural products fell. The tenants found themselves unable to
pay. their rents. Those with small holdings found their enterprises
particularly unprofitable. Landlords retaliated by attempting to
evict the small holders and consolidate the land into more
economic units - with higher rents of course. During the late 1870’s’
as agricultural prices fell, the tenants found that the 1870 Act

Michael Davitt held meetings of more than 10,000 to resist the
evictions of their neighbours. To the horror of the British ruling
class, these ‘peasants’ were arming themselves for the purpose.
Davitt was answered with the traditional methods of the
establishment. He and other leaders of the league were arrested.
Meetings were banned and suppressed. Davitt was a revolutionary
leader whose ideas and methods could not and would not be
tolerated by the bosses. His demand was not merely for land re-
form, but for land nationalisation. Unlike many of his predecessors
at the head of similar revolts, he was conscious of the need to link
the struggles of the tenants with those of the workers in the cities.
A decade after the land league agitation, he was attempting to

create an Irish Federated Trade and Labour Union. Equally his 3

outlook was not marred by the narrow horizons of nationalism.’
Looking at the English cities he saw a potential and. powerful ally
in the mass of the English workers. In later years, while in

England, he was deeply involved in the struggle to create the

British Labour Party:

Such ideas were dynamite to the bosses. The ‘excesses’ of the
land agitation were to be met with the full weight of repression.
Precisely -because Davitt and those like him were the most
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offered them no security from eviction. The Land League led by

‘dangerous’ type of leaders to emerge from Ireland, an under-
standing of the need to tackle the root cause of the unrest grew in
the minds of the capitalists. ‘

On the one side the traditional methods of repression were
used. A special Coercion Bill was introduced by the Government in
order to give itself even more draconian powers. Repression
merely accelerated the struggle and hardened the resistance of the
tenants. Gladstone, the club of state terror in one hand, was forced
to adopt a more gentle approach with the other - the granting of
concessions in order to scrape from under the feet of the Land
League the fertile soil in which it floutished.

In 1881, at the height of the land agitation, a second Land Act
was introduced. This limited the power of the landlords to arbitrar-
ily fix rents and established rent tribunals to which both the land-
lord and the tenant could appeal if they considered the rent unfair.
Like the 1870 Act this reform merely re-arranged slightly the
relationship between landlord and tenant, and avoided the real
question - Who owns the soil? In fact, because of rent arrears and
other factors, over half of the tenants with land over one acre were
excluded from the provisions of this new act. o

Nevertheless the measure was sufficient to temporarily de-
fuse the land agitation.After 1881 the Land League was in dis-

array. With its decline the initiative in the struggle switched from -

the down-trodden masses in Ireland to the austere chambers of
Westminster where Charles Stewart Parneil was leading his Irish
campaign of parliamentary disruption. Revolutionary action was
supplanted by mere parliamentarianism. Social demands gave way
to parliamentary rhetoric. Rather than being pounded by the
hammer of land agitation, the bosses found themselves tickled by
the feather of parliamentary intrigue. ,
However the success scored by the Liberals, did not impress
the British Tory Party. In words at least they responded to even
the faintest trace of concession to the tenants with frenzy. In 1885
Gladstone’s Liberal administration was toppled and the Tories,
under Lord Salisbury, came to power. Their answer to the Irish
problem came close, in words at least, to the ‘solution’ mooted
during the Elizabethan era of ‘physical extermination’. Lord

Salisbury advocated that Ireland be held in total subjugation for 20-

years until ‘her spirit is broken’. After that time she ‘would be
prepared to accept any gifts by way of local government or.repeal
of the coercion laws that you may be prepared to give her’. In other
words when the very thought of rebellion had been hacked from
the minds of the people they would be ready for concessions - and
not until then. "

All of the age old policies of British Imperialism came to the
minds of the Tories during this election campaign and “after. In'
1886, distressed at their lack of -of organisation in Ireland during
the previous election, concerned with etching out for himself a
meteoric rise to prominence in the Tory Party, and seeing that the
issue of Home Rule might suit his purpose. Lord Randolph
Churchill visited Belfast and produced his ‘Orange Card’. If the

15



e

policy o1 ivide and rule had been good enough to suit his class in-
the past, it would be good enough to suit Tory interests in the
present. In February 1886 he wrote ‘I decided sometime ago that
if the G.0.M. (Gladstone) went for Home Rule, the Orange card
would be the one to play. Please God it may turn out to be the ace
of trumps and not the 2. It did! Lord Randolph was rewarded in the
summer of 1886 with some of the worst sectarian rioting suffered
by the people of Belfast for many years. ‘ _

The battle of words between the two parties who both'
represent the same fundamental class interests in Britain was a
sympton of the switch in the policy of capital. Every ‘class in
society is divided into strata, some representing its forward look-
ing sections, others reflecting the outworn prejudices of past ages.
Within the working class there are those who are conscious of their
class identity and purpose, but there are also some whose minds
are clogged with prejudices and reactionary ideas bestowed upon
them by capitalism. So too with the bourgeoisie. It too contains its
rival factions and opinions. Every major crisis within society
shatters the apparent unity of the dominant class and opens
divisions for all to see. So the transformation of attitudes at the end
of the 19th century on the issue of the land, and also as will be
explained later, on the issue of Home Rule, could not be a smooth
or uniform process. i ' ]

There are historical accounts which portray the struggle in-
Ireland in this period as the consequence of a war being conducted
in the chambers of parliament between the Liberal and Tory
Parties. Such accounts explain nothing. Both the Liberals and the
Tories in the final analysis served their class masters.

The Liberals leaning on their support among the rising bour-

“ geoisie vied with their Tory and more aristocratic opponents to

becone the major and predominant party of Capital. Both can
accurately be described as capitalist parties. ‘But a party of the
ruling class can make statements which in concrete circumstances
are against the interests of Capital. At such times the pressures of
the tops of society will be brought to bear on these political rep-
resentatives to bring them to heel. Thus, despite the divisions in
words between the Liberals and Tories, in the last analysis,
throughout this period, they were brought back to the fold of the
bosses and forced to carry out the dictates of their masters.

On every major question the position of the leadership, of
both the Liberal and Tory parties, when spelt out in action as
opposed to pure rhetoric, was the same. On the land, on Home
Ryle, on the need for coercion this was to be shown.

Neither party was prepared to release fully the knife of
repression as a means of subduing any movement of social
agitation in Ireland. But both Tory and Liberal Governments, up to
and after the turn of the century, placed an ever greater emphasis
on the use of concession both on the issue of Land and also on the
issue of Home Rule. :

A series of land acts was introduced to follow on from where

those of 1870 and 1881 had left off. Land reform went through
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parliament again in 1887, 1891, 1896, 1903 and 1909. Of all these
measures it was the Wyndham Act of 1903 which went furthest to
resolve for the time being the land question. This Act permitted
the tenant to buy the land. In the first five years after it received
the Royal assent 228,958 tenants signed agreements for the
purchase of their lands. ‘

For their part the landlords were not particularly upset. With
more than generous compensation terms, which would mean
tenants owing them annuities for many years, they were not overly
concerned at the loss of their properties. A socially useless breed
who had lived off the wealth produced by their tenants, they were
content to live out their lives of idleness as comfortably as ever,
buthwithout the burden of ‘quarrelsome Irish peasants’ to contend
with.

The 1903 Act, only slightly amended in 1909, was introduced
not by the Liberals but by the Tories. A.J. Balfour was Prime
Minister at the time, the A.J. Balfour who had been appointed
Irish Chief Secretary in 1895 by none other than Lord, ‘20 years of
repression,’ Salisbury.

As with the issue of the land so with the issue of Home Rule.
Throughout the 19th century the fight for independence was
inexorably linked with the struggle for ownership of the soil. In
countries where there exists a vestige of landlordism or serfdom,
there exists also an unquenchable yearning on the part of the
tenants and peasants to own the land they work. In Ireland the
masses of the rural population were not driven to seek independ-
ence because in their minds there existed some mystical
conception of ‘The Nation’. In the minds of many of their leaders
there existed such an idea, but the minds of the peasants, the
landless and rootless poor, and of the tenant farmers, contained
more. They envisgaed a nation in which the land would be theirs
and the fruits of their labour would not be sent to parasitic
absentee landlords. The struggles of such movements as Young
Ireland and Fenianism were met with the full ferocity of state
repression precisely because at bottom these were social move-
ments against the class system of landlordism.

If the problem of the land could be resolved the poison would

be removed from the sting of the Home Rule demand. Just as with

land reform why should the capitalists stand four square against
Home Rule if their economic and military interests were not
directly threatened? Without the danger of a social explosion
accompanying any measure of autonomy there existed no reason
why an Irish parliament with a few limited powers outside of
defence and control of the ports could not be granted as a sop to
the Irish. Quite the reverse. In fact the granting of a measure of
autonomy would be a means of partially satisfying the call for
independence and reducing the prospect of any real movement for
genuine self government emerging.

The switch of focus from the agitation of the land league to the
parliamentary campaign of Parnell in the early 1880’s was
symbolic of a transformation taking place - the separation of the
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Home Rule issue from the social issues which had driven the Irish
masses into a succession of revolts.

Parnell replaced the moderate and ineffective Isaac Butt as
Secretary of the Home Rule Confederation of Great Britain in 1877.
During the land war he fought alongside Davitt, but lacked utterly
the latter’s revolutionary intent. Towards the end of this campaign
Parnell was arrested. Before going to prison he conténtedly
assured his mistress, Kathleen O’Shea, that he was not concerned
about his arrest because he knew that in a few months the
agitation would be over. Then he could emerge a martyr from his
jail and turn the defeats of the Land League into parliamentary
victories for himself and his followers.

And indeed the exhaustion of the Land League allowed
Parnell to have his way. Before the end of 1882 the league was
replaced by a new organisation, .the Irish National League. This
body, unlike its predecessor, was dominated by the Parliamentary
Party and concentrated its efforts on the issue of Home Rule.

In- parliament Parnell successfully and skillfully used every
disruptive tactic at his disposal. A thorn in the side of the major
parties, mainly because he was on occasions able to hold the
balance of power, he was capable of focusing attention on the
Home Rule issue. However it had been.the might of the Irish
‘masses and the possibility of their establishing links with the
working masses in the slums of the English cities which the bosses
had feared. Parnell was a nuisance, but like anyone who comes to
conceive of a struggle mainly in terms of parliamentary majorities
and parliamentary trickery, he was one stage removed from the
driving force of the social struggle in Ireland. During the land §
campaign such tactics had supplemented the social struggle. They
were a development of the land agitation into the austere
institution of parliament itself. After the collapse of the Land
League a parliamentary struggle was substituted for a campaign to
mobilise the Irish People.

Parnell was riper material for British capital to squeeze into
compromise. With the pushing to the background of Davitt, the
separation of the social struggle from the Home Rule agitation was
begun. Davitt himself summed this up when he spoke of the
replacement of the Land by the National League which he said was
‘the complete eclipse by a purely parliamentry substitute of what
had been a semi-revolutionary organisation. It was in a sense the
overthrow -of a movement, the enthronement of a man, the
replacing of nationalism by Parnellism’. Under Parnell the social
and national issues were drawn apart. After him this separation -}
was taken to even greater extremes.

Davitt stands. as a giant when compared to Parnell. But
Parnell himself, was a giant when placed alongside the reaction-
aries who attempted to step into his shoes:the Redmonds, the
Griffiths and the other leaders of the national struggle who while
they expressed their hatred of British rule, much more openly and
energetically expressed their hatred, contempt, and absolute
dread of the Irish working class.
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Given a lull in the struggle on the land and the emergence of a
breed of political leaders with whom it might be possible to strike a
deal, the ‘horrors’ associated with even limited independence
diminished as far as the ruling class was concerned. In 1886
Glad§tone had introduced the first Home Rule Bill. As already
mentioned this measure gave rise to venomous opposition on the
part of the Tory chiefs. They even went to the lengths of calling for
armed resistance to Home Rule in Ulster. The Bill, introduced in
April, was defeated in June. It had offered a mere pretence of
mdegendence. It hoped to stifle the real demand by offering only
the s adow. An Irish Executive would be established but excluded
from its authority would be defence, foreign policy, trade and
navigation.

In 1893 a second Home Rule Bill was presented to Parliament
by Gladstone and smashed to pieces by the hammer of the House
of Lords veto. As with the first Bill it offered the proposed Irish
Parliament only the most nominal rights of independence. ‘

The strategy underlining these Bills was aptly summed up
by the phrase which was commonly coined: ‘Killing Home Rule
with kindness'. Just as the Tories had initially denounced all land
reform, so they allowed no chance to slip by to bemoan this equally -
‘‘weak-kneed policy’’. : '

But lo and behold, even the Tories by the end of the century
were being awakened to the more sensitive needs of Capital. Ail
but the most stupid backwoodsmen were beginning to see that a
separate Irish Parliament with negligible powers might not
present the dangers initially imagined. Just the opposite! Not to
grant limited autonomy might provoke a movement for genuine
Home Rule. After 1903, with the landlords pensioned off to idle-
ness, and the social issue of the ownership of the land settled for
the time being, this attitude was undoubtedly strengthened.

Needless to say the change of heart of the masters did not go
unnoticed among the pawns in Ulster. During the 1895 elections
the heads of the Tory Party had leaned heavily upon the Irish
Unionists to draw electoral support. In 1900 a leading article in a
Dublin daily paper which echoed the views of the Irish Unionist
Alliance reminded the Tories that in 1895‘‘Lord Salisbury and the
Duke of Devonshire publicly thanked the Alliance for its services in'
helping to return that Government to power. In 1900 the
representative of the Queen in Ireland refused to meet a
deputation of the Alliance’. The article postulates the reasons for
such a snub:‘One is that the Government conceives itself to have
no ful:th_er use for those Irish Unionists whose efforts turned. the
scale in its favour in 1895. Another reason is that, with an insight
which does credit to its cunning, but infinite discredit to its
honour, the Government sacrifices the Irish loyalist on the altar of
his own loyalty’’. o

- And then the supreme irony! What policy are the Tories
accused of pursuing? Precisely that which they themselves (when
it suited) had condemned as ‘‘weak-kneed liberalism’’. The Tory
attitude, the article continues, ‘‘is a striking exposition of the
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rewards which await Irish loyalty under a Conservative
administration and an astonishing proof of the extremes to which
the Government will go in pursuit of its policy of ‘‘killing Home
Rule with kindness’’. 7

As late as 1910 the Tory leaders, who within a few years were
to be beating the Orange drum louder than ever, met in a con-
stitutional conference to discuss the formation of a coalition
Government which would include in its policy Home Rule for
Ireland. At that time F.E. Smith, later Lord Birkenhead, a man

- destined to become one of the closest accomplices of the Carsonite

rebellion, declared that Home Rule was ‘as a dead quarrel for
which neither the Country nor the party cares a damn outside of
Liverpool and London’. -

At the turn of the century and after, the ruling class was
unifying firmly behind the policy of sops to the Home Rule Move-
ment and buying out of the landed aristocracy. Yet so greatly had
conditions changed by 1911-1912 when the third Home Rule Bill
was being brought before Parliament, that the very mention of
such a ‘monstrosity’ was enough to swing the tops of society
behind advocacy of coercion, sectarianism and violence. Instead of
killing Home Rule with kindness the bourgeoise was moved . to
demand that Home Rule be strangled with bigotry.

Why such an apparent change ot heart? As always the answer
to such riddles, which remain a complete mystery to the bourgeois
historians because to them the dialectics of the class struggle are
a closed book, lies in the changing balance of class forces.

LABOUR EMERGES

Having brushed the nuisance of the social struggle for the
land off one side of the stage, the ruling class had barely time to
pause and draw breath before the giant of Labour entered from the
opposite wing, bringing with it the social struggle for the ending of
the system of class exploitation itself. The emergence of the
working class as an independent force for the first time in history
left not one thing ‘‘sacred’’. Every attitude, every policy previous-

ly adopted by the bosses had to be retested in terms of its effect on

the emerging Labour Movement. ;

During and after the 1880’s in Britain the labour movement
was transformed by the developmént of ‘“‘New Unionism’’.
Previously: unorganised sections of the working class - the un-
skilled - were drawn into the unions in an explosive struggle. In
1888 there was the famous strike of the match girls of Bryant and
May who formed their own union as a result. One year later under
the leadership of Will Thorne, the gas workers formed a umion.
20,000 members joined in the short space of 4 months. 1889 was
also the year of massive struggles involving the dockers of London
and again resulting in an unprecedented spread of union organis-
ation. The Dock, Wharf, Riverside and General Labourers’ Union
rapidly grew into a powerful body of 30,000 members. The

.membership of the old unions also expanded during this period.
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And significantly the Trades Council Movement sprang into life.
Between 1889 and 1891, 62 new trades councils were formed. The
most downtrodden, the most -oppressed sectiops of society, were
being drawn into revolt. = ~

The result was a shaking out of the old crass ideas of cringing
reformism which had installed themselves at the head of the
workers’ organisations. In Britain the development of the labour
movement had brought in its wake an irresistable demand for the
extension of the franchise and an end to the old corrupt system of
parliamentry local elections. Unable to arrest the growth of the
workers’ movement the most clear sighted of the bourgeoisie had
attempted to lean on its better off sections and head the movement
in the direction of reformism. Not the strength of capitalism but
the narrow craft prejudices of the ‘‘labour aristocracy’’, as Marx
termed them, allowed the private property system to survive.

The development of new unionism introduced a new chapter
of class militancy. The blunt ideas of opportunism of the old union
tops were met with the checks, challenges and outright opposition
of the newly unionised workers. Class conflict in society produced
a battle of ideas within the labour organisations. Tom Mann, Ben
Tillet and other new leaders emerged to take prominent positions
in the movement, displacing those who had peddled the narrow
class compromise views of the labour aristocracy.

Capital would have to resort to new methods to restrain this
new threat! If the workers could not be held back by the cushioning
of their leaders and the development amongst them of soft ideas,
then they would have to be met head on. The efforts of the bosses
merely succeeded in channelling the struggle of the workers in
another direction. Facing restrictions on their industrial activity
the movement turned eventually to political action. In 1892 the
TUC drew up a scheme for a Labour Representation Board. A .
few independant labour MPs had already entered parliament.

Further attacks from the bosses accelerated these develop-
ments. South Wales railway workers struck in 1900. The
employers issued an injunction on the union for the picketing
activities of its members. In 1901 the Taff Vale decision resulted in
the union being asked to pay £23,000 damages to the company. .

In this the state institutions were doing no more than playing
their reat role of guardians of Capital. But by presenting this open
face to the workers they gave the necessary impetus to the
developing political consciousness of the movement. By 1903 the
bulk of the unions had affiliated to the Labour Representation
Committee. Between 1903 and 1905 affiliation to this body rose
from 455,450 to 861,200. The most decisive and important step
towards the break up of the Liberal Labour alliance had been
taken. ‘

The development of the Irish labour movement mirrored
closely but not exactly that of Britain. Early Irish unions,
representing the skilled workers in such industries as ship build-
ing, the railroads and the breweries grew as part and parcel of the

_ British movement. In fact many early British unions organised
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branches in Ireland, in part as-a protection against surplus Irish
labour being used against them in Britain. Twice during the 19th
century the TUC emphasised this bond by meeting in Ireland.

__ The stirring of independent political action in Belfast, co-
incided with the political growth of the movement in Britain. In
1891 delegates to Belfast’s Trades Council called for a branch of
the Labour Representation Committee to be set up in the city.
Two years later a Belfast branch of the Independent Labour
Party was formed. Trades Council candidates stood in local
elections in 1894 and again in 1898. However the emergence of the
“ng:vl utmomsm”, the organisation of the unskilled, did not come
until later.

) Thus, while the drawing together of the political nucleus of
Irish labour mirrored similar developments in Britain, it did so at -

a different pace. In Britain the infancy of the political conscious-
ness of labour was reflected in the Liberal Labour alliance. That
infancy was shattered by the impetus of class struggle. In Ireland,
precisely because of the delay in the rise of new unionism, the
movement remained bound by old ideologies for longer.

Reflecting the fact that a socialist consciousness even in
Belfast was at little more than a foetus stage, the early spokesmen
of the unions and the first political candidates to which they turned
were both confused by, and filled with, the old reactionary
ideologies from which the movement was atteinpting to break.

Alexander Bowman stood in Belfast in 1885 with the support
of the trades council. He, at one time, had attempted to form a
Protestant Home Rule Association and had been ejected from his
trade union office for doing so. Another of the founders of the
political wing of the movement and a leading figure nationally,
was William Walker. Walker never managed to shake from his
mind the traces of unionism which marked this infantile stage
of labour development. Like the movement itself one part of

" Walker was groping towards a developed socialist stand, while

the rest remained loyal to the political ideals of his masters. When
the movement lurched forward Walker’s unionism got the better of
his socialism and he ended up within the Unionist Party.

_ - The rise of the Labour Party in Britain after 1903 had its
immediate effects in Ireland. A conference of the Labour Rep-
resentation Committee attended by trade unionists and ILP
members was held that year in Belfast. Also in 1903 a resolution
was passed at the Irish Trade Union Congress calling for the
creation of a pledge bound Labour Party. But unlike in England,
where the struggle had developed to a higher level, this resolution
was ignored. The activists and most advanced layers of the move-
ment were drawn by the idea of labour representation even at this
early stage. But the broad mass of the Irish workers had not had
the whip of a Taff Vale cracked over their heads to drive them, as a
class, towards independent political consciousness and political
involvement. It was to take a further 9 years and titanic struggles,
North and South, before the Trade Union Congress was forced to
put flesh on the demand for an Irish Labour Party. Nonetheless,
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from the 1900s the entire movement drew itselt torwara towaras

* the inevitable political activity.

‘The struggle to organise the unskilled may have come later
in Ireland than in England. Old ideas may have held sway at the
top of the movement for a few years after the English match girls,
gasworkers. dockers. etc. had discarded them. Nonetheless when
the battle calls were heard they ushered in a period of intense
struggle which developed to a revolutionary pitch. :

In the first decades of this century ‘new unionism’ swept all
before it in Ireland.It took the camps of Green Toryism and Orange
Toryism and cracked them asunder. The North East was the main

- industrial centre in Ireland. There the people worked in slavish

conditions, out of their sweat producing profits for the linen
barons, the magnates of ship building and engineering and for the
other financiers and capitalists. It was in the North East that the
revolt began. As early as the 1890s election results had shown the
beginnings of the fragmentation of thc all-class. alliance of the
various unionists and nationalists. In 1898 William Walker and six
other representatives of Belfast Trades Council were elected to
Belfast City Council. -

At the turn of the century the Orange Order split. An
Independent Orange Order was formed. Its leaders spent their
energies denouncing the gentry who headed the Orange Order as
being too soft towards Catholics. The split was along class lines
with the bulk of working class members of the Orange Order
moving behind the new Independent Orange Order which was
forced to echo the class aspirations of the Protestant workers
within its ranks. :

On the 12th July 1905 the Independent Orange Order
produced a manifesto, part of which read: ‘‘in an Ireland in which
Protestant and Roman Catholics stand sullen and discontent,
it is not too much fo hope that both will reconsider their positions
and, in their common trials unite on a true basis of nationality.

The higher claims of our distracted country have been too long
~ neglected in the strife of party and of creed”’. )

In the elections of 1903 the Unionist establishment received a
sharp blow. Sir James Craig presented himself to the electorate
of North Fermanagh. The election was fought in the period
immediately prior to the passing of the Wyndham Land Act of that
vear. and Craig found himself opposed by Edward Mitchell who
‘claimed to stand for the ‘‘people’s cause against the landlords’’.
By 200 votes Mitchell beat the man who was later to become a
Prime Minister of the post-partition Northern Ireland state.

At first' this rising tempo of class discontent found its
expression in splits within the sectarian Tory groupings.
Paradoxically. at times it even gave rise to more extreme variants
of sectarianism. The magnetic attraction of the class movement
first of all révealed itself in the breaking up of the old political

- patterns. Eventually its own clear lines of force were to become

established.
In the 1906 general election the unionist establishment was
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shown be in disarray. An independent won in south Belfast,
a nationalist captured the west of the city and in north Belfast
William Walker came within a few hundred votes of capturing a
seat for labour. The extent to which class issues and ideas were
bqglpnmg o predominate is not always understood. Particularly
this is so since the history books generally inform us that the first

“decades of this century were dominated by the debate over home
- rule. On the contrary! In 1905, 1906 and 1907 the grip of the bigots -

was all but broken in Belfast. Whe better to confirm this than one
of the architects of lovalist reaction, future gun runner for Carson,
F.H. Crawford. In a letter written in 1906 he lamented on behalf of
his reactionary unionist brethren, ...*‘we have lost a lot of staunch
unionist workmen in Belfast. They consider themselves betrayed
by their leader Mr. Balfour and have gone for the labour and
socialist programmes. This is what we have to combat locally.
The old unionist enthusiasm is dead among the masses here.
These are facts and all in touch with the working men know it’’.
““The old unionist enthusiasm is dead among the masses’’!
What could be clearer or more precise? Those who did not know

this when Crawford penned these words were soon to learn it. .

In 1907 the Irish working class signalled for the first time that
they had arrived on the scene of history. ‘‘New unionism’’, when
it spread to Belfast, wrote out again, this time in the vivid
language of class struggle, Crawford’s statement that the working
men ‘‘have gone for the labour and socialist programme’’.

.- In 1907 James Larkin came to Belfast from Liverpool as a full
time organiser of the National Union Of Dock Labourers, Very
quickly he drew the majority of the dockers into membership,
easily displacing the less militant Carters Association. In June

1907 Larkin called out 500 dockers in support of a wage claim. This

was the small beginning of a titanic clash which ‘was to propel
the young proletariat of Belfast into head on collision with the state
and the bosses. A few, weeks after the ‘begihning of the
dockers’ struggle, the carters came out in sympathy and with their
own demands for improved pay and for a closed shop. The move-
ment developed and spread. By the end of J uly 500 dockers, 1,000
carters and 1,000 coalmen who also struck in sympathy, were
involved in the battle. ‘ . .

- Feeding on the miserable condition of industrial Belfast,
the strike movement had taken root. Symptomatic of the support,
among wide layers of society for the strikers was the response of
the police. Larkin made an appeal to the members of the Royal
Irish Constabulary in Belfast on the basis of the hours they were
oeing forced to work. The result was a police mutiny which was
¢ventually suppressed, most of the Belfast police finding them-
selves transferred to country areas where the ‘“‘seditious’’
propaganda of Larkin and his like would not reach them, and

where they would be rubbing shoulders with the fural population

not with workers. 6,000 troops were drafted into Belfast,
supposedly to protect *‘life and property’’.
. “'Property”’, the troops were sent to protect. ‘‘Life”’ they were
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not! In August, during rioting on the Falls Road the army opened
fire and shot dead two men. These riots were part and parcel of a
desperate attempt on the part of the bosses to divide the workers -
along sectarian lines. Protestant bigots pointed to Larkin in -an
attempt to brand the whole dispute as a ‘plot by the nationalists®.
The attacks by the troops took place on the Falis Road in order that
rioting would appear to be sectarian and that the real issues could
be disguised. Towards the end of the dispute, F.H. Crawford
commented on the August riots in a letter to a Major Doyne of
Wexford. ‘‘What a blessing all the rioting took place in a Catholic
quarter of the city. This branded the whole thing as a nationalist

. movement.”’

The dévelopment of sectarianism was prevented partly as a
result ot the prompt intervention of the strike leaders. A notice was
issued by the strike committee after the August riots. It read
“‘not as Catholics or Protestants, as nationalists or unionists, but
as Belfast men and workers, stand together and don’t be misled by
the employers’ game of dividing Catholic -and Protestant.’’
Sectarianism could not take root because the conditions for it wete
not ripe. On the 12th July 1907, 2 separate Orange parades were
held in Belfast while the industrial battle was being fought out all
around. One of these parades was organised by the Independent
Orange Order. Not only did this parade pass a resolution support-
ing Larkin and the strikers, but a collection in aid of the strike fund
was also taken up. o

In August the carters returnéd to work having won on the
question of wages but having failed to secure the closed shop.
Later the coalmen returned on similar terms. The dockers stuck it
out until the beginning of November when they could stay out no
longer and they returned to work partially defeated. In November
further unrest spread and carters,crane men and coalmen struck,
complaining that the August agreement was not being implement-
ed by the employers. The British union leadership intervened over

~ the head of Larkin and the local leaders. The men were persuaded

to return to work. .

This unforgettable struggle opened.a new chapter in Irish
history. The law of history etched out during the land agitation of
the previous century that, when social issues are pressed to
the forefront, all other issues including sectarianism, can be seen
to melt. The land strugglés, the movement of the United Irishmen
and other such movements had forged a unity of Catholic and
Protestant.The emergence of the industrial working class once
again showed that sectarianism could be overcome. But the class
movement begun in 1907 did not merely repeat the history of past -
solidarity. All history is a development. The working class in 1907
raised the concept of the unity of Catholic and Protestant to a
higher than ever level. The workers proved more deeply than ever
that when the class struggle is going forward, nothing, not even

-the most vicious attempts to scar it with bigotry, can stand in its

path.
Even Crawford, surveying the attempts by his class to restore
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their authority during the strike, had to admit defeat. To him the
strike was led by nationalists, but ‘‘the serious part of the business
is that they have duped a lot of Protestants, who-call themselves
Independent Orangemen, and a few demagogues who like to hear
their own voice.”’ ’

Belfast 1907 was a prelude to even stormier developments in
the south. The disgust felt by Larkin at the activities of Sexton and
the national leaders of the dockers union resulted in a split. In
1908 Larkin formed the Irish Transport and General Workers
Union. The split did not assist the development of the movement in
the north. Few joined Larkin's union. Revolutionary socialist
James Connolly, who was later appointed by Larkin as northern
organiser of the Irish Transport and General Workers Union
(ITGWU), on a number of occasions reacted strongly to criticism
from Larkin that he was failing to make significant headway with
the union membership in the north. Connolly explained that the
conditions in the north after 1907 were not as easy as those in the
period immediately before that strike: The workers were pausing
to catch their breath. In these conditions the split in the union was
a positive drawback. ‘

While the struggle in the north temporarily ebbed, the
formation of the ITGWU heralded a series of class battles through-
out the rest of the country which culminated in the 1913 Dublin
lockout. The growth of the ITGWU was a barometer of the
explosive developments building up. In 1911 they had approx-
imately 4,000 members. By 1913 its numbers had swelled to
150,000.A paper produced by Larkin,*‘The Irish Worker’’ began in
1911 with a circulation of 15,000 copies. This very quickly rose, and
levelled off at a weekly distribution of 20,000. By contrast, at the
same time, the newspaper of Sinn Fein sold a mere 2,000 copies.
Such figures give a true indication of the balance of class forces.

The mood within society was again apparent from the attitude
of those within the ruling circles. In 1911, referring to the strike of
railway workers, the head of Dublin Chamber of Commerce
pronounced: ‘‘This strike is not a strike in the ordinary sense of the
word: it is the beginning of a social war, a revolution, ...the thin

edge of the wedge of socialism, ...force must be met with force and -

the union of the workers must be met by unions of the employers
to uphold public order,”” Such sentiment was not isolated. The
employers, for their part, reacted to the growth of trade unionism,

and in particular to the use by the Larkinites of the crippling -

weapon of the sympathy strike, by organising an Employers
Federation. One of the leading Dublin capitalists, a man called
William Martin Murphy, less politely described by Larkin as a
““modern capitalist vampire’’, who made a career of ‘‘destroying
the characters of men who he was and is not fit to be a door mat
for’’, organised 4,000 employers into this ‘‘strike. breaking”’
Federation. With this the battle lines were clearly drawn. - ‘

Strikes in Dublin, in the Jacobs Factory, amongst seamen, -

among firemen, on the port, and a sympathy strike by 16,000

~ railway men who downed tools in‘so_lidarity with 200,000British
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rail workers then on strike, were the beginnings of the class war.
In August 1911 the employers locked out 550 members of the Irish
Transport and General Workers Union in Wexford demanding
that they leave this union. During this struggle, which lasted until
February 1912, the workers went so far as to organise their own
defence, through the establishment of a workers’ police force
Connolly was called in to organise the strike. Ultimately a com-
promise was reached.A new union was formed for the locked out

- men and in the event this soon merged with the ITGWU.

Wexford was but a dress rehearsal for a concreted offensive
by the employers in an attempt to break the ITGWU and with it
destroy the combativity of the young Irish proletariat. This
offensive reached its crescendo when in August 1913 Murphy and"
his Employers Federation declared war on the workers of Dublin.
ITGWU members working for Murphy’s newspaper, the Irish
Independent, were told that they must resign their union member-
ship or lose their jobs. The paper was blacked by the union and
the men were locked out.

By late August the use of the lock out tactic had spread as
other employers expressed their **class solidarity’’. By September
25,000 workers were locked out. Each had received a document
to sign stating that they would haye nothing to do with Larkin’s
un:on. As quickly as the workers refused the employers locked the
gates. . ‘
Frederick Engels said that the state, in the final analysis,
could be reduced to ‘‘armed bodies of men acting in defence of
property .”’ No worker who has been involved in industrial action
and has been met with the fury of the media, the police, army
courts etc. will need these words explained. Dublin in 1913
presented a crystal clear picture of the true role of the capitalist
state. All the instruments of repression available were swung into
action on the side of the bosses. The strike leaders, including
Connolly and Larkin, were arrested. Strike meetings were banned -
and the police used to break up or attempt to break up any that
were held. .

If the forces of the state are in the hands of the bosses then the
workers have nowhere to look for protection except to themselves.
The workers of Dublin learned this simple lesson in 1913. When a
workers’ band was threatened by police attack, the workers
formed a Defence Guard to protect it. Initially these workers
carried hurley sticks to defend themselves. It was from such
incidents that the Irish Citizen Army, the first army of the working'
class in Ireland, was formed. James Connolly, one of its founders,
wrote: ‘‘an armed organisation of the Irish working class is a
phenomenon new in Ireland. Hitherto the workers of Ireland have '
fought as parts of the armies led by their masters, never as; -
members of an army officered, trained and inspired by men of
their own class. Now, with arms in their hands. they propose to
steer their own course, to carve their own futures.”’

In addition to the official state institutions, 1ts semi-official
bodies unleashed their venom on the heads of the strikers. The
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church hierarchy, the barons of the press, and with them the right
wing leaders of Irish nationalism, combined with the rest of

‘‘respectable society’’ to shower abuse on the mighty army of

labour which had emerged from the slums and had brought the
city to a virtual stand still. Nationalist leaders such as Arthur
Griffith showed their true colours. - Griffith is reported to have

advocated that the best way of getting the workers back to their.

work would be to bayonet the leaders!

But nothing could have matched the role of the Church Hier-
archy. Trade unionists in Britain offered to foster some of the
starving children of the Dublin strikers until the dispute was over.
The ‘““holy”’ priests of Dublin would have none of this. Gangs of
‘‘godly”’ people were organised to picket the docks to prevent
Catholic children being shipped to the homes of Protestants and
atheists. Better, in the minds of these clerical bigots, that the
children should starve but remain true to the ‘‘faith of their
fathers’’ than they should fill their stomachs with Protestant food.
Arthur Griffith’s *‘Sinn Fein’’ backed the antics of the clerics with

the following piece of cynicism: “‘it has recently been discovered

that the Irish working man is not an Irish working man at all. He is

. aunit of humanity, a human label of internationalism, a brother of

the men over the water who rule his country.”’

Every great class movement simplifies and clarifies class
relationships. It divides society into camps cutting to the root of
religious and other reactionary propaganda which serve to
camouflage the real nature of capitalism. Dublin in 1913 was
divided into what Sinn Fein described in horrified, but neverthe-
less correct terms, as the ‘‘units of humanity’’, that is the workers
who owned no part of Ireland and the privileged class and the
owners of property who were fighting to hold on to their privileges.

Just as the 1907 dispute sundered the Unionist alliance so
the nationalists were pulled apart by the Dublin lockout. Within
a nationalist or a republican.all class alliance there are those whose
sights are on a socialist republic and others whose minds are filled
with the vision of a capitalist republic or nation - with themselves
in charge, of course! These strands are always separated by the
pull of the class struggle. In 1910 the left wing of Sinn Fein split off
to form a movement called ‘‘Irish Freedom’’. Again in 1913 the
left of the republican movement were drawn to the workers,
while those of the Griffith’s ilk stood with the employers. Those
republicans who were later to lead the 1916 insurrection in Dublin
stood apart from their right wing associates by the support they
gave in 1913 to the workers.

In the event neither side won a conclusive victory. The .
workers of Dublin struggled on until February 1914. Then they
were starved back to work. They had not won. But neither had
the bosses. The union had not been broken. The workers had
fought the issue to a stand still, until they could fight no more.
They could have won, but only with the active support of the
British trade union movement: Throughout the strike British
workers had given enormous support. In September the TUC voted
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£5,000 in assistance. The miners voted £1,000 per week in
October. One member of the Dublin lockout committee claimed

‘that £150,000 was donated to assist their struggle. However the

crucial issue lay in extending this support 1o a total blacking of
Dublin goods and even sympathetic strikes in England which
would have hit hard at the pockets of people like Murphy who had,
for example, sizeable investments in the tramways of many British
cities. The TUC leaders drew back from such a development of
their support for the Dublin workers. Many of them also feared
that to go farther in support of the strike would give a boost
to what to them were the dangerous ideas of Connolly and Larkin.
A special Trade Union- Congress held in December over-
whelmingly defeated a motion which asked the British transport
warkers not to handle Dublin goods. Together the British and Irish
workers held the head of Dublin Capital in a noose. But instead of
tightening their grip, the British leaders drew back. As the support

- from Britain dwindled the Dublin workers were forced into retreat.

Between 1907 and 1914 the Irish working class for the first time in
history flexed their muscles and fought as an independent force in
pursuit of their own demands. They did not win but neither did
they suffer a humiliating defeat. Instead they came to see in action
the tremendous power they possessed and to understand how that
power must be utilised and deployed in future struggles.

Such industrial militancy, in the last analysis must find its
reflection in the political outlook of the movement. Although
later than in Britain the ideas of class harmony of the old style
trdde unionism were shattered more completely, more forcibly in
Ireland. In the first decades of this century the cradle of the
movement had been in Belfast. There the shades of the’ future
were fought out in the form of the battle of ideas of James Connolly
and William Walker.

The Connolly - Walker controversy was more than a war of
words between two individuals, albeit important individuals in
the movement. Connolly’s approach echoed the revolutionary
stirrings of the masses, while Walker gave expression to the more
conservative and inert layers of the movement. Walkers ‘‘Labour
Unionism”’ in effect meant the containment of the workers’ move-
ment within the bounds of sectarianism. Connolly, although he
was incorrect in arguing for the complete separation of the Irish
from the British movement, represented the need for independent
and united political action by the working class.

Before the dockers, carters and the unskilled showed that they
were a force to be reckoned with, Walker type views pre-

‘dominated. Connolly managed to gain the support of only a tiny

handful. His Irish Socialist Republican Party, which he formed in

Belfast in 1897, never had a total membership of more than 100. .

But Connolly stood on the side of historical development while
‘Walker came more and more into conflict with it. The Irish Trade
Union Congress, established in 1894, was' transformed by the
explosions which marked the growth of new unionism. In 1912 the
need for independent political action, which .had been accepted

G




y

in words in 1903, was re-emphasised. Connolly, recognising the
need for a mass party of the workers, particularly in light of the
developing crisis over Home Rule in the north, moved a resolution
calling for the establishment of a Labour Party. It is noteworthy
especially because of the attitude of some of those who pretend to
follow Connollv today, that he moved that the unions form a
broadly based Labour Party, despite the fact that he had built up a
small socialist party and that other assortments of independerit
political parties which claimed to represent the workers, then
existed. Connolly was free of the haughty political sectarianism
which prompts many small socialist groups today to embellish
their organisations with the pompous and ambitious title of the
organisation of the working class.

In 1914 the process of establishing a Labour Party was
boosted by the decision of the ITUC to change its title to the Irish
Trade Union Congress and Labour Party. This decision was taken
again on a motion moved by Connolly which was passed by 49
votes to 18. Signalling the transformation of the outlook of the
movement was the adoption of the view that ‘‘labour unrest can

- only be ended by the abolition of the capitalist system of wealth

production and its inherent injustice and poverty’’.

The immediate pre-war period in Britain also ushered in a
new wave of major strikes. Railway men, dockers, seamen and
miners, all participated in major and prolonged disputes. Within

the unions and the Labour Party a new layer of younger and more

militant workers were clamouring for more decisive action on the
part of their leaders. Between 1907 and 1912 almost every section
of the British working class was involved in strike action. During
these years the number of days lost due to strikes increased from
1,878,679 to 38,142,101. Not the question of Home Rule . for

Ireland, but the profound and revolutionary implications of such .

figures, and the discontent that they revealed, were the prime
concern of the British ruling class during these years. Without
understanding this ‘there can be no understanding of the
subsequent course of Irish history. Unionism, Nationalism,
Carsonism, Redmondism all these phenomena can be explained
only in the context of the social agitation then developing.

Before 1903 the British bosses had looked to the land issue as

 their major threat in Ireland. They feared that it might act as a )
fillip to the English workers. So the land agitation was largely

dissolved with the tonic of concession. _

But the struggle ebbed only to find its feet on a higher level.’
After 1907 the bosses feared, not the prospect of a unity of English
workers with Irish tenants, but of the workers of Belfast and
gublin with their brothers in the mines, docks, and factories of

ritain. ' - '

Such struggles, such fears on the part of the ruling class,
form the real back cloth to the Home Rule crisis of the pre-First
World War period. Only by picturing clearly the momentous
significance of this tumultous birth of Irish labour can the attitude
of the bosses, the Liberals, Tories, the Nationalists and the fears

of sections of the workers be understood. Without the clarity of
class analysis we are left to retreat to the mumbo jumbo of ‘‘holy
wars’’ and tribal ‘‘tom toms’’ contained in too many historical
accounts. To attempt an analysis of the events of the Home Rule
agitation, without beginning from the conditions of the class
struggle both in Ireland and in Britain, would be like attempting to
paint and decorate a house before it is built. .

In 1910 a General Election left the Irish Parliamentary Party
witin the balance of power in the -House of Commgns. The result
was deadlock and another general election which merely re-
created the deadlock. Home Rule was thus made a major issue.
Two years later, on the 11th April 1912 the 3rd Home Rule Bill was
introduced by the Liberal Government. L
~ OQn this occasion a crisis developed which made the events
surrounding the defeats of the previous Home Rule Bill appear
like minor ripples in a stormy ocean. Several factors !md changed
by 1912. First the unquenchable thirst of the working class for
democratisation of the parliamentary procedure had forced
through in 1911 a Parliament Act which limited the veto of the
House of Lords. In future the Lords could only delay a measure 3
times in any one parliamentary session. After that a Bill would
become law without the aristocratic blessing of the members of the
upper chamber. :

The neat constitutional method of defeating Home Rule was
therefore blocked. But this in itself was not the decisive question.
The threat from the working class movement was. In the
immediate post-war period the British ruling class was struck with
dread of a social revolution at home. Faoed with strike after strike
affecting every major industry, with the suffragette movement and
the attacks on that sacred institution the House Of Lords, they
trembled for the very existence of their system. In this period the
British ruling class was preparing for a physical confrontation with
the forces of the labour movement. To concede Home Rule in
Ireland would only inflame the situation by opening thg way to
the prospect of a socialist Ireland with all the repercussions that

~ could have in Britain. '

Hence those who had previously adopted a soft attitude, even
to Home Rule, began to move in the opposite direction. In the
immediate pre-war period, Capital was moving from its position
of concession to the Irish struggle to a policy of coercion and of
encouragement of sectarianism in order both to prevent Home
Rule, and also to shatter the solidarity of the'labour movement.
Immediately the development of an armed movement of revolt:
among the unionists in Ireland, particularly those in the north, was
developed and encouraged by the British ruling class. It was hoped ,
that the club of sectarianism could be used to both shatter Home
Rule and also the greater threat of workers’ unity. .

This change in position had the effect once again of pulling
apart the Tory and Liberal parliamentary parties. History was
being repeated but in the course was transforming past relation-
ships into their reverse. Previously the Tories had found them-
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selves out f tune with the demands of their pay masters. Increas-
ingly now it was the Liberals who discovered that their message
was not the one which the capitalists wished to hear. . )
Liberal support for Home Rule was maintained right up until
1914, although amendments including the question of a temporary
partition, were considered. The Liberal leaders grew more and
more out of touch with the existing mood within the top circles of
society including the army. In 1914 a private secretary with know-

. ledge of the attitudes of the Liberal leaders explained their plans to

unionist chief Edward Carson - ‘‘the plan is to procrastinate until
the patience of the hooligan element in Belfast is exhausted and
they begin to riot. This is the moment when troops (they have
decided which regiments to send) will step in and crush the riot

~ and incidentally you and the loyalists...Mr Lloyd George is the

only one who does not think things are serious. He said casually
over the tea table, ‘put the Crimes Act in force, and the whole
thing will fizzle out in a week.’ *’ - )

This would have been all very well but for the attitudes of the
army chiefs! While the Liberals were destroying the loyalist move-
mint over cups of tea in London, the Generals, the capitalists and
the landowners were giving it every assistance and encourage-

ment in Belfast. In March 1914 army regiments based at the’

Curragh camp in the south were ordered on ‘‘manoeuvres’’, to
the north. 50 officers promptly mutinied -rather than carry out
their instructions. Lloyd George and his colleagues soon realised
that the ‘‘loyalist rebellion’’ would not be snuffed out in a week,
not because of the strength of Carson’s forces, but because the
ruling circles of society on whom the Liberals, just as much as the
Tories, depended, did not want it. The government found itself

suspended in mid-air, a group of legislators rapidly losing their -

power to administer what they might choose to enact. )

In vain will pro-capitalist writers attempt to paint this
‘‘forgoatten episode in Rritish history’”’ of the Curragh mutiny as
the action of a few junior officers. The revolt was a revolt of the
heads of society. The Curragh mutiny was prepared for and
received the consent of the ruling class and the Tory leaders.
Secret meetings between the Liberal cabinet and the tops of the
army did not remain secret because the army heads promptly
passed on all information of Liberal plans to their Tory allies. In
November 1913 Tory leader Bonar Law, at a meeting in Dublin,
had announced that the army would mutiny if sent to Ulster.
Carson around this time, was able to confidently predict that if
the people of England allowed the Government to_attempt to
coerce Ulster ‘‘the British army could not stand the strain.”’

In this there is a profound lesson which the labour movement
should take to heart for all time. The British ruling class is fond of
presenting itself to the world as the champions of democracy. The
years 1911-1914 give an insight into the real contempt the bour-

_geoisie has for parliament. Democratic rule, the right of free

speech, the right to elect Governments, these are acceptable so
long as they do not challenge the class basis of society. In fact they
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provide the most stable basis of capitalist rule.

But when the antics of parliamentary leaders, even of Prime
Ministers, step beyond what the real rulers, the capitalist class,
consider to be acceptable bounds, these people. and even the
institute of parliament itself, become *‘expendable.”’

CAPITALREVOLTS :
In 1912 the Tory leader, Bonar Law, who had earlier been prepared

- to accept Home Rule, bluntly exposed his attitude to parliament

and to democracy when he threatened: “‘If Ulster is earnest, if
Ulster does resist by force there are stronger things than par-
liamentary majorities ... the government which gave an order to
to employ troops for that purpose (enforced Home Rule) would run
a risk of being lynched in London’’. Fine words from a man whose
class 50 years later could jail 2 building workers at Shrewsbury for
conspiracy for the crime of picketing! )
Within Ireland the anti-Home Rule agitation took shape in
the period of the first Home Rule Bill, mainly as a reactionary
movement headed by the aristocracy. Lords and Ladies. of
‘“‘esteem”’, traditionally supporters of the Conservatives, were the
most prominent members in the Irish Loyal and Patriotic Union -
formed in May 1885. These people denounced the ‘‘communistic
crew’’ who backed Parnell. Correctly they summed up the dangers
of Home Rule to their social position by stating that- Parnell’s
support ‘‘consists of the lowest half of the population: of tenant
farmers, on a small scale, who aim at acquiring the ownership
of the soil they till without the usual preliminary of paying for it,
of labourers who covet the land occupied by the farmers’’.
Paradoxically the place where unionism was to sink its deep-
est roots began as its weakest area. The ILPU gathered its support
from the land owning aristocracy and was strongest in the south.
However it remained an aristocratic movement. In 1871 it was
supplanted by the Irish Unionist Alliance which drew its support
from the southern land owners. After 1903 the stake of this class
in any anti-Home Rule agitation was loosened. Unionism in the
south sank into relative impotence, a fact emphasized in 1917 at
the Irish Convention convened by Llovd George when the Irish
Unionist -Alliance was arguing vehemently against partition,
posing the alternative of an all Ireland parliament which could
provide safeguards for the unionists. Lo
When the first Home Rule Bill was introduced the Liberals
were split on the issue, sections of the business \community of
Ireland who had been Liberals, moved to a ‘‘liberal unionist’’
stance, and eventually switched their allegiance to the Tories.
Contrary to the impression which has often been given the
development of a ‘‘unionist’’ outlook was not confined to business-
men in the north. Throughout the country the large capitalists, as
for example the Guinness family, together with t%e big ranchers,
supported the maintenance of the link with Britain. However
because the bulk of large scale industry was concentrated in the
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north east, the strongest base for this reaction among the business
community existed in that area.
Throughout the 19th century the development of capitalism in

. Treland had been uneven. The linen industry in the North was able

to attract capital for investment. At the same time it was not
decimated by the English economy because it was not in com-
petition with the products of the British capitalists. Under Free
Trade linen prospered. By the first decade of the 20th century
there were more linen mills in Belfast than in any other country.
Parallel with, and as a result of the spectacular growth in
linen, came an equally spectacular growth in the engineering
industry as firms developed to produce machinery for use in the
mills. All this took place in step with the growth of the major
industrial centres of Britain. Ease of access to the British market

‘boosted the development of Belfast as part of an industrial triangle
. whose other two points were Liverpool and Glasgow. As in both
- these cities ship building became a major industry in Belfast.
Its two shipyards, Harland and Wolfe and Workman Clarke & Co.

were major enterprises by international standards.
The growth of a nationalist movement demanding protection
for Irish industry bent the big bourgeoisie, especially in the North,

. in the direction of Unionism. The prospect of taritt barriers beinf
s

erected between them and their major sources of raw materia

"and markets in Britain and elsewhere, horrified the owners of

large scale enterprises whose production was often geared to
export.After the first Home Rule Bill many switched their
allegiance from Liberals to the Tories. They allied themselves with
the aristocrats in the Unionist Clubs movement of the late 19th
century. In 1904 an Ulster Unionist Council was formed and again

~ the support of the business community was given to its activities. -

Big Business in Ireland was prepared to give its backing to the
unionist movement and lend support to the attempts to wiip up
sectarianism which took place during the first debates over Home
Rule. After the 1907 strike and faced with the spectacle of an enrag
ed working class their commitment, financial and otherwise, to

. the Loyalists grew beyond all proportion. Like growing sections of

the British ruling class they were moved to desperate lengths in
order to safeguard their property and their system. ,

In 1911 reactionary Dublin lawyer, Sir Edward Carson, who
had made his name defending landlords in the courts, and who
was selected as the ‘‘guru’’ of the unionist cause, was induced
to threaten to establish a provisional government in Ulster if
Homg Rule became a reality. His threat was designed to destroy

-Home Rule as a whole not to bring about partition. In 1913 Ulster

unionists even went so far as to select the personnel for this
government. These steps were supported by the British Tories, by
all the backwoodsmen of empire building British imperialism, but
also by growing sections of the bourgeoisie in Britain together with
the Ulster business community. . .

With such backing, funds proved no problem. In fact the way
in which the bank balance of the Carsonites swelled almost over
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night gives an indication of the attitudes of the tops of society. In
1913 an ‘‘Ulster Volunteer Force’’ (UVF) was formed. A special
“‘Carson Defence Fund’’ was set up so that the accounts of the
Ulster Unionist Council would remain presentable to the Inland
Revenue. The Ulster Unionist Council showed an annual expend-
iture in the region of £1,000. Meanwhile tens of thousands were
pumped into reserves of the UVF, to supply arms, to drill and to
train volunteers, to issue propaganda, etc. In one meeting called
to set up a fund a quarter of a millio:'\pounds was pledged. Most

- gave donations in the region of £10,000. Within one week £387,000

had been promised and in the short space of 4 months donations to
the tune of £1,000,000 were either promised or made.

From Britain and from even further afield the donations
poured in. Lord Rothschild presented a mere £10,000. Lord lveagh
and the Duke of Bedford reduced their fortunes by -a similar
amount. Poet of “‘Empire”’ Rudyard Kipling handed over a mere
£30,0001Such sums marked the *“class solidarity’’ of the bosses.

Carson’s activities and those of the UVF have been well
documented. In 1912 400,000 people signed the ‘‘Covenant’
which was a pledge to resist Home Rule. In 1914 25,000 guns were
secretly smuggled into Larne on the ‘‘Clydevalley.”” The town was
taken over by the UVF and the guns distributed in car loads

_ throughout the province.

To these activities, to the open marching and drilling of these
armed volunteers, the state forces closed their eyes. From this the
question must be posed - what would have happened if the workers
of Ireland had attempted to import guns and tried to take over
a town fot that purpose?

There would have been mass arrests and widespread
searches. Yet Larne was surrendered to the UVF without a shot
fired. The state forces were supposed to be fully occupied with a
few diversionary incidents in Belfast! Then a few haystacks here
and there may have been turned over in the hope that one or two of
the 25,000 rifles might be found! That was the extent to which the
Clydevalley incident annoyed the bosses.

‘The British ruling class was prepared to wage ruthless war on

- the workers of Dublin. It was prepared to sent its army against the

miners of south Wales, with no squeals of horror or threats of
mutiny from the Officer class whenever bayonets were drawn at
Tonypandy in 1910 - but ‘‘Ulster’’, they declared, ‘‘must not be
coerced.”’ :

In reality the Government was paralysed and could not move
against the UVF simply because the real forces of the capitalist
state, the army and the police, the business community etc. were
firmly on the side of the loyalists. The most vicious sectarianism

- was being invoked in order to destroy the Home Rule movement,
* but more particularly to derail the movement of the working class.

The UVF was a réactionary army comprised of the most
backward sections of the Protestant population. At the top it
‘consisted -entirely of aristocrats, businessmen, wealthy lawyers,
church ministers, doctors, ex-army officers, etc. Lists of those who
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participated in its founding meetings read like a ‘‘“Who's Who”’
among the uppermost circles of society. As a special treat Sir
George Richardson, an ex-officer in the British army was called
in to lead this force. His ¢redentials were impeccable! His family
history could boast distinguished service to imperialism. His
grandfather fought for the East India Company, while his father
had played his part in suppressing the Indian mutiny. Following
in father’s footsteps Sir George had joined the Indian army, had
fought with Roberts in the Afghan campaign, and had really
earned his credentials as a champion of ‘‘Empire’’ when he had
gone to China in 1900 to crush the Boxer Rebellion. ‘

LABOUR UNITY AND REACTION

At bottom the UVF mobilised the traditionally conservative
elements among the rural Protestants, the petty bourgeoisie and
the semi-demoralised lumpen proletariat of the towns. Some of its
recruits were reported to have been those who attempted to scab
on the workers of Belfast in 1907. Lenin compared this force to the
reactionary Black Hundred gangs organised by the Tsar to
persecute the forces of the revolution in Russia in the period after:
the defeat of the 1905 revolution.

It is clear why such people have backed the loyalists. However
it is undoubtedly true that a broader section of the Protestant
population, while not backing the military operations of the UVF,
and while not participating in. the mass rallies of Carson, did
express an opposition to Home Rule. Among those, for example,
who signed Carson’s covenant, must be included sections of the
Protestant workers. Socialists must be able to explain this
situation.

Two major factors determined the attitude of the masses,
particularly of the working class. The first was the charactcr of the
Home Rule movement and the second was the role which could be
played by the labour movement.

The outburst of Orange sectarianism in 1911 to 1914 was
answered by an outburst of sectarianism, no less vile in its content,
from nationalist politicians. After the demise and ultimately the
death of Parnell the National league was splintered. The man who
eventually emerged from the confusion as the new champion of
nationalist Ireland was Redmond, a landlord in whom there existed
not the slightest trace of sympathy for social agitation of any
shape, size or form. It is said that one of the explanations for the
purely half-hearted attempts of his party to extend the provisions
of the 1903 Wyndham land act,was the fact that Redmond
personally stocd to benefit greatly from the generous compen-
sation terms it offered the landlords. .

Part of the programme of the Redmonite nationalists for
Ireland was the demand that under Home Rule the English

«Government should not continue to pay welfare benefits to the
Irish. This should be in the hands of the Irish Government. Effect-
ively, with those of Redmond’s outlook presenting themselves as
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the future form of Government, this was a call for the exclusion
from Irish soil of the embryo which then existed of a welfare state.
With the triumph of Redmondism the process of dividing the

Irish struggle into separate strands of interests was complete.
Nationalism stood aside and apart from the struggle of the Irish
people to remove the yoke of economic oppression. Moving to the
right under the circumstances developing at this period they could
not but move in the direction of sectarianism. By 1914 Redmond
stood at the head of the Irish Volunteers. The Volunteers them
selves were partly made up of the Ancient Order of Hibernians and
the United Irish League, both of which had gained strength as
wings of the Irish Parliamentary Party following the death of
Parnell. Each strove to outdo the other in sectarianism.

One section of the AOH
Belfast adorned itself with the title ‘Board of Erin’. Primarily
it was formed to protect small Catholic businessmen from, the
effects of racketeering in the city. In the event it became the
instrument of the most vicious racketeering itself. One of the
figures it could claim as a spokesman was ‘wee’ Joe Devlin, later
to emerge as a prime champion of the Catholic cause when the new
Northern Ireland state was established after 1920. He was a2 man
who, despite much flamboyant oratory to the contrary, played a
part in ensuring that the cross of sectarianism remained tied to the
backs of the working class. Devlin had shared platforms with that
other ‘architect of nationalism’ William Martin Murphy of 1913
fame. James Connolly aptly summed up the ‘Board of Erin’
when he described it as the ‘foulest brood which ever came into
Ireland.” .

Just as an illustration of the kind of fine sentiments being
expressed by Board of Erin leaders it is worth quoting a few of the
words of one of its representatives, a Professor Kettle, who, at a
meeting in Wexford, announced, following disorders ‘for such of
the Orange Dogs as may have survived the riot....they should be
shot or hianged or sent into penal servitude.’

In opposition to the sectarianism of the right wing nationalists
there were a few moderates who, though no less conservative than
the AOH breed, nevertheless recoiled from the blatant use of
sectarianism. The leader of one such moderate splinter from the
Parliamentary Party was William O’Brien. Of the sectarian
Dillonite wing of the nationalist Party and National Movement into
*‘they transformed the National party and National movement into
one from which not only all unionists but all Protestants were
excluded...by subjecting the National movement to the new
ascendancy of a sham Catholic secret society...”’

- " In the end rabid sectarianism won the day in such circles. Just
as sections of the Protestant bourgeoisie who had been hesitant
about the encouragement given to the Orange Order, soon slipped
to a minority, so too, Green Toryism very quickly became Catholic
Toryism and nothing more. Moving as it did to the right, avoidin
the key social issues it could not but have steered itself on suc
-a sectarian course. In some cases this was a quite conscious move
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designed to break the unity of the working class. While Britain had I

invented, developed and deployed the art of divide and rule, right
wing nationalists proved no amateurs at repeating this tactic.

In the 1900s as in the 1960s and ’70s both green and orange
Tories had one thing in common - hatred of labour and socialism.
Connolly found his ideas attacked by Catholic bigots and equally
fiercely by Protestant bigots. In 1913, 300 alluminium workers ini
Larne joined the ITGWU. These men were working a 7 day week.
In July they struck. Without a moment’s hesitation the Church
intervened. Ministers spent their time delivering lectures lament-
ing the ‘ease’ with which these men were deceived by a popish
plot. Just as the Catholic children of Dublir were soon to be
informed that starvation was preferable to risking their religion
in Protestant homes, so the Protestant workers of Larne were now
informed by their clerics that 84 hours back breaking toil was
preferable to the sin of listening to ‘papishes.’ '

On the opposite side the AOH devoted not a little of its
propaganda to denouncing the evils of socialism and in particular
attacking Connolly’s Socialist Party of Ireland. Another
organisation founded in 1900, was Sinn Fein. This body likewise
wasted no time in demonstrating that it took its stand with the
Catholic businessmen, not with Labour. :

Its leader, Arthur Griffith, embodied in human frame both
the aspirations and at the same time the weaknesses of large
sections of the Southern Irish bourgeoisie. Griffith favoured.
tariff barriers behind which he dreamt that Irish capital could
nurture itself. Like the bourgeoisie he had nothing to offer the

struggle of the workers but venom. Rather he wishea to see the

English exploiters removed so that Irish exploiters would have a
free hand in subjugating the population. : '
Sinn Fein published a newspaper, originally called the United

_Irishman, but re-titled **Sinn Fein’’ in 1905. During the industrial -
battles of later years this jqurnal denounced strikes, Larkinites etc.

and declared that strikes were ‘‘an English disease’’. Griffith
himself favoured the establishment of an Irish monarchy - a mere
swopping of tryants! ' ,
Men like Griffith and Redmond symbolized the weakness of
native Irish Capital. The small capitalist class who enjoyed an
existence outside of the Belfast area-longed for an age when
English Capital would no longer dominate and curb their activities.

Yet how could English Capital be removed? Only by mobilizing the -

whole of society, including the workers and tenants. There lay the
fub! For if the southern capitalists resented English domination,
they were paralysed with fear of the Irish masses, and that fear
counted a hundred times more in determining their role. Hence
the Griffiths the Redmonds, in the tradition of the Grattons,
Floods, O’Connells and other middle class and upper class

politicians, only led the national struggle in order to divert it away

from the social issues.so that some.form or other of miserable
compromise could be reached with imperialism. With such

wheeling and dealing they sought to dash the aspirations of their .
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followers. , . :

It takes no great mind to understand why people of this ilk
held no attraction whatsoever for the Protestant population of the
north. With nationalism becoming synonymous with Catholicism,
and green Toryism, even Protestant workers could be made to
lean towards unionism. As Connolly said, in an article entitled
‘‘Socialists and the nation’’ written as early as 1909, ‘“‘When a Sinn
Feiner waxes eloquent about restoring the- constitution of ’82,
but remains silent about the increasing industrial despotism of the
capitalist, when the Sinn Feiner speaks to men who are fighting
against low wages and tells them that the Sinn Fein body has
prcmised lots of Irish labour at low wages to any foreign capitalist
who wishes to establish in Ireland, what wonder if they come to
believe that a change from Toryism to Sinn Fein would simply be
a change from the devil they know to the devil they do not know."’

The hostility of the Protestant workers to the Home Rule
movement was not the hostility of the Carsons, Craigs etc. Both
were class hostility and, coming from opposite ends of the social
spectrum, both reflected totally different fears. The fear of the
Orange bosses was of the Protestant and Catholic workers. The

_ fear of the Protestant workers was of the self interést of the

aspiring Southern bourgeoisie and petty bourgeoisie.

Workers in Belfast inclined naturally to the industrial might of
the labour army in Liverpool, Glasgow and the other major cities
of Britain. In contrast they looked to the rest of Ireland, and with
Dublin as the only major exception, they saw largely agricultural
country, with a nationalist leadership seeped in the reactionary -
mentality of the petty bourgeoisie. They saw from every corner
the hostility of the nationalists to labour. What would happen to
the unions, to the rights of Labour, in an independent Ireland?
These were the questions in the minds of the workers. Semi-
conscious fears, they were given conscious expression by those
who sought to sow the seeds of sectarian division. o :

Groups of trade unionists who supported the union were
organised by the Carsonites. In 1914 a group of Protestant trade

. ‘unionists held a rally in the Ulster Hall to state their opposition to

Home Rule. They attacked the Belfast trades council for its pro-
Home Rule stance. A manifesto issued bgfore the meeting
attempted to explain their support for the antlfHome Rule move-

t. ‘ : ) .
men Its propaganda speaks volumns about the real attitudes of the

workers. Learned treatises on the benefits of the union from
merchants, land owners, manufacturers could cut: little ice. No
exaltations about the link with UK capital, could convince those
who.lived in the hovel and laboured in the workshops of industrial
Belfast. Empty phrases about the ‘‘defence of the Protestant
heritage and way of life’’ on their own could attract no mass
support among the workers.

. Tobe effective, the propaganda of unionism had to be trans-- - -

lated into class terms. Thus this manifesto ‘had to couch its
arguments in such terms as: ‘‘the Irish people under the Home
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Rule Bill can pass labour laws for Ireland...under an Irish
parliament controlled by small farmers, the factory acts would
remain-a dead letter.”’

Also the following: ‘‘We know that the privileges won for the
workers by trade unionism are in danger and that the loss of these
privileges means the degradation of labour in Ireland, a result
which sooner or later must do irreparable harm to the trade union
movement in Britain .”’ " '

Thus the enemies of the working class, including the agents of
sectarianism within their own ranks, attempted to dupe and mis-
lead the masses. Only one movement could have allayed the fears
of the workers and put an end to sectarianism - the labour move-
ment. The Irish bourgeoisie were themselves divided and were
capable only of dividing. In Connolly’s words the struggle for free-
dom had become the struggle.of the most subject class in society
for freedom. . -

. In the text books of the ruling class the issue at stake in this
period was simply whether the unionists could manage to destroy

Home Rule or whether the nationalists would emerge with the

prize of quasi-independence. In reality the question was whether

. the Irish working class through the unions and labour organis- -

ations, would rise up quickly enough, and with the necessary
leadership, to avert the disaster impending whichever section of
the bosses got their way. C

Only if the labour movement was in the fore front would the
suspicions of the Protestant workers be removed. Only if there was
a struggle for more than a mere change of flag or parliament could
the working people be united and mobilised. It would have to be a
fight for the ownership of industry, the ownership of land, the
ownership of capital. Rather than weakening itself by steering
away from these social questions, its very strength would derive
from them. Nor would it be a fight for mere independence. By
slicing the rope tying, the Irish people to English capital, the
workers of Ireland would be forging a chain firmly linking them-
selves to the movement of the British and the international
working classes.

.. Recognising this, Connolly used the years up until 1914 to
build the labour movement and push it to the forefront. His
activities gave expression to the aspirations of the advance
sections of the working class throughout Ireland. He was not
prepared to see labour sit back while rival property interests
fought over the futlire of the “‘nation”’, using working people as
their cannon fodder. Connolly recognised then, in an infinitely
more difficult period for the young and barely tested workers’
movement, what many of his so called followers today have
miserably failed to understand - that all class alliances are recipes
for sectatian division among the working class.

. His prime concern, at this time, was not to concoct unholy
alliances with petty bourgeois nationalists but rather to ensure that
the struggle against British rule would be indelibly stamped with
the demands of the workers’ organisations for workers’ rule..
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" His position was for independent action by all sections of the
labour movement. When the nationalist” Volunteers were
beginning their campaign of armed marches, Connolly recognised
the need for the workers’ organisations to keep their distance from
such groups. After 1913 sections of the Citizens’ Army, including
individuals at its head such as Captain White, argued for the

‘merging of this body with the Irish Volunteers. Connolly fought all

such efforts and succeeded in maintaining the tiny Citizen Army as
the armed wing of the trade union movement, guarding for
example the premises of the ITGWU in Dublin. :

Symptomatic of Connolly’s attitude was his attempt to crush
sectarianism in the north. Faced with sectarian emblems, parades,
bands etc, he did not, unlike the Labour leaders of the 60s and 70s,
throw up his hands in despair, wax eloquent about ‘‘tribal war-
fare”’, and then permit the movement to roll over on its back and
play dead. Rather he seized every opportunity for action, = .

- The prominence of the Home Rule issue was used by the
bosses to sow division among the workers. Thus, in 1912, the true
target of the Carsonites and their fellows, was shown to be the
unity of the working class. Using an attack by AOH members on
a Sunday School parade as a pretext the bosses in the North incited
sectarian attacks during the July the 12th celebrations of that year.
As a result workers were expelled from the Shipyards and from
other industries. Socialists and Catholics, in that order, were the
targets. Connolly reacted to this and other violence by organising
labour demonstrations.He even formed a non-sectarian Labour
Band for the purpose. His answer to the July troubles was to
march with labour banners and labour music through the centre of
Belfast. It was intended as a physical expression -of workers’
unity and of independent action by the labour organisations.

In 1913 Connolly stood as Labour candidate in the Dock ward
in Belfast. Again, this bold determination to raise and push to the
forefront the idea of Labour unity, articulated the urgent need
felt by the most advanced sections of the working class for action
in defiance of the sectarians. Reflecting this is the fact that Belfast
Trades Council gave its official support to Connolly’s candidature,
During this campaign Connolly was attacked by bigots on both
sides, notably the AOH. In the end he polled 905 votes as against
1523 won by the Unionist. ’ -

Similarly in 1914 Connolly ptessed the ITUC to move onto the
political sphere in order that the voice of Labour could be more
clearly heard throughout Ireland. Also at the 1914 Congress of the
ITUC a motion condemning partition, again moved by Connolly,
was passed with only two delegates out of the 94 present voting
against, both opposing on the grounds that the motion was
‘‘political”’, not on the grourids of support for the carving of
Ireland in two.

When Redmond and Devlin appeared to be prepared to accept
such a compromise as the ‘‘temporary’’ partition of the country,
Connolly warned that this ‘‘would perpetrate in a form,
aggravated in evil, the discords now prevalent, and help the Home
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Rule and Orange capitalists and clerics to keep their rallying cries
before the public as the political watchwords of the day’’..

In 1914 he urged intensive action on the part of Labour to
offset such an evil! “*Such a scheme as that agreed to by Redmond
and Devlin, the betrayal of the nationalist democracy of Industrial
Ulster would set back the wheels of progress, would destroy the
oncoming unity of the Irish labour movement and paralyse all
advanced movements whilst it endured. To it Labour should give
the bitterest opposition, against it Labour should fight even to the
death, if necessary, as out fathers fought before us. "’ .

The question whether the young labour movement could
develop quickly enough to avert the catastrophe of any fgr'm gf
bosses’ solution to the Irish problem was not answered in this
period. Before 1914 this movement was squaring up to the realities
of class war on a scale never before witnessed in Ireland. The
young proletariat revealed its strength and determination in thege
battles. It had a major asset in the revolutionary leadership
beginning to develop in the form of Connolly and Larkin. But the
movement was still young. Its political voice was not yet decisively
raised. It had engaged in years of bitter and exhausting struggle
and had emerged neither victorious nor routed. The task of

Connolly and other socialists was made immense by these factors.
ﬁ' to the foreground of the consciousness of the entire

To pus
proletariat of Ireland the question of labour unity, to thwart the
armed movement of unionist reaction in the north, to take the
leadership of the national struggie out of the hands of right wing
nationalists and into the hands of the workers’ organisations -
these were no small objectives. o L

War, four years of indescribable carnage in' pursuit of
economic domination, cut across both the development of Labour,

"and also the rise of the unionist and nationalist armies. Whether
Labour could place itself at the head of the national struggie in-

time to avert whatever disaster would be imposed by the
Redmondites, Carsonites or the British Government - this question

' was postponed, not answered.
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Socialism or
division |

1914-21

With the outbreak of war the various sections of the bour-
geoisie agreed to put aside their differences and concentrate on
the task on hand - the pouring of as much human raw material
as possible into the trenches. In Parliament the Liberals, the
Loyalists and even the Nationalists vied with each other to show
that they ‘‘put the nation first’’. Carson volunteered the post-
ponement of the Home Rule debate until after the war. So did
Redmond. So too did Asquith. A

The Irish problem had simplified itself as far as the bosses
were concerned. It was now a problem of how to pressgang as
many Irishmen as possible into uniform to go and serve their
“King and Country’’ in Flanders. Conscription was favoured by
many sections of the ruling class. However a number of factors
prevented its implementation. First there was the question of
opinion in America. The prime concern of the British bosses was to
bring America into the war - on their side. The American
Government, with all its superficial phase mongering about
defending the rights of small nations, would have to be sensitive
to the tide of pro Irish feeling at home. It would have had difficulty
justifying an ally which practised its defence of the rights of small

_ nations by coercing unwillng Irishmen into its army. Secondly the

very problem of implementing the policy of conscription without
tying down huge numbers of troops in Ireland to maintain order
was a deterrent. Finally, and particularly towards the end of the
war, of major importance was opposition to conscription from the
ranks of an aroused Irish labour movement. -

If the Irish could not be pressganged into uniform, more

. gentle measures would have to be employed! And what better than

to employ the trusted leaders of the nationalist movement to plead
the case of imperialism to the Irish people? '

In 1914 Redmond proved most patriotic! Not only did he
support the war, he even offered to use the Volunteers to look after
security in Ireland so that the British garrison would be free for
use in Europe. Of course the British prefered that the Irish
Volunteers serve in the trenches so that their troops could be
spared to keep order in Ireland. ’

And Redmond willingly obliged! He expended not a little

.energy touring the country to address recruiting meetings. With

him were the other leaders of right wing nationalism. As Connolly

pointed out, the self same people who denounced the workers of
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Publin in 1913 for sending their children to ‘‘Protestant’’ homes
to avoid starvation, were now, with gusto, encouraging the youth
of Ireland to clamber into khaki uniforms and shed their blood in
the interests of their masters. In Dublin one of the slogans of the
recruiting meetings was that the ‘‘trenches are safer than the
slums”’. Because of the risk of disease in the miserable hovels of
Dublin’s ghettos this may well have been the case. Never more
clearly had capitalism been indicted by the very people who spent
their time trying to preserve it than through this slogan. -
Redmond was highly successful during the early war years in
his recruiting efforts. The initial wave of jingoism which had
accompanied the war had even stretched itself into Ireland. It had
combined with the miseries of life in the slums and on the land, to
drive some two hundred thousand Irish people into the army.
Those who volunteered, thanks to the efforts of the national-
ists, found themselves scattered throughout the regiments of the

British army. A concentration of Irish soldiers in any regiment

would have spelt danger to the control which could be exercised by
the army chiefs. The reactionaries who made up the bulk of
Carson’s UVF received different treatment. The special 36th
(Ulster) Division was formed almost entirely from the ranks of the
UVF '

The overwhelming majority of the National Volunteers backed
Redmond’s stance in 1914. When a few more militant sections of
the Volunteers such as the secret Irish Republican Brotherhood,
talked in terms of ‘‘England’s difficulty’’ being ‘‘Ireland’s
opportunity’’, they were largely scorned or ignored. -

CONNOLLY AND 1916

Among the few people who stood out against the war was
James Connolly. In 1914 he was one of a handful of socialists
internationally who denounced the carnage as an imperialist war,
He stood with Lenin, Trotsky, Liebnecht, Luxembourg, and a few
others in his denunciations. \

In pitiful contrast were the leaders of the major Social

.Democratic Parties and major unions in Europe. These gentlemen

had met in 1914 at the Basle Congress and resolved that the out-
break of war would be answered by an international general strike
which would paralyse the war effort of every country.

When the armies of Europe eventually descended upon each
other, tossing worker against worker, the initial outburst of
national chauvinism which accompanied the  first shots, was
sufficient to dissolve the opposition of almost all the leaders of
European Social Democracy. Inevitably those at the top of the
strongest movements, with the greatest power at their disposal,
became the most rotten, the most cowardly and the most open in
their support of the war effort.

Faced with, and outraged by, these betrayals, Connolly,
more than any other leader in Ireland, was determined that action
on the part of the Irish people was necessary. He pressed the
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leaders of the IRB and the Volunteers to organise an insurrection.
Suspicious of the role of the leaders of these organisations he even
threatened that if they were not prepared to rise he would do so,
using only the tiny forces of the Citizens Army. On one occasion,
he told his son that he thought the Volunteer Leaders were
prepared to fight only if they had ‘‘steam heated trenches.”” =~

When plans for a rising during Easter week 1916 were agreed,
Connolly’s reservations about the role of the nationalist leaders
were shown to be well founded. Connolly had ence described the
nationalist leaders as ‘‘the open enemies or the treacherous
friends of the working class”. McNeill, the commander of the
Volunteers, on the day before the 1916 rising, actually sent out an
order stating that it had been called off. Arthur Griffith expressed
vehement opposition to this ‘‘lunacy’’ and split away from all the
groups who were involved. During the actual fighting he had a
‘“‘change of heart” and offered support but was told by the
insurgents to stand aside and instead concentrate on political
backup work. His subsequent arrest proved fortunate for his
political carreer, as, in the minds of the people, if not in actual fact,
it placed him side by side with the ‘‘heroes’’ of 1916.

On the morning of Easter Monday 1916 little more than a
thousand men marched to the GPO in the centre of Dublin. There
the flag of independence was raised and a proclamation read.
Other buildings throughout the city were seized including the Four _
Courts, the South Dublin Union, and Bolands Mill. The reaction
of the military establishment was swift. Despite Connolly’s
prediction, probably only given to reassure his somewhat un--
willing troops, that the capitalists would not shell their own
property, within one day, artillery was being used against the
insurgents. o

Outside Dublin only a few areas were affected. In Galway over
a thousand men were mobilised by Liam Mellows, only to be
dispersed after several skirmishes. The town of Enniscorthy in
Wexford -was held for a time. Elsewhere there was little activity,
except in North County Dublin where a railway line was seized.

- After one week of fighting the Dublin rising was bloodily
suppressed. Lacking any real basis of support there had not been

“ the slightest chance of victory. In fact, as the captured men were

marched through the streets of Dublin in many cases they were
met with the derision and abuse of the people. In Dame Street, a
~rowd actually waved Union Jacks in their faces. Elsewhere,
in Thomas Street for example, tomatoes and other fruit were
hurled at them. :

There followed a programme of executions. General Maxwell,
the head of the British forces, demanded that a grim example be
made of the insurgents. Ninety people were executed by firing
squad. As the programme of executions got under way, demands
for clemency grew both in Britain and Ireland. But the executions
continued - continued that is until Connolly was dead. Then, with
the greatest leader of the-workers in Ireland dead, the killings
were ended. Not surprisingly the Irish Independent, owned by
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William Martin Murphy, that money grabbing capitalist of 1913,
only raised the call for clemency after one o% his arch enemies,
Connolly, had been shot. ' : .

Murphy’s stance was indicative of that of the entire
establishment and business community in Ireland. When such
representatives of Irish Capitalism as millionaire Charles Haughey
and others pay lip service to the ‘‘National heroes’”’ of 1916
they deserve to be reminded that their class took a somewhat
different position at the time of the Rising. To a man the
Capitalists of Ireland made themselves hoarse in 1916 by shouting
their denunciations of Connolly, Pearse and Co. -

The Irish Times in an editorial at the time celebrated the fact
that ““Liberty Hall is no more than a sinister and hateful memory.”’
On May 8th it insisted that the execution of the leaders should
continue. Calling for military rule to be extended it stated: ‘‘We
have learned that the sword of the soldier is a far better guarantee
of justice and liberty than the presence of the politician.’’

Alongside Murphy the Dublin Chamber of Commerce
opposed the Rising. So did the Church. So did the rag bag of right
wing sectarian organisations such as the Ancient Order of
Hibernians and the Trish National Forresters. ‘‘Respectable
Dublin’’, the kith and kin of the present rulers of Southern Ireland,
were not in the GPO during Easter Week 1916. From their drawing
rooms and parlours they were praising and encouraging the British
forces. In their speeches and publications they were whole-

heartedly demanding retribution in full against those who dared -

physically oppose the national oppression of Ireland.

Few incidents in Irish history have been subject to such
confpgion and distortion as the 1916 Rising. In particular, the
_ participation of Connolly, fighting with the people he did, under
the Irish flag and as a signatory to a declaration which demanded
that Irish people, not the Irish working class, should be the owners
of Ireland, has sown endless confusion. Connolly’s role in 1916 has
been and still is used by countless petty bourgeois nationalists,
republicans, and ‘green’ so-called socialists and a hundred
and one other self-ordained ‘“followers”, to give licence to the

crimes which they commit against the working class movement in .

his name.

Connolly stands as a giant when compared to all the other
leaders, apart from Larkin, who have dominated the Irish Labour
Movement before 1916 or since. His contribution in terms of ideas
has not been surpassed. His readiness to struggle at alf times and
to make endless sacrifice has not been matched. In 1916 his motive
was the advancement of the interests of the class he had faithfully
served throughout his life as a conscious socialist. '

Neither before or during the 1916 Rising did Connolly have

any illusions in his nationalist ‘‘allies’’. On the eve of the fighting
he addressed the Citizens Army with the following words: ‘‘the

odds against are 1000-1. But if we should win, hold onto your

Yifles,because the Volunteers. may have a different goal.
Remember we are out not only for political liberty but for economic
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liberty as well. So hold on to your rifles .”’ .
Albeit with the very best of motives, Connolly was neverthe-
less mistaken in 1916 in concocting the type of alliance he did
between himself and the nationalists, and in doing this on the
terms that he did. There were occasions in the pre-Rising period
when he even spoke on platforms with such right wing petit
bourgeois enemies of the working class as Arthur Griffith. His
decision.in 1916 to fly the green flag over Dublin’s GPO, rather
than have the Citizen Army march and fight seperately under the
red flag, was a decision which was not made by many. of his .
follwers within the Citizen Army even at that time. But this mis-
take was not made because Connolly had a change of heart about
the very people whom he had viciously polemicised against before
the War. ‘ :
Nor was Connolly at any time motivated by mere narrow,

- nationalist sentiments. His ‘mistake’ in 1916 was made for the

best of reasons. The battle of the Dublin workers in 1913 had
temporarily exhausted the movement of the Irish working class.
During the war there were strikes, some successful, but never did
the movement even begin to rise to the crescendo of the struggles
of the pre-War period. The betrayal of the great lockout by the
leaders of the British trade unions, and the mood of exhaustion
which swept the Irish labour movement thereafter, undoubtedly
had an effect on Connolly himself. His partial disorientation
caused by these events was confounded by the outbreak of the
war. :

After 1914 his prime concern was with the War and the mood
of jingoism which swept sections of the population. Aghast.at the
gross betrayal perpetrated by the tops of the workers’ movement

- internationally in 1914, and shocked that the carnage could rage
. for two years without any opposition, he looked in desperation

for some way of provoking a movement against the War. He was '
prepared to sacrifice himself, his organisation, and even to
compromise some of his ideas, in order to set the workers’ move-
ment once again on a forward path. This attitude of struggle
stands in marked contrast to the cringing chauvinism of the social
democratic leaders internationally who discarded their socialism in
favour of patriotic phrases throughout this period. Connolly was .
isolated in his denunciation of the War. He could see not even a

- ripple of a class movement in Europe and therefore he decided to

use every possible means, and every possible ally, to create such
opposition in Ireland: ‘‘Should the working class.of Europe rather
then slaughter each other for the benefit of King and financiers
proceed tomorrow to erect barricades all over Europe, to break
up bridges and déstroy transport services that war might be
abolished, we should be perfectly happy in following such a
glorious example and contributing our aid to the firial dethrone-
ment of the vulture class that rule and rob the world. But pending
either of these consummations it is our manifest duty to take all
possible action to save the poor from the horrors this war has in
store.”’

47




-

*

A revolutionary duty, not just to fight against national
domination in Ireland, but to the international struggle against
class domination, this was Connolly’s view of the need for a rising.
As he graphically put it, the hope was that a rising would ‘‘set
the torch to a European conflagration that will not burn out until
that last capitalist bond and debenture will be shrivelled on the
funeral pyre of the last war lord.”’ ‘

The mistake of the Easter Rising was not so much that it took

place, but that it took place prematurely. Connolly was wrong
when he argued that it would ignite the class movement in Europe. -

The theory that any group of workers can be detonated into action
by heroic example is false. Only when the conditions for mass
struggle actually exist, only when the masses are prepared to do
battle and make enormous sacrifices, can a mass revolutionary

movement be created. Many of those who advocate the false .

tactics of individual guerilla warfare today, draw, in part, their
inspiration from the Easter Rising. If they remove their blindfolds
they would discover that the actual experience of the Rising proved
the futility of isolated action.

In any case the 1916 rising was an attempted insurrection, not
a part of a guerrilla campaign. Had Connolly had the slightest
illusion in the methods of individual terror he had ample scope to
use such methods between 1914 and 1916. Not only did he have the
‘‘opportunity’’ provided by the war, he had an armed organisation
in the Citizen Army. But Connolly during these years neither
conducted, nor advocated, a.campaign of bombings and shootings.

The conditions for mass revolutionary action expressly did not
exist in 1916. They did not exist in Ireland and they did not exist

in Europe. In Ireland the IRB and the Citizen Army were only a

handful in number. : _
True, the advanced workers had stood out against the War.

All the groups who fou%ht in 1916 were working class in -

composition. The Citizen Army was the army of the workers led
by workers’ leaders. The other organisations, such as the IRB,
while their leadership was petty bourgeois, were chiefly made up
of workers, albeit largely of white collar workers. In fact many of
the Volunteers were people who had wished to join the Citizen
Army but who had been refused because of lack of equipment. Yet
these advanced sections of the class had not gathered behind them
the active support of the mass of the workers and the small farmers
and farm labourers.

In the period after the industrial battles of 1913, and because
of the jingoism which had accompanied the War, Connolly had
actually on some occasions advised against strikes because of the
depleted resources of the unions. Activity within the workers
organisations remained low key rightup until 1916.

A reflection of this, and also of Connolly’s desperation to
stage an insurrection, no matter how hopeless, was the lack of any
real preparation for a risifig. The power of several thousand armed
men is one thing. Such power, linked to the overwhelming might of
organised labour, is something entirely different. A General Strike
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to paralise supplies and to bring the masses into activity was an
ABC demand. Yet even Connolly did not raise it.

Even within the Citizen Army and among the labour activists
opposition to the war had not yet crystalised to the extent of broad
support for an uprising. Connolly used his tremendous authority as
a revolutionary leader, and a trade union organiser, to drag his
men behind him. He ignored criticism from the other leaders of
the Irish Transport and General Workers Union because his sights
were set on action no matter how futile.

It is an incredible fact that at the Congress of the Irish Trade
Unions and Labour Party which met in August 1916 no separate
protest was made about the execution of Connolly. This,-despite
the fact that Connolly had, prior to 1916, been, in Larkin’s

" absence, acting general secretary of the ITGWU.Many of his

opponents within the trade union movement would not have been
disheartened to see him removed from activity within.the unions.
But the fact that no protest occured can only reflect that lack of any

" mass basis of support among the trade union rank and file for

Connolly’s participation in the Rising. — : .
The difference between Connolly and other Marxists
such as Lenin and Trotsky was that they maintained a

‘perspective for future struggle and were thus capable

of preserving their ideas despite the most difficult objective
circumstances. Lenin understood that events would turn
themselves inside out. He saw that the same war  which
had reduced the revolutionary wing of Social Democracy
to a handful in 1914, would itself be a generating factor
in producing a new wave of class storms which would shake

. Europe. .

In 1916 the tiny forces of those Internationalists who stood out
against the war attended a Conference at Zimmerwald in.
Switzerland. It was joked that the entire forces of the international
revolution at that time could be put into the few coaches which
carried them™to the conference. And of those attending only a
minority were prepared to give support to the ideas of Lenin and
the Bolsheviks. Yet this tiny, tiny nucleus, because it maintained
its ideas, perspectives and because it applied the tested methods
of Marxism, was able, on the basis of a movement of the masses
themselves, to become the centre of the new and mass revolution-
ary organisation of the international working class..

In Dublin in 1916 it was the advanced workers in the main who
fought. Thus, the flower of the Irish proletariat rose up, but was
slaughtered, before the movement really began in Europe. The
tragedy of the rising lies in this fact. Above all the most far sighted
leader of the Irish workers, the most outstanding Marxist to have
emerged from the British ot Irish labour movement, was dead.
No Marxist party had been created by Connolly to carry on his
struggle and keep alive his real ideas and his real traditions. A
large section of the head and of the brain of the workers movement
was destroyed - and was destroyed before the really decisive
movement of the class as a whole had beguh. Into the vacuum
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stepped a whole brced ‘of shabby opportunists ready to lavish
praises on men like Connolly, in order to trample on the traditions
of revolutionary struggle which, through his whole life, Connolly
had maintained. .

Along side the fact that the action was premature, Connolly

was also incorrect in the manner in which he participated in the .

rising. He should have fought on his own programme, not in the
vague ideas contained in the proclamation read from the steps of
Dublin’s GPO on the first day. Much of the present day confusion
surrounding Connolly’s role would never have arisen had he
clearly presented his own alternative programme. Had he issued a-
call to the workers of Ireland and of the world on the question of

hours of work, of wages, of factory conditions, of the ownership

of the land, of the banks and the major industries by the working
class, his clear socialist ideas would not have been open to the
slightest misinterpretation. , :
Connolly had given up none of these objectives in 1916. He
ensured, for example, during the course of the rising, that the
flag of Irish Labour, the Starry Plough. was raised above the
Imperial Hotel, owned by Martin Murphy. But in his efforts to
ensure that a rising go ahead he had been prepared to compromise
on ideas with members of the IRB. That mistake has opened a
chink in the armour of Connolly’s socialist thought and has allowed
people who are oppoSed to everything for which Connolly
sacrificed his entire existence, to pretend to stand in his shoes.

Of course all the mistakes which Connolly was prepared to

.make in order to prepare the rising, his alliance with nationalists, -

his’ willingness to temporarily forgo aspects of the socialist
programme, have been exalted to positions of ‘‘genius’’ and

. “examples to be followed’’. His real contempt for the petty

bourgeois nature of the nationalist movement, his uncompromis-
ing revolutionary ideas, are the real reasons why he pushed for an
insurection, have too oftén been forgotten. Coalitions, dirty deals
of all sorts with all types of people, have since been, and still are
being concocted beneath portraits of Connolly. Right up to the
present day, people who, were he alive today, would have fought
tooth and nail against Connolly are prepared to toast his memory.
As Connolly himself once commented ‘‘apostles of freedom are
ever idolized when dead but crucified when living”’.

Those who justify coalitions between the workers organ-
isations and other political parties on the basis of Connolly’s
participation in the 1916 rising, would do well to study Connolly’s
whole life time experience of struggle against such unholy
alliances. On January 22nd 1916 he made a statement which many
leaders of the labour movement would do well to digest today -
‘‘the labour movement is like no other movement. Its strength lies
in being like no other movement. It is never so strong as when it
stands alone.”’ At the turn of the century French socialist leader,
Millerand, accepted a position in the French cabinet. Connolly
denounced this betrayal, on the basis that a worker’s party should
‘‘accept no government position which it cannot conquer through
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its own strength at the ballot box’’. He denounced Millerand’s
stand by saying that ‘‘what good Millerand may have done is
claimed for the credit of the bourgeois republican government: -
what evil the cabinet has done reflects back.on the reputation of
the socialist parties. Heads they win, tails we lose”’. It takes no
genius to work out what stand Connolly would have taken on the
southern coalition between the organisation that he helped to
create, the Irish Labour Party, and the group of former blue shirts
who call themselves Fine Gael.

In 1917 thp perspectives of Lenin and Trotsky were borne out
by the events in Russia. In February of that year the workers of
Russia rose up and swept aside Tzarism. Only because the political
consciousness of this movement, and of its leadership, was still at
alow level, this did not immediately result in the passing of power
into the hands of the workers, but in the emergence of a
Constituent Assembly including representatives of the capitalist
parties. However, side by side with this body, the workers
established their own organisations - the Soviets or Workers
Councils. '

It was soon apparent that the programme of peacemeal reform
could not ease the burden of the Russian workers and peasants and
could not put an end to the war. The peasants were demanding the
land. The soldiers and workers were demanding peace and bread.
The liberal capitalists could provide none of these. And so the
task of implementing these demands fell to the working class, who
also carried out their own programme, the abolition of capitalist
rule. In October 1917 the Bolshevik party, supported by the mass
of the population, wrested power from the bosses and established
the most democratic form of government which has ever existed -
rule by the Soviets. ‘ '

Thus were vividly demonstrated the importance of clear ideas,
correct tactics and above all a perspective of future events. Before

‘October 1917 the Bolsheviks had warned against premature

attempts to seize lljaower. In July the workers in the cities, en
masse, had been champing at the bit. But the Bolsheviks urged
caution, advising that the mood in the countryside and the army
was not yet at a revolutionary pitch. The workers, provoked by the
government, refused to sit back and the July demonstrations were
suppressed by the government. Because the Bolsheviks, despite
their advice to the workers not to go on to the streets with arms at
that stage,did not turn their backs on those workers who did
demonstrate, but put themselves at the head of the
demonstrations, the movement was able to retreat in good order.
By October 1917 the revolutionary fever had infected the country-
side. The soldiers were ready to turn their backs on the trenches
and to face their officers. Genuine mass support for the seizure of
power existed. The Bolsheviks were able to carry through a
successful insurrection. As a result of this overwhelming support
Petrograd was in the hands of the workers with the loss of only ten
lives. Moscow, the second City, fell within a week. What a sharp
contrast with the bitter experience of the Dublin workers! After a
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week of fighting in which over 1300 people were killed or wounded,
and which resulted in the death of men like Connolly, defeat
was the result. A tradition of struggle had been maintained -
but at a terrible cost to the working class movement.

WORKING CLASS OFFENSIVE

Easter week 1916 did not set the spark for the European
conflagration hoped for by Connolly. The Russian revolution did!
Here again is underlined the importance of correct perspectives,
and of the ability to evaluate precisely the mood of the masses.
With the Russian workers in power the international situation was
transformed. Despite the crude distortions later layed upon these
events by the Stalinist bureaucracy which was later to emerge and
usurp the democratic institutions and traditions of the Soviet state
including the Soviets themselves, Lenin and Trotsky never
conceived of socialism being built in Russia alone. International-
ists to the core, the Bolsheviks saw the Russian revolution as part
and parcel of the international socialist revolution.

1917 produced an enormous revolutionary wave which swept
across Europe. Revolutionary situations developed in Hungary,
Italy and France. In Germany in 1918, workers returned from the
front lines to find they had sacrificed themselves for a future of
destitution at home. Towards the end of that year a series of
upheavals actually left the working class in virtual control of the
country. Whole towns and cities were for a time in the hands of the
German workers organisations. A piece of thread would have been
strong enough to tie the hands of German capitalism at that stage.
All that was needed was the final half step to the consolidation of
workers rule. Then the bells would really have begun to toll not
only for German, but for world capitalism. That half step forward
was not taken. No Lenin, no Bolshevik party sufficiently strong,

"existed iz that country. Instedd, the utterly rotten leadership of

German social democracy, by leaving the machinery of the state
and the wealth of the country in the grip of the capitalists, took
several paces backwards.

These revolutionary developments, mirroring discontent
nurtured by the war itself, rekindled the class struggles which had
been cut accross in 1914,

In many Countries the pace of class warfare had been
accelerating before 1914. War had cut across and actually reversed
this process. But the war also laid down the conditions for a
resumption of the struggle, at an even faster pace and with even
more dire consequences for the bosses.

- In Ireland, as elsewhere, this was the case. Between 1918 and

1921 the class movement which developed was the major pre-
occupation of all sections of society. It transformed the national
movement. It convulsed the labour movement, north and south. It
determined the attitude of the bosses in Britain. It struck dread
into the hearts of the reactionary unionists and right-wing
nationalists alike.
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It is impossible in a brief space to give an impression of the
extent of this movement. All that can be given is a catalogue of
only a few of the major developments so that the readers may draw
their own conclusions.

Moves to impose conscription in 1918 were answered by a
general strike. Over 1,500 delegates from the shop floor and from
union branches came to Dublin in 1918 to discuss the organisation
of this strike. They returned to their areas and on the 23rd April
were successful in closing shops and factories throughout the
country, except in Belfast. This movement was enough to
persuade the government to hold its hand on this issue.

After 1918 the struggle in the south took a different turn with
the opening shots of the War of Independence being fired. How-
ever, although many labour leaders and nationalist leaders willed
otherwise, the class struggle would not wait. In 1920-21 the South-
west of the country became the centre of a series of ma)Ot battles
which showed how far the workers were prepared to go in their
demands.

County Clare was convulsed thh land seizures. Soviets were
actually established in rural areas in this relatively backward and
isolated part of the country. In 1920 workers in the Knocklong
Creamery took over the enterprise and ran it as a co-operative.
Their slogan read ‘‘we make butter, not profits’’. The following
year the workers in the Arigna coal mines in County Leitrim seized
the mines, raised the red flag above their pits. Above all, the
workers of Limerick, demonstrated the mood of the working class
as a whole, when in 1919 they took over and ran the entire city as
a soviet. They even printed their own money and controlled the
prices of all goods within Limerick during this period.

At the top of the movement the leaders mouthed revolutionary
phrases but made no attempt to swing the might of the industrial
workforce of the east of the country behind these takeovers in the
west. The full potential was not tapped. Yet, what would have
been possible was unmistakably shown.

In 1920 political prisoners in Mountjoy jail arrested under the
‘‘Defence of the Realm’’ regulations went on hunger strike. The
working class which, other than on this occasion, had been held -
apart from the national struggle, intervened and intervened
decisively. A general strike was called in support of the prisoners.
Industry was closed throughout the country outside of Belfast.
As in 1918 during the strike against conscription, shop keepers and
other middle layers of society backed the workers. On the second
day of the strike the government recognised the ‘‘injustice’’ of -
the imprisoning of these men! In other words they recognised the
power of the organised working class and the dangerous con-
sequences if that power were to weld itself behind the struggle for
full independence. Such a dire consideration forced a change of
heart. All prisoners concerned were released.

There were other, not less ‘‘dangerous’’ mcxdents when the
workers organisations, despite the timidity of their leaders,
involved themselves in the fight against oppression. For example,

S3



-in 1920 the Dublin dockers refused to unload munitions sent trom

Britain. In May of that year Railway workers refused to transport
soldiers.

. Afurther indication of the rising pulse of class activity was the
situation within the unions themselves. From the position of 1916.
when the ITGWU had been reduced to a paltry 5,000 members,
and possessed recordéd assets of as little as £96, by 1921 that
union cou[d boast over 130,000 members.

All this represents a movement of revolutionary proportions.
Suclg a movement knows no boundaries and scorns artificial
barriers. It is profoundly and truly international in scope. In
Ireland the struggle did not develop in the north separately from
the south or vice versa. Precisely the same infectious tide of
militancy as gripped the south after 1918, also gripped the in-
dustrial area of the north by the throat. v ’

1919 opened a general struggle for shorter hours in Britain
and Ireland. In February 1919 a special Union and Labour
Congress in Ireland issued a call for a 150% wage rise and a
44 hour week. This Congress .undoubtedly took its cue from the
magmﬁcent_ struggle of the Belfast Engineering workers which
had begun in January. These workers had come out behind the
demand for a reduction in their basic hours from 54 to 44.

A TUC deal offered a reduction to 47 hours. The workers
reacted against this ‘‘betrayal’’. First of all in Belfast the demand
for 44 hours became the focus for mass action. Then in Glasgow
and other parts of Britain similar movements erupted, in some
places with the demand for 40 hours being raised.

) Th_e Belfast strike began with a magnificent display of mass
solidarity. On the 14th January 1919 20,000 shipyard and engin-
eering workers downed tools and marched to the City hall to a
mass meeting from which they went to their union halls to vote on
the TUC deal of 47 hours. A little over a thousand workers voted in
fatwitl)(ur <>cftl}h1stdealhwhile gvet 20,000 both rejected it amd voted for
strike action to achieve their own ends. At noo:
the strike itself was begun. ' " on January 25th

After one week of strike action 40,000 workers were out and a

. furthgr-20_,000 were laid off. Almost every day there were mass
meetings in various parts of the city. There was mass picketing of
several factories. For almost four weeks the working class were in
virtual control of the city. Transport, electricity, gas, most public
services, the major engineering firms, and the shipyards were ajl
involved. Clerical as well as the manual employees of Belfast
Corporation had been brought out.

These four weeks provide a never-to-be-forgotten demon-
stration of the power of the working class. In Belfast the workers
became the- government. They controlled what moved and
determmed. what did not move. At the centre of this power were

‘the recognised organisations of the working class, the strike
committee itself and also the Belfast Trades Council. During the
dispute the strike committee published its own newspaper which
kent the workers informed of the strike activities.
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As with Trades Councils in many British cities during the 1926
general strike, the Belfast Trades Council in 1919 became a virtual
organ of workers government in the city. As its own official history
records the event - ‘‘to an increasing extent the Belfast Trades
Council was looked towards as the leadership of the people. The
Council formed itself into a ‘‘Council of Action’’ and-to a great

_extent had control over the movement of goods in the City™’.

Reaction was held at bay by the power of the workers. Initial
attempts to invoke sectarianism only added to, the workers
strength.” At the beginning of February the Orange Order had
hung out its true colours by publishing a manifesto calling for a
return to work. This document also chose to comment on the
strike leaders - pointing out that leaders of the Labour Party were
involved. The capitalist press foamed at the mouth at the activities
of the strikers. Each issue of the Belfast Newsletter lamented the
manner in which the ‘‘Bolsheviks and Sinn Feiners*’ could mislead
the ‘‘good workmen’’ of Belfast. Such shrieks of horror-failed
absolutely to dent the solidarity of the strike.

Religious division was demolished by this strike- movement.
Symbolic of this was the composition of the strike committee itself.
The majority of its members were protestant, but the chairman
was a catholic. As in 1907, and to an even greater extent, it was
demonstrated as a absolute law of history, that when the workers
movement goes forward, sectarianism, together with all the other
backward tendencies in society, are forced into retreat. Onlv
vacilliation, backsliding or defeat, on the part of ogganised labour
gives these reactionary tendencies the opportunity to regain a
foothold. )

A concrete example of the way in which the labour movement
can deal with the menace of sectarianism was given. At the
beginning of the dispute a few sectarian and hooligan incidents
did occur, There was some looting in the City centre. The workers
reacted quickly. A body of about 2,000 men was set up to patx_-ol
the city, and keep it free of intimidation, looting, etc. For a br}ef
moment in history the working class managed to suspend in mid-
air the state machine of the exploiters and impose workers law and
workers order.

Sir Richard DawsonBates, who had been secretary to the
UUC, and who was to be rewarded for his services by an
appointment as Northern Ireland’s first Minister for Home Affairs
in 1921, wrote to Sir James Craig about the strike. In his letter he
revealed for all who care to see, the total impotence of the forces of
the state and the unionist leaders when confronted with the might
of the organised working class. The question of the use of troops,
he reveals. was discussed - and dismissed as *‘inadvisable’’.

**] had several talks with Hacket - Pain who, notwtthst.andmg

a certain amount of pressure from scare mongers, declined to

bring out troops, or do anything to make the workers think that

_they were being intimidated. What one wants to try to get the
workers to see is that no one is really against them, except

themselves: that.the question is not a local one but a national
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one.”” In other words the use of troops might have had the danger-
ous consequence of driving together the workers north and south
and destroying utterly the credibiility of the unionists.

Bates also reveals, that desperately wanting to put an end to
the strike, the unionists thought of intervening. He advises against
by outlining the consequences of such an action: I am %rmly
convinced that at the present time it would be most injudicious to
drag Carson or any of the other leaders into it. In the first place
they were not consulted as to going out on strike, and in the second
place, if the men went back unsatisfied they would subsequently
say they were ‘“let down’’ by their unionist political leaders’’,
‘““However,”” his advice concludes; “‘If the workers indicate &

2

desire to going back, pending a national arrangement being

carried out, the question of getting the political leaders over to

mediate is a question that could subsequently be raised”’. Thus,
panic-stricken at the thought that intervention on their part would
propel the workers into political opposition to unionism, but on
the other hand driven on by their class interests, the unionists
hovered like vultures waiting for a first sign of the weakness of
their enemy before intervening.

Initially direct intervention by bigots and by the state was
restrained. The bosse's trembled at the possibility of provoking an
even fiercer movement of workers. Instead they waited for the first
signs that the momentum was waning. The first set back for the
strike came from its own leaders. By the end of the second week it
was clear that extra force would need to be applied to pressurise
the bosses to concede their demands. The support had been
promised by transport workers, dockers and railwaymen. But the
strike committee hesitated and drew back from involving these
sections. Thus the total power of the working class was not fully
realised.

February 12th brought a major setback. Faced with police
batons and ultimately with troops, machine gun emplacements
and even tanks, the workers of Glasgow admitted defeat. From
this moment the Belfast workers were isolated. Discussions of
settlement terms threatened to split them. A ballot taken two days
after the Glasgow defeat produced a majority of over 3,000 against
settlement. But it revealed a sizable minority of almost 9,000
prepared to return to work. It was a signal for the bosses to act.

That weekend, troops in battle gear occupied the gasworks
and power stations. The Defence of the Realm Act was invoked
to arrest two shopstewards who refused to work. Police were used
vith savagery against pickets who tried to stop the trams in th>
city centre. By physical means the strike was broken.

- Despite its defeat the strike left precisely the deep legacy of
class discontent which the unionists had feared. A hundred
thousand people marched in the 1919 May day demonstration in
Belfast. One year later the industrial unity of 1919 spilled over into
political unity. Strike leaders and other trade unionists were
nominated to stand for Labour in the 1920 local elections. No less
than thirteen labour candidates were elected. Significantly in
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many protestant areas, such as the Shankill Road and Sandy Row,
Labour received amongst its highest percentage of the vote. Also
significantly five of the thirteen newly elected Labour Councillors
had been members of the strike committee. Baulked on the
industrial battle ground the tide of class militancy had turned to
the political arena. : 7 .

Not only was it in the north that the awakening of the masses
had an effect in radicalising the political wing of the movement.
Initially the pressure of rank and file activists was placed on the
leadership and the movement driven to the left in response. It
was entirely a reflection of this pressure that, in August 1918, the
Irish Trade Union Congress and Labour Party, by a Conference
decision, changed its name to the Irish Labour Party and Trade
Union Congress. The political goals of the movement were being
pulled to the forefront. .

This movement of the masses into action throughout Ireland
had the effect of transforming the character of the national move-
ment. The grip of Redmond was broken. His role, and that of other
nationalists, in- supporting the war effort, left him stranded when
the tide of support for the war turned into outright opposition.

‘LABOUR MUST WAIT’

In February 1917 there came the first open sign of this trans-
formation. A candidate from the until then tiny Sinn Fein
organisation stood against the candidate from Redmond’s party in
a by-election in North Rosscommon. Sinn Fein won the seat by
3,002 votes to 1,708 votes. ‘ ;

North Rosscommon was the first open sign of a condition
which was becoming general throughout Ireland. A General
Election in 1918 reduced the parliamentary party to rubble and
placed radical republicans in Sinn Fein at the political head of
the national struggle. Prior to 1918 the parliamentary party held
80 seats. After the election they could boast only 7, and of these,
one was in Liverpool. Sinn Fein won 73 seats, while the unionists
returned 26 of their candidates. This electorial process, reflecting
the sweeping radicalisation of the country, continued throughout
the immediate post-war period. By 1920, 172 councils out of 206
were under Sinn Fein control. ,

Redmond had fought for Independence, for a separate
parliament with certain powers but with recognised limitations.
The switch to Sinn Fein was a switch from right wing nationalism
to petty bourgeois radicalism and populism. No longer could
limited independence be the aim. Instead the demand was for a
Republic. The proclaimation of 1916 became enshrined as the
programme of Sinn Fein. v _

Those elected in 1918 established their own illegal parliament
in Ireland. The democratic programme of this ‘‘First Dail”’ was
infused with populist phrases upholding in words the rights of
Labour. It declared that ‘‘all right to private property must be

_subordinate to the public right and welfare’’. The Irish
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government, it promised would co-opérate with other governments
*“in determining a standard of social and. industrial legislation
with a view to a general and lasting improvement in the conditions
under which the working classes live and labour’’. Likewise the
foremost leader of the Dail, DeValera. went out of his way to pay
extensive tribute to Labour and even to Connolly. Thus he could
state: ‘I never regarded freedom as an end initself, but if I were
asked what statement of Irish policy was most in accord with my
views as to what human beings should struggle for, I would stand
side by side with James Connolly.”’ :

In words DeValera stood with Connolly at this point in time -
but only to draw support of the aroused masses. The purpose of
his words was to ensure that the real ideas of Connolly were not
carried into practice.

So it was with the Sinn Fein leaders as a whole. The members
elected to the first Dail reflected the class content of the top
of this organisation. 65% of its members belonged to the
professional and commercial classes, mainly teachers, journalists,
shop-keepers, and small business men. It included such figures as
Arthur Griffith who had already proven himself no ally of the
workers. Behind the scenes these individuals were strenuously
attempting to maintain good relations with the native capitalists,
with the Church hierarchy and with the other ‘‘pillars’’ of the
‘‘Irish nation’’ they were in the process of creating. To use
Connolly’s phrase, while the old nationalists had been the ‘‘open
enemies’’ of Labour, these ‘‘radical republicans’’ were its ‘‘most
dangerous allies .”’ ,

On the one hand the radical phrases issuing from the mouths
of these people was a reflection of the leftward movement of the
bottom layers of society. The ranks of Sinn Fein were genuinely
radicalised and even its top most leaders were forced to take note.

But on the other hand, the propaganda of Sinn Fein, and the
grip it maintained, was a reflection of the cowardly role played
by the leaders of the labour movement. .

While the ranks of the trade union and labour movement
swung to the left and embarked on a programme of direct action,
the most prominent of its leaders temporised and vacillated.
Connolly was dead. Larkin was languishing in an American jail.
Into the gap stepped the William O’Briens, the Thomas Johnstons,
and the Cathal O’Shannons. With flowery speeches they echoed
the sentiments of the workers. In deeds they shrank from the
struggle.North and south one united class movement was develop-
ing during this period. What was required was a leadership which
could tie together in the minds of all the workers, the land and
factory seizures in the south, the take-overs of towns such as
Limerick, with the industrial muscle revealed by the Belfast
working class in 1919. A common struggle against capitalist
domination could have been begun. All the demands of the
republican leadership of Sinn Fein, for a Republic, for the with-
drawal of the English garrison etc., would and should have been
encompassed by such-a movement. But:it would have gone much
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further. Not just for a Republic, but for a Workers Republic!
Not just for the right to have a parliament but for a Revolutionary
Constituent Assembly which could take the factories and the
land out of the hands of the speculators and profiteers and place
them in the hands of the working class! Not just for rule by the
““Irish people’’ but for rule by the Irish workers, the only class
capable of solving the problems of the small farmers and all the
other middle strata of society. Not just for independence, but for
independence of British capitalism! Not just freedom but freedom
from exploitation! Not just against national oppression but for
socialist internationalism including the forging of the strongest
possible links with the organisations of the British working class!

Such a programme, linked to decisive action on the part of
the workers organisations, could have placed Labour at the head
of the national struggle. By removing the fight for independence
from the camp of petty bourgeois nationalism it could have broken
sectarian division and won the protestant workers. Labour had the
opportunity to intervene in this way. To do so was merely to
provide the natural political extension to the. industrial battles
waging north and south. '

At the time of the Easter rising, Sinn Fein was a tiny
organisation of not more than 100 members. Within a year and a
half they could boast over a quarter of a million members. Only in
a revolutionary situation could such a revolutionary growth have
occurred. But Sinn Fein only attracted this support because of the
role of the leadership of the Labour Movement.

In 1916 the Labour Movement also was weak. However its
potential for growth was infinitely greater than. that of Sinn Fein.
At bottom its ranks were surging to the left, demanding action.
In complete contrast the top leaders of the movement were busy
only abdicating their responsibility to show a clear lead. Even
those struggles which did take place did so without direction or
assistance from the topmost leaders of the movement. The Land
seizures were carried out despite the fact that the ITGWU leaders
stubbornly refused to involve their. 50,000 strong agricultural
labourer membership.

In political terms the Labour leaders played the role of silent
allies of Sinn Fein. Not only did they fail to provide a challenge to
De Valera and his friends, they gave this group every possible
assistance. William O’Brien, the head of the ITGWU, actually
‘supported and worked for the Sinn Fein candidate in one of the

1917 By Elections. Against the wishes of the rank and file of the

movement the Labour leaders agreed to participate in a National
Front involving the Petty Bourgeois nationalists. Later, Thomas
Johnson, Labour Party.leader, obligingly wrote a section of the
programme of the First Dail for Sinn Fein. Thus he assisted in
constructing the disguise by which the Sinn Fein leaders made
themselves presentable to the people.

For those activists who were appalled at such decisions and

at the manoeuyrings of O’Brien and the other leaders there was
little opportunity to express dissent. Incredibly, despite the
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crescendo of class struggle, the ITGWU, the biggest union in the
country, held no Conference between May 1915 and August 1918.
No less incredibly the Executive of this union held no meeting
between January 1916 and February 1918. In 1918 this policy of
backsliding and outright betrayal was consummated.

In November 1918 parliament was dissdlved. Labour had the
opportunity to fight for the political leadership of the awakening
mood of revolt. The decision of the August 1918 conference to
change the name to the Labour Party and TUC showed that the
ranks were squaring up for the contest. At times the workers
movement is defeated through battle. Such honourable defeats at
least lay down traditions for future struggle which fresh
generations will take up. But when the movement suffers defeat
only because its leaders refuse to fight, all that remains is a sour
taste in the mouth. C

“Labour must wait”. Thus De Valera instructed the
Johnstons, OBriens and company that they must wait their turn.
The ‘‘nation’’ must come before any specific interest within the
nation! Sinn Fein must be allowed a clear field to show the
maximum unity! : . ‘ :

At first Labour decided to fight the 1918 elections. Then they
decided to accept the advice of DeValera and stand down. A
special congress of the Irish Labour Party and Trade Union
Congress was held and the decision not to stand forced through

against oppositions. from many delegates. In a statement the .

leaders of the movement boasted of their generosity: ‘“We shall
show by this action that while each of the other political parties
is prepared to divide the people in their efforts to obtain power, the
Irish Labour Party is the only party which is prepared to
sacrifice party interests in the interests of the nation in this
important crisis in the history of the nation.’’

For the “interests of the nation’’ read the interests of the
capitalists. Only they stood’to benefit from labour’s gesture of
““humility’’. The ‘‘national unity’’ put forward by Sinn Fein was
really the unity of the catholic toilers and small farmers marching
behind the banners of the pro-capitalist parties. For this catholic,
all class unity, Labour was asked to sacrifice the more essential
unity of catholic and protestant workers drawing behind them the
middle strata of society. It was a poor swop! B

Thus it was the humble silence of labour which allowed Sinn
Fein to gain 73 of the seats in this election. Instead of a contest

dominated by class interests, extending the ever increasing -

industrial militancy into the political sphere, capitalist issues were
permitted to hold sway. As on every occasion when the national
issue has been presented in any other than social terms it became
a sectional and ultimately a potentially sectarian issue.

The radical nationalism of Sinn Fein could hold no attraction
for the protestant workers of the north, If rule by the DeValera’s
and Griffith’s was the alternative to British rule and to unionism,
the traditional allegiances of the protestants would not be broken
The task-of labour, the only body capable of drawing working class

support from the unionists, was made more difficult. As we shail
see later, Carson was partially able to contain the political-move-
ment of workers within his own brand of Labour Unionism. The
four genuine labour candidates who stood in Belfast in 1918 were
isolated from the labour movement throughout the country and
were decisively beaten. .

MILITARY REPRESSION

The post-war revolutionary upsurge affected the outlook of
the British ruling class no less than it affected the labour and
national movement in Ireland. During the first years of the war,
with the overwhelming need to conciliate Redmond in order to
draw recruits to the imperialist slaughter, Lloyd George and
Asquith went to great lengths to appear to seek a solution to the
problem. In addition the need to conciliate American opinion
increased the government’s anxiety to keep up this pretence.

After 1916 in particular, these moves represented no more
than attempts-to keep the Irish talking until the war ended, when
the real solution would be imposed, on the tips of bayonets if
necessary. Open coercion, including conscription, was not possible
during the war years. Such a policy would have tied down
enormous resources in Ireland, resources much needed in Europe.

Therefore Lloyd George came up with an answer - an Irish
Convention in which the Irish parties and interests could meet and
hammer out their own solution. Confident that no agreement could
be reached between unionists and nationalists and even among
the various shades of unionism and nationalism themselves,
Lloyd George was happy fo let the Convention discussions
continue for as long as these parties wanted. This, talking shop met
on the 25th July 1917 and continued to meet until April 1918. By
that time the British bosses were almost in a position to let the
Irish have a taste of the real solution they had in mind.

The major preoccupation of the ruling class after the war was
with the threat of the socialist revolution. Should the movement on
the land and in the cities, the power of the workers shown in the
General Strikes in the South be harnessed with the industrial
muscle shown in Belfast in 1919, and should this power in turn be
linked to the might of the British workers, the capitalist system
would be faced with extinction.

When the bosses looked at the republican movement they saw
its radicalism, they saw the demand for a Republic and nothing
else, above all they saw the shadow of labour and socialism in
the background. : :

In this climate, concessions to the Redmondites or to Sinn
Fein would have been futile. One unionist explained this clearly in
a letter written shortly after the 1917 North Rosscommon by
election victory for Sinn Fein: ‘‘Fear was expressed that if John
Redmond was put in control and had to face an election for a
legislative object in that country, he would be replaced at once by
Sinn Feiners, and what then? In local goverament elections the
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whole tendancy is to fall to the lower stratum on each occasion”.

And the lowest stratum is none other than the working class.
Sinn Fein might take over and what then? - These words precisely
summed up the anxiety of the bosses. ; )

A Republic, to the British ruling class, was ruled out. While
their prime concern was with the impetous any concession woul_d
give to the social struggle, Britain also had military strategic
reasons for stamping on any other than the most limited forms of
independence. ) ‘ ‘

Thus when outlining terms for a settlement the British made
it clear that ‘‘the common defence of Great Britain and Ireland in
defence of their interests by land and sea shall be mutually
recognised. Great Britain lives by sea-borne food, her commun-
ications depend upon the freedom of the great sea routes,

Also facilities for the air force - ‘‘the Royal Air Force will
need facilities for all purposes that it serves and Ireland will form
an essential link in the development of air routes between the
British Isles and North American Continent’’. (July 1921).

Particularly in relation to the strategic importance of Iteland’s
naval bases the war had reinforced the resolve of Imperialism that
there should be no concessions in this direction. )

Lloyd George (1919) stated this conclusion in black and white -
terms. If in the war, he postulated, ‘‘we had there a land over
whose harbours and inlets we had no control vou might have had
a situation full of peril that might well have jepordised the life of
this country. The area of sub-marine activity might have been
extended beyond the limits of control and Britain and her allies
might have been cut off from the dominions and from the USA.
We cannot possibly run the risk of that, and it would be equally
fatal for the interests of Ireland...] think it is right to say in the face
of the demands which have been put forward from Ireland with

apparent authority, that any attempt at secession will be fought .

with the same resolve as the Northern States of America put into
the fight against the Southern States.’’ o

The Republic demand would not be tolerated, not only
because of the class danger inherent in it, but also for these
military reasons. Britannia at this time might have found that she
no longer ‘“‘ruled the waves’’, if her oldest and geographically
closest country wetre permitted to wriggle free of her clutches.

In addition British Imperialism was concerned with the effect
the granting of concessions to Ireland would have on other parts of .
the Empire. To be seen to: retreat in disarray from her oldest and-
closest colony could have a dangerous effect on India, parts of the
African continent and other already ‘‘restless’’ dominions.

In 1919 the first shots of the War of Independence were fired
by the newly constituted Irish Republican Army (IRA). Imperial-
ism reacted quickly by returning to their long established method

of subjugation - coercion. Firstly with their forces already in - -

Ireland, especially the Royal Irish Constabulary, they moved to
stamp out the Republican ‘‘menace’’. In 1919 the first Dail was
suppressed. In March of that year Sir Nevil McCready was placed
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in command of the British forces. He had already won his spurs in

the fight to uphold capitalism - in 1911, when he had let the miners
at Tonypandy have a taste of his methods.

A gentleman named Colonel Smith,a World War One veteran,
took charge of the Royal Irish Constabulary in Munster. He
revelled in his new found opportunity to demonstrate how a people
can be subdued by force, His instructions to his men were to
““lie in ambush and when civilians are seen approaching shout
‘hands up’. Should the order be not immediately obeyed, shoot
and shoot with effect. If the persons approaching carry their hands
in their pockets, or are in any way suspicious looking, shoot them
down’’. Would such a policy not result in innocent deaths? Colonel
Smith had thought of this and had an answer: ‘“You may make
mistakes occasionally and innocent people may be shot, but that
cannot be helped,-and you are bound to get the right party some

time. The more you shoot the better I will like you, and I assure’

you no policeman will get into trouble for shooting any man’’.

The republican army were the most open and obvious threat.
But the bosses were well aware of the more ominous danger of the
emerging workers movement. Once again the state forces
demonstrated that, in the last analysis, they were the armed
agents of the capitalist class, the defenders of the ‘‘rights of
private property’’. Iri 1919 no less than sixty of the co-operative
ventures which were being established by the workers in factories
and on the land, particularly in the west of the country, were
crushed by the state forces.

In 1920 the existing forces were supplemented by the arrival
of the Black and Tans, so called because of the mixture. of uniforms
they wore when they arrived. The Black and Tans and the
Auxillaries have become infamous. In the true spirit of Cromwell
they set about their task, and the toll of their atrocities, the sack
of Cork, indiscriminate murder in the Croke Park, etc. is well
documented. ' )

In 1920 a Curfew was imposed in the towns. Internment was
used as a means to help break the back of the armed resistance.
By 1921 5,000 republicans were interned. The Generals and other
army tops were consistent in their calls for a military solution.
Sir Henry Wilson, Chief of the general staff, perhaps summed up
the attitude of these people with his call for the ‘‘shooting of Sinn
Feiners by roster’’. '

loyd George, among others, was a little more sensitive to the-
real needs of the situation. He recognised the short comings of
a purely military solution. Such a policy might hold the situation

in check. On its own it would not resolve the problem. At best it .

would open out a long and protracted struggle. While the IRA,
with their tactics, could never inflict a military defeat on the British
forces, the task of crushing them would prove both protracted
and expensive: By 1920 the war in Ireland was bleeding theBritish
Exchequer of approximately ten million pounds per annum.. -
Above all, while the war against the republicans was being
waged, the class movement was developing. Clearly military
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coercion on its own, could not prevent the movement towards land
seizures, factory seizures and towards the establishment of
soviets. Nor could this *‘contagion’’ of socialism, if unchecked, be
prevented from infecting the population of the English cities.

A further pressure on the British Capital to come up with
something other than mere repression came from the aroused
British labour movement. Today the activities of the provisionals,
particularly the bombings of English workers in pubs, has utterly
alienated the British labour movement. During the War of
independence things were very different. Then, there was real and
active sympathy for the demands of the Irish among British
workers.

When in 1920, 130 Irish prisoners staged a hunger strike in
Wormwood Shrubs, thousands of Irish people, together with

British Socialists, campaigned in support. The Liverpool dockers -

threatened to strike in sympathy. In 1921 a Labour Commission
visited Ireland, and, upon their return, met with Lloyd George and
urged that a settlement be reached. Labour meetings up and down
Britain echoed the demand for a withdrawal of troops from Ireland
and for an end for the use of coercive tactics against the Irish
people.

This sympathy raised the fear that any adyance made by the

class movement in Ireland would similarly accelerate the
revolutionary movement of the British workers. It was not long
‘after the action by British workers in defence of the Wormwood
Shrubs prisoners that the British working class was flexing its
- muscles on its own issues. 1920 saw a major strike by the miners.
It saw, for example, a movement of the unemployed which brought
20,000 workers into physical battle with police in the streets of
Whitehall and thereby brought the smell of revolution directly
under the noses of the rulers of society. ’

CAPITALISM MEANT DIVISION

To speed the derailment of the movement in Ireland the
military coercion was spiced with the most blatant and open use
of sectarianism in order to divide and weaken the workers. As in
the pré-1914 crisis, and for precisely the same reasons, the antics
of the unionists were developed. Beacause the class threat was
eéven more imminent, the use of sectarianism, and its
encouragement by all sections of capital, was even more blatant. It
was the failure of the labour, and the consequent dominance by
pe}.ty bourgeois nationalists in Sinn Fein, which permitted such a

icy. .

Partition was seized upon as an answer. Partition did not flow
out of the situation within Ireland itself. As we shall see it was not
imposed in order to satisfy the demands of the republican move-
ment in the south. Rather it was forced upon the leaders of the
republican movement who were compelled by British imperialism
to come to the conference table and negotiate a cease-fire on the
basis of the demands of imperialism. Nor did it develop out of the
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struggles of the unionist movement within the north. It is‘a
complete myth that the borders of the Northern Ireland state were
agreed because of the determined resistance of an armed camp of
unionist reaction in the Northern counties. _ .

Carson’s armed detachments had flourished in the pre-war
period. The UVF developed only on the basis of the support
reveived from the British ruling class. Had this organisation been
faced with the resistance of the tops of British society and the
military machine of British Imperialism it would have disintegrat-
ed. Its aristocratic chiefs would have had no stomach for a fight
against their class allies in Britain. They would have deserted at
the sound of the first shot. Behind them their organisation,
because of its class composition, mainly of the petty bourgeois and
of sections of the rural population, would have disintegrated.

In a letter to Carson, written in 1915, one of the UVF leaders,
Lord Dunleath, gave expression to his private forbodings at the
thought of battle. To him the fiery threats contained in the
Covenant, which he and his men had signed, were not to be taken
too literally. ‘‘Moreover I do not believe that our men are prepared
to go into action against any part of his Majesty’s forces, and we
(their leaders) should not consider ourselves justified in calling
upon them to do so. As I said just now, many of us are prepared to
risk a great deal for our cause, but even our covenant does not
compel us to run our heads against a wall...”’

The UVF would not have withstood any serious military
resistance. But in addition those who argue that it was the military
might of the protestant reaction which brought about partition of
the country, have one further ‘‘small”’ problem to explain. This
is the fact that the UVF was virtually wiped out at the Battle of
Somme. ‘‘Ulster’’ did not emerge because of the armed resistance
of the protestant population. In the post-war period, and in the
years leading up to partition, a mass army of protestant reaction
did not exist. Certainly there were groups of armed thugs, used
primarily " dgainst the unity of the working class and the
organisations of the labour movement. But hardly a serious threat
to the might of the British empire!

Partition developed not out of the forces at war within Ireland.
It was imposed from without by British imperialism in order to
satisfy its needs at that time. It was imposed for a clear reason, not
only to draw a visible line across the map of Ireland, but, more
significantly, to draw an invisible line of bigotry between catholic
and protestant workers in the north, between workers north and
south, and between the movement in Ireland and that in Britain.

During the pre-war crisis when the idea of partition had been
raised the unionists had been no more in favour of it than had their
nationalist opponents. At that time partition when it was posed
was merely used as a ruse to defeat Home Rule as a whole.

Carson and his Tory bands followed a similar strategy when
they concentrated their efforts on the north-east of the country.
There and there alone it was possible for their ideas to gain a base
beyond the layers of privilege at the top of society. Thus, in 1913,




Carson was prepared to threaten to establish a provisional
government in Ulster if Home Rule became a reality. Behind such

fiery declarations, behind the sabre rattling of military style

parades and behind the frantic efforts to gather signatures for the

Covenant, lay the belief that Ulster was the rock on which this and

every Home Rule attempt would flounder.

Time after time Carson made his position clear: ‘‘if Ulster
succeeds Home rule is dead. Home Rule is impossible without -

Belfast and the surrounding parts as a portion of the scheme’’.

Or, the following statement contained in a letter he wrote to the '

Irish Times in October 1912, ‘‘not even Mr Redmond could under

take the government of Ireland without being able to draw upon -
the resources of Ulster and the prosperity won by the energy and

capacity of Ulstermen’’. : :
Not until 1916, and then only after extreme pressure from

Lloyd George, did Carson reluctantly accept the concept of

partition. Even then, his acceptance resulted in further dissension
and division amongst his supporters.

The ““tactic’’ of leaning on the support of Ulster employed by
Carsonites prior to 1914, was handed back by the British govern-
ment as a ‘‘policy’’ in the post-war period. The government of
Ireland Act 1920, proposed two separate parliaments, one for the
north and one for the south. It was accompanied with the threat
that if it would not work, the alternative was colonial government
for Ireland.

The real purpose of this policy of division was soon clear.
Partition was to be accompanied with a major campaign aimed at
re-injecting the poison of sectarian division into the minds of the
workers. As in 1906, when one reactionary had been able to
comment that unionism was dead among the masses, so after 1918
the ideas of socialism were developing apace among protestant
and catholic workers. Sectarianism was used to reverse this
process. .

Once again the utterances of the unionists give the clearest
indication of the extent to which class ideas were destroying their .
grip on the situation. Dawson Bates, in 1919, in a letter to Captain

CC Craig, Unionist MP for South Armagh, gave a glimpse of-

the desperation of the unionists at the rise of Labour. In different
words but in the same dire tone, he repeated the message of
Crawford of 13 years earlier, that unionism is dead among the
masses. _ ’

““There is a general desire to kick against all authority and all

discipline all over the three kingdoms.’’ Bates was astute enough -

to realise the electoral consequences of this general revolt:
‘‘the Labour question is becoming acute in Belfast and the North
of Ireland and egged on by nationalists, many of the electors are
finding fault. with their respective associations in the various
districts ,”’ . ,
If the labour leaders in Ireland were not aware of their own
. strength, the unionists were not so blind. They recognised the
power of the class movement to dissolve their working class base

66

of support. : - ‘ ' B
To counteract this danger the Ulster Unionist Labour
Association was formed in June 1918. President of this supposed
working class Association was the champion of the workers’ cause
- Carson himself!
_ InDecember 1918 the General Election was fought. Carson, it
is said, even went to the lengths of refusing to co-operate with
his colleagues, unless three of the nine unionist candidates in
Belfavs‘;h we;rg;rcade unionists. »

y ause Carson was anxious to ensure representati
for the workers? On the contrary! Carson sgught tatt;on
present an impression of all-class representation in order to
disguise the reality of the vicious anti-working class nature of
Unionism. Three token trade unionists were chosen, principally
to halt the drift to real workers’ representation. Significantly
these three ‘‘workers” offered the “privilege’’ of standing with
their aristocratic yulers and ‘‘betters’’, were all skilled workers,
probably filled with craft prejudices. One was a shipwright, one
a tenter and one a lithographic printer. When elected these three,
even though drawn from the labour aristocracy, mixing with the
lords .and ladies of the British establishment at Westminister,
became amongst the most degenerate of all the Unionist represent
atives, mere tokens, cardboard replicas of workers, toadies pulled
forward and told to speak and behave like workers in order to
pleaTs;:‘ their masters. .

. The elevating of such stooges could not stop the irresisti
drive of the wqugng class towarﬁs independent aclzion? (1)1:@5323]1;
after the election of these people and of the better heeled versions
of unionism, Belfast was virtually under the control of the working
class. And the unionists found themselves powerless to intervene.
The_ conclusion, again clearly expressed by Dawson Bates was that
the influence of the Ulster Unionist Labour Association would have
to be extended. Writing to Carson in June 1919 he complained
that the ‘‘all class organisations”’. the parliamentary associations
and the Orange Institutions do not find time to discuss matters
which might better attract working people. The absence of such
discussions, he continues, frequently leads to the younger -
members of the working classes joining socialist and extreme
organisations run by the Independent Labour Party where they are
educated in views very different to those held by our body. The
defect has to a very large extent been made good by the Ulster
Unionist Labour Association, but at the same time it is felt that
having ordinary meetings, such as they have about once a month,
Is not sufficient. In other words, the Association will have to

. extend its sphere of operations’’.

. quther the workers with sectarianism! Cultivate a Labour
identity in order to drag the workers away from Labour! Express
concern at the condidions of the workers in order to keep the
workers away from those socialist organisations which were

fighting to remedy such conditions! This was the role of the

unionists, particularly through the Ulster Unionist Labour
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Associations. Bates is quite explicit about this: *‘it is felt that it
is desirable that this Association should extend its operations so as
to afford a greater opportunity to the working classes to bglong to
it, and so prevent them from joining political Labour organisations
whose primary object may be the advancement of Home Rule”’.

Thus is unequivocably stated the real basis and use of
sectarianism - to prevent the development of the socialist
movement.

Yet with all these efforts, the labour movement continued to
develop. The 1920 corporation elections resulted in the return of 13
Labour candidates from the Labour Party and the Independent
Labour Party. Labour unionists also stood in an attempt to main-
tain the bridle of sectarianism on the throats of workers.
Only six labour unionists were returned. No less than ten trade
union officials were elécted. '

Nor was this a movement exclusive to the North. East of
Ireland at this time. Despite the fact that Labour had not inter-
vened in the previous election in 1918, and despite the fact that the
leaders of the labour movement had failed to place themselves at
the head of the revoit developing within Ireland, the elections held
in 1920 throughout the country revealed the basis of potential
support which existed for labour. In total in Ireland in these
elections, of the 1806 seats, 550 Sinn Fein councillors were elected.
355 unionists were returned. 238 nationalists, 108 rate payers
candidates and 161 independents were also elected. Labour,
despite all the failings of its leaders, managed to win 394 seats.
In this result is clearly seen the potential of labour to develop
as the major political force within seciety.

" Clearly more desperate measures from the bigots would be

required if the menace of ‘‘workers’ unity’’ was to be put to an end -

Thé ‘‘extension of the operations’’ of groups like the UULA and
the unionist ‘leaders were soon apparent. Every conceivable
method was used to infect- the shop floor with sectarianism.
Inflamatory  speeches encouraging pogroms were made. The
employers showed their hand. An extreme sectarian group, the
Belfast Protestant Association, was given permission by many
employers to hold meetings in the workplaces. In July 1920 this
incitement came to a head with the outbreak of bitter violence
against catholics and socialists mainly in Belfast. .

By the 3rd week of July serious rioting had broken out and it
1id not take long before it spread to the shipyards. There, Catholic
‘workers were driven into the Lagan and pounded with steel
rivets (Belfast confetti!). The attacks on_the shipvard workforce
were launched from outside. Gangs of Protestant thugs, many

“from the rural and semi-rural areas outside Belfast attacked the
gates of the yard. _

Prominent unionists intervened to fan these flames of
sectarianism. One called for a show of revolvers in the shipyard.
James Craig, soon to become the most foremost figure of Ulster
unionism, in a comment directed at the shipyard men, “‘if you ask
me my opinion of your action I say well done.’’ Likewise Carson,
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satisfactory progress could be made.>” -

—

a few days after the riots, considered the time was. ripe to

. announce that he was, ‘‘prouder of my friends in the shipyard than

of any other friends I have in the world”’. :

The pogroms spread to other factories and beyond into the
working class estates. Outside Belfast, in Lisburn and: Banbridge,
riots resulted in the expulsion of almost all of the catholic families
living there. Significantly not only catholics but also socialists-
and active trade unionists were driven from their jobs and homes. -
At the end of this upheaval there was not a catholic working -in
the shipyard. This is common knowledge. Not so well known is the
fact that an estimated 25% of those expelled were protestants, in
other words at least a quarter of the victims of their pogrom
suffered as socialists and trade union activists. g

Such atrocities were given the backing not only of the political
heads of unionism, but of the representatives of Capital. No
protection was given to the catholic workers by state forces. In
fact it was at this time that the British Government came up with
its proposal that a Special Constabulary should be established, in
other words that protestant gangs should be given the stamp of

-official approval and should receive uniforms and arms. .

- The capitalist state is not the protector of the interests of the
working class. This was again shown in these activities. The
workers have only themselves and their organisations to fall back
upon. In this period there were many honourable incidents where
protestant socialists and trade unionists attempted to intervene to .
halt the pogroms. The advanced layers of the workers were
repulsed and made an open stand in defence of the expelled
workers. ‘ : ‘ £

The National Union of Railwaymen at a conference in Beélfast
in a resolution stated ‘‘without complete unity amongst the
working classes, we should not allow either religous or political .
differences to prevent their emancipation, which can be achieved -
through a great international brotherhood. the world over, no

A delegation from the Amalgamated Society of Carpenters’
and Joiners spoke to the shipyard workers attempting to defuse
the situation. They went so far as to produce a blacklist of firms
from which expulsions had taken place. - This .included the
Workman and Clarke shipyard, the Sirrocco plant and Mackies
among others. In all 600 men obeyed the call of their union
executive while a further 2,000, by staying at work, were expelled
from the union. , o ‘ -

It was the lack of an overall lead from the trade unions and
from the labour movement generally throughout Britain' and
Ireland, which determined that such courageous but isolated ¢alls
could not be successful. Without the support and active backing’
of workers organisations throughout the British Isles such: calls
were in fact foolhardy. At that time there wére approximately
100,000 people in the area which was to become Northern Ireland
who had no jobs. The labour organisations were not conducting a_
decisive struggle in Irelant around socialist policies and for jobs.
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~ 1t ‘'was therefore not surprising that 2,000 members of the
Amalgamated Society should have been treluctant to risk their
livelihood and support their union. - B 4

7 The role of the Republican Movement was no help to the

attempt of the labour organisations to call a halt to the blood shed. -
The pograms in the north were answered by the JRA with the .

boycott of Ulster goods. Later this boycott was ratified by the Dail.
"~ Opposition from the labour movement was one thing. If strong
_enough "it could have -isolated the bigots. Opposition from the
" . petty bourgeois nationalists was something totally different. The
- stronger it was, the more it re-enforced the influence of bigots

. over the minds of protestant workers. :

Until July 1920 the Labour Movement in the north had been
going forward. Industrially and then politically it was moving from
strenght to strength. The July 19th pogroms and the passing of the

Governmerit of Ireland Act threw this process into reverse gear.

The potential which had ‘existed, for the movement to develop as

never bhefore, was temporarily lost. ; : .
“In the period before 1914 the labour movement north an

south had recognised the daagers inherent in partition. Leaders

.like Connolly concluded that only action by the workers

" organisations could avert disaster. At that time the weakness of -

‘the movement lay in its youth, in the fact that it had engaged in
a series of exhausting industrial battles. Connolly and other
-leaders strove to overcome these objective handicaps. Under the
then existing conditions he and the other leaders of the movement
faced an uphill battle. - :
- From the war the movement emerged fresh, the scars of
battle healed, and on the crest of ‘a revolutionary wave. Its body
was envigorated. But its brain was sadly weakened. Had Labour

- intervened in the 1918-election the forces of the working class

would have been drawn together north and south. Workers would
- have lined up against sectarianism and against reaction in all its
forms. Had the leaders of the movement launched a campaign for

socialismi from that time, taking it to every workshop, to every.
estate, they would have won the leadership of the national -
struggle, In the years after 1918 they failed to face up to this task.
Had they done so the radicalisation of the country would not have -
~mustered itself around the banner of mere nationalism.- It would -

‘have been a struggle for socialism north, south and in Britain also.
From the criminal decision not to participaté in 1918, and the
subsequent lack of a campaign around any independent class
programme, stemmed the defeats suffered north and south in the
early '20s. That decision, that inaction, left the advanced workers
in the North isolated 1 1920-when the bigots drew their swords.
- Had the movement not sat back and 'a%lowed petty bourgeois
.nationalists to tap the revolutionary energy of the masses,
partition itself could have been averted. s ;
. The Government of Ireland Act was foisted on Ireland by
British Imperialism primarily in order to divide and disorientate

the workers movement in Ireland and in Britain. It gave legitignacy‘ ‘
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to the activities of the Carsonite thugs in the north. 1t assisted the
‘attempts of such reactionaries to break up the solidarity shown in

© . 1919. And with .the temporary paralysis of the workers

organisations in the north, the ruling class were ‘more able to
concentrate their efforts on the southern parts of the country.
" Coercion was intensified and, at all times, the pressure maintained

- on.the leadership of the republican movement to force them to

come to terms. g : , .
It was the petty bourgeois nature of this feadership which .

- opened a way to a settlement - on the terms of Imperialism of

- course. The British Government through Lloyd George pressed for
negotiations-to take place. On July 11th, 1921, a truce was called.
DeValera led a delegation to London to discuss terms. What they
were offered amounted to a mere sham of token independence,

. approximately the proposals contained in previous Home Rule

. bills, though spiced with a few additional concessions. Air and

naval facilities were to be granted to Britain, recruiting would still

- take place in Ireland for the British Army. There was to be a
- limitation on the size of the Irish army. And on top of this the

- recognition of the Northern Ireland Parliament, and with it the
division of the country, was demanded. © = *. _

De Valera rejected these proposals. However, in his oot-
responderice it was made quite clear that some form of com-
promise might yet be reached. The struggle of the Irish masses
was to be reduced to a game of swopping concessions with: the

- representatives of British Capital. _ EE -
~In October a fresh delegation, this time led by Arthur Griffith
and excluding DeValera, went to negotiate with Lloyd George.
The central objections to the British proposals raised by this
-delegation were the questions of Ulster, and also the issue of the -
working of an oath of allegiance to the British Monarch. The -
military conditions were fairly readily accepted. - :
- Duritig the negotiations it became clear that the latter-day
~Daniel O’Connell, Arthur Giiffith, was the most susceptible to the
persuasive methods of Lloyd George. When the proposal to
establish a Boundary Commission to determine where exactly the
- border would run, was made, and when a modified version of the
-oath of allegiance was produced, it was apparent that Griffith was
prepared to capitulate.: - - E : b
_Lloyd George seized upon the cracks appearing among the
rish delegation and bluntly informed them that if they did not sign
the treaty the British would embark on a course of all out war
‘‘within three days’’. Griffith had already given a personal
assurance that he would sign no matter what his collegues would
do. But they were not long in following suit. : -
There is no doubt that Lloyd George’s threat of all out war was
no bluff. Had the treaty not been accepted a savage offensive
against the republican forces would have been begun. This was -
- being seriously considered by the capitalists as the first part of
.. a direct offensive against the working class. The leaders of the
British military machine had been demanding ah extension of the
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powers and of their operatlons in “Ireland. For example the -
commander of the forces Sir Henry Wilson, had demanded powers

_ “‘to intern anyone, without charge or trial for an indefinite period,
and the power to try any prisoner by court marshal and without
legal advice, except in cases requiring the death penality’’. Had
thé Republican leaders not been prepared to accept the terms

being offered at this stage, Imperialism would have had no choice .
but to contintde and escalate the military efforts in order to enforce -
these leaders to the conference table and to compromlse at some-

future stage.
For their %rs art the republican leaders agreed to the British

terms because, firstl

- outlook was the spirit of compromise, but secondly, and more

" importantly, because they could see no prospect of victory. Of all
the republican leaders few were as closely in touch with the actual

- military situation as was Michael Col}xt)xg Collins himself, in 1921,
estimated that the IRA had only 2-3 men who they could rely
upgn at any one time. In addition, their: operatlons were being
handicapped by a severe shortage of ammunitjon.

-Only one force could have led a successful struggle against -

Imperialism - the working class. The DeValeras, Griffiths etc. had
no perspective for the mobilisation of the workers. Their
prommance was one of the factors repelling the protestant workers
in the north. Hlstory books tell us that the. treaiy arose from
“‘the betrayal”’ of a few individuals. On the contrary! The need to
come to terms arose from the methods that had been adopted by
‘the leaders of the struggle in Ireland. Above all, it arose from the
back-sliding of the labour leadership in 1918 apd afie. wards.

. The republican struggle was divorced from the social
agitations swelling up'atthe time. ‘‘Labour must wait’’ meant that
the demands of the working class were dlsrmssed By pressing
their interests the workers ‘were said to be ‘‘endangering” the
umty of the republican forces! On the land also the tenants were
* seizing the estates only to find themselves remonstrated by Si
-Fein and the IRA who even went to the lengths of carrying ouit
evictions in order to break the back of the land seizure movement.

" Pushing the social struggle to the background, Sinn Fein
inevitably leaned towards the capitalists and away from the
working class. In so doing it drained the struggle of the resources
and reserves required to ensure success.

In" addition, the methods of struggle which were adopted,
those of a campaign of individual terror as conducted by the forces
of the IRA, were incapable of defeating imperialism. History,
drawn from the international experience of the working class,
teaches that it is only mass action by the organisations of the
wotkmg class which can change society. The truth of this was
shown in Ireland during these years. Had a treaty not' been
fegotiated in 1921 the IRA campaign could have been continued
but it would not have achieved the military and. economic

expulsion of Imperialism. There might have been a drawn out

struggle between the forces of the repubhcan movement and the -

y ingrained within them and within their class. .

mlhtary mlght of Imperialism. On_ the basis of the methods whlch

_ had been adopted up to 1921, of guerilla -activity, there could
. only have been one result of such a campaign - ultimate defeat and’

‘a settlement of some sort chiefly on the bosses terms, . ,
It was the objectwe factors bearing down upon the tepubhcan :
movement, steming from their false strategy, from their false
policies and also from the failures of the labour movement, which -
forced the compromise terms of the treaty to be accepted. The
subjective factors, the willingness to compromise and betray -
inherent in the psychology and cringing class outlook of these- '
petty bourgeois leaders, merely accelerated this process. - k
The treaty was not a sudden and unexpected ‘‘betrayal’” of a
few individuals. It was the only possible consequence: of the
methods of struggle adopted and the social composition of ‘the
forces involved. No matter what the individuals represented the
cause, no matter how the negotiations were conducted, nothing
cquld get away from the fact that the cause itself was being -
squeezed by events towards shabby compromise. '
Labour and working class unity were the real v1ct1ms of -
partition. Labour alone could have averted this menace. The :ll
Irish unity of the working class continues to be a victim of the
political division of the country. But just as only Labour could have .
averted partition in 1920 - so only united class actlon strugglmn
for socialism can end partition to-day : :
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